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Acronyms
A2F Access to Finance
CAPI Computer Assisted Personal Interview
DFID Department for International Development (of the United Kingdom)
EEU Economic Empowerment Unit (of the LIFT Programme)
GoE Government of Ethiopia
GESI Gender and Social Inclusion
HoH Head of the household
LIFT Land Investment for Transformation Programme
LR Land Rental
MHH Male-headed household
MoA Ministry of Agriculture
pp percentage points
RLAS Rural Land Administration System
SLLC Second Level Land Certification
SNNPR Southern Nations, Nationalities and People’s Regional State
SLRC Standard Land Rental Contract
ToC Theory of Change
WLAO Woreda Land Administration Office. Generic term. In Amhara, it is known as the Woreda

Environmental Protection, Land Administration and Use Office. In Oromia, it is known as the
Woreda Rural Land and Environmental Protection Office. In SNNP, it is known as the Woreda
Land Administration, Use and Environmental Protection Core Process. In Tigray, it is known
as the Woreda Environmental Protection and Use Office
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Introduction

Overview of interventions

The UK Aid-funded Land Investment for Transformation Programme (LIFT) works with the Government of
Ethiopia (GoE) to deliver Second Level Land Certificates (SLLC) to smallholder farmers and to create a
national database to manage and update SLLC data and land related transactions, the Rural Land
Administration System (RLAS). The introduction of SLLC and the RLAS is expected to improve both the
administration and management of land in Ethiopia.

Impact: Increased income of the poor

Outcome: Rural households change investment practices through LIFT interventions

Increased access to More efficient allocation : :
Increased investment in

land (ECA interventions)

finance (A2F of land (Rural land
interventions) interventions)

EEU as enabler for:

4 . 4

[ ] EEU Component Logframe & Impact

A better functioning land system creates multiple opportunities for improving the livelihoods of rural dwellers.
Since 2014, through the Economic Empowerment Unit (EEU), LIFT works to leverage these opportunities as
shown in the Theory of Change to the right. For this, the programme applies market systems thinking in three
main intervention areas: rural land rental (LR), access to finance (A2F) and environment & conservation
agriculture (ECA).

Rural Land Rental Sector

The rural land rental system in Ethiopia is still largely informal, resulting in ineffective performance, distorted
pricing, and conflict. The majority of land rental transactions are short-term, inefficient crop sharing
arrangements between family and community members. Farmers have traditionally been reluctant to engage
in formal rental transactions (particularly cash rentals) outside of family or close friends — the primary reason
for this remains the real and perceived risk around engaging in rental transactions, particularly uncertainty
around the recovery of the land at the end of the rental period. Additionally, farmers have limited access to
information on the rural land market (particularly land availability and rental procedures) and an uncertain
regulatory environment. The improved tenure security provided by SLLC provides an opportunity to improve
the functioning of the rural land rental system, by doing the following:

Improve land rental processes and procedures. The key components of this include the use of the standard
land rental contract (SLRCF) developed by LIFT in all rental transactions; the registration of these contracts at
the local kebele office; and the kebele office submitting these contracts to the woreda land office for registration
in RLAS. These steps provide both parties to the rental transaction with the assurance that the transaction is
legal and secure.

Develop a sustainable system for information on land rental demand and availability to flow so that smallholder
farmers and particularly vulnerable groups can rent in/out their land for fair and competitive prices.

Continue building awareness among all relevant stakeholders (e.g. Rural Land Administration and Use
(RLAUS) offices, woreda land offices, kebeles, smallholder farmers, vulnerable groups) that renting in/out land
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is legal, culturally acceptable and safe through proper formalisation of such transactions. Formalised land
rental can bring significant benefits through improved access to productive land for landless young people and
increased rental income for women and elderly people who may not have the resources to farm the land
effectively.

Improve the legal and regulatory framework so that smallholder farmers and vulnerable groups are able to rent
in/out their land confidently, can formalise their land rental agreements speedily, and experience the benefits
of formally registering the rental agreements.

Continue supporting the development of a transparent and sustainable land rental service provision system
that is instrumental in assuring continuous development of a formalised land rental market and its benefits to
both renters and rentees.

By April 2019, land rental service providers (LRSPs) have facilitated 15,207 rental transactions, with an
estimated reach of 26,460 rural households across 32 woredas in the Amhara, Oromia, SNNP and Tigray
regions. The breakdown of renters and rentees is 78% males and 22% females, although females make up
about 40% of renters.

Access to Finance Sector

Enhancing access to finance for SLLC-holders is key to allow them to invest productively in their land. For
example, increased access to finance gives smallholder farmers timely access to short-term finance for inputs
(e.g. seeds, fertiliser, pesticides, herbicides, machine services, transport, labour, and fuel) and allows them to
smooth cash flows. Being able to increase the productivity of land also makes the rental market more attractive,
leading to higher rental prices (which disproportionately benefits vulnerable groups) and increasing the amount
of land available to rent out/in. Overall, this supports a more efficient allocation of land.

Most farmers, however, have limited access to credit from financial institutions, and those that do generally
rely on group loans from MFIs. A number of informational asymmetries and institutional failures limit the supply
of credit in rural areas, leaving many SLLC beneficiaries unable to access credit. To the extent that loans are
available, they are limited in size, which restricts farmers’ ability to invest productively in their land and escape
the poverty trap. In addition, farmers lack access to insurance products that could make their investments
lower risk.

On the supply side, micro finance institutions face institutional and capacity constraints that limit their ability to
offer individual based loan products to their clients in rural areas. In addition, liquidity constraints hamper their
ability to grow their loan portfolio. This should be compensated by a higher emphasis on growing their savings
base.

In this sector LIFT aims to leverage second level land certificates to improve farmer access to a range of
financial services, specifically credit and micro-insurance. LIFT’s main intervention has aimed to promote
development of new agricultural individual loan linked to SLLC.

LIFT has developed an SLLC-linked individual loan product which is being piloted by six MFIs. The loan product
has been very positively received by both MFIs and farmers. MFIs have developed strong ownership of the
product, demonstrated by their willingness to invest in it, adjusting product features and revising product
manuals to respond to clients’ demands. Additionally, they are incorporating the product in their recording and
management information systems (MIS) and expanding the availability of the loan product to non-LIFT
woredas. Based on findings from the field, demand for SLLC loans remains very strong and community
awareness of the product is rising. Portfolio growth is healthy, and MFlIs are pleased with the product and its
overall performance.

By April 2019, 10,793 SLLC-linked loans have been extended across 43 woredas in the Amhara, Oromia, and
SNNP regions. The breakdown of A2F is 65% of loans disbursed to males while 35% are disbursed to females.
Notice that female borrowers may be women in male-headed households or female heads in female-headed
households.




This report analyses the EEU 2019 Impact Survey results and aims to respond to the following research
guestions:

Demographics and Socio-Economics of Beneficiaries and Non-Beneficiaries

e What are the profiles of direct A2F and LR beneficiary households compared to non-beneficiary
households across demographic and socio-economic characteristics, including poverty status (PPI score
— extreme poor, absolute poor, food poor), household size, age, education, income-generating activities,
financial inclusion status, and other vulnerability criteria?

Knowledge, Awareness, Practices and Perceptions

e What is the awareness and understanding of the second level land certificate (SLLC), the standard land
rental contract (SLRC) and the SLLC-linked loan for beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, including for
relevant sub-groups?

¢ What are the main practice and perception changes that resulted from A2F and LR interventions for
beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, including for relevant sub-groups?

e Whatis the evidence that SLLC and rental formalisation leads to increased perceived security of tenure,
including for relevant sub-groups?

GESI and Adverse Effects

e Whatis the impact of rental formalisation on vulnerable groups, including female-headed households
and women in male-headed households?

e Whatis the impact of the SLLC-linked loan on vulnerable groups, including female-headed households
and women in male-headed households?

e What are potential adverse effects of the SLLC-linked loan and the standard land rental contract (SLRC),
including for relevant sub-groups?

