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Background
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Africa Great Lakes Coffee Support 
Program

• 3-year USAID-funded initiative that addresses 2 
major challenges in the coffee sector in Rwanda 
(and the Africa Great Lakes region)
• Raise coffee quality
• Raise coffee productivity

• Partners

• Numerous public and private sector partners
• Components: • applied research • policy 

engagement • capacity building
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Applied research component
• AGLC draws upon a broad mix of quantitative 

and qualitative methodologies, including:
• Coffee farmer/household surveys (and CWS 

survey) 
• Experimental field/plot level data collection
• Key Informant Interviews
• Focus Group Discussions

• Comprehensive coffee sector data base
• Goal to integrate information from these four data 

collection activities
• Provide empirical basis for policy engagement and 

farmer capacity building
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Methodology
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Survey of coffee growers 
• Geographically 

dispersed sample 
across four coffee 
growing districts: 
Rutsiro, Huye, Kirehe 
and Gakanke.

• 4 CWSs in each 
District (2 
cooperatives, 2 
private)

• 64 HHs randomly 
selected from 
listings of each of 
the 16 CWSs 
• (64 x 16 = 1,024 HHs) 
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Fieldwork

AGLC Baseline survey 
interview with farmer in 
Gakenke

Focus group discussion
with farmers at Buf Café 
washing station
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Overview parameters of sample

• Head of HH 81.5% Male; 
18.5% Female

• Head of HH completed 
primary school: 38.1%

• Mean age of head of HH: 
51 years

• Median number coffee 
trees on farm: 400

• Head of HH member of 
cooperative: 55.4%

• Median cherry produced 
in 2015: 600 Kg

• Mean cherry price 
received in: 198 RWF 
(2015)/160 RWF (2016) 

• Median HH cash income: 
340,000 RWF

• Share of total cash income 
from coffee: 44%

• Percent of coffee farmers 
reporting antestia: 55%
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Research Findings



Coffee prices
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Farmer investments
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Productivity and margins 
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Farmer typology
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Aging farmer population
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The Role of 
Cooperatives



Effect of cooperative 
membership

• Matching cooperative 
members and non-
members on observable 
characteristics

• Sensitivity analysis to 
non-observable 
characteristics 
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Cooperative members…
• Adopt best practices

• Are 14% more productive per tree

• Receive 52% more income from coffee

• Have 22% lower cost of production
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Importance of Coffee 
to Rwanda’s 

Agricultural Growth



#1. Coffee is a longstanding source of 
export earnings and economic growth 
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• Despite recent struggles, this downward trend 
can easily be reversed under the right policy 
framework
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#2. Coffee directly affects the lives of over 
350,000 farmers and their families 
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• Rwanda’s coffee sector promotes food security 
and economic development



#3. Specialty coffee is in high and growing 
demand worldwide 
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• Rwanda is 
synonymous with 
high quality specialty 
coffee

• 250+ coffee washing 
stations

• Attracted major 
companies



#4. Specialty coffee has price stability in 
global markets (compared to ordinary) 
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• Ordinary coffee price 
has more fluctuations.

• Specialty coffee:
Ø Higher price

Ø More stable

Ø Decoupled from NY C



#5. Comparative advantage: Rwanda stands 
out in specialty coffee 
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Source: DT Coffee Club



#6. Coffee is environmentally superior to 
most other crops grown in Rwanda 
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#7. Positive climate change effects for 
Rwanda coffee 
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Source: Bunn et al. 2015



#7. Positive climate change effects for 
Rwanda coffee 
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#8. Dedicated coffee producing households 
have better food security 
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Summary and 
Discussion Points



Ø Commitment from all stakeholders to 
ensure that producers are compensated 
fairly, with prices commensurate with those 
paid elsewhere in East Africa, and set above 
farmer’s cost of production.

Ø Coffee sector must once again become a 
high priority for strategic thinking and 
support in Rwanda.
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Thank You!



Thank You!



Trends in coffee production
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N Min Max Percent Mean Median S.D.
Gender of head (%  female) 1024 1 2                      18.5%     -     -     -
Age of head (years) 1024 22 94                        - 51.1 51 14.18            
Education of head (%  primary complete) 1024 1 10                    39.1%     -     -     -
Member of coop (% ) 1024 0 1                      55.4%     -     -     -
Cooperative ownership of CWS (% ) 1024 1 2                      50.0%     -     -     -
Income 2015 (not including coffee) 1023 0 4,350,000            - 318,726       180,000   452,385        
Income 2015 from coffee 1021 0 2,945,000            - 200,286       125,000   256,166        
Share of total income from coffee 1022 0 1                      44.5             42.0         27.5              
Nbr of productive coffee trees 1022 0 9,320                   - 706              400          945               
Total cherry production 2015 (KG) 1022 0 15,500                 - 1,025           601          1,448            
Total land owned (sq meters) 1024 0 80,000                 - 11,986         9,449       10,673          
Received premium (% ) 1016 0 1                      26.9%     -     -     -
Price per kg of cherry 2015 1005 100 300                      - 198              200          32.49            
Applied fertilizers (% ) 1024 0 1                      71.0%     -     -     -
Applied pesticides (% ) 1024 0 1                      68.8%     -     -     -
Applied manure (% ) 1024 0 1                      59.4%     -     -     -
Elevation of HH (m) 1024 1,310    2,179                   - 1,712           1,721       165               

Summary Descriptive Parameters of Selected Determinants/Covariates



Hypothesis: Cooperative members have lower 
costs of production
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Hypothesis: Cooperative membership increases 
adoption of best management practices.
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Hypothesis: Cooperative membership increases 
adoption of best management practices.
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Productivity 
measure

Premium 
Received N Unadjusted 

Adjusted for 
Factors 

(Gender of HHH)

Adjusted for 
Factors and 
Covariates* Sig. 

No 722   1.64                  1.63                       1.63                        0.000
Yes 269   2.09                  2.10                       2.11                        

Productivity (KG 
cherry) per tree
*Covariates: Nbr of trees on farm, Total HH non-coffee income, Total land owned, Age of HHH, Educ. of HHH, Active adults in HH, Elevation

ANOVA: Estimated Productivity (KG/Tree) by Premium Received, 
Adjusted for Gender and Covariates*

Predicted Mean Productivity (KG/Tree)


