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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Introduction 

The overall purpose of midterm survey was to provide an overall assessment on the 
performance of the project over the implementation period. The specific objectives of the 
midterm survey were to:  

• Compare HHs midterm data with baseline data for selected indicators at outputs, 
outcomes, and impact level covering: demographic conditions, assets, food security, 
nutrition, general agriculture conditions, VCs specific indicators etc. 

• Compare midterm and baseline data on relevant indicators at POs level and at broader 
market level; 

• Compare midterm and baseline data on prevalent marketing practices, market 
infrastructures, and services at district level.  

There were two baseline surveys being conducted in 2019 and 2020 covering a total of 900 
and 1,260 HHs respectively. In the midterm survey, a total of 1,260 HHs was agreed with the 
AIMS project as representative sample. Following this approach 30% of 1,260 HHs i.e. 378 
HHs of 2019 baseline, and 70% of 1,260 HHs i.e. 882 HHs of 2020 baseline were sampled 
and interviewed. However, for the purpose of analysis, only 901 HHs (27% from 2019 baseline 
and 73% from 2020 baseline) who were interviewed in both baseline surveys were considered.  
The midterm survey also included additional 37 HHs from silk cluster making 938 total HHs 
for the survey. In addition, there were KIIs and other stakeholders being included in the survey 
such as input suppliers and service providers, traders, and relevant institutions within the 
target areas.  

 

Key Findings 

Socio-Economic Profile:  

The number of HH members was slightly increased from 3,718 to 4,030 people, resulting to 
an increase  of 4.30 in midterm from 4.13 in the baseline. The proportion of those who were 
involved with the project had increased from 22% during baseline to 28% in mid-term. 
Whereas, the number of migrated members in a family decreased from 0.71 to 0.78. A number 
of assets were added to the HHs including:  mobile phone (837), water pump for agriculture 
and household use, refrigerators and 4-wheel tractors.  Over 95% of HHs in both baseline and 
midterm survey reported having a piece of land. Moreover, 13% of the HHs owned at least a 
piece of land with an average of 2.39 hectares per HH and slightly decreased to 2.13 hectares 
per HH during the mid-term. Interestingly, the number of HHs who lease the land from others 
had slightly increased from only 2.25 hectares per HH to 2.76 hectares.  

The occupation of the target HHs remained quite similar between the baseline and mid-term. 
The total income of all HHs was reported to be USD 5,499,547 for mid-term, increased to 7% 
from USD 5,116,527 in the baseline. The contribution of agriculture, non-farming activities and 
agri-business to income generation of the HHs was 52%, 42% and 6% respectively during the 
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baseline while there was a reduction of 2% and 3% respectively for agriculture and agri-
business. But there was an increase of 5% during the mid-term for non-farming activities.  

Overall Economic Performance:  

• Agriculture: The net income during the mid-term was dropped at 21% compared to 
the baseline. The drop may have been contributed due to the significant increase 
(340%) of expenditure in livestock production. The insight of the expenditure showed 
that there was huge investment of farmers in cattle production during the mid-term, 
with 147 HHs buying new stocks worth of USD 198,874. In addition, the expenditure 
in rice production was significantly increased at 32% from only USD 507 per HH in 
average during the baseline to USD 670 in the midterm.  

• Agri-Business: The number of HHs involved in agri-business activities remained 
somehow similar over the period. However, there was an overall decrease in the 
performance of the agri-business with reduction in total income, expenditure, and net 
income. The total income of the agri-business was significantly decreased at 43% from 
USD 279,465 in baseline to only USD 168,337 in the mid-term, giving an average from 
the baseline of USD 6,816 and USD 3,915 in the mid-term. This negative trend also 
occurred with the expenditure and net income. The decrease was observed largely in 
vegetable processing, trading agricultural produce and rice milling.  

• Non-Farming Activities: The overall income from non-farm activities was USD 
2,167,199 and 2,555,631 respectively for baseline and mid-term with the four largest 
shares of the non-farm activities: small business, laboring within the country, salary 
from the government and salary from the private sector. Non-farming activities had 
performed well with an increase of 16% and 40% for the income, and net income, 
respectively, while the expenditure was decreased at 9%. The contributors to the 
improvement were mainly small businesses (29%), laboring within the country (39%) 
and salary from the government (19%). Whereas, the salary from private companies 
dropped to 10%.  

Target Commodities:   

• Rice Production under Rice Cluster: There were 245 HHs under the rice cluster for 
both baseline and midterm with all continuing to rice production. The average 
production areas per HH was 2.98 and 3.00 hectares respectively for baseline and 
midterm. The production generated an average yield of 3.28 tons per hectare during 
the baseline but decreased slightly to 3.14 ton per hectare in the midterm, generating 
a total volume of 2,180,891 kg and 1,947,254 kg for baseline and midterm respectively. 
This volume of production with an average price per kg of 863 riels and 973 riels for 
baseline and midterm generated a total income of USD 470,477 and USD 490,579 for 
baseline and midterm respectively. An average income per HH was USD 1,920 in 
baseline and USD 2,002 in midterm. The decrease in economic efficiency was caused 
by the rise in expenditure of 10% from USD 823 per HH to USD 791 per HH as a result 
of increase in expense on seeds, fungicides, herbicides, pumping water and labor.  

• Vegetable Production under Vegetable Cluster: There were 183 and 186 HHs who 
produced vegetables respectively for the baseline and midterm with a total land area 
of 540,917 m2 in baseline and 584,490 m2 in midterm. Farmers could produce 2.43 kg 
and 1.72 kg per m2, or equivalent to a total of 1,316,853 kg and 1,004,266 kg in 
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baseline and midterm respectively. This made a reduction of income from USD 1,407 
per HH to only USD 785. The main problem faced by the farmers for better production 
were: insects, market price fluctuation, and disease.  

• Chicken Raising under Chicken Cluster: The number of HHs involved in chicken 
raising were 224 for both baseline and midterm. The production had gained a slightly 
positive momentum in terms of profit-making rising from USD 449 to USD 499 per HH, 
despite of being spent more on new stock and housing for chicken. The production of 
broiler chicken continued its highest share in all chicken raising business while hens 
found to raise during the midterm alongside with chicks. Although there was slightly 
decrease in terms of price per head for broilers and chicks, the profit which farmers 
could generate from the production was still better for the midterm, giving an increase 
of 11%.  

• Cassava Production under Cassava Cluster: The cassava producers were reported 
to be 219 and 223 HHs respectively for baseline and midterm. The increase of HHs 
also occurred with the total production area, increased from only 401 hectares, during 
the baseline to 502 hectares in the midterm. The average yield per hectare was 
recorded at 7.55 tons and 10.96 tons per hectares respectively for baseline and 
midterm. With an average price per kg of 389 riels and 405 riels, the farmers managed 
to generate a total income of USD 541,187 during the midterm, increase of 111% from 
only $256,520 during the baseline. With an increased productivity and good market 
price, the net income per HH had greatly increased from only USD 473 to USD 1,575 
per HH.  

• Silk Production under Silk Cluster: The number of HHs involved in the production 
of Silk had decreased from 36 HHs during the baseline to only 12 HHs in the midterm. 
With regard to share of production of mulberry and silk worm, there were 8 HHs, 12 
HHs, and 29 HHs for 2019 baseline and 6 HHs, 10 HHs, and 6 HHs in 2020, 
respectively for mulberry planting and silk worm. The production generated a total 
income of USD 14,510 in 2019 and USD 4,310 in 2020, a sharp drop of 70%. The net 
income per HH was USD 301 and USD 193, respectively for 2019 and 2020. A poor 
performance of the production was directly linked to market, i.e., tourism, as being 
raised by 49% of respondents.  

Technical Support and Adoption:  

A total of 4,855 and 3,236 trainings were conducted during the baseline and midterm 
respectively, making an average training courses per HHs per year decreasing from 5.39 to 
3.45 courses per HH. The courses were provided by AIMS (66%); ASPIRE, CHAIN and GIZ 
(26%); private companies (4%) and other government institutions (4%). The fewer courses 
being provided at the midterm was an obvious effect of restriction and less physical 
interactions during the Covid-19 pandemic. The application of the technologies by the farmers 
was higher for the midterm (69%) compared to only 65% during the baseline. The application 
rate within each production categories found to be fluctuated between the two period, giving 
the highest adoption for chicken (73%) and vegetable (66%) during the baseline whereas rice 
(72%) and cassava (67%) being the highest during the midterm.  

 

 



 
9 

Financial Capacity: 

The average loan per HH (USD 3,641) at the mid-term was 16% higher than the baseline 
(USD 3,139), giving a total loan value of USD 1,029,603 and USD 993,918 respectively during 
the baseline and midterm. Almost all of the loan sources were from banking institutions. 
Interestingly, the RDB was only reported during the mid-term.  A small proportion of HHs 
managed to get the loan at a low rate of less than 1%. More than half of the HHs both at 
baseline and mid-term could manage to make profit from the loan.  

Multi Stakeholder Platform: 

There was an improvement in terms of technical and input services -increased from 60% to 
97% contrasting to business services being decreased from 70% to 63%. A more engagement 
regarding different types of services, which were driven by their expertise, especially during 
the midterm increased from only 50% to 77% for service providers and input suppliers. The 
offer of services had changed to more via phone communication rather than at the client 
homes or their premises due to serious effect of the Covid-19 pandemic. The situation of 
traders was observed less improved, probably due to less interactions with traders. There 
were only 45 traders interviewed in the midterm compared to 80 during the baseline. Less 
number of traders being interviewed during baseline survey were due to restricted 
accessibility, mobility in nature, changing of business, product and service competitiveness, 
restriction by Covid-19, and changes in business involvement.  

Participation in Agriculture: 

The average number of people involved in agricultural production had increased from 2.90 
persons per HH to 3.99 persons, distributed across most of the productions. There was also 
increased participation of youth during the midterm, mainly for rice and vegetable production. 
The participation level of women in agriculture was found stable with similar level of decision-
making power of women in both baseline and midterm period.  

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
Recommendations based on the findings are:  

• With the changes of household behavior in technological application, the program 
should ensure that the link of farmers with stakeholders in the market should be 
strengthened and empowered to fully grasp the available opportunities, i.e., 
promotion of mechanization and e-market connection to farmers.  

• Though the program had managed to contribute to the improvement of agricultural 
market linkage, however there were still signs of market fluctuation throughout the 
period. In this regard, stabilizing market price should still be a major task for the 
program to focus. Contract farming, market promotion, capital accessibility and 
promotion to the market beyond local consumption would be other milestones to 
reach.  

• Although there were limited agricultural resilience due to the impact of Covid-19 
pandemic, there were some positive signs on the target commodities, which was 
contrasting to the performance of the agriculture in overall. In this regard, a study to 
determine whether the program should focus to promote specialized commodities or 
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diversification should be conducted to ensure that the opportunities and resilience 
could be grasped and strengthened through program interventions.  

• There was a huge fluctuation in terms of expenditure in production, indicating limited 
control of producers over the natural condition of the production factors such as 
fertilizers, irrigations, pesticides and other expenses. In this regard, managing farm 
should be more focused to reduce the dependency on nature and external factors. 
For example, the production and utilization of chemical fertilizers should be more 
controlled while access to year-round irrigation should be improved further.  

• The linkage with traders and service providers and input suppliers was found weak 
with some changes to incorporate in the program. As a result, many stakeholders 
had less interaction with the established platform. Incentivized system to ensure such 
a mechanism could be continued, which will ensure for the continuation and success 
of the linkage.  

• The objective of promotion of youth participation in agriculture seems still a long way 
to go. A more systematic and innovative measures of promotion of youth in 
agriculture should be established to ensure long term sustainability in agriculture.  