Investment and Income Changes

e What is the evidence that the standard land rental contract (SLRC) leads to increased investment in
land, including for relevant sub-groups? What is the evidence that this has an impact on farmers’
incomes?

e Whatis the evidence that the SLLC-linked loan increases investment in agriculture and thereby
increases yields and incomes for rural households, including for relevant sub-groups?

Methodology

The EEU 2019 impact survey collected a range of household, person and parcel-level data from a sample of
926 EEU beneficiaries and 456 non-beneficiaries. The survey focused on probing the effects of the A2F and
LR interventions experienced by beneficiaries through a process of behavioural change, practice change, and
investments on land and income-generating activities. The survey also collected demographic and socio-
economic data in an effort to profile EEU beneficiaries and benchmark them to non-beneficiaries.

The results were analysed following a contribution analysis approach, by which changes in target indicators
associated to EEU interventions are mapped along the interventions’ results chains. Factual changes in target
guantitative indicators were compared and contrasted with self-reported knowledge, awareness, perceptions
and practices of the respondents. In order to get an indication of investment and income changes in the short
term, the survey asked respondents to recall historical data before and after the SLLC-linked loan or formal
land rental contract were accessed. The survey will be repeated in 2020 by following up with the same
respondents in order to test further changes in behaviour and investments.

In terms of investments, the survey methodology focused on changes in three key dimensions: 1) the choice
of income-generating activities carried out by the household; 2) the use of and expenditures in inputs for
cropping, livestock rearing and non-farm economic activities; 3) land investments on water and conservation
structure at parcel level. The main measure of investment is the total cost in Birr of inputs used across all the
income-generating activities.
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In terms of income, the survey methodology allows us to generate evidence to estimate an additional and
attributable income effect that directly relates to the additional investment that was made due to the EEU
intervention. The survey was not designed to derive a robust measure of the total household income before
and after the intervention, considering a comprehensive list of all income sources?.

Sampling Framework

Two distinct sample frames were required in this study. For those reached by EEU, the sample frame was all
those reached by A2F or LR in kebeles identified in a listing process conducted by the EEU team in Addis
Ababa. Within those kebele, each household had an equal opportunity to appear in the sample frame. For the
non-beneficiary comparison group, households for interview came from the same kebele as the beneficiaries.
The sample frame in this regard is all non-reached households in these kebele.

To obtain a sample of EEU beneficiaries, firstly, for each of the A2F and LR interventions areas, 3 woredas
were purposefully selected in each of the 4 LIFT regions where A2F and LR interventions have been
undergoing since before July 2017. To streamline logistics of data collection, within the selected woredas,
kebeles were also identified to have reached an adequate number of loans and LR transactions2. Secondly,
from complete lists of beneficiaries, the sample was drawn by the systematic random sampling2. To ensure
the short-term investment and income impacts may be observable, beneficiaries who joined the programme
before March 2017 or after July 2018 were excluded from the sample. These cut-off dates were determined
by, respectively, the start of the 2017 Belg (short rains) season and the start of the 2018 Mehr (long rains)
seasons. Also, specific quotas were reserved to female respondents in specific regions-groups where number
of female beneficiaries are lower.

Non-beneficiaries were sampled by random walk in the communities/kebeles where sampled EEU
beneficiaries live. The non-beneficiary surveys were carried out with the head of the household, provided that
he or she was a land holder who had received an SLLC. This allows comparing EEU beneficiaries with the
population of land holders who have benefitted from SLLC but not directly from A2F and LR interventions.

This process generated a final valid sample of 1,382 respondents disaggregated in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1 - EEU 2019 Impact Survey Sample Sizes

WEETS Females ‘ WEETS Females Males Females Males Females
Tigray 34 37 66 1 N/A N/A 36 20 194
Amhara 39 30 63 3 98 28 108 31 400
Oromia 46 15 59 1 100 38 122 19 400
SNNP 49 11 57 1 134 16 100 20 388
Total 168 93 ‘ 245 6 332 82 366 90 1382

In order to report results representative of the population of A2F and LR beneficiaries, the data are weighted
according to the regional and gender breakdown of the EEU populations active in the March 2017-July 2018
period. Notice that due very low number of female rentees in the LR population and ensuing low sample size,
in the following we report and discuss results for the rentee group as a whole.

Challenges and Limitations

CAPI issues and bulky questionnaire routing led to a delayed start of the survey. Due to complicated
CAPI routing requirements, the finalisation of the CAPI version of the questionnaire took longer than expected.
The issues were mostly due to the complicated routing of recall questions in the investment and incomes
modules. The first week of data collection was therefore devoted to additional testing and updating of the CAPI
tool. A sample top-up was agreed upon to make-up for some erroneous data points recorded in the first week
of data collection.

Recall bias and respondent fatigue affected the reporting of investment and income data. The
guestionnaire, built applying tried-and-tested design approaches, was reported to be mostly clear and
uncomplicated to respond to for both enumerators and respondents. However, during the review of the raw
data, several data inconsistencies were identified, specifically with questions relating to investment and income

1 Further details on the survey methodology can be found in a detailed concept note shared with DFID in December 2018.
2 For LR, 2-5 kebeles were selected; for A2F, 1-4 MFI branches were selected.
3 Lists of beneficiaries at woreda level are compiled by partner MFls and LRSPs and aggregated centrally in the LIFT office.
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in the season after the intervention had taken place. More specifically, instances were found where
respondents had stated investments had increased in the year after the SLLC-linked loan or standard land
rental contract, but the actual calculated total cost of inputs in Birr had not increased. Furthermore, some data
appeared to be missing where the respondents had first stated to be involved in an income-generating activity
but had not reported any inputs used.

After extensive consultations with field managers and enumerators, including a short survey and interviews
conducted with enumerators, the inconsistencies were attributed to recall bias, fatigue and sequencing issues
experienced by the respondents. Questions relating to the season before the intervention were asked first in
one batch, followed by questions relating to the season after the intervention. Some respondents felt that they
had already told enumerators about their farming activities when responding to the year before questions, and
then felt less motivated to respond to the same questions again for the season after.

To manage some of these inconsistent data and missing values, some observations were excluded from the
analysis and some missing values imputed.

Safety concerns in Wenberema woreda led to replacing the sample with another woreda. The Amhara
enumerator team encountered a political unrest leading to safety risks while traveling in direction of the
Wenberema woreda in Amhara. A number of roads had been blocked by local youth in protest with the
government. To avoid any further risk, the sample for Wenberema was therefore replaced in the Jabi Tehnan
woreda.

Demographics and Socio-Economic Characteristics of EEU Beneficiaries

Analysis of household demographics in terms of size of the household, age of household members, and
education levels allows to draw the following profiles for the EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries:

e Rentees are the youngest and renters the oldest sub-group: Rentees are on average the youngest
group in the survey. The average age of male rentees and of their household members is 40.3 and 21.1
years respectively. By contrast, the oldest group are renters, for whom the average age is 49.2 years for
men and 46.4 years for women. The A2F group is somewhat in-between renters and rentees in terms of
age profile (men average: 46.9; women average: 44.1). In turn, A2F women are younger than their non-
beneficiary peers (44.1 v. 49.6) (see Figure 2 below).

e Across the groups considered, women have relatively smaller households than men. The sub-group with
the smallest average and median household size is the one of female renters (mean: 3.1 people).
Interestingly, the household size profile of the women renters is very close to the profile of women heads
of the households in the non-beneficiary population. The mean size of the household ranges from 4.7
(male renters) to 5.1 people (male A2F) across the male heads of the households (see Figure 2 below).

e Across the four groups (A2F, renters, rentees and non-beneficiaries), female household heads
are less likely than men to be able to read and write. In addition, in women-headed households, also
the educational attainment of household members is on average lower than for male-headed
households. In terms of group differences, educational levels of renters are in-line with the non-
beneficiary population, while A2F beneficiaries and rentee beneficiaries are significantly more educated
than their non-beneficiary counterparts (for example, proportion of women who cannot read nor write is
78.3% among A2F women and 93.4% among the non-beneficiary women) (see Figure 2 below).
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Figure 2 — Age, HH size and literacy of EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

Ve Renters RENICES A2F Non-beneficiary
Males Females Males Females Males Females Males Females

Age 49.2 46.4 40.3 40.5 46.9 44.1 46.6 49.6

HH size 4.7 3.1 51 3.3 53 51 51 3.0

HH head can read and write | 38.4% 16.7% 57.2% 25.8% 57.7% 18.0% 39.6% 6.6%

Interpretations of Findings

Rental transactions seem to shift land from the old to the young: On average, rental transactions shift
land from older and smaller households to younger and larger households, and from women-headed
households to male-headed households. As expected, age and household size differences between EEU
renters and rentees suggest that availability of labour to farm land is critical to the decision to rent land in or
out.

