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Abstract

studv o was conducted with the objective of identifving the “onefits and constraints of

able production and dairy farnae wm people’s (farmers ) livelizood. With that in mind, the
purposivelv used  two cooperurives, Moekenisa  Gofa-Sarts Tegetable Producers  and

weting Service cooperative (MGS-1VPMSC) and Tenachin Mill: Producers and Marketing

‘ce Coaperative (TMPMSC) in N -vas silk lafto sub-ciry.

study emiploved both qualitative nd quantitative methods. In o hand, a household survey

conducied on 70 vegetable procucers and 30 dairv farming howseholds based on stratified

‘e random sampling. On the ovier hand, Focus group discuss:ons, case studies and kev

mants imerview have also been wsed to get an all rounded information and data. Moreover,

wary data was also obtained from various sources. Following. he data gathered from the
tative method was analvzed wsong triangulation: and in the nean time, descriptive and
Tate statistics were used to anclvze the quantitaiive data. The study found out that the
chold engagement in vegetable cnd dairy farming production <cpends on the household's
ring element. Majority of the foemers from both caregories ind:cate that their reason for
gement were for the dual purposes of income gencration and ~or food consumption. The
further revealed the fact thar ve cerable production as well as iy farming gave them the
sunine o be emploved, which oo wrn ameliorated the livelihoo! problems of the farmers.
farming has given benefit of income generation, food supply, en:»lovment and strong social
cith neivhbors and relatives. Moreover, more than three fourth o households who engaged
setable production and nearly ninety percent of households who engaged in dairy farming
indicated ihetr improvement in ~ood sceurity siains. The study <o showed thai vegetabic
wction has some obstacles that iinder the realization of its full potential. These are: land
whip, land size, marker, inpuis (coe, fertilizers, and improved secds), policy related factors,
vion service and health problen:s Dairy farming on the other Lud faced challenges like:
rospace, wiimal disease, lack o capital, and death of animals The study concludes that
he use of cffective measures v iv possible 1o curtail undesirarle results and to promore

simprovement in the livelihood o the household in the studied cooperatives.

Vi



Chapter One: Introduction

1.1. Background of the study

Although Urban Agriculture (UA) is emerging as an important economic activity within
the urban informal sector both in developed and developing countries, atutudes towards
UA are mixed (Rabinovitch & Schmetzer. 1997).

To the mamstream urban economists and planners, urban agricultural activities
unequivocally contradict the common 1mage of a city. To the traditional urban planner,
the architect. the politician and other decision makers. UA detracts from the images of the
ideal, planned and modern western city. As a result many people perceive UA negatively.
To many it 1s @ remnant of an outmoded, transitory activity typical of rural living where

people handle dirt (Sawio. 1993).

Yet studies on UA are showing that the praciice of’ UA is becoming almost a permanent
feature in the Third World as well as in developed countries (Nasr. 1992: as cited in
Sawio. 1993) It is undisputable that UA is being practiced in cities and their
surroundings and much must be known about the activities because it is potentially a
socto-economic survival and livelihood-enhancing strategy for the urban poor. It is an
innovative response of urban dwellers to the deteriorating national political economy and
it has been fostered by the availability of unused open space (Mosha, 1991 Maxwell &
Zziwa, 1992) and 1t makes use of resources in urban ecosystems which otherwise would

€0 10 waste (Sawio. 1993).

UA in its nature appears to expand during economic crises, such as by those induced by
armed conllicts and structural adjustment, highlighting its use as a coping mechanism.
UA contributes to food availability in citics and therefore to the diet of urban consumers.
It also serves as an income generating mechanism for urban houscholds involved in
producing. processing. marketing and distributing ol these foods, allowing them to buy
food and face other expenses. In short it contributes to household food security and
nutrition. On the other hand. negative health impacts — in particular linked to poor lood

quality - may have a detrimental effect on nutrition (Egal et al, 2003).



Like any city in Ethiopia, Addis Ababa. where more than half of the participar:s are
considered to lie below the poverty line. many people practice UA as an ecoromic
activity i order to generate income and enhance food security at the household leve

In order to overcome the problems associated with UA the city Government of xddis
Ababa (CGAA) has established the Urban Agriculture Department under the Tracd: and
Industry Development Bureau to support well organized urban agricultural activitzs in
the city, The CGAA agricultural unit has been given the mandate to promots and
develop agriculture in Urban and Peri-Urban areas of the City by thoroughly exan:ning

their resource potential.
1.2. Statement of the problem

In Africa issues like poverty, food insecurity and malnutrition were viewed for decaczs as
largely rural problems (Maxwell &Zziwa, 1992). Today urbanization is increasing it an
alarming rate. A report of the World Bank (1989: as cited in UN. 2004) anticipates that,
by the vear 2025 the urban population of sub-Saharan Africa will be growing at a rize of
6.9"0 per annum as compared to 3.1 of the total population of the region. Consequsntly,
in 23 years time about 35% of the region's people will live in towns and cities comrared
to 30% currently (L'N. 2001). However, the urbanization of the continent does not ean
that it will bring economic opportunity and food availability for the majority of Africans.
Cn e contrary, global poverly is becoming more African, more urban and ore
feminine. Fifty percent of the world’s poor and 40 percent of Africa’s poor live in L-ban
arcas and this poverty makes them incapable of meeting their food needs (Rabinoviich &
Schmetzer. 1997). In the capital of Ethiopia tor instance about 50%, of the -otal
population is assumed 1o live below the poverty line (IPS, 2007). Which in turn alienate
their basic right that to have food and nutritional security. Particularly, in sc¢vere
economic crisis situation where there is soaring lood price the need for additional income

gencrating activity is needed to meet the basic needs.