• The access to low interest rate for loan is still limited. The AIMS programme should 
continuously coordinate with MFI, banks and RDB to facilitate for softer loan with 
longer-term payment system. 
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I. INTRODUCTION  

1.1 Rationale  
Accelerating Inclusive Markets for Smallholders (AIMS) is a joint project of the Royal 
Government of Cambodia (RGC) and the International Fund for Agricultural Development 
(IFAD). The project intends to accelerate the inclusive growth of markets, for higher value 
agricultural products and the development of associated local clusters through which poorer 
smallholder producers can benefit alongside others. AIMS is a six-year project, effective from 
28 February 2017 with an expected completion date of 31 March 2023. 

Project goal: To enhance prosperity of Cambodian smallholder farmers through increasingly 
profitable links to agri-businesses and markets, with intermediate objective to increase returns 
from farming for smallholders, including poorer farmers and youth, through efficient public-
sector investment. 

Project Outcomes: Three outcomes are expected to achieve: (1) Profits to farmers and 
businesses from inclusive value chains increased for multiple higher value products; (2) 
Private investment increased in priority value chains from smallholders and agri-businesses 
and (3) Substantially increased capacity of national and sub-national institutions to design and 
deliver inclusive agriculture market development initiatives. 

The project consists of two components:  

• Component 1: Value Chains Development (VCD). The objective of this component is 
to focus on brokering, facilitation, innovations development and capacity building 
support to inclusive growth initially of five higher value product value chains - covering 
food and non-food crops and livestock.  

• Component 2: Value Chain Financing. The objective of this component is to stimulate 
increased private investment into the priority VCs by farmers, MSMEs, agricultural 
cooperatives, agribusinesses, services providers and others, and by providing them 
better knowledge to take on their own investment decision. 

 

1.2 Objectives 
The objective of the midterm survey was to collect household related information, agronomic 
practices, agricultural inputs, cost of production, farm income and marketing in respect of 
AIMS supported Value Chain Commodities to derive data on Results and Output Indicators 
from all cluster farmers belonged to proposed Multi Stakeholder Platforms in order to compare 
and trace the progress against the baseline indicators conducted in year 2019 and 2020.  

The specific objectives of the midterm survey were:  

• Compare HHs midterm data with baseline data for selected indicators at outputs, 
outcomes, and impact level covering: demographic conditions, assets, food security, 
nutrition, general agriculture conditions, VCs specific indicators etc. 

• Compare midterm and baseline data on relevant indicators at POs level and at 
broader market level; 
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• Compare midterm and baseline data on prevalent marketing practices, market 
infrastructures, and services at district level.  

 

1.3 METHODOLOGY  
1.3.1 Household survey 

The purpose of sampling for midterm survey was to obtain representative sample of the target 
POs interviewed in 2019 and 2020. A total of 1,260 HHs representative sample was 
determined as per the given TOR for the midterm survey to allow analysis of the change and 
progress of project activities from 2019 to 2021. The sample for midterm survey was drawn 
from cohort 2019 and cohort 2020 as below. 

• 30% of the required sample of 1,260 HHs was randomly drawn from the baseline year 
2019;  

• 70% of the required sample of 1,260 HHs was randomly drawn from baseline year 2020; 

In addition, 2 silk producer organizations (POs) from Siem Reap and Banteay Meanchey 
provinces were added into the midterm survey. From the 2 POs 37 HHs were sampled for the 
survey. 

Therefore, the total sample for midterm survey was 1,297 HHs (378 HHs selected from 
baseline year 2019, 882 HHs from baseline year 2020 and 37 HHs from PO Silk group).  

Table 1: Total sample for midterm survey from cohort 2019, cohort 2020 and Silk POs 

Rollout 2019- Baseline 2020- Baseline 2021-Midterm 
Cohort 2019 378 HHs (21 POs)  378 HHs (21 POs) 
Cohort 2020  882 HHs (49 POs) 882HHs (49 POs) 
PO Silk   37 HHs (2 POs) 
Total Sample   1297HHs (72 POs) 

According to the number of POs and HHs selected during baseline survey 2019 and 2020, the 
sample for mid-term survey was distributed as below table.  

 
Table 2: No. of selected POs and HHs for midterm survey from baseline 2019 and 2020  
 

Sample in each 
Survey 

Cassava Chicken Rice Vegetable Silk Grand Total 
# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

# of 
PO 

# of 
HH 

Sample in the 
first Baseline 
2019 

11 198 16 288 8 144 15 270 
  

50 900 

Sample in the 
Second 
Baseline 2020 

20 360 18 324 20 360 12 216 
  

70 1260 

Selected 
Sample from 
the first 
baseline 2019 

5 90 7 126 3 54 6 108 1 18 22 396 

Selected 
Sample from 
the second 
baseline 2020 

14 252 13 234 14 252 8 144 1 18 50 900 

19 342 20 360 17 306 14 252 2 36 72 1296 
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Total Sample 
for Midterm 
Survey 2021 

26% 28% 24% 19% 
3% 

100% 

 
Table 3: Number of sampled POs and households by province and hub 
 

Province Cassava Chicken Rice Vegetable Silk Grand Total 

PO HHs PO HHs PO HHs PO HHs PO HHs PO HHs 

Hub 1- Mekong Plain AEZ 

Kampong Speu     3 54 1 18 2 36     6 108 
Kampot     2 36 1 18         3 54 

Kandal         1 18 2 36     3 54 

Takeo     3 54             3 54 

Sub-Total     8 144 3 54 4 72     15 270 
Hub2 – Tonle Sap AEZ 

Kampong Cham 2 36 2 36 5 90 2 36     11 198 

Kampong Thom     1 18             1 18 

Kratie 5 90                 5 90 

Mondolkiri 1 18                 1 18 

Preash Vihear         2 36         2 36 
Prey Veng     2 36     3 54     5 90 

Ratanakiri 3 54                 3 54 

Stung Treng 2 36     1 18         3 54 

Tboung Khmum 3 54         1 18     4 72 

Sub-Total 16 288 5 90 8 144 6 108     35 630 
Hub 3 – Mountain – Plains AEZ 

Banteay 
Meanchey     1 18 3 54     1 18 5 90 
Battambang 2 36 3 54 3 54 2 36     10 180 

Pailin 1 18 2 36             3 54 

Siem Reap     1 18     2 36 1 18 4 72 

Sub-Total 3 54 7 126 6 108 4 72  2  36 38 396 
Grand Total 19 342 20 360 17 306 14 252 2 36 72 1296 

 
The same HHs interviewed in 2019 and 2020 within each cluster were selected for interview. 
If any household in previous survey was not available, a new household in the same cluster 
was replaced for interview. 5 POs were replaced from the original plan as some villages were 
locked down and those villages were restricted by local authorities. Among 1296 households 
interviewed in 2019 and 2020, 359 HHs (28%) were replaced and 5 households in average 
per POs were replaced. There are various reasons for this replacement and the main reasons 
were that they migrated to other villages or provinces, worked in the farm far away from home 
and some households were quarantined because they have direct or indirect contact with 
Covid-19 patients.     
1.3.2 Key Informant’s Interview (KII)  

Target respondents for the KII, being knowledgeable about the agriculture and value chain, 
were PDAFF, PDOC, SMEs on Agriculture, NGOs on agriculture and other key stakeholders. 
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For the mid-term survey, 6 KIIs were identified and interviewed from the target cluster using 
KII guideline. 

1.3.3 Survey of Traders, and Service Providers and Input Suppliers 

Mapping of number of traders and service providers in each PO was done in 2018 and 2019. 
For the purpose of midterm survey, 45 traders, 17 input suppliers and 13 service providers 
were interviewed. Seventy nine percent of traders and service providers interviewed during 
midterm survey was new traders and service providers in the updated list provided by AIMS 
Project coordinator in target provinces. Traders and service providers were selected from the 
same clusters selected for household survey 

Table 4: Number of Sampled Traders, Input Suppliers and Service Providers for survey  

 

1.3.4 Data Collection 

1.3.4.1 Team Mobilization and Training 

A team of 5 supervisors and 20 enumerators were recruited for data collection for households, 
KII and traders survey in 18 provinces. A 5-day online training was organized for all 
supervisors and enumerators from 2 to 6 August 2021.  

In the context of cvoid-19 pandemic, pilot-testing of survey questionnaire in the field was not 
possible. However, supervisors and enumerators practiced mock interview and pair-interview 
to fully get acquainted with the questionnaires and ensure their flow of the questions posing 
during field interview. 
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Figure 1: Online Training to Enumerators and Supervisors 

 

1.3.4.2 Fieldwork 

Data collection in target POs started on 9 August and completed on 8 September 2021. The 
fieldwork was divided into two parts as the target provinces next to Thailand border, were 
under lockdown until 21st August 2021 in order to curb the spread of covid-19 pandemic.  

In the first part, all five teams conducted data collection in 10 provinces: Stung Treng, 
Ratanakiri, Kratie, Kompong Cham, Tboung Khmum, Kandal, Kompot, Takeo, Prey Veng, and 
Komong Speu. The fieldwork was completed on 20 August 2021.  

The second part of fieldwork started from 22 August to 8th September 2021 in Pailin, 
Battambang, Preah Vihear, Banteay Meanchey and Siem Reap.  

 

  
Household Interview in Takeo Province Trader Interview in Kampong Cham Province 
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Household Interview in Siem Reap Province Quality assessment by project team in Takeo province  

 
Figure 2: Activities of data collection teams in the field  

 
1.3.5 Data Analysis 

Dummy output tables were produced from the primary data for analyzing the responses from 
household survey, traders and service providers questionnaires. The findings are presented 
systematically using descriptive statistics with tables, charts and graphs. The key 
performance indicators are clearly presented and elaborated, indicating the data elements 
and interpretation including any components that may need further assessment or 
exploration. Results are assessed against the relevant beneficiary famers’ demographic and 
socio-economic factors and cluster.  

1.4 Limitations of the Survey 
There were a number of limitations being observed during the midterm due to underlying 
circumstances created by different factors. Some of the key limitations are as follows:  

• Due to Covid-19 pandemic, the training for data collection team was conducted 
virtually, indicating difficulties in observing survey team’s actual understanding of the 
purpose, and the spirit of the survey questionnaires. As a result, the training was 
conducted for a period of five full-day to maximize the quality as expected. It is still 
possible that full understanding of each questionnaire and posing each question by 
the surveyors in right way during interview may have been somehow compromised 
compared to the face-to-face training. However, these issues were taken seriously by 
the senior consultant team members by timely addressing any such issues 
accompanying the survey team in the field throughout the survey period. 

• Some of the sampled HHs and stakeholders were hesitant to participate in the survey, 
affecting a number of sampled HH could not be interviewed. As a result, survey team 
had to replace some HHs to complete the required sample.  As those replaced HHs 
were not the same HHs covered in both baseline period, it was later agreed with AIMS 
team that those HHs should be left out from the final analysis of this report. Likewise, 
many new traders, service and input suppliers were replaced and interviewed. 
Therefore, it was not possible to compare with the baseline and midterm samples.  
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• The questionnaires of the baseline in 2019 and 2020 and the midterm were slightly 
revised. Three slightly different sets of data for comparing purposes were found quite 
challenging.  

• A number of indicators could not be derived as per the objectives of the survey. One 
of the reasons was the unclear definition of each indicator under the program.  

• The actual field survey was conducted at the time of Covid-19 pandemic restriction, 
resulting to the delay of the field work affecting the timeline of the data analysis and 
report writing.  
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II. FINDINGS 
The preliminary findings from the survey were presented to the AIMS Project and Mission 
team on 26 October 2021. The team observed some discrepancies on the presented results, 
and suggested to make the comparison only between the same samples being selected from 
both 2019 and 2020 baseline samples, and remove the replaced households from the final 
analysis. After adjusting the two groups of samples, there were only 901 samples from the 
two baselines (246 HHs from 2019 baseline and 655 HHs from 2020 baseline) used for this 
reporting. In addition, another 37 households from silk production were included in the 
midterm survey. This made the total of 938 HHs as the final sample for the midterm survey.  