A2F and rentee beneficiaries are more educated: The educational advantage of rentees and A2F
beneficiaries over the non-beneficiary population suggests better educated people might find it easier to
engage with formal contracts. However, the large share of beneficiaries who are illiterate indicate low
educational attainment is not a barrier to benefit from EEU.

As the range of household demographic profiles of A2F, renters and rentees partly overlap, it is found that
age, household size and education are important but not necessary sufficient conditions to determine land
rental and financial behaviour.

Land remains one of the major economic assets supporting livelihoods and food security in rural Ethiopia. We
therefore assess whether EEU reaches households who have larger or smaller land endowments than their
non-beneficiary peers. We use two key measures: the total size of the land holdings in hectare in the last year,
counting all parcels accessed through renting in or held directly; and the share of households who are
smallholders, defined as households holding or renting out in total less than 1.5 hectares of land (excluding
land rented or sharecropped in) (see Table A4 and Figure 3 below).

A2F beneficiaries hold more land: In the non-beneficiary population, the average size of land held or
accessed by renting by male-headed households is 1.45 ha (median 0.78 ha) and by female-headed
households is 1.12 ha (median 0.67 ha). By contrast, A2F beneficiaries have much larger land holdings on
average (men: 2.79 ha, median 1.57; women: 1.66 ha, median 1.28 ha). On average, their land holdings are
roughly twice as large non-beneficiaries’. Male renters hold 1.18 ha on average, and female renters hold 0.96
ha. Rentees also have smaller land holdings than non-beneficiaries (average 1.17 ha)

Smallholders make-up a large share across all beneficiary groups: In the non-beneficiary population, the
share of smallholders is 84% among male-headed households and 86% among female-headed households.
Smallholders make up the largest share across EEU renters. The A2F group has to smallest share of
smallholders, which however still includes 64% smallholders among the males’ group and 73% among the
females’ group (see Figure 3 below).

Landless use the SLRC to rent-in land: The EEU rentees group include a substantial share of households
who do not own any land directly — 14% of male-headed households. Notice that only land holders were
selected to participate in to the non-beneficiary survey.
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Figure 3 — Percentage of Smallholder farmers across EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
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Interpretations of Findings

Though A2F beneficiaries are relatively larger land holders on average, over 64% of them are smallholders.
This suggests that larger land holdings might help farmers to access the SLLC-linked loan. Larger land
holdings are likely associated to higher incomes and therefore signal creditworthiness to the lending MFI.
However, MFls still manage to target a substantial number of smallholders with the SLLC-linked loan.

As EEU renters and rentees’ land holding sizes are similar or lower than in the non-beneficiary population, it
can be concluded that EEU LR interventions are successful in reaching smallholders.

The livelihood strategies of rural households are usually dominated by cropping for both subsistence and
generation of cash income. Livestock rearing and non-farm activities such as trading of household
merchandise offer secondary options. In this section we look at how the survey groups compare in terms of
engagement in cropping, livestock rearing and non-farm activities.*

As expected, cropping is the most prevalent economic activity across all groups: in the year before the SLLC-
linked loan or standard land rental contracts, 81% of male renters, 93% of male rentees and 97% of male A2F
beneficiaries engaged in cropping. Among these households, the average number of crops grown is lowest
for renters (1.46) and highest for A2F beneficiaries (2.51), while rentees are in-between the other two groups
(1.58). These results suggest renters and rentees are mainly growing only one crop while A2F beneficiaries
diversify their crop production.

Cropping is relatively less prevalent in the female groups than in the male groups: 74% of female renters and
93% of female A2F beneficiaries engaged in cropping. The average number of crops was also lower than in
the men’s groups: female renters grow on average 1.40 crops and female A2F beneficiaries 1.83.

Rentees focus more on livestock rearing, but A2F beneficiaries diversify more through livestock and
by-products: Rentees focus most on livestock rearing across all groups (75% of male and 76% of female
rentees are involved in livestock rearing). However, among households who have livestock, the A2F groups
hold more types of livestock than the renters and rentees (M: A2F 3.02, rentees 2.01, renters 1.55; W: A2F
2.87, renters 1.34), and also focus most on livestock by-products across all groups (23% of males and 12% of
females). Therefore, A2F beneficiaries appear to diversify more their livestock income-generation strategies
than renters and rentees (see Figure 4 below).

Renters are more likely to engage in non-farm business: Interestingly, renters are comparatively more
likely to be involved in non-farm business compared to rentees and A2F groups (see Figure 4 below).

Therefore, although the majority of renters still engage in cropping, renting out seems to allow a relatively low

share of farmers to diversify away from cropping and into non-farm activities.

beneficiaries instead, we refer to the latest agricultural year prior to the survey.

4 Note that for beneficiaries we report here on economic activities in the year before the SLLC-linked loan or standard land rental contract. For p@n-
0
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Figure 4 — Percentage of Smallholder farmers across EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
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Several definitions and measures of poverty can be used to profile the rural households’ economic status. In
this report we use three different indicators:

Simple Poverty Scorecard (SPC): The ‘probability of poverty’ as measured by the Simple Poverty
Scorecard (SPC), a parsimonious tool using eight indicators based on the Ethiopia’s 2011 Welfare
Monitoring Survey to estimate the likelihood that a household has consumption below a given poverty
line. Poverty ratios are calculated by household count.

Household poverty perception: A summary of household self-reported perception of their economic
status and recall of episodes of food scarcity in the past year.

Wealth index based on assets: A wealth index aggregating data on the ownership of 32 household or
business assets. Each asset is weighted from 1 to 5 according to their relative value, as estimated
through online searches and qualitative observations of the EEU Addis team. We further use cluster
analysis to identify four wealth groups having a similar wealth score5.

Findings across the three indices show somewhat similar patterns. Below findings from the Wealth index
based on assets are summarised (see Figure 5):

A2F beneficiaries are on average wealthier than other groups: A2F beneficiaries are the
comparatively wealthier group, particularly male respondents. Among these, 14.3% come from the high
wealth group, and 41% from the middle-high wealth group. The second wealthiest group are male
rentees: 4.7% of them come from the high wealth group and 30% from the middle-high wealth group.

Renters are the least wealthy group: By contrast, the EEU renters stand out as the least wealthy
population: 80% of females and 55% of males are in the low wealth group. Only 7% and 14% of male
and female renters respectively come from one of the high or middle-high wealth group. Renters also
have an asset wealth deficit against non-beneficiaries as well, although by a fairly low margin: among
non-beneficiaries, 72% of females and 44% of males come from the low wealth group.

Women are on average less wealthy than men: Women’s sub-groups within EEU renters and rentee,
A2F and non-beneficiaries are significantly less wealthy than their men counterparts. On average, the
proportion of women from the low wealth group is about 25 percentage points higher than men.