The presence of great population pressure in and around cities ol sub-Saharan Atrcan
coupled with the cconomic crisis has led 1o a tremendous increase 1 the total city irea

under food production i the last decade (Mougeot. 1999).  In line with this in Aldis



Ababa 58" ol the population increase is resulted from rural urban migration, which can
create a huge burden to both the formal and informal sector of the economy (1PS. 2007).
Thus, the new migrants who lailed to secure jobs in the formal sector they engaged in
urban agriculture to meet their food need, income generation and employment. However,
people who are engaged in UA able to get income, employment and meet their
consumption need. The activities were not recognized by government rather it has been
relegated by policy makers. and most researchers. That instigated me to undertake this

(=)

study in support ot UA in relation to its benelits and challenges.

The study conducted by Axumite (1994) indicated the importance of UA for the
producers and urban consumers by of the cooperative-Mekamssa, Furi, and Saris
Producers™. However, its benefit needs to be studied at different times for pattern of
benefit may change. Thus. this study completes the time dimension benefit of the
producers. The studyv also explores the challenges of UA which were not considered in
previous studies. In addition the study explores the challenges and contribution of dairy

farming, which had not been studied by other scholars that the author comes across.

1.3. Objectives of the study

General objective: The over all aim of the study is to systematically examine the
benefits and challenges of urban agriculture in Nifas Silk Lafto Sub-city in Mekenisa,
Gota-Saris Vegetable Producers and Marketing Service cooperative (MGS-VPMSC) and
Tenachin Milk Producers and Marketing Service Cooperative (TMPMSC).

Specific objectives:

a) To identify the contributions of vegetable production and dairy
farming to producers in the study area.
b) To identify the challenges ol vegetable producers and dairy

tarming in the study arcas.

1.4. Research questions

With the aim of addressing general and specific objectives of the study, this research will be

guided by the following specific questions:

'IJ



a) What is the income contribution of vegetable production
and dairy I'u!.'ming to producers in the study arca?

b) What is the cmployment contribution of vegetable
production and dairy farming to producers in the study
arca’

¢) What is the food security contribution of vegetable and
dairy farming to producers?

d) What are the input. market, land ownership. policy
related,  health  and  environment challenges  that

vegetable and dairy farmers faced?

1.5. Scope and limitation of the study
This study is delimited to Nitasilk Lafto Sub-city by purposely sampling Mekenisa, Gofa-
Saris Vegetable Producers and Marketing Service (MGS-VPMSC) and Tenachin Milk

Producers and Marketing Service Cooperatives (TMPNISC).

During the course ol the research. the rescarcher has come across a number of limitations.
One of such challenges was a lack of relevant and related research works to be reviewed
and discussed in light of the findings. Furthermore at first, most of the respondents were

not willing to give their responses to the questions they were asked.

1.6. Significance of the study

The findings of this study will be useful in many ways. To begin with, it provides baseline
data on the contributions and challenges of vegetable producers and dairy farming. It will
also serve in the future as the spring board for further studies and show how local
government bodies in particular, development practitioners and policy makers in general
intervene to facilitate development intervention. Lastly, the result of the study can also
contribute in building a knowledge base for the academia, research, by providing empirical

evidences

1.7. Organization of the thesis



The thesis is organized mto five chapters. Chapter one mtroduces the research topic by
starting with a general background of the study. Chapter two reviews the literature, chapter
three describes the study area and methodology of the study used. Chapter four presents
results and discussion. and chapter (five) gives conclusion and policy implications of the

study.

Chapter Two: Literature Review
2.1. Definitions and concepts
2.1.1. Urban agriculture

Literature on urban agriculture is limited though the practice of UA has been in existence
since ancient civilization and the establishment of the first towns and cities. Vennetier did
the first study of urban agriculture in sub-Saharan Africa in 1958 in Ponte-Noire Congo

(Mougeot. 1999:07).

Although authors differ on deflining UA, the following key features characterize the
activity. (1) Urban agriculture involves crops and livestock production, but it may also
include agro-forestry and fuel production. (2) Urban agriculture is practiced both within
the urban boundary and its periphery (Mougeot. 1999). Barrows & Kisamba-Mugerwa
(1989 define srban agriculture as the practice of crop cultivation and livestock raising
within the boundaries or the immediate periphery of a city. Nevertheless, the above
definition lack clarity and particularity of UA acuvities. For instance it does not
specifically tell what types of livestock are included as UA activity. In addition, it fails 1o
show the basic resources that the producers utilize in their production. For example, the

waler that the crop producers are using and other inputs of crop and livestock production.

The choice ol what to produce and how 1o produce it is determined by the culture,
traditions. market. water supply, rain-fall, and climate, exposure to sun, soil condition,
plot size and distance from home. Family and individual resources, land availability and
location are critical determinants of the type ol UA practiced. Thus