 

2.1 Socio-Economic Profile  
2.1.1 Household Characteristics 

The number of female household heads increased significantly in midterm (207HHs) 
compared to baseline (81HHs). In the meantime, the number of HH members also increased 
from 3,718 to 4,030 people, resulting in an increase of household members from 4.13 in the 
baseline to 4.30 in the mid-term.  

Table 5: General household characteristics (Baseline & Midterm) 

No Parameters Baseline Mid-Term 
1 No of HHs 901 938 
  Male HH 794 820 
  Female HH 107 114 
  % Of Female HH 12% 12% 
  Total HH members 3,718 4,030 
  No of male member 1,839 2,000 
  No of female member 1,879 2,030 
  % Of female members 51% 50% 
  Aver. Members per HH 4.13 4.30 
2 Education   
  1= No schooling 716 660 
  2= Primary (up to Grade 6) 1,794 1,908 
  3=Secondary (Grade 7-12) 1,114 1,344 
  4=Graduate or above 93 118 
  Can write 2,702 3,076 
  Can read 2,820 3,103 
3 People being involved in the project 828 1,138 
  Indigenous 65 40 
  % Of people involved with the project 22% 28% 
4 Migration   
  # Of HHs with migrated members 92 80 
  % Of HHs with migrated members 10% 9% 
  Total no of migrated members 167 131 
  Aver. no of migrated members 1.82 1.64 
  Aver. female migrated members 0.71 0.78 



 
19 

The findings indicate a better education level of the people in the mid-term, ranging from the 
without education status to the graduates with a slightly increased in proportion. Interestingly, 
the proportion of those who were involved with the project had increased from 22% in the 
baseline to 28% in the mid-term. While the number of migrated members in a family decreased 
from 0.71 to 0.78.    

 

2.1.2 Household Assets 

In baseline survey, the average number of top five assets per household was 1.95 for mobile 
phone, followed by motorbike (1.3), bicycle (1.24), television (1.17) and water pump (0.95). 
These figures were slightly different in the mid-term, reaching 2.23 for mobile phone and 1.47 
for motorbike while water pump and television remained almost the same. The average 
number of bicycles per HH was increased to 1.28 in the mid-term. The trend reflects the 
changes in social behavior in consuming different types of assets where television and radio 
were less popular, replacing by the mobile phone. There are also some interesting changes 
regarding the utilization of large assets such as water pump for agriculture and household use, 
refrigerators and 4-wheel tractors. While use of hand-tractors, radio, and generators were 
reported by fewer number of HHs in midterm compared to baseline. 

Table 6: Household assets  

Assets owned by HHs 
Baseline Mid-term 

N HHs Total Average N HHs Total Average 
Bicycle 521 647 1.24 521 669 1.28 
Motorbike 886 1,194 1.35 886 1,303 1.47 
3-wheel vehicle 16 14 0.88 16 16 1.00 
Oxcart 8 20 2.50 8 8 1.00 
Hand-tractor 338 352 1.04 338 345 1.02 
4-wheel tractor 23 19 0.83 23 23 1.00 
Cows or buffalos used for 
traction 93 203 2.18 93 321 3.45 

Car, truck or lorry 39 41 1.05 39 41 1.05 
Rowing boat 8 6 0.75 8 8 1.00 
Boat with engine 6 5 0.83 6 6 1.00 
Rice harvester 7 5 0.71 7 8 1.14 
Rice thresher 2 12 6.00 2 2 1.00 
Rice mill 45 42 0.93 45 45 1.00 
Generator 8 10 1.25 8 8 1.00 
Bio-digester 2 2 1.00 2 2 1.00 
Water pump (for use in 
agriculture) 338 306 0.91 338 378 1.12 
Water pump (pump water to 
house) 406 384 0.95 406 425 1.05 

Mobile phone 848 1,650 1.95 848 1,887 2.23 
Solar electricity system for 
house 101 80 0.79 101 112 1.11 

Refrigerator 99 71 0.72 99 100 1.01 
Television 501 588 1.17 501 506 1.01 
Radio 69 99 1.43 69 70 1.01 
Total 901 5,750 6.38 938 6,283 6.70 
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The value of the assets being asked refers to the price which could be sold at the time of 
interview, meaning that all of the asset values tend to be lower than the market price. The 
most valuable assets of all HHs in both baseline and midterm survey reported were motorbike, 
car, truck, or lorry, hand tractor, 4-wheel tractors and cattle for traction. There were significant 
changes in terms of total values of assets per household, mainly attributing to the higher value 
of a number of large assets being owned such as: hand tractors, 4-wheel tractors, and rice 
harvesters. In addition, there were other contributors to the increase of the assets of some 
items to some extent.  

 

Table 7:  Asset Value (Baseline & Midterm) in USD 

Assets owned - 
value 

Baseline Mid-term % Of 
Changes No of 

Assets Total Average No of  
Assets Total Average 

Bicycle 647 6,814 11 669 7,734 12 10% 
Motorbike 1194 813,080 681 1,303 902,163 692 2% 
3-wheel vehicle 14 10,820 773 16 9,500 594 -23% 
Oxcart 20 1,400 70 8 763 95 36% 
Hand-tractor 352 349,915 994 345 400,520 1,161 17% 
4-wheel tractor 19 165,250 8,697 23 248,888 10,821 24% 
Cows or buffalos 
used for traction 203 136,550 673 321 207,025 645 -4% 

Car, truck or lorry 41 428,950 10,462 41 480,175 11,712 12% 
Rowing boat 6 345 58 8 775 97 68% 
Boat with engine 5 975 195 6 1,150 192 -2% 
Rice harvester 5 45,750 9,150 8 154,000 19,250 110% 
Rice thresher 12 6,658 555 2 1,500 750 35% 
Rice mill 42 50,610 1,205 45 47,050 1,046 -13% 
Generator 10 1,670 167 8 1,525 191 14% 
Bio-digester 2 500 250 2 600 300 20% 
Water pump (for use 
in agriculture) 306 24,724 81 378 32,730 87 7% 

Water pump (pump 
water to house) 384 16,368 43 425 18,087 43 0% 

Mobile phone 1650 91,707 56 1,887 126,674 67 21% 
Solar electricity 
system for house 80 5,510 69 112 7,409 66 -4% 

Refrigerator 71 10,905 154 100 14,925 149 -3% 
Television 588 22,738 39 506 21,684 43 11% 
Radio 99 449 5 70 311 4 -2% 

Totals 5,750 2,191,687 381 6,283 2,685,186 427 12% 

 

2.1.3 Land Ownership 

Land ownership is very important for farmers. The result from the survey indicated that most 
of the HHs owned a plot of land in both baseline (98.6%HHs) and mid-term (96.2%) surveys. 
Only 12 HHs in baseline and 35 HHs in midterm reported not owning any land plot. The 
increased number of HHs without land ownership was related to the inclusion of silk production 
HHs who had no major land production. There were approximately 13% HHs who owned at 
least a piece of land with an average of 2.39 hectare per HH in baseline and slightly decreased 
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to 2.13 hectare per HH during the mid-term., The number of HHs who leased the land from 
others was slightly increased from 2.25 hectares per HH to 2.76 hectares. Average land 
ownership of all surveyed HHs in baseline was 2.71 hectares whereas this has slightly 
decreased to 2.12 hectares in midterm survey. 

 

Table 8:  Land ownership by HHs (in Hectares) (Baseline & Midterm) 

Land available to HHs 
Baseline Mid-term 

N Total (Ha) Average 
(Ha) /HH N Total 

(Ha) 
Average 
(Ha) /HH 

Land owned 871 2,084 2.39 887 1,891 2.13 
Leased from others 115 258 2.25 111 306 2.76 
Borrowed without 
payment 28 39 1.39 21 41 1.95 

Share cropping 17 26 1.53 5 5 1.06 
HHs with no land 12   35   

Totals / averages   2,407 2.71 1,059 2,243 2.12 

 

2.1.4 Livelihood Profile 

2.1.4.1 Occupation 

The number of HHs who were involved in overall agriculture production, agri-business, and 
non-farming sectors were reported quite similar in both baseline and midterm survey. There 
was however a significant change in the form of agricultural activities. For example, in baseline 
survey there were901 HHs who were involved in livestock production, whereas in midterm 
there were only 418 HHs engaged for the same. The drop was mainly with the chicken raisers 
HHs, which decreased from 375 HHs in baseline to only 270 HHs in the mid-term. Another 
noticeable change was to the involvement in laboring within Cambodia which was increased 
significantly, up from only 249 HHs in baseline to 319 HHs in mid-term.  

 

Table 9: The Income Sources of the Surveyed HHs (Baseline & Midterm) 

Sources 
 

Baseline Mid-term 

Total Poor Near 
Poor 

Better 
Off Total Poor Near 

Poor 
Better 

Off 
Agriculture 901 77 744 80 938 78 780 80 

Rice farming 698 51 588 59 647 40 554 53 
Livestock raising 901 77 744 80 418 26 372 15 

Vegetable production 223 39 329 32 218 33 312 31 
Cash crop production 274 27 211 36 290 26 229 35 

Perennial crop production 95 1 73 21 33 - 27 5 
Fishing and aquaculture 

production 3 - 3 - 1 - 1 0 

Fruit tree production 30 - 29 1 11 1 10 0 
Silk production     12 1 11 0 

Agri Business 41 - 38 3 43 2 39 2 
Rice miller 20 - 20 - 18 1 17 0 
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Sources 
 

Baseline Mid-term 

Total Poor Near 
Poor 

Better 
Off Total Poor Near 

Poor 
Better 

Off 
Trader as agriculture 

producer 12 - 10 2 19 1 17 1 

Trader as agriculture 
inputs/supplier 3 - 2 1 5 - 4 1 

Vegetable processer 3 - 3 - - - 0 0 
Others 3 - 3 - 1 - 1 0 

Non-Farming 608 46 509 41 620 58 514 47 
Small business 117 8 101 8 100 7 79 14 

Selling Property  22 4 16 2 1 1 0 0 
Workers within Cambodia 249 30 204 15 319 38 259 22 
Worker outside Cambodia 7 - 6 1 16 4 11 1 

Renting land/house 6 - 6 - - - 0 0 
Renting equipment  5 - 4 1 3 - 3 0 

Government officials 81 5 67 9 72 2 62 8 
Staff of private company 72 7 55 10 78 4 73 1 

Interest from lending 1 - 1 - - - 0 0 
Remittances 86 9 75 2 19 1 17 1 

Selling land/other assets 1 - 1 - 1 - 0 0 
Mixture of other-non-farm 

income 19 1 18 - 11 1 10 0 

Total 901 77 744 80 938 78 780 80 

 
2.1.4.2 Share of Income (Baseline & Midterm) 

The total income of all HHs was reported as USD 5,499,547 for mid-term, which has increased 
to 7% from USD 5,116,527 from the baseline. The contribution of agriculture, non-farming 
activities and agri-business to income generation of the HHs was 52%, 42% and 6%, 
respectively in the baseline.  There was a reduction of 2% and 3%, respectively for agriculture 
and agri-business but in the meantime, there was an increase of 5% in the mid-term for non-
farming activities.  

 

  
1a. Baseline 1b. Mid-term 

Figure 3: Share of incomes by sources 
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2.1.4.3 Agriculture 

The overall income from agriculture was just maintained to the income level of the baseline. 
However, there are changes within agricultural categories such as the rise of livestock, cash 
crops, rice and perennial crops. There was also the sharp reduction in income from 
vegetables, fishing and fruit trees productions.  Although a stable situation was observed in 
terms of overall income of agriculture, the net income during the mid-term had been dropped 
at 21% compared to the baseline. The drop could have been contributed by the significant 
increase of expenditure in livestock production of 340%. The insight of the expenditure 
showed that there was a huge investment of farmers in cattle production during the mid-term 
with 147 HHs buying new stocks worth of USD 198,874. In addition, the expenditure in rice 
production had significantly increased at 32% moving from only USD 507 per HH in average 
during the baseline to USD 670 in the midterm.  