Figure 5 — Wealth index based on household assets across EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries

5 An average-linkage clustering approach is used to identify the four wealth groups.
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Vulnerable Groups

The EEU A2F and LR interventions do not only target the general population of rural households with SLLC
but are actively tailored to benefit specifically a range of vulnerable sub-groups. The vulnerability profiles of
the EEU groups are therefore critical to assess whether EEU reaches its intended targets. In this context,
women in male headed households, female-headed households, elderly (over 65 years-old), orphan or
abandoned children and persons with disabilities are the relevant sub-groups.

Our impact survey gathers household members’ data as provided by the respondent, who is the main
responsible in the household for the loan or the standard land rental contract; the sex-disaggregated group
share of households who have an elder, a person with disability, an ill person, or an orphan or abandoned
child are used to compare groups. The share of households with any vulnerable person is also employed as a
summary of the different sub-groups (see Figure 6).

Figure 6 — Vulnerability criteria across EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries
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Renters are the most vulnerable group: Across the EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries, vulnerable
groups are most prevalent in the male and female renters’ groups. Almost half of female renters (47%) have
at least one vulnerable person in the household, against 42% in the non-beneficiary population of female-
headed households. Male renters also report high vulnerability rates (38%, against 28% in the non-beneficiary
men group).

Other groups also show significant vulnerability: The share of households with a vulnerable person are

also quite high in the A2F groups (19% for men and 33% for women), however they are lower than inghe ‘
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general non-beneficiary population. Rentees’ households are the least vulnerable from a social inclusion
perspective, not only as compared to renters and A2F beneficiaries, but also against the broader non-
beneficiary population.

Interpretations of Findings

Both A2F and LR interventions manage to reach and engage with the vulnerable people that are actively
targeted. In addition, the sharp difference in the share of vulnerable groups between renters and rentees (36%
against 11% among male-headed households) highlights again that land rental allows households with
insufficient labour capacity to transfer land to other households who might have excess labour capacity. As
such, by facilitating land rental to take place, the LR interventions may enhance land productivity. This finding
is further corroborated in the investment and income data analysis.

The SLLC-linked loan targets and successfully reaches both female-headed households and women in male-
headed households.

Access to Finance Sector

Effects of the SLLC-Linked Loan on Financial Inclusion

In this section we explore the features of the SLLC-linked loan in terms of amounts, interest rates, duration
and compare these with the previous use of finance by A2F beneficiaries, as well as other available forms of
finance in the non-beneficiary population.

SLLC-loan amounts and interest rates: In the survey sample the SLLC-linked loan amount ranges from
5,000-50,000 Birr, has an average of 31,000 Birr and a median of 30,000 Birr; the annual interest rate charged
by the MFI ranges from 9% to 21%, but most observations are clustered between 15% to 19%; the average
interest rate is 17.4%. The duration of the loan is 1-3 years, with an average of 2.2 years.

On average against men, women access slightly smaller loans (29,000 v. 32,000 Birr), pay slightly higher
interest (17.8 v. 17.2%), while obtaining longer durations (2.5 v. 2.0 years). This difference might be due to the
composition of the female A2F group, which is largely based in Amhara where ACSI offers longer term loans
with higher interest.

Meeting customer demand: The loan amounts were deemed adequate to meet financial needs by 69% of
the borrowers. The remaining 31% would have been willing to take up about 74,000 Birr more on average.
Over one quarter of them could have applied for over 100,000 Birr more. This suggests that the demand for
credit was met for the majority of A2F borrowers, however a small sub-group would be looking to apply for
more credit®.

Repayments are timely and most re-apply for a second, bigger loan: The sample also includes 31% of
borrowers, who by the time of the survey had already repaid the first SLLC loan in full (36% M, 23% W). Among
them, 73% repaid on time, and the remaining still 27% repaid before the due date. After final repayment, 85%
of the respondents applied for a new SLLC loan, and among them, 78% obtained it. Of these, 73% got a larger
loan amount, 21% the same amount, and 6% got a lower amount.

51% of A2F beneficiaries stated to have made compulsory deposits into the MFI saving account. Among them,
about half made monthly compulsory deposits of about 250 Birr on average, while 36% made one upfront
deposit only. Voluntary deposits of 300 Birr on average were also made by 61% of the households, generally
on a monthly basis.

The SLLC-linked loan increases financial inclusion and access to credit: Before taking up the SLLC loan,
most EEU borrowers did not have any formal or informal credit. Only 1% had a loan with informal lenders such
as a neighbour, and only 12% had taken out a formal loan from an MFI or a Savings and Credit Cooperative
(in about 9 out of 10 cases this was a group loan with the MFI). For those respondents who took out different
kind of credit before, such as a group loan, the average loan amount equalled 11,800 Birr. The SLLC-linked
loan therefore offers credit amounts to A2F beneficiaries that are on average 2.6 times higher than other
available credit instruments, such as group loans, could offer. ‘

Figure 7 — Access to credit for A2F beneficiaries before SLLC-linked loan
d
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6 In response to high demand for the loan, after mid-2018 ACSI MFI in Amhara has gradually started to raise the loan ceiling to 100,000 Birr and incre
the maximum loan term to 5 years.
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Financial barriers faced by EEU borrowers before taking out the SLLC linked loan included: supply-side
constraints such as the expectation that the loan would be too expensive or get rejected (37%), and
behavioural constraints such as fear of being in debt (20%)’. However, it is important to note that about half of
EEU borrowers stated not have had interest in borrowing before.

Non-Beneficiary Results

Alternative credit offers lower loan amounts for non-beneficiaries: In the two years previous to the survey,
only 2% of non-beneficiaries had an informal loan (mean loan amount was 2,763 Birr). About one out of 10
non-beneficiaries had taken out a formal loan, specifically a group loan from an MFI (7%), an individual loan
from private banks (1%), or both group and individual loans from a Saving and Credit Cooperative (2%). For
these respondents who had a loan, the loan amounts ranged 2,000-25,000 with an average of 8,600 Birr.
Women-headed households accessed slightly smaller loans (7,200 v. 9,000 Birr). Therefore, the SLLC linked
loan offers unlocks credit amounts that are 3.6 times higher than other available credit instruments.

In terms of financial inclusion, 31% of male non-beneficiaries have a bank account with a formal financial
institution such as a private bank, public bank, microfinance institution or saving & credit cooperative. This
proportion is 25% among females.

As the above results suggest, the SLLC-linked loan is a significant innovation in the Ethiopian rural economy.
This new instrument introduces using an SLLC as guarantee for the loan, and as we have seen, also increases
significantly the loan amounts available through other credit forms at a competitive interest rate. The SLLC-
linked loan has also reached a number of first-time borrowers. It is therefore important to test the borrowers’
attitudes and perceptions of this new instrument. The survey asked a range of attitudinal and factual questions
about the SLLC-linked loan and taking out credit more generally.

Knowledge and Awareness

Borrowers understand legal requirements regarding pledging land: We test borrowers’ knowledge of two
key legal provisions required for the borrower to use his or her land as a guarantee for the loan. The first
provision is that the parcel of land that is pledged against borrowers’ default cannot be legally transferred via
rental, gifting or other wilful way until the debt is repaid. Among the A2F beneficiaries, 88% correctly understand
the land cannot be transferred. However, 12% believe they can transfer the land. This proportion is slightly
higher among women than men (16% v. 9%).

Most borrowers understand the consequences of default: The second provision is that in case of default,
the parcel of land is seized by the MFI temporarily until the debt is repaid. 60% of borrowers correctly

7 Instances of supply-side constraints are recorded for responses: ‘There was no credit institution to ask from’, ‘I did not know any formal lender’, ‘It was too
much trouble to get started’, ‘I expected the interest to be too expensive’, ‘| expected the minimum loan amount to be too high’, and ‘I could not find a loan
group who would take me in’. Instances of behavioral constraints include: ‘I did not like the idea of being in debt’ and ‘I feared | was not able to pay offdhe
loan’.
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understand that they will not lose the land forever. However, 40% think they will lose the land. Interestingly,
the correct view is held by 82% of women against only 48% of men. This difference might partly be due to
different regional composition of women and men A2F populations.