 

Table 10: Economic Performance of Agricultural Production (Baseline & Midterm) 

Categories 
Baseline Mid-term % Of 

Change
s  N Total ( USD) Average 

(USD) / HH N Total 
(USD) 

Average 
(USD)/HH 

Income 901 2,669,863 2,963 938 2,781,800 2,966 0% 
Rice 698 852,632 1,222 647 1,030,236 1,592 30% 

Livestock 901 825,267 916 418 771,059 1,845 101% 
Vegetables 223 420,484 1,886 218 283,071 1,298 -31% 
Cash crops 274 389,723 1,422 290 632,681 2,182 53% 

Perennial crops 95 138,408 1,457 33 56,123 1,701 17% 
Fishing and 
aquaculture 3 11,325 3,775 1 200 200 -95% 

Fruit tree production 30 32,025 1,068 11 4,120 375 -65% 
Silk production    12 4,310 359  

Expenditure 901 1,148,466 1,275 938 1,536,177 1,638 28% 
Rice 698 498,621 714 647 596,896 923 29% 

Livestock 901 260,609 289 418 531,517 1,272 340% 
Vegetables 223 137,944 619 218 125,938 578 -7% 
Cash crops 274 209,327 764 290 234,084 807 6% 

Perennial crops 95 29,734 313 33 42,734 1,295 314% 
Fishing and 
aquaculture 3 1,165 388 1 - - -100% 

Fruit tree production 30 11,067 369 11 3,018 274 -26% 
Silk production    12 1,989 166  

Net Income 901 1,521,398 1,689 938 1,245,623 1,328 -21% 
Rice 698 354,011 507 647 433,340 670 32% 

Livestock 901 564,658 627 418 239,542 573 -9% 
Vegetables 223 282,540 1,267 218 157,133 721 -43% 
Cash crops 274 180,396 658 290 398,597 1,374 109% 

Perennial crops 95 108,674 1,144 33 13,389 406 -65% 
Fishing and 
aquaculture 3 10,160 3,387 1 200 200 -94% 

Fruit tree production 30 20,959 699 11 1,102 100 -86% 
Silk production    12 2,322 193 0% 
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2.1.4.4 Agri-Business 

The changes in agri-business indicates the tendency of agricultural trading activities within the 
target areas to some extent. The result from the survey indicated that the number of HHs 
involved in agri-business activities remained somehow similar over the period. There was, 
however, an overall decrease in the performance of the agri-business with reduction in total 
income, expenditure, and net income. The total income of the agri-business had significantly 
decreased at 43% from USD 279,465 in baseline to only USD 168,337 at the mid-term, giving 
an average of USD 6,816 in the baseline and the USD 3,915 in mid-term. This negative trend 
was also observed in the expenditure and net income. The decrease could be observed largely 
in vegetable processing, trading agricultural produce, rice milling and others. The only 
exceptional case is trading in agricultural inputs/supplies which has continued its positive and 
significant increase in value of trading, giving a rise to income and net income. The tendency 
implies the continuation in growing of agriculture at the supply side while the demand has 
been changed.  

 

Table 11: Economic Performance of Agri-Business (Baseline & Midterm) 

Categories 
Baseline Mid-term % Of 

Changes  N Total (USD) Average 
(USD) / HH N Total 

(USD) 
Average 
(USD)/HH 

Income 41 279,465 6,816 43 168,337 3,915 -43% 
Rice milling 20 62,670 3,134 18 37,563 2,087 -33% 

Trading in agriculture 
produce 12 171,325 14,277 19 53,975 2,841 -80% 

Trading in agriculture 
inputs/supplies 3 32,500 10,833 5 75,925 15,185 40% 

Vegetable processing 3 7,225 2,408 - - - -100% 
Others 3 5,745 1,915 1 875 875 -54% 

Expenditure 41 32,733 798 43 26,842 624 -22% 
Rice milling 20 19,510 976 18 10,977 610 -37% 

Trading in agriculture 
produce 12 23 2 19 9,913 522 NA 

Trading in agriculture 
inputs/supplies 3 6,125 2,042 5 5,953 1,191 -42% 

Vegetable processing 3 2,063 688 - - - -100% 
Others 3 5,013 1,671 1 - - -100% 

Net Income 41 246,733 6,018 43 143,245 3,331 -45% 
Rice milling 20 43,160 2,158 18 26,585 1,477 -32% 

Trading in agriculture 
produce 12 171,303 14,275 19 44,062 2,319 -84% 

Trading in agriculture 
inputs/supplies 3 26,375 8,792 5 69,973 13,995 59% 

Vegetable processing 3 5,163 1,721 - - - -100% 
Others 3 733 244 1 2,625 2,625 975% 

 
2.1.4.5 Non-Farm Activities 

The overall income from non-farm activities was USD 2,167,199 and 2,555,631, respectively 
for baseline and mid-term. The four largest shares of the non-farming activities belonged to 
small business, laboring within the country, salary from the government and salary from the 
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private. Over the period, non-farming activities had performed well with an increase of 16% 
and 40% for the income, and net income, respectively while the expenditure was decreased 
at 9%. The contributors to the improvement in terms of net income were mainly small 
businesses, laboring within the country and salary from the government of 29%, 39%, and 
19%, respectively, while the salary from private companies dropped to 10% only. The 
reduction in terms of expenditure in small businesses, salary from private sector, and laboring 
outside the country gave a total reduction of 9% for non-farming activities. The increase in 
income and reduction in expenditure contributed to an average net income resulting to an 
increase of 40%.  

 

Table 12: Economic Performance of Non-Farm Activities (Baseline & Midterm) 

Sources 
Baseline Mid-term % Of 

Change
s  N Total ( USD) 

Average 
(USD) / 

HH 
N Total 

(USD) 
Average 

(USD)/HH 

Income 608 2,167,199 3,564 620 2,555,631 4,122 16% 
Small business 117 915,050 7,821 100 1,005,170 10,052 29% 

Common Property 
Resources 22 43,335 1,970 1 2,700 2,700 37% 

Laboring within 
Cambodia 249 513,465 2,062 319 917,230 2,875 39% 

Laboring outside 
Cambodia 7 26,988 3,855 16 76,981 4,811 25% 

Land/house rental 6 6,600 1,100 - - - -100% 
Equipment rental 5 11,090 2,218 3 8,750 2,917 31% 

Government salary 81 211,801 2,615 72 224,938 3,124 19% 
Private salary 72 296,524 4,118 78 287,540 3,686 -10% 

Interest from lending 1 3,000 3,000 - - - -100% 
Remittances 86 80,006 930 19 19,775 1,041 12% 

Selling land/other 
assets 1 3,500 3,500 1 300 300 -91% 

Mixture of other non-
farm incomes 19 55,840 2,939 11 12,248 1,113 -62% 

Expenditure 608 1,076,358 1,770 620 1,001,511 1,615 -9% 
Small business 117 651,626 5,569 100 442,947 4,429 -20% 

Common Property 
Resources 22 24,941 1,134 1 200 200 -82% 

Laboring within 
Cambodia 249 196,061 787 319 350,634 1,099 40% 

Laboring outside 
Cambodia 7 25,043 3,578 16 33,060 2,066 -42% 

Land/house rental 6 - - - - - 0% 
Equipment rental 5 - - 3 - - 0% 

Government salary 81 65,042 803 72 70,002 972 21% 
Private salary 72 98,138 1,363 78 102,080 1,309 -4% 

Interest from lending 1 - - - - - 0% 
Remittances 86 - - 19 - - 0% 

Selling land/other 
assets 1 - - 1 - - 0% 

Mixture of other non-
farm incomes 19 15,508 816 11 2,588 235 -71% 

Net Income 608 1,090,841 1,794 620 1,554,119 2,507 40% 
Small business 117 263,424 2,251 100 562,223 5,622 150% 
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Common Property 
Resources 22 18,394 836 1 2,500 2,500 199% 

Laboring within 
Cambodia 249 317,404 1,275 319 566,596 1,776 39% 

Laboring outside 
Cambodia 7 1,945 278 16 43,921 2,745 888% 

Land/house rental 6 6,600 1,100 - - - -100% 
Equipment rental 5 11,090 2,218 3 8,750 2,917 31% 

Government salary 81 146,760 1,812 72 154,935 2,152 19% 
Private salary 72 198,387 2,755 78 185,460 2,378 -14% 

Interest from lending 1 3,000 3,000 - - - -100% 
Remittances 86 80,006 930 19 19,775 1,041 12% 

Selling land/other 
assets 1 3,500 3,500 1 300 300 -91% 

Mixture of other non-
farm incomes 19 40,333 2,123 11 9,660 878 -59% 

 

2.2 The Target Commodities  
This section provides an overview of the overall situation of the five target commodities; 
namely rice, vegetable, chicken, cassava and silk production, highlighting the generated 
income, expenditure, net income and issues and challenges being faced by the producers of 
the households. In addition, it focuses mainly on the comparison between the baseline and 
mid-term where the changes and trend could be observed. In the five clusters, the number of 
households being included in each cluster under the program had been slightly different from 
the households that were actually involved in the targeted production. For example, there were 
only 182 HHs out of 192 HHs of the chicken cluster production being actually involved in the 
target commodity at the time of survey.  
 

Table 13: Proportion of production of HHs for the target commodities under each cluster 
(Baseline & Midterm)  

Cluster 
Baseline Midterm 

% of Changes Total HHs 
under each 

Cluster 

HHs Involved in 
Actual 

Production  
Total HHs 

HHs Involved in 
Actual 

Production 
Rice 245 245 245 245 0% 
Vegetables 192 183 192 186 2% 
Chicken 232 227 232 224 -1% 
Cassava 232 219 232 223 2% 
Silk 0 0 37 12 NA 

Total 901 901 938 938 4% 
 

2.2.1 Rice Production under Rice Cluster 

There were 245 HHs under the rice cluster included in the survey for both baseline and 
midterm with all continuing their rice production. The average production area per HH was 
2.98 and 3.00 hectares, respectively for baseline and midterm. It was noticed that the most 
popular rice varieties for both seasons had been slightly changed over the period for dry 
season, while wet season varieties remained quite similar in their popularity. Pkar Romdoul, 
Phkar Malis and Sen Kro Oub were the three most dominant varieties for wet season rice 
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during both baseline and midterm.   While Sen Kro Oub was the most dominant one for dry 
season, especially in midterm being increased to 42% from only 30% in the baseline. Srov 54 
gained popularity in midterm from nowhere during the baseline to be ranked at the second 
most popular in dry season.  

 

  
Wet Season Dry Season 

Figure 4: Top rice varieties (Baseline& Midterm) 

 
The production generated the average yield of 3.28 tons per hectare during the baseline and 
decreased slightly to 3.14 ton per hectare in the midterm, generating a total volume of 
2,180,891 kg and 1,947,254 kg for baseline and midterm respectively. This volume of 
production with an average price per kg of 863 riels and 973 riels for baseline and midterm 
generated a total income of USD 470,477 and USD 490,579 for baseline and midterm 
respectively. This gave an average income per HH of USD 1,920 and USD 2,002, respectively 
in baseline and midterm. Although there was an increase in a total income of 4% for the 
midterm, the economic efficiency of the production had decreased due to the rise in 
expenditure of 10% from only USD 367 to USD 403 per hectare or equal to USD 823 per HH 
to only USD 791 per HH. Such an increase was resulted from a large increase of expense on 
seeds, fungicides, herbicides, pumping water and labor. However, looking at the proportion of 
the expenditure per category at each period, there seems to be nothing change significantly.   