Attitudes and Perceptions

We further assessed attitudes and views of the borrowers against a range of possible benefits as well as
potential adverse effects related to taking up the SLLC linked loan. The survey presented respondents with
statements and asked to report attitudes on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘strongly agree’ to ‘strongly
disagree’. As responses to this type of questions can be affected by social desirability bias and a bias towards
agreeing to the statements, we introduce both statements expressing negative and positive attitudes. Results
need to be taken with care.

Figure 8 below summarises the percentage of borrowers that strongly or somewhat agree with the respective
positive or negative statements regarding the SLLC-linked loan.

Figure 8 — Percentage of A2F beneficiaries that strongly or somewhat agree with statements
regarding the SLLC-linked loan
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Feeling insecure about repaying the loan also emerged as the major risk faced by A2F beneficiaries when
accessing the SLLC-linked loan (T 35%, M 24%, W 53%). However, a large proportion of A2F beneficiaries
do not perceive major risks from accessing the loan (45% T, M 55%, W 27%).

Both attitudes and knowledge point towards sustainability of the SLLC-linked loan: When interpreting
the different attitudinal results and comparing these to the high and timely repayment rates, it can be derived
that borrowers both understand and respect the repayment requirements, which is a good indication for the
sustainability of the SLLC loan.

Effect of the SLLC-linked loan on women: The survey also asked specifically female respondents about
how the SLLC linked loan is affecting them through a similar range of qualitative statements. From the
responses it can be concluded that women enjoy a range of specific benefits from engaging in the SLLC-linked
loan as summarised in Figure 9 below.
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Figure 9 — Percentage of female A2F respondents that strongly or somewhat agree with statements
regarding the SLLC-linked loan
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Overall satisfaction is higher, but highest among women: Overall, virtually all borrowers report being very
satisfied or somewhat satisfied with the loan (78% and 18% respectively). Proportion of borrowers who are
very satisfied is slightly larger among women than among men (85% v. 75%). See Figure 9 above.

The SLLC-linked loan creates incentives to collect SLLC: It was also found that the prospect of taking up
the SLLC-linked loan motivated 72% of the borrowers to collect or demand their SLLC.

Risks and Potential Adverse Effects of the SLLC-Linked Loan

As emphasised in the previous section, A2F beneficiaries feel somewhat afraid of the burden of the loan. We
therefore also investigated actual cases of default or late repayments as part of the survey.

Based on their 1-3-year records, only 2% of A2F beneficiaries have ever missed a repayment of the loan. The
reasons for missing the repayment, according to the borrowers, were crop failure, death of livestock, business
failure, and, in one case in the survey, the borrower actually forgetting repayment was due.

A2F beneficiaries on average predict being able to pay the instalments of the loan in the year after the survey.
However about one third of them think they might miss a repayment (5% very likely, 27% somewhat likely).
Concerns about missing a repayment are low on average, however a small proportion (2%) of borrowers are
very worried about this eventuality.

Economic Purpose of the SLLC-linked Loan and Other Forms of Loan

Through the SLLC-linked loan, MFIs introduced a new form of finance specifically targeted to investments in
productive activities. As loan takers might pursue other financial objectives alongside investment, we
investigate the actual economic purpose of the loan and make-up of the loan amounts across the expenditures
that were financed.

The SLLC-linked loan is invested in productive income-generating activities: 88% of A2F respondents
stated that the loan was taken to invest in productive activities (83% among female respondents); 7% aimed
to finance common household expenditures, 2% health expenditures, 2% education expenditures, and 6%
aimed to pay for renting land for farming.

The SLLC-linked loan catalyses new investments: Among the respondents who invested in productive
activities, 83% stated that they were interested in financing the same activities in the year before they took out
the loan but were not able to do so (this holds for 81% of female respondents). 84% confirmed that they would
not have been able to finance the additional activities carried out without the SLLC-linked loan, in full or in part,
according to a self-assessment of their financial capacities.

Cropping is the main activity that A2F respondents used their loan for (63% among all respondents, 68%

among female respondents), followed by livestock rearing (32% M, 26% F) and other non-farm business (5% ‘
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M, 6% F). On average, households invested 20,300 Birr in cropping inputs, 11,500 Birr in livestock, and 23,102
Birr in non-farm businesses?.

SLLC-linked loans are not only larger than other available forms of credit but are also more frequently
taken out for productive purposes: 78% of non-beneficiaries with a formal loan (i.e. about 10% of the group),
stated using previous forms of finance to invest on productive activities. However, 20% of them used the loan
to finance household expenditures, 2% for health expenditures, 2% for costs of dealing with emergencies, 2%
to pay outstanding debts, and 12% to rent additional land.

Investments in Income-Generating activities

We quantify the additional investments generated by the SLLC-linked loan in the first year of the loan term by
assessing the increase in the total value that was invested in inputs relating to cropping, livestock and non-
farm activities. Since cropping is the main productive activity where EEU households invest, we analyse these
investments in isolation as well.

The average measured investment increase after the loan was 7,054 Birr; of this increase, 3,590 Birr was
allocated to cropping inputs. These additional costs correspond to a 26% increase across income-generating
activities and a 23% increase for cropping.

Notice that these estimates were calculated on a sub-sample of A2F because of data limitations due to recall
bias, sequence effects and fatigue.®

Net Income Effect of the SLLC-linked Loan

The net income effect of the SLLC-linked loan is calculated based on the expected returns of the attributable
increase in investments previously discussed. It is important to note that we are not measuring overall
household income but are instead focussing on a specific income-generating activity (such as cropping), in
which the household states it has invested as a result of the EEU intervention. The box below on key terms
and methodology elaborates more on this.

Additional investments in agricultural inputs increase yields per hectare: We estimate that land yields —
i.e. the equivalent value in Birr of the output per hectare from cropping — increased by 33.6% in the scenario
in which the loan amount is allocated entirely to cropping.

Returns from SLLC-linked loan investments far outweigh the costs of finance (interest rate of the loan):
The increased yields per hectare pay off and it can be estimated that as a result the additional investment in
cropping inputs yields an average return on investment (Rol) of 42%.1° This is significantly higher than the
costs of acquiring finance, or in other words the interest rate of the SLLC-linked loan, which ranges from 9-
21%, and has an average of 17.4%. It can therefore be derived that the investments made with the SLLC-
linked loan are profitable net of the interest rate.

SLLC-linked loan investments are profitable and increase household income: For A2F beneficiaries, we
estimate that the additional investment attributable to the loan generates a net additional income increase of
16.6% in the first year of the loan. This is measured as the additional output generated minus the additional
input cost or investment for the household at the median of the distributions.

8 Notice that a number of households used the loan to invest in a combination of cropping, livestock rearing, and non-farm activities.
9 Here it is important to note that the average additional investment in Birr is much lower than the average loan amount (7,054 Birr v. 31,000 Birr). These two
results are not immediately comparable however, because while data on the loan amounts were deemed accurate and taken at face value, a number of
conservative corrections and exclusions of inconsistent data from analysis were made to generate the investment increase. As such, the investment increase
in Birr is comparable to the pre-loan overall investments, but not to the loan amount..

10 The return on investment (Rol) can be defined as the net investment gains over total investment costs, and can be calculated by deducting the costs of
agricultural inputs from the Birr value of the harvested crops divided again by the costs for inputs. In other words, after deducting the costs for inputs gthe
remaining value of the harvest is 42% of the initial costs of inputs. This does not take into account the costs of finance yet (interest rate of the loan).
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Figure 10 — Summary of investment and income effects for A2F beneficiaries
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Additional Attributable Income Increases — Key Terms and Methodology

To measure increases in investment and income, it is important to note that we are not measuring overall
household income but are instead focussing on a specific income-generating activity (such as cropping), in
which the household states it has invested as a result of the EEU intervention. For example, if a household
has taken-out the SLLC-linked loan, we would ask first what the loan was used for. A possible response could
be that more fertilizer was purchased. We would then ask for which crop the fertilizer was used most and would
then continue to ask questions about the yield of that crop before and after the loan was taken-out. Lastly, we
calculate the value of the additional yield in Birr to estimate the revenue from the investment.