 

Table 14: Economic performance of rice production under rice cluster (Baseline & Midterm) 
in USD 

 No  Categories 
Baseline Midterm % of 

Changes Figure % Figure % 
No of HHs involved in the rice 
production 245 100% 245 100%  0% 

Expenditure      
1 Land preparation 47,494 18% 45,140 15% -5% 
2 Seeds 24,871 9% 35,847 12% 44% 
3 Fertilizer 78,492 29% 78,764 27% 0% 

4 
Pesticides: Insecticides, 
Fungicides and 
Herbicides 

30,804 11% 40,554 14% 32% 

5 Pumping water 13,734 5% 16,234 5% 18% 
6 Labor 49,890 19% 55,540 19% 11% 
7 Harvesting/threshing 12,979 5% 13,743 5% 6% 
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8 Transport and others 10,580 4% 10,842 4% 2% 
 Total Expenditure 268,843 100% 296,663 100% 10% 

Income 470,477  490,579  4% 
Average Income per HH 1,920  2,002  4% 
Net Income 201,634  193,916  -4% 
Net Income per HH 823  791  -4% 

 

A number of reasons and challenges behind the changes of productivity were reported. They 
include: drought, insects, weeds, poor market price, no water sources, flooding, poor soil 
quality and diseases. The challenges reported were quite high in both baseline and midterm, 
with more than half of the rice famers indicating such kind of issues. During midterm, the 
problem of flood and lack of water sources had been reported in higher proportion than in 
baseline. Whereas, drought, insects and weeds remained the major issues both in baseline 
and midterm.  

 

 

Figure 5: Challenges faced by HHs in rice production (Baseline & Midterm) 

 

2.2.2 Vegetable Production under Vegetable Cluster 

The households involved in vegetable production from the vegetable cluster were 183 and 
186, respectively in the baseline and midterm. With a total land area of 540,917 m2 and 
584,490 m2, respectively for baseline and midterm. Farmers could produce a productivity of 
2.43 kg and 1.72 kg per m2, respectively, or equivalent to a total of 1,316,853 kg and 1,004,266 
kg for baseline and midterm. There was a slight reduction in terms of total expense, decreasing 
from USD 126,928 in baseline to USD 118,782 in the midterm. Despite being decreased in 
expenditure, the figure indicates that the reduction in terms of productivity led to a significant 
reduction in total income of USD 384,425 in baseline to only USD 264,802 in the midterm, and 
net profit of producers per HH from USD 1,407 to only USD 785, a significant reduction of 
44%. Another factor to the reduction was the lower price of vegetable in the market -huge 
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reduction from USD 0.29 per kg to only USD 0.27 per kg. In 2020, during the time of Covid-
19 lock-down period the flow of all agricultural produces were being stalled which could be the 
causes of the market price reduction.  
 

Table 15: Economic performance for vegetable production under vegetable cluster (Baseline 
& Midterm) in USD 

 No Categories 
Baseline Midterm % Of 

Change Figure % Figure % 
No of HHs involved in 
vegetable production 183 95% 186 97% 2% 

Expenditure        
1 Land preparation 10,842 9% 22,869 19% 111% 
2 Seeds 15,931 13% 17,418 15% 9% 
3 Fertilizer 24,356 19% 22,798 19% -6% 

4 Insecticides, Fungicides, 
Herbicides 28,920 23% 20,803 18% -28% 

5 Pumping water 18,710 15% 15,867 13% -15% 
6 Labor(hire) 6,484 5% 9,713 8% 50% 
7 Harvesting/threshing 18,564 15% 6,027 5% -68% 
9 Transport and others 3,122 2% 3,287 3% 5% 
  Total Expenditure 126,928 100% 118,782 100% -6% 

Total Income 384,425  264,802  -31% 
Average Income per HH 2,101  1,424  -32% 
Profit  257,497  146,020  -43% 
Profit per HH 1,407  785  -44% 

 

Major issues being faced by HHs for vegetable production in both baseline and midterm were 
insects followed by market price fluctuation. Whereas, disease was reported less frequently 
in the midterm. Water shortage during dry season, high rainfall intensity during rainy season, 
and poor technical knowledge were still existing problem with the farmers.  
 

 
Figure 6: Challenges faced by HHs in vegetable production (Baseline & Midterm) 
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2.2.3 Chicken Raising under Chicken Cluster 

The number of HHs involved in chicken raising from chicken cluster were 224 for both baseline 
and midterm. The production had gained a slight positive momentum in terms of profit-making 
despite of being spent more on new stock and housing for chicken. The production of broiler 
maintained its highest share in all chicken raising business, while hens found to grow in the 
midterm alongside with chicks. However, there is an observable decrease in price of broiler, 
and chick during the midterm which might cause some slowdown of the production over the 
coming period. The price of eggs found to be increased which is actually because of the sale 
price during the midterm being mainly from traditional chicken which is normally higher than 
the price of a breeding chick egg during the baseline.  
 

Table 16: Chicken raising under chicken cluster (Baseline & Midterm) 

Chicken 
Type 

Baseline Mid-term 
Total  

(Head) 
In Stock  
(Head) 

Sale 
(Head) 

Income  
(US$) 

Aver. Price 
(US$) 

Total  
(Head) 

In Stock  
(Head) 

Sale 
(Head) 

Income  
(US$) 

Aver. Price 
(US$) 

Broilers 34,964 8,176 23,583 165,538 7.02 43,299 8,522 27,605 134,626 4.74 

Hens 1,474 1,325 68 344 5.06 5,465 2,666 2,006 24,201 6.07 

Chicks 95,156 18,921 75,090 69,574 0.93 176,739 - 136,872 90,805 0.69 

Eggs 209,090 4,842 119,600 16,873 0.14 54,498 - 48,808 13,729 0.28 

Total 252,329  Total 263,361  

Although there was a decrease in price per head for broilers and chicks, the profit which 
farmers could generate from the production was still better for the midterm, giving an increase 
of 11%.  

 

Table 17: Economic performance for chicken raising under chicken cluster (Baseline & 
Midterm) in USD 

No Categories 
Baseline Midterm % Of 

Change Figure % Figure % 
  Number of HHs 224 100% 224 100% 0% 
1 Expenditure      3% 
  New stock 35,450 23% 50,947 32% 44% 
  Housing 37,744 25% 49,297 31% 31% 
  Feeding 68,919 45% 50,938 32% -26% 
  Medicines 6,564 4% 4,871 3% -26% 
  Other costs 3,108 2% 936 1% -70% 
  Total Expenditure 151,785 100% 156,988 100% 3% 
2 Total Income 252,329  268,688  6% 
3 Net income 100,544  111,700  11% 
 4 Net income per HH 449  499  11% 

 

The most challenging issue reported by majority of farmers for chicken raising in both baseline 
and midterm survey was ‘diseases’. This problem was further increased from 67% in baseline 
to 77% in midterm period. Changing weather, market price fluctuation and difficult to protect 
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chicks were other most reported challenges in both baseline and midterm period. Better 
‘technical knowledge’ among HHs in chicken raising was observed in midterm compared to 
baseline period. 

 

 
Figure 7: Challenges faced by HHs  in chicken raising (Baseline & Midterm) 

 

2.2.4 Cassava Production under Cassava Cluster 

The cassava producers under the cassava cluster were reported to be 219 and 223, 
respectively for baseline and midterm, a change of 2% from baseline. Although the number of 
HHs who produced cassava were insignificant, the total production area had been 
considerably high, increasing from only 401 hectares in the baseline to 502 hectares in the 
midterm period. The average yield per hectare was recorded at 7.55 tons and 10.96 tons per 
hectares respectively for baseline and midterm. With an average price per kg of 389 riels and 
405 riels, the farmers managed to generate a total income of USD 541,187 in the midterm, a 
rise of 111% from only $256,520 in the baseline. With an increased productivity and good 
market price, the net income per HH moved to three times higher in midterm – from only USD 
473 per HH in baseline to USD 1,575 per HH in midterm.  

Despite of increased income and profit, the expenses had also increased at 24%, higher than 
the baseline, being the highest increase in seeds (77%), pump water and transport and others 
(105%). The increased expenditure may have linked to higher quality seeds with increased 
productivity of cassava. It would also imply that with larger investment, cassava tends to be a 
lucrative farming activity for farmers.  
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Table 18: Economic performance for cassava production under cassava cluster (Baseline & 
Midterm) in USD 

No Categories 
Baseline Midterm % Of 

Change Figure % Figure % 
No of HHs involved in vegetable 
production 219  94%  223  96% 2% 

Expenditure           
1 Land preparation  24,430  16% 25,848  14% 6% 
2 Seeds  36,004  24% 63,864  34% 77% 
3 Fertilizer  7,053  5% 6,838  4% -3% 

4 
Pesticides: Insecticides, 
Herbicides, Fungicides, & 
Weed killer 

 21,301  14% 19,629  10% -8% 

5 Pump water, transport and 
others  11,277  7% 23,098  12% 105% 

6 Harvesting and labor  52,864  35% 50,629  27% -4% 
  Total Expenditure  152,929  100% 189,904  100% 24% 

Total Income  256,520   541,187   111% 
Net Income  103,592   351,283   239% 
Net Income per HH 473   1,575   233% 

 

Despite being better in terms of achievements, there are still a number of issues and 
challenges being faced by farmers.  However, the issues and challenges reported by cassava 
producers in the midterm period were significantly less than in the baseline. The level of 
challenges being faced in the baseline phase were massive in various aspects including: 
drought, insects, weeds, poor market price, diseases and poor soil quality.  

 

 
Figure 8: Challenges faced by HHs in cassava production (Baseline & Midterm) 
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2.2.5 Silk Production under Silk Cluster 
A total of 36 HHs from the silk production cluster were included into the midterm survey to 
cover the silk production. Recall questions were used to understand the situation from the 
previous year. The result showed that the number of involvements in the production had 
decreased from 36 HHs in baseline to only 12 HHs in midterm period. The silk production was 
categorized in three production types: mulberry planting, silk worm producing, and threading. 
The share of production for the survey was: 8 HHs, 12 HHs, and 29 HHs for 2019 baseline 
and 6 HHs, 10 HHs, and 6 HHs in 2020, respectively. The average land size per HH was 
581.25 m2, 14.63 m2 and 1.67 m2 in 2019, and 358.88 m2, 686.67 m2, and 17.65 m2 in 2020, 
respectively for mulberry planting, silk worm producing, and threading. The production 
generated a total income of USD 14,510 in 2019 and USD 4,310 in 2020, a massive drop of 
70%.  

Table 19: Overview of silk production under silk cluster (2019 & 2020) 

No Categories 2019 2020 % Of Change 
1  Nr. Of HHs       
  Mulberry (HH) 8 6 -25% 
  Silk worm (HH) 12 10 -17% 
  Threading (HH) 29 6 -79% 
  Total (HH) 36 12 -67% 

 2 Total Quantity       
  Mulberry (Kg) 0  1,680  -  
  Silk worm (Kg) 228  -  -100% 
  Threading (Kg) 756   203  -73% 
  Total  984  1,883  91% 

 3 Sale Quantity       
  Mulberry (Kg) 0 0 - 
  Silk worm (kg) 113 0 -100% 
  Threading (kg) 113 203 80% 
  Total (kg) 226 203 -10% 

 4 Total Expenditure (USD)  3,665  1,989  -46% 
 5 Total Income (USD)  14,510  4,310  -70% 
 6 Net Income (USD)  10,845  2,322  -79% 
 7 Net Income per HH (USD) 301   193  -36% 

 

Silk famers spent a total amount of USD 3,665 in 2019, higher than 2020 (USD 1,989). The 
expenditure of mulberry, silk worm, and threading valued at USD 452, USD 1,441, and USD 
96, respectively for 2020. As a result, the 2019 farmers made USD 10,845 for their net income 
while in 2020 it was only USD 2,322. This generated the net income per HH of USD 301 and 
USD 193 respectively in baseline and midterm. A poor performance and drop of production 
for silk was directly linked to tourism as it is a cultural product for the country, being consumed 
by tourism and relevant ceremonies where most of such activities were restricted due to Covid 
-19 pandemic. This was reflected as market challenge being raised by 49% of the producers. 
There were also a number of challenges faced by the farmers such as: contamination of 
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pesticides from nearby areas (13%), being eaten by lizards (11%), mosquito bite (7%), 
diseases (7%), difficulties in buying worm and nest (6%).  