To retrieve the return of the investments in Birr, we estimate the average return of cropping input expenditures
for the affected crop in the year before the loan or standard land rental contract and use it as a proxy for the
return of investing in the following year. This approach allows us to isolate the impact of the EEU intervention
to estimate the additional investment and income effect.

Return on investment (ROI): This is the additional value per unit of investment, meaning that costs are
deducted from the value of the return in birr.

Percentage additional investment increases are calculated based on the change in the costs (in Birr)
incurred to run the income-generating activity that was invested in (cropping, livestock or non-farm activities)
before and after the EEU intervention.

Percentage net additional income increases are calculated based on the increased returns in Birr coming
from the specific activity (cropping, livestock or non-farm activities) that the farmer has invested in. We define
the additional income as the difference between the revenue received (in Birr) and the costs incurred when
comparing the season before the EEU intervention was accessed and the season after the EEU intervention
was accessed (additional profit). We divide this additional income (in Birr) by the total cropping income in the
year before, which is measured as income per hectare multiplied by the land area under cropping.

Land Rental Sector

Effects of Land Rental Formalisation and Service Provision on Land Rental Practice

In this section we investigate how, by entering into a standard land rental contract (SLRC) agreement, LR
beneficiaries change their land rental practices, in terms of level of market participation, tenant-holder
relationships, rental duration, and prices. Data was collected from respondents at parcel level for the
agricultural year before and after the new contract. We can therefore track the holding status of each parcel
and features of any rental agreement at the parcel level.

The SLRC draws in first-time renters and rentees: The first relevant finding, which is consistent with EEU
monitoring data, is that in the year before the standard land rental contract, 33% of male renters and 28% of
female renters were not renting out any of their land. Among rentees, 37% were not engaged in renting in.
This is not just for the parcel relevant to the new agreement, but across all the parcels held or accessed through
rental.
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Theland arearented in or out increases with the SLRC: With the standard land rental contract, EEU renters
and rentees are also increasing their market participation by renting in or out more. The share of land area
held or accessed that is rented or sharecropped out increased from 41% to 58% among male renters, and
from 53% to 71% among female renters. Rentees also increased the land area they rent or sharecrop in,
specifically from 33% to 51% (see Figure 11 below).

Males prefer cash-based renting, while females focus more on sharecropping: Another impact of the
standard land rental contract is that while both cash rent and sharecropping agreements are used, men mostly
opt for cash-based renting while women prefer using sharecropping arrangements. On average, male renters
increased their share of land area rented out for cash from 31% to 43% of the total land held or accessed,
while the area sharecropped out increased from 10% to 16%. Female renters increased their share of area
rented out for cash from 20% to 26% while the land sharecropped out increased from 34% to 48%.

Figure 11: Percentage of land rented in or out before and after the introduction of the SLRC
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Rental agreements are formalised between family members and neighbours: Although the standard land
rental contract is supposed to encourage rental agreements outside of family and close friends, the evidence
from the survey does not suggest that the tenant-landholder relationships have changed significantly in the
first year of the contract. Among all standard land rental contracts, about 50% are made between family or
friends and 50% between other households, within the same community (43%) or within the kebele (about
6%). Overall, the make-up of tenant-landholder relationships was found to be very similar in the benchmark
group of non-beneficiaries. Therefore, the primary focus of the beneficiaries seems to be around formalising
the agreements even if they are with family members or friends.

Under the SLRC rental terms are longer: Renters and rentees who enter in the standard land rental contract
set slightly longer rental terms against the prior agreements on the same parcel. Specifically, a number of
rentals agreed for the period of 1 year or under were converted into 2-year agreements: the share of 1-year
agreements dropped from 63% to 53%, while the share of 2-year agreements increased from 23% to 36%.
The share of longer-term agreements (three years or more) remained fairly low (about 11%). One-year
contracts are also most prevalent in the non-beneficiary group (65%).

Under the SLRC rental prices increase in favour of renters: On the parcels that are continuously rented
by the same rentee, the average price of rent paid increased with the standard land rental contract from 4,500
to 5,000 Birr, an increase of 11%. This suggests that following a formal registration process improves the
bargaining power of renters. The average price of rents in the non-beneficiary group was also about 4,500 Birr,
however the sample of cash rents in that group was too small to draw firm conclusions.

Knowledge, Awareness, Perceptions and Satisfaction with Land Rental Formalisation and Service
Provision

In a rental market dominated by informal, short-term agreements, access to a legal process of formalisation
and registration of contracts are significant departures from common practice and are still largely experimental.
We therefore investigate the reception of the interventions from EEU beneficiaries. We set the stage by
analysing behaviour and views in the non-beneficiary group.
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Non-beneficiaries’ knowledge, awareness and attitudes towards land rental formalisation and land rental
market

Informal land rental practices across males and females: We investigated non-beneficiaries’ views and
participation in formal land rental transactions. Questions were tailored depending on the participation status
of a non-beneficiary respondent in land rental. For context, in the non-beneficiary group, 37% of households
rented or sharecropped land in or out in the 5 years before the survey. Participation was higher among female
respondents, mainly due to the higher proportion of households renting or sharecropping out (37% among
females v. 9% among males). Conversely, male respondents are more likely to rent or sharecrop in land than
females (27% v. 9%).

Perceptions of benefits of formal and informal practices: Among non-beneficiary renters and rentees, only 13%
have ever used a written land rental contract. Households using formal contracts reported enjoying a similar
range of benefits to the EEU beneficiaries; specifically, 67% of them cited that formal contracts reduce the risk
of disputes, 31% that they can prove the agreement happened and 19% that they can get the land back at the
end of the rental term. By contrast, among renters and rentees who do not use formal contracts, the most
commonly held views are that written agreements are not needed because verbal agreements with withesses
provide sufficient certainty (50%), or because ‘they have always engaged informally’ (38%). About one in ten
also think written agreements are not needed for rental transactions between relatives or close friends, or for
sharecropping agreements.

Low rates of formal practices amongst non-beneficiaries: Also, among non-beneficiary renters and rentees,
only 5% have ever registered a land rental contract with the kebele or woreda in the 5 years before the survey.
Reqgistration is largely seen as unnecessary among non-beneficiaries: 30% of them do not understand what it
is the purpose, and 18% do not see any benefit from it. Furthermore, about 50% in this group have not
registered because they ‘have always engaged informally’. Practical issues such as the prospect that
registration might lead to tax payments on the transaction were virtually absent from non-beneficiaries’
responses.

KLACs play an important role in awareness raising: About 40% of the non-beneficiaries reported being aware
of the existence of the standard land rental contract!!. The prime sources of information about the form were
a KLAC member (58%) and neighbours or friends (19%). Interestingly, 9% also reported to have learned about
the SLRC from an LRSP. Other sources included family members (10%), WLAO members (10%), and radio
and TV (7%).

The views and perceptions of non-beneficiary renters and rentees (actual or prospect) are indicative of several
relevant patterns in terms of access to information, access to favourable land rental contracts, knowledge of
rights and obligations, and security from renting. We rank the views according to how commonly these are
shared across the non-beneficiaries.

Renting out is not perceived as ‘risky’ by 84% of the non-beneficiary renters and rentees. Perceived risks and
experience with disputes in the broader non-beneficiary group are investigated in greater detail further on.

About 70% of households report knowing what their rights and obligations are when they enter in a rental
agreement. This holds for both rental agreement with family or friends or with other households.