 

 

2.3 Technical Support and Adoption 
2.3.1 Training Institutions 

A number of institutions had supported various agricultural training within the target areas, 
covering different topics to promote agricultural production. For the 3,236 trainings held in the 
midterm, AIMS project was the major service providers with a share of 66%, followed by 
ASPIRE, CHAIN, and GIZ being 26%, private companies 4% and other government 
institutions 4%.   

 

 

Figure 9: Share of technical service deliveries within the project area 

 
2.3.2 Impacts on Environment 

Only few HHs (less than 10%) reported on the impacts of environment under their areas of 
production. Among the reported HHs, those who know how to mitigate were high 83% and 
67% for vegetable and livestock, respectively. The proportion of HHs who knew the mitigation 
measures for rice and cash crop were quite low 0% and 8%, respectively.  

Table 20: Impacts on Environment (Midterm) 

No Impact on 
Environment Total Impacts Being 

Reported 
% Of Impacts 

Being Reported 
% Of Knowing 

Mitigation 
Measures 

1 Rice 647 31 5% 0% 
2 Vegetables 218 6 3% 83% 
3 Livestock 418 30 7% 67% 
4 Cash Crops 290 12 4% 8% 
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2.3.3 Technical Training 

There were a total of 4,855 and 3,236 trainings, respectively, being reported during the 
baseline and midterm, making an average training courses per HHs per year at 5.39 and 3.45. 
The fewer courses being provided at the midterm was obvious effect of less physical 
interactions during the Covid-19 pandemic. A total accumulative course of 2,420 were 
recorded during the mid-term with a clearer grouping for each production area, out of which 
12% courses were post-harvest technologies. The highest proportion of post-harvest 
technology was applied for vegetables (15%), followed by silk (13%), livestock (11%), cash 
crops (11%), and rice (9%).  

 
Table 21: Training and Post-harvest courses under Production Areas of AIMS (Midterm) 

No Production Figure Percentage % Of Post-Harvest 
Course 

1 Rice 485 20% 9% 
2 Vegetables 495 20% 15% 
3 Livestock 966 40% 11% 
4 Cash crops 466 19% 11% 
5 Silk 8 0% 13% 
 Total 2,420 100% 12% 

 

2.3.4 Technical Adoption 

The application of the trained agricultural technician was high with a rate of 69% and 65%, 
respectively for baseline and midterm. The application rate within each production categories 
was found fluctuating between the two period, giving the highest adoption for chicken (73%) 
and vegetable (66%) in the baseline, whereas rice (72%) and cassava (67%) being the highest 
in the midterm. While there was no data on silk during the baseline, the application rate at 
midterm was 84%, being the highest adoption rate among of all. The silk farmers were given 
special attention by the project. The production has a strong link with tourisms sector, which 
tends to be highly possible in promotion mostly at the cultural events.  

 

Figure 10: Adoption rate by trainees (Baseline & Midterm)  
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69% 72%
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2.4 Financial Capacity 
2.4.1 Loan Status 

There were 328 (36% out of 901 HHs) and 273 HHs (29% out of the 928 HHs) that took loan 
in baseline and mid-term with a total value of USD 1,029,603 and USD 993,918 respectively. 
Although the number of HHs with loan and loan value were 17% fewer and less in number, 
the average loan of USD 3,641 per HH at the mid-term was 16% higher than the baseline 
(USD 3,139). Almost all of the loan sources were from banking institutions while only small 
proportion of the HHs borrowed from saving groups, friend and relatives, private money 
lenders, agricultural cooperatives, agricultural input suppliers, and Rural Development Banks 
(RDB). The RDB was only reported during the mid-term survey. In addition, the saving groups 
also increased slightly during the mid-term while there was a slight decrease on the proportion 
of the HHs who borrowed from private money lenders. The figure indicates a positive sign of 
change in terms of financial accessibility.  

 

 
Figure 11: Source of Loans for HHs (Baseline & Midterm) 

HHs took loan for various purposes such as general HH consumption, buying agricultural 
inputs including equipment, purchase or rent land, start up new or expand existing agriculture 
activities etc. Unexpectedly, the purposes of loan in midterm period were shifted more to 
general HH consumption (30%) such as daily expenses and food. The finding is contrasting 
to the baseline, where the loan purpose was concentrated more on expanding agricultural 
activities (37%).  
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Figure 12: Purposes of Loans by HHs (Baseline & Midterm) 

 

2.4.2 Financial Management  

In general, the rate of interest being charged to the HHs was reported between 1% and 3% 
per month, which was somehow a high rate. There were only small proportion of HHs who 
could manage to get loan at a low rate of less than 1%. While a very few borrowed loans even 
at a rate of higher than 3%. Such a high rate with an average loan reaching the amount of net 
income for the entire year would be a concern for farmers in repaying their debts.   

 

 
Figure 13: Monthly Loan Interest Rate (Baseline & Midterm) 

 
Interestingly, there were more than half of the HHs both in baseline and mid-term who 
managed to make profit from the loan. Whereas another 45% and 38% of the HHs in the 
baseline and mid-term, respectively, faced challenges in paying the debts. Less number of 
HHs who faced challenges in paying debt in midterm period is a substantial positive change 
in terms of capacity to manage loan by the HHs. For those who faced difficulties in paying the 
debts, they reported a number of reasons behind such difficulties. The reasons include: lose 
in farming, draughts, paying higher amount for health care, construction/repairing of 
settlement, and high interest rate of loan. There was a slight difference between the baseline 
and mid-terms for the reasons behind the difficulties in repaying debts The data also provided 
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an overview of using loan for other purposes such as housing and buying materials. However, 
during the midterm losses from farming was found the most dominant reason. 

 

 
Figure 14: Reasons behind difficulties in making profit by HHs (Baseline & Midterm) 

 

2.5 Multi Stakeholder Platform 
2.5.1 Input Suppliers and Service Providers 

The robust business environment within the project areas, based on the findings provided 
hints on what is going in agricultural production at a more structural level and linkage. 
Technical and input services were increased from 60% to 97% except to business services 
being decreased from 70% to 63%. The interviews with input suppliers and service providers 
indicated their increased engagement with farmers for different types of services which were 
driven by their expertise, especially during the midterm increasing from only 50% to 77%. The 
offer of services was changed to be more via phone communication rather than at the client 
homes or their premises, indicating an effect of the Covid-19 pandemic. There was also 
reduction in terms of frequency of services provided, which was more at a monthly basis rather 
than daily and weekly. Positively, the price determination was more on mutual understanding, 
while the trading depending on market rate had decreased from 66% to only 40%, which is 
the aim of the AIMS project. There was also a good offer from suppliers where more credit 
opportunity was available (17%) in the midterm period. Such credit opportunity was increased 
from only 10% during the baseline while the full payment at the time of buying had decreased 
from 60% during baseline to only 47% in midterm. However, it could also reflect the financial 
difficulties of producers during midterm in payment of full amount at the time of need. Verbal 
agreement was the most frequently practiced method of agreement between input suppliers, 
service providers and farmers in both in baseline and midterm period. 

 

Table 22: Key characteristics of input suppliers and service providers (Baseline & Midterm) 

Characteristics 
Baseline Mid-term 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
Technical and input service provider  30 60% 29 97% 
Business service providers 35 70% 19 63% 
Reasons for providing the services 50 100% 13 100% 
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Characteristics 
Baseline Mid-term 

Frequency Percent Frequency Percent 
  Market demand 34 68% 6 46% 
  Our best expertise 25 50% 10 77% 
  Future need 15 30% 4 31% 
Where & how to offer the services? 50 100% 13 100% 
  At client home 25 50% 2 15% 
  At our place 48 76% 4 31% 
  Phone 1 2% 7 54% 
Frequency of services  50 100% 13 100% 
  Daily 31 62% 0  0%  
  Weekly 5 10% 1 8% 
  Monthly 14 28% 12 92% 
How to determine prices 50 100% 30 100% 
  Mutual understanding  5 10% 8 27% 
  We are the deciders 5 10% 4 13% 
  Market rate 33 66% 12 40% 
  None 7 14% 6 20% 
Payment arrangement 49 100% 30 100% 
  Paying in advance 6 12% 1 3% 
  Full payment at delivery 30 61% 14 47% 
  Partial payment after completion of 
delivery 8 16% 3 10% 

  Credit 5 10% 5 17% 
  None 0 0% 7 23% 
Payment agreement 50 100% 30 100% 
  Verbal 28 56% 16 53% 
  Written 22 44% 7 23% 
  None 0 0% 7 23% 

 
Table below shows a decrease of input and supply volume during the midterm from the 
average of USD 6,735 to only USD 1,403. This figure differs from each other dramatically as 
per the result of interview with different input suppliers and service providers at the time of 
baseline and midterm. There were also difficulties in reaching out to the same interviewees at 
the time of midterm survey due to a number of reasons such as missing contact details and 
Covid-19 restriction.  

 

Table 23: Trading volume of inputs (Baseline & Midterm) 

Types of Inputs 
Baseline Mid-term  

# Of 
Entities (N) 

Average 
Cost (USD) 

Total 
Cost (USD) 

# Of 
Entities (N) 

Average 
Cost (USD) 

Total 
Cost (USD) 

Fertilizers 15 2,898 43,463 18 512 9,218 
Agri-pesticide 11 2,932 32,253 16 178 2,854 
Seeds 8 465 3,253 9 711 6,400 
Others 7 441 441 7 2 13.25 

Total 50 6,735 79,410 21 1,403 18,485 
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One of the major challenges faced by the input suppliers and service providers   in baseline 
period was buyers’ preference on credits rather than with immediate cash payment. The 
situation continued in the midterm including some other emerging issues: poor market 
demand, their poor technical capacity in utilizing and guiding to farmers on the usage of the 
products, inadequate supplies, and high land price.  

 

 
Figure 15: Challenges faced by input suppliers and service providers 

 
2.5.2 Traders 

The number of traders being interviewed in 2019 baseline, 2020 baseline and the midterm 
were 60, 80 and 45, respectively. There were difficulties in reaching out to the traders who 
were interviewed during the baseline surveys due to accessibility, mobility in nature, changing 
of business, product and service competitiveness and restriction of Covid-19.  In the following 
table the data of 80 traders in 2020 baseline is compared with the 45 traders in the 2021 
midterm. It was not possible to determine and compare the changes and difference of growth 
and trading volume but it gives a glimpse of trends on what was going on in terms of 
agricultural value chains and flows of agricultural produces during the period. The results from 
the two surveys showed a huge decrease in terms of trading volumes and cost over the period 
for all produces and trading activities. One of the reasons behind the changes was due to 
weakening relationship between the project and the traders at the time of the Covid-19 
pandemic. Likewise, limited incentivized provision to traders who involved with the project had 
been one of the reasons causing traders to be less interested, and their poor participation in 
the multi-stakeholder platform 
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Table 24: Trading volumes and Cost of commodities (Baseline & Midterm) 

No Commodities 
Baseline Midterm 

N Min Max Average Sum N Min Max Average Sum 

1 Volume of rice 
(tons) 23 10 50,000 4,338 99,776 7 150 600 267 1,870 

  Cost of rice (USD) - 2,500 12,500,000 1,050,591 24,163,589  4,878 153,659 56,411 394,878 

 Percentage 38%    66% 16%    6% 

2 Volume of 
vegetables (tons) 14 1 1,000 131 1,830 10 0.6 324 85.17 852 

  Cost of vegetables 
(USD) - 338 250,000 54,435 707,650  0.20 276,585 51,083 510,827 

 Percentage 23%    2% 22%    8% 

3 Volume of cassava 
(tons) 24 50 15,000 3,384 81,206 12 280 10,500 2,264 27,170 

  Cost of cassava 
(USD) - 35,000 1,750,000 445,615 10,694,750  46,341 1,097,561 375,730 4,508,756 

 Percentage 40%    29% 27%    70% 

4 Volume chicken 
(tons) 20 1 51 12 234 18 0.12 29.2 7.702 138.64 

  Cost chicken (USD) - 2,125 217,218 51,722 1,034,439  4 228,293 56,153 1,010,754 

 Percentage 33%    3% 40%    16% 

Total of All Produces 457,505 36,600,428  142,783 6,425,215 

 
Uncertainty of market demand was one of the major challenges faced by traders during the 
midterm, increased from only 21% in baseline to 41% in midterm. Lack of capital was much 
relief falling from 30% to only 12% in midterm period. However, poor coordination emerged at 
the midterm, raising a question on the efforts given so far. Low or irregular quantity of supply 
was still a challenge for them in trading. However, the issue of low margin was reported at a 
fewer frequency.  
 

 
Figure 16: Challenges faced by traders (Baseline & Midterm) 
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2.6 Participation in Agriculture 
2.6.1 Gender in Agriculture 

Cambodian society has been a masculine with male dominating in most of decision making. 
Gender stereotype continue to exist within the current development agenda for various 
development organizations. The result from the surveys indicated that a total of 3,141 cases 
in baseline and 2,695 cases in midterm responded regarding to the decision making within the 
HHs. It is obvious that women have been at a sideline for majority of the decision making, 
dropping further down to 27% in the mid-term, slightly below the baseline (30%). The decision 
making by women has fallen at less than a quarter for most of the agricultural activities, 
especially livestock production.  

 

Table 25: Women’s Decision Making for Agricultural Production (Baseline & Midterm) 

Categories 
Decision Maker 

Baseline Mid-term 
Cases Female % Cases Female % 

Rice 900 218 24% 802 202 25% 
Vegetables 403 116 29% 377 106 28% 
Livestock 1,378 536 39% 1,153 344 30% 
Cash Crops 307 54 18% 295 53 18% 
Fruit tree 38 9 24% 11 2 18% 
Perennial crops 112 16 14% 34 6 18% 
Fishing and aquaculture 3 0 0% 1 1 100% 
Silk N/A N/A N/A 22 6 27% 

Total 3,141 949 30% 2,695 720 27% 

 
Although the decision-making of women was less compared to men, the proportion of time 
contribution for women had maintained quite similar shares for baseline and mid-term with the 
overall timeshare of around 50%. Across all of the activities women maintained similar 
proportion in decision making.   
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Figure 17: Share of female decision makers (Baseline & Midterm) 

 
2.6.2 Youth Participation in Agriculture 

The total accumulative number of people involved in agricultural production was 2,613 making 
an average of 4.01 persons per HH during baseline. This figure increased to 3,745 people in 
midterm. With more HH being included, the average people per HH increased to 4.63 persons. 
Interestingly, the involvement was f distributed across most of the productions. However, 
vegetable, cash crop, rice and perennial crop had the highest participation in the baseline. 
The figure had slightly increased in the midterm for all productions, except perennial, fishing, 
and fruit trees. There was also a good sign in terms of participation of youth during the 
midterm, namely rice and vegetable. However, it is possible that the higher rate of participation 
could be the result of more youth staying in their villages rather than traveling abroad for work 
due to Covid-19 pandemic.  

 

Table 26: Participation of Youth in Agricultural Production (Baseline & Midterm) 

Production 
Baseline Mid-term 

N Total Average % Of 
Youth N Total Average % Of 

Youth 
Rice 698 1,296 1.86 11% 647 1,448 2.22 15% 
Vegetables 223 421 1.89 7% 218 480 2.20 15% 
Livestock 901 1,149 1.28 15% 418 1,552 3.71 14% 
Cash Crops 274 514 1.88 24% 290 755 2.60 20% 
Perennial crops 95 174 1.83 33% 33 85 2.58 27% 
Fishing and 
aquaculture 4 6 1.50 17% 1 2 2.00 0% 

Fruit tree production 30 53 1.77 13% 11 18 1.64 0% 
Total 901 3,613 4.01 15% 938 4,340 4.63 13% 
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2.7 Programme Key Indicators 
The data under this section used samples within the five target clusters as the basis for 
calculation, meaning that the values are not the amount of the named commodities but they 
are representing agricultural production performance of each cluster’s members. For example, 
the rice cluster contain 245 members which had generated income from agricultural 
production. The total income of USD 664,232 during the baseline and USD 716,373 in the 
mid-term are the results from the calculation of all farming activities of the 245 members of the 
rice cluster.   

2.7.1 Agricultural Performance Under Each Cluster 

The overall income from all HHs had been stable, while chicken cluster had negatively 
changed the economic performance with an income decrease to 4%. The income of rice, 
vegetables and cassava had improved at 3%, 14% and 7%, respectively. Although there was 
a decrease of incomes for the three clusters, the expenditure and net income of three clusters: 
rice, vegetable, and chicken had decreased significantly, except cassava being increased to 
1%. The reasons behind the decrease of the net income resulted to the higher expenses of 
28% for overall agricultural productions under five clusters. The increased expense was 
highest for vegetables (55%), followed by rice (39%), chicken (25%) and cassava (20%). 
Although there was an increase of expenditure at 20% for the cassava cluster, it could still 
manage to generate a positive net income of 1%.  

 

Table 27: Agricultural Production Performance under Each Cluster (Baseline & Midterm) 

Categories and 
Cluster 

Baseline Mid-term 
% Of Changes 
to the Average N Total 

(USD) 
Average 
per HH 
(USD) 

N Total 
(USD) 

Average 
per HH 
(USD) 

Income 901 2,669,863 2,963 938 2,781,800 2,966 0% 
Rice Cluster 245 695,634 2,839 245 716,373 2,924 3% 

Vegetables Cluster 192 596,146 2,673 192 582,909 3,036 14% 
Chicken Cluster 232 729,294 3,213 232 717,680 3,093 -4% 
Cassava Cluster 232 648,789 2,963 232 732,508 3,157 7% 

Silk Cluster -   37 32,330 874 0% 
Expenditure 901 1,148,466 1,275 938 1,536,177 1,638 28% 

Rice Cluster 245 320,494 1,308 245 445,445 1,818 39% 
Vegetables Cluster 192 221,463 993 192 295,031 1,537 55% 

Chicken Cluster 232 348,076 1,533 232 445,522 1,920 25% 
Cassava Cluster 232 258,433 1,180 232 329,104 1,419 20% 

Silk Cluster -   37 21,075 570 0% 

Net Income 901 1,521,398 1,689 938 1,239,403 1,321 -22% 
Rice Cluster 245 375,140 1,531 245 270,928 1,106 -28% 

Vegetables Cluster 192 374,684 1,680 192 287,878 1,548 -8% 
Chicken Cluster 232 381,218 1,679 232 265,937 1,187 -29% 
Cassava Cluster 232 390,356 1,782 232 403,404 1,809 1% 

Silk Cluster -   37 11,256 938 0% 

 



 
45 

2.7.2 Net Labor Return of Each Cluster 

During the baselines, only questions on number of days for each individual were asked which 
could not be used to calculate the net labour return of each person. In the midterm survey, 
this issue was addressed adding relevant questions. In the midterm survey, there was a 
cumulative total of 3,647 farmers involved in the production, giving an average per HH of 3.89 
people. The vegetable cluster was found being the highest involvement of people, reaching 
4.39 people per HH in average, while silk being the lowest people per HH involvement (2.70 
people). With this number of people being involved in agriculture, the net labor return per 
person reached to an overall of USD 340 annually, giving cassava, vegetable, chicken, rice 
and silk cluster at USD 432, USD 341, USD 316, USD 298, and USD 113, respectively.  
 

Table 28: HHs involvement in agriculture and Net Labor Return Per Person under Each 
Cluster (Baseline & Midterm) 

Categories and 
Cluster 

Baseline Mid-term 
N Total Average N Total Average 

Total Persons 
Involved 

 Data Not 
Available 

 938 3,647 3.89 

Rice    245 910 3.71 
Vegetables    192 843 4.39 

Chicken  Data Not 
Available 

 232 860 3.71 

Cassava    232 934 4.03 

Silk  Data Not 
Available 

 37 100 2.70 

Net Labor Return 
per Person 

 Data Not 
Available 

 938  340 

Rice    245  298 

Vegetables  Data Not 
Available 

 192  341 

Chicken    232  309 

Cassava  Data Not 
Available 

 232  432 

Silk  Data Not 
Available 

 37  113 

 
 
2.7.3 Summary findings of Programme Key Indicators 

The indicator figures were calculated using the number of producers per cluster rather than 
focusing on a specific commodity being targeted under the project. Despite being positively 
changed over the period, the overall performance of agriculture under the cluster had been 
negatively changed and highly fluctuated. The nature of agriculture production may keep on 
changing as per the driven market and other opportunity being available to each individual. 
With the declining trends of roles of agriculture in livelihood contribution, the project has shown 
its positive contribution to some extent. However, the presence of the Covid-19 pandemic may 
have changed the situation and environment for agriculture, indicating the resilience and 
robustness of the sector are still limited.  
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Table 29: Key indicators under the project (Baseline & Midterm) 

  
  Indicator 

Baseline Midterm % Of 
Changes N Value 

(USD) N Value (USD) 

I Average Net farming income 
per HH (USD) 901 1,689 938 1,321 -22% 

1.1 Net Income by Commodity      
  Rice 245 1,531 245 1,106 -28% 
  Vegetables 192 1,680 192 1,548 -8% 
  Chicken 232 1,679 232 1,187 -29% 
  Cassava 232 1,782 232 1,809 1% 
  Silk 37 1,690 37 938 -45% 

       
1.2 By Poverty per HH (USD) (farm production)        
  Poor 77 1,689 78 901 -47% 
  Near Poor 744 1,236 780 1,236 0% 
  Better Off 80 1,699 80 2,561 51% 

       

II Return on labor in farming - No of total labor person 
involved in farming        

  Rice     245 298  

  Vegetables  Data Not 
available   192 341  

  Chicken    232 316  
  Cassava    232 432  

  Silk Data Not 
available   37 113  

       
III Adoption rate - Percentage (%) 4,855 65% 938 82% 27% 
  Rice 1,540 64% 245 72% 13% 
  Vegetables 949 66% 192 43% -35% 
  Chicken 1,509 73% 232 66% -10% 
  Cassava 857 52% 232 67% 29% 
  Silk   37 84%  

    

Total courses being 
delivered against the 
adoption rate of each 

cluster 

Total courses being 
responded and its 
application rate for 
each commodity 

 

       

IV Smallholder investment per HH 
(production)        

   901 1,275 938 1,638 28% 
  Rice 245 1,308 245 1,818 39% 
  Vegetables 192 993 192 1,586 60% 
  Chicken 232 1,533 232 1,989 30% 
  Cassava 232 1,180 232 1,476 25% 
  Silk   37 1,756  

   Expenditure for each 
cluster in average 

 Expenditure for each 
cluster in average   

  Smallholder investment per HH (Loan for 
Cluster)        
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  All HHs 328 3139 273 3,641 16% 
  Rice 100 2,501 95 3,238 29% 
  Vegetables 53 2,495 36 3,455 38% 
  Chicken 90 5,274 79 4,426 -16% 
  Cassava 85 2,030 55 3,385 67% 
  Silk 0 - 8 3,266  