The majority of rentees do not think there is ‘enough’ land to rent-in in their respective areas (58% agree v.
22% disagree). However, when it comes to the land area they can actually rent or sharecrop in, this is
perceived as ‘insufficient’ by 39% of rentees, while 38% think it is sufficient. It can be inferred that land available
for rental is relatively scarce in the areas targeted by EEU, however not all prospective rentees appear to be
critically constrained by lack of available land.

About 56% of non-beneficiary renters and rentees feel they have access to information about the rental market
in their areas (against 33% who do not). In spite of this, 53% also hold the slightly contradictory view that it is
difficult to find suitable rentees or parcels-renters in their areas (against 30% who do not).

A slightly majority of 51% think sharecropping agreements are more ‘favourable’ than cash rental, against 41%

opinions. Taking attitudes of non-beneficiaries as a benchmark, the findings above can be interpreted as an

A,

4

who do not agree.
In summary, non-beneficiaries did not express an overwhelming majority for or against most of the stated

11 Enumerators showed a copy of the standard land rental contract template to the respondents and asked: “In the past 3 years, Kebele and Woreda
offices have introduced a new formal land rental contract template (standard). Were you aware of this standard form?”
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indication of the additionality and behaviour change brought about by LRSPs, who help explain and formalise
land rental agreements and change attitudes and behaviour.

Figure 12: Non-beneficiary views regarding land rental agreements
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Information about prices, rent and rental conditions are easily available in my area 56% 31%
The terms of the rental agreements that | can access to are favourable to me 41% 30%
When entering in a rental agreement with someone who's from my family or a friend, |

. o 72% 25%
know what my rights and obligations are
When entering in a rental agreement with someone who's not from my family or a friend, |

. o 71% 20%
know what my rights and obligations are or would be
[only rentees or interested in renting] 2204 58%

In my area, there is enough land to rent in or sharecrop in
[only rentees or interested in renting]

The land area | can rent in or sharecrop in is insufficiently large or insufficiently fertile for 39% 38%
me and my household

Rental/sharecropping agreements of a duration of more than one year, i.e. two Meher

. 51% 33%
seasons or more, are more favourable to me against one year/one seasons contracts
Sharecropping agreements are more favourable to me than cash rent agreements 51% 41%
Renting out is a risky business that could end up with the renter losing the land in the end 10% 84%

Land Rental Formalisation — EEU Beneficiaries

KLACSs are raising awareness complemented by LRSPs: Firstly, EEU renters and rentees reported hearing
about the standard land rental contract from a range of sources. The three most common sources of
information were KLAC members (42% renters, 46% rentees), the LRSPs (23% renters, 24% rentees), and
neighbours or friends (18% renters, 10% rentees). This suggests LIFT’s push for KLACs to use the standard
contract has been effective, and that LRSPs successfully complement their efforts. No significant difference
was found between male and female beneficiaries with respect to access to information, which highlights the
success of the awareness raising efforts.

LRSPs broker formal registration at the Kebele office effectively: According to EEU beneficiaries, about
90% of standard land rental contracts are stamped and registered at the kebele, while 8% are registered both
at the kebele and at the woreda. Very few contracts appear to have been registered only at the woreda (1%).
Between 1-2% of contracts were not registered at all. This suggests a high consistency in following due legal
process for households who benefit directly from EEU.

LRSPs effectively push for formalisation of land rental contracts: Before using the SLRC and benefitting
from the SLLC-enhanced legal process, about 3 out of 4 LR beneficiaries had never registered land rental
transactions with kebele or woreda. Rentees were slightly more likely to have registered before than renters
(67%). In terms of gender differences, female renters were more likely to not have registered before than male
renters (83% v. 71%).

The SLRC increases perceived tenure security: LR beneficiaries report enjoying a range of benefits from
using a written formal contract as well as registering it with public authorities. The three most cited benefits are
1) to reduce the risk of land disputes (over 80% in both groups); 2) to prove the agreement happened (about
50%); and 3) to avoid scams like double renting (over 33%). Renters, in particular, enjoy the certainty of
receiving the land back from the rentee at the end of the rental term (about 25%).

LR beneficiaries perceive improved rental terms: Most LR beneficiaries attribute to the standard land rental
contract an improvement in the terms of their rental agreements, for example rent price or duration of the
agreement. More specifically, about 90% think they obtained better rental terms (50% ‘strongly agree’, 40%
‘somewhat agree’). These results should be treated with care, however, since attitudinal views in surveys may
be subject to desirability bias.

The SLRC incentives farmers to collect their SLLC: The link between SLLC and access to a formal rental
registration process appears to be solid: over 60% of EEU renters stated to have been motivated to collect or
request their SLLC in order to use the standard land rental contract.

EEU LR beneficiaries would use the SLRC again: Most LR beneficiaries also think they are (very or
somewhat) likely to use the SLRC again and register their transactions in the future (overall renters: 78%, M
87%, W 65%; overall rentees: 83%).
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Land Rental Service Providers (LRSPs)

LRSPs provide important brokering services and awareness raising: The specific support received by EEU
beneficiaries were to: find a suitable rentee or a suitable parcel-renter (49%), obtain information about
prevailing rental market price and conditions (60%), understand the standard land rental contract and its
benefits (92%) and understand the registration process and its benefits (86%)

LRSP’s services are valued by their customers: Services received were rated very highly by both renters
and rentees. Specifically, 66% of renters rated the support received very useful, and 32% somewhat useful;
while 74% of rentees rated it very useful and 25% somewhat useful. Renter and rentees’ demand for LRSP
services remains strong after 3 years since they were first introduced. Over 70% of EEU renters and 80% of
EEU rentees will likely look to use LRSP support in the next two years.

Offering compensation is common for some renters and rentees: Among renters, 12% of males and 5%
of females paid or offered an in-kind gift to the LRSP for the services received; 7% of rentees also paid the
LRSP. Also, about 5% of LR beneficiaries who used an LRSP reported using also another land rental
intermediary.

Effects of Land Rental Formalisation and Service Provision on Perceived Security of Tenure and Land
Disputes

To investigate the potential effects of formalisation on land rental disputes and perceived security of tenure,
we track both experience with disputes by recall questions and assess the qualitative, perceived risks of
various land rental configurations among both EEU beneficiaries and non-beneficiaries. Specifically,
respondents were asked to report factual data and perceptions about three stages: 1) the time prior to SLLC;
2) the time following SLLC and demarcation; 3) the time following the standard land rental contract. The third
stage of course applies only to LR beneficiaries.

Frequency and Types of Disputes

Both the SLLC and the SLRC have a positive effect on reducing disputes: The records of disputes
reported by EEU renters dropped both after the SLLC and after the standard land rental contract. Among
households who were renting out at each stage, the trend in the number of households experiencing a dispute
is as follows:

After SLLC but before standard

After standard land rental contract

il g SIHEE land rental contract
32% 14% 10%

The above results suggest that after SLLC disputes dropped by over half, and after the standard land rental
contract by another 30%.12 A similar trend was experienced by non-beneficiary renters, who started from a
lower propensity to experience disputes vis-a-vis EEU renters:

Prior to SLLC After SLLC
15% 9%

One outstanding finding from the above results is that EEU renters appear to have been more likely to
experience disputes than the non-beneficiary renters, prior to the SLLC. This might suggest that EEU LR
interventions are particularly appealing to households who feel insecure about renting out, because of past
experience of disputes.

Perceptions around the rentee not giving back the land are reduced as a result of the SLRC: From our
proposed types of disputes, the most frequently experienced ones in the before-SLLC stage were caused by:
a) the rentee not giving back the land at the end of the rental term (11%); b) in a sharecropping agreement,
the rentee trying to scam the renter by claiming to have had a smaller harvest than what he had really had
(10%); c) the rentee failing to pay the rent in full (10%); d) the rentee paying a ‘very low’ rent (5%). We find
that after the SLRC was used, the propensity for the rentee not giving back the land has dropped significantly
from 11% overall to 3.5%.