    Loan in general of each 
cluster 

 Loan in general of 
each cluster   

  Smallholder investment per HH (Loan for 
Specific Commodity)  

     

  All HHs  Data Not 
available   103 145  

  Rice  Data Not 
available   66 27  

  Vegetables  Data Not 
available   18 275  

  Chicken  Data Not 
available   32 196  

  Cassava  Data Not 
available   52 500  

  Silk   1 194  

    
Any loan with the 

purpose for agriculture 
of the cluster 

Loan being specifically 
applied for the specific 

commodity 
 

       

  PO Production volume (Kg) - Total harvested from all 
HHs in each cluster      

  Rice 245 2,180,891 245 2,016,008 -8% 
  Vegetables 183 1,316,853 186 1,004,266 -24% 
  Chicken      
  Broilers (kg) 219 41,957 195 51,959 24% 
  Hens (kg) 43 1,769 109 6,558 271% 
  Chicks 80 95,156 36 176,739 86% 
  Eggs 11 209,090 29 54,498 -74% 
  Cassava 219 3,028,692 223 5,498,305 82% 
  Silk      
  Mulberry 8 - 6 1,680  
  Silk worm 12 228 10 - -100% 
  Threading 29 756 6 203 -73% 

       
  PO Sale volume (Kg) - Total sales of all HHs        
  Rice 245 1,686,461 245 1,428,674 -15% 
  Vegetables 183 1,309,799 186 968,273 -26% 
  Chicken      
  Broilers (kg) 219 28,300 195 33,126 17% 
  Hens (kg) 43 82 109 2,407 2850% 
  Chicks 80 75,090 36 136,872 82% 
  Eggs 11 119,600 29 48,808 -59% 
  Cassava 219 3,027,693 223 5,498,305 82% 
  Silk      
  Mulberry 8 - 6 - - 
  Silk worm 12 113 10 - -100% 
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  Threading 29 113 6 203 80% 
       

  Sale Price per unit - Riel per kg          
  Rice 245 863 245 973 13% 
  Vegetable 183 1,174 185 1,093 26% 
  Chicken (kg)       
  Broilers (kg) 219 23,398 195 15,806 -32% 
  Hens (kg) 43 16,850 109 20,238 20% 
  Chicks 80 3,706 36 2,773 -25% 
  Eggs 11 564 29 1,160 106% 
  Cassava 250 389 223 405 4% 
  Silk 37 400,000 37 340,000 -15% 

       

  Productivities - # circle grow 
per year          

  Rice   245 1.3 time/year  
  Vegetable       
  Leafy 

Data Not 
available  

 -
Overall: 

186 
- Leafy: 

96 
- Fruit: 

90  

 - Overall: 
3.4 

times/year 
- Leafy: 5 

times/year 
- Fruit: 2 

times/year  

 

  Fruit  

  Chicken   

- 
Hen/Co

ck - 
101 

- Egg: 
25 

- Hen/Cock: 
2 times/year 

- Egg: 5 
times/year 

 

  Cassava   223 1 time/year  

  Silk  Data Not 
Avialable   37 4 times/year  

       

  Yield - Kg          
  Rice (ha) 245 2,935 245 3,130 7% 
  Vegetable (m2)  175 4.5 kg/time  

-overall: 3.93 
kg/time  

-Leafy: 4.65 
kg/time 

 
  Leafy 

  

 -
overall: 

186 
- Leafy: 

96 
- Fruit: 

90  

 

  Fruit  

  Chicken (kg per m2) 227 6 224 10 67% 
  Casava (ha) 219 7550 221 11795 56% 

       

  Grade or pack your products 
before selling 

Data Not 
available 

 938 47%  

  Mode of Sale      
  Selling product as individual   803 86%  

  Selling product as group Data Not 
available 

 
67 7%  

Selling product as group and individual   68 7%  
Selling products at the market   37 4%  
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  Selling products to 
traders/collector 

Data Not 
available 

 805 86%  
       

  Traders       
      Type of services      

  Purchase from farmers, sell to 
traders (collectors) 69 48% 42 58%  

  Purchase from farmers, sell to 
retailers 40 28% 4 4%  

  Purchase from farmers, sell to 
consumers 29 20% 0 0%  

  Purchase from traders, sell to 
traders 3 0% 1 1%  

  Purchase from traders, sell to 
retailer 1 0% 27 37%  

        

  Avg-sale volume per trader- 
Tons 

     

  Vegetable 14 131 10 85  
  Chicken 21 12 18 8  
  Rice 23 333 9 267  
  Cassava 24 2,446 12 2,264  

  Silk 1 40-Lort 1 
1.25 - Lort (4 

months in 
2020) 

 

         
      Demand       
  Vegetable 14 90 10 88  
  Chicken 21 4 18 8  
  Rice 23 366 9 271  
  Cassava 24 1,732 12 2,514  

  Avg-Investment per trader 
(USD)  13 18,396 10 24,800  

  Avg-Loan per trader (USD) 12 24,575 9 25,375  
       

  Input Suppliers       
     Type of service       
  Technical Service 11 100% 17 100%  
  Business Services 28 97% 14 82%  
  Financial Services 0 0% 0 0%  
        
  Fertilizers 15 71% 13 81%  
  Agri-pesticide 9 43% 13 81%  
  Seeds 7 33% 8 50%  
  Others 7 33% 3 38%  
        
  Avg-Sale volume (Tons)      
  Fertilizers-Tons 15 3,860 13 469  
  Agri-pesticide-bottle 9 330 13 141  
  Seeds-Kg 7 1,071 8 775  
  Others-Ton 7 14 6 2  
  Avg-Investment N/A - 11 8,709  
  Avg-Loan - USD 19 20,271 4 20,750  
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  Service Providers       
     Type of service       
  Technical Service 20 100% 12 92%  
  Business Services 6 30% 4 31%  
  Financial Services 0 0% 1 7%  
        
  Fertilizers 0 0% 5 100%  
  Agri-pesticide 2 67% 3 60%  
  Seeds 1 33% 1 20%  
  Others 0 0% 1 20%  
        
     Avg-Sale Volume - Tons      
  Fertilizers 0 - 5 625  
  Agri-pesticide -Bottle 2 2,500 3 338  
  Seeds-Kg 1 25 1 200  
  Others-Ton 0 - 1 1  
  Investment N/A - 1 20,000  
  Loan - USD 8 14,750 1 100,000  
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III. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

3.1 Conclusion 
Over the period of baseline surveys to the midterm, there were slight changes in terms of 
demographic and education level of the HHs within the project’s target areas. The participation 
of the people in the project had been slightly increased over the period.  The assets status of 
the HHs changed over the time indicating a sign of behavior change being shifted towards 
better and private way of living, modernization and technological accessibility  with increased 
number of smart phones and utilization of expensive materials such as cars, tractors, and 
motorbikes. From the available land areas, the income shares of agricultural production was 
significant for them accounting for more than half of all income sources. However, there was 
slight drops in income sharing from agriculture and agri-business which tend to be linked with 
the issues of Covid-19 pandemic dragging the activities to a lesser extent.  

The performance of agriculture in overall had been slowing down over the period, with a 
decrease of net income from agriculture, resulting mainly from the rise of expenditure for the 
production. The production expenditure varied from one category to another indicating the 
requirements and needs of production changing over time. There was also huge investment 
for cattle new stock making the cost drastically increased. The performance of agribusiness 
had decreased at the midterm, reflecting a poor outcome of agricultural business activities 
which was also confirmed with the limited activities of trading being reported under the traders’ 
business information. With the slowing down of the trading and agribusiness, the statistics of 
input suppliers and service suppliers had also decreased, even though the information was 
not from the same people interviewed during baseline survey. In contrast to the agricultural 
and agribusiness, non-farming activities had contributed significantly in the livelihood of the 
people, giving a rise of small business activities, laboring within the country and salary from 
the government.  

The performance of the target commodities showed a slight negative result in their 
representing clusters for rice, vegetable and silk productions, whereas cassava production 
and chicken raising had performed positively. The negative performance of the rice 
commodities could have been attributed due  to the higher expenses for the production, lower 
yield and cheaper prices for rice production. For vegetables, the expenses had been slightly 
decreased, while the income had dropped at a whopping proportion. This case was even 
worse for silk, seeing the production has been given up due to low market demand. The other 
two positively performing commodities were cassava and chicken. This resulted due to a 
higher productivity and price for cassava, while for chicken it was due to higher in terms of 
productivity but less in price which was a negative sign. Regardless of the performance of the 
targeted commodities, either poorer or better, the issues and challenges being faced during 
the baseline continued to exist during midterm with all targeted commodities, with a conclusion 
that the resilience and resistance of the productions are still limited.  

Technical support and training provisions were implemented at a lower intensity,  citing  Covid-
19 pandemic, where physical interactions was severely constraint. There was however a good 
adoption rate for farmers in utilizing new knowledge and technologies acquired through 
various trainings. The coordination and support related to the institutional linkage was reported 
at a lesser extent as many stakeholders, especially traders, input suppliers and service 
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providers who were supporting the project were changed and there were less interactive 
sessions. The pressure was higher as the average loan during the midterm increased 
significantly. There were concerns over the loan utilization which tend to be less focused on 
agricultural production. However, there was a good sign as higher proportion of the borrowers 
could manage to make profit from the debt.  

The average number of people involved in agricultural production had been increased from 
2.90 persons per HH to 3.99 persons, being distributed across most of the production areas. 
There was also a good sign in terms of participation of youth during the midterm, namely rice 
and vegetables, whereas, the participation of women in agriculture had shown quite stable, 
with similar level of decision-making being  practiced by women.  

 

3.2 Recommendations 

As per the result of the survey, a number of recommendations are provided below:  

• With the changes of household behavior in technological application, the program 
should ensure that the link of farmers with stakeholders in the market should be 
strengthened and empowered to fully grasp the available opportunities, i.e., 
promotion of mechanization and e-market connection to farmers.  

• Though the program had managed to contribute to the improvement of agricultural 
market linkage, however there were still signs of market fluctuation throughout the 
period. In this regard, stabilizing market price should still be a major task for the 
program to focus. Contract farming, market promotion, capital accessibility and 
promotion to the market beyond local consumption would be other milestones to 
reach.  

• Although there were limited agricultural resilience due to the impact of Covid-19 
pandemic, there were some positive signs on the target commodities, which was 
contrasting to the performance of the agriculture in overall. In this regard, a study to 
determine whether the program should focus to promote specialized commodities or 
diversification should be conducted to ensure that the opportunities and resilience 
could be grasped and strengthened through program interventions.  

• There was a huge fluctuation in terms of expenditure in production, indicating limited 
control of producers over the natural condition of the production factors such as 
fertilizers, irrigations, pesticides and other expenses. In this regard, managing farm 
should be more focused to reduce the dependency on nature and external factors. 
For example, the production and utilization of chemical fertilizers should be more 
controlled while access to year-round irrigation should be improved further.  

• The linkage with traders and service providers and input suppliers was found weak 
with some changes to incorporate in the program. As a result, many stakeholders 
had less interaction with the established platform. Incentivized system to ensure such 
a mechanism could be continued, which will ensure for the continuation and success 
of the linkage.  

• The objective of promotion of youth participation in agriculture seems still a long way 
to go. A more systematic and innovative measures of promotion of youth in 
agriculture should be established to ensure long term sustainability in agriculture.  
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• The access to low interest rate for loan is still limited. The AIMS programme should 
continuously coordinate with MFI, banks and RDB to facilitate for softer loan with 
longer-term payment system. 
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IV. ANNEXES 
 

Annex 1: List of clusters for Household Survey 

Annex 2: Household survey questionnaires 

Annex 3: Trader survey questionnaires 

Annex 4: Service provider questionnaires 

Annex 5: Key Informant Interview questionnaire 

 

 
 