12 Several caveats apply to the above results. Firstly, the number of households renting out changes across the three periods of time, as many households
enter the rental market after SLLC or after standard land rental contract. Secondly, the disputes reported after the standard land rental contract are not
necessarily related to the agreement under that contract, since the question was not specific about that contract and could include also existing infogmial
agreements.
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Perceived Security of Tenure

Alongside the actual frequency of land disputes, perception of various risks associated with renting in and out
also affect land rental market performance and efficiency. Both the introduction of SLLCs and access to formal
rental processes are expected to improve the perceived security of farmers to enter into land rental contracts.
We therefore surveyed EEU and non-beneficiary respondents’ perceived risks, by asking to rate the level of
two risk types associated to three land rental scenarios on a six-points ordinal scale from ‘extremely low’ to
‘extremely high’. The surveyed risks are for 1) the renter loses the land at the end of the rental term, and for
2) both renters and rentees engage in a land dispute. The three land rental scenarios that we tested were:

¢ Renting out (in) to (from) a relative or friend

¢ Renting out (in) to (from) a non-relative/friend

¢ Renting out (in) for three or more years continuously

SLLC and rental formalisation increase perceived security of tenure: Figure 13 below shows the
perceived risks of EEU renters when renting-out to non-relatives. It can be observed that the risk of losing land
to the rentee as well as the risk of having a dispute with the rentee continuously decrease from before SLLC,
to after SLLC and finally after SLRC. Note that the risks perceived after SLRC have the highest proportion of

the ‘extremely low’ category, indicating the additional effect of the SLRC on reducing risk perceptions. Similar
trends are observed for EEU rentees across the three categories mentioned above.

Figure 13: Perceived risks of EEU renters when renting-out to non-relatives

50%
45%
40%
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10% I
5%
0% ] N = I
Prior to SLLC After SLLC After SLRC Prior to SLLC After SLLC After SLRC
Perceived risk of losing land (EEU renters) Perceived risk of dispute with rentee (EEU renter)

=Very high mVerylow ®Extremely low

Effects of Land Rental Formalisation and Service Provision on the Propensity to Invest in Land

Land rental agreement formalisation and LRSP services can positively affect investments and incomes through
two mechanisms: (1) formalisation and LRSP services make existing land rental agreements more efficient
and secure for both renters and rentees, and (2) tenure security for vulnerable households that have not
engaged in land rental before are reduced, allowing these to enter the market.

It is important to note that the propensity to invest may vary depending on whether the renter or rentee have
engaged in land rental before. We make the following observations:

Renters as the more vulnerable group invest less and seemingly are more prone to use rental incomes
for consumption: 95% of renters who used to rent out in the year before using the standard land rental
contract, stated they had not made any significant investments, on land or in any income-generating activities
after signing the new contract. Among them, 39% state they do not carry out any income-generating activities,
except for renting out their land, while the remaining 61% are engaged in cropping, livestock and/or non-farm
business. We surmise that, based on qualitative findings, most renters are using their higher earnings from
rental for household consumption purposes. This is reflected in the main reasons for renting out indicated by
renters: for male renters the main reason is ‘need for cash’ (63%), while for female renters this is 40%. 57%
of females rent out because they lack manpower.

gy

;



oo

—

; g LIFT7#=

Rentees increase their investment on land after using the SLRC: 53% of rentees who have continuously
rented in the same land, before and after the standard land rental contract, stated they invested more on the
land after signing the contract. Virtually all of these beneficiaries (96%) claimed to have invested more on
cropping inputs, rather than on soil and water conservation structures. Therefore, although renters do not
appear to be investing more as a result of the land rental formalisation, the investments from rentees leads to
higher yields and land productivity, which translates into higher incomes for renters. This can already be
observed in an increase in the rental price of on average 10% as discussed above.

Fallow land is used more productively through new renters entering the market: Among the renters who
did not rent out their land before, 17% left the land in fallow, while 83% used to farm it themselves. Of the
renters who left their land in fallow, 67% are still engaged in cropping, while the remaining 33% are not. If
rentees are more productive than renters on the rented-out land, then the new rental agreements can generate
higher incomes overall, and potentially higher incomes for both renters and rentees.

Investments in Income-Generating Activities

We quantify the additional investments stimulated by EEU activities in the first year of the standard land rental
contract by assessing the changes in total value of agricultural inputs invested in productive activities. Since
cropping is the main productive activity where EEU households invest, we analyse these investments in
isolation as well.

Rentees invest more in the rented land after using the SLRC, while renters focus on short-term
financial needs: In the first year of the standard land rental contract, overall investments in income-generating
activities (cropping, livestock and non-farm activities) improved on average by 9% among EEU rentees. Among
renters, however, the change overtime was negligible. This can be explained, since renters are amongst the
more vulnerable households and are more likely to be in financial distress. The additional income from renting-
out a parcel is therefore likely to be used to serve short-term financial needs, such as household consumption
or other expenditures, related to education or health.

Net Income Effect of Land Rental Formalisation and Service Provision

The net income effects of the SLRC and LRSP service are calculated based on the expected returns of the
attributable increase in investments discussed previously. It is important to note that we are not measuring
overall household income but are instead focussing on a specific income-generating activity (such as
cropping), in which the household states it has invested more in as a result of using the SLRC.

Rentees’ additional investment in cropping inputs increases yields: For rentees switching from an
informal agreement to the formal SLRC, we estimate that land yields!® increase by 6.5% as a result of the
rentee’s additional investment in cropping inputs. Yields also improve for land that was not previously rented-
out but was farmed (or left fallow) by the renter. In this case the increase in yield is proxied by the productivity
differential between renters and rentees. We estimate that yield per hectare would increase by 40% as a result
of leaving the land to be farmed by the rentee instead of the renter. Net income per hectare of land rented out
is estimated to increase by 36%.

Rentees’ investments in rented-in land are profitable: For rentees, investing in cropping inputs yields an
average return on the investment (Rol)** of 71%. This is the additional value per unit of investment, meaning
costs are deducted from the value of the return in Birr. It can be concluded that the additional investment in
agricultural inputs on the rented-in land is profitable for the rentee.

Rentees benefit from increased incomes as aresult of investing more in the rented-in land: For rentees,
we estimate that the additional investment committed as a result of SLRC generates a net income increase of
3.4% in the first year of the standard land rental contract term. This is measured as the additional output
generated minus the additional input cost or investment for the household at the median of the distributions.
The overall pre-contract incomes are proxied by the total income from cropping, also taken at the median of
the distribution.

Renters’ incomes increase as a result of higher rental prices: Although renters do not enjoy higher
incomes through investing more in their land or other economic activities they carry out themselves, we

13 By yield we refer to the equivalent Birr value of harvested output per hectare.
14 The return on investment (Rol) can be defined as the net investment gains over total investment costs, and can be calculated by deducting the costs of
agricultural inputs from the Birr value of the harvested crops divided again by the costs for inputs. In other words, after deducting the costs for inputs dhe
remaining value of the harvest is 42% of the initial costs of inputs. This does not take into account the costs of finance yet (interest rate of the loan).
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observe that their rental incomes increase by about 10% as a result of shifting from an informal agreement to
the formal SLRC.

Overall, in can be concluded that the re-allocation of land provides higher productivity of land, and that an
additional investment and income effect resulting from higher security of tenure through the SLRC is
materialising.

Figure 14: Summary of investment and income effects for renters and rentees

% of rentees renting the same land that invest more I 53%
after SLRC ’

% increase of yield/ha for land that was previously
rented-out [ 6.50%

% net additional income increase from land that was
previously rented-out

% increase of yield/ha for land that was not previously P 40%

rented-out

% net income increase for land that was not previously I 36%

rented-out

[T 3.40%

% increase in rental price (income increase for renters) [ 10%

Rentees' Rol from investing in additional cropping P 71%

inputs
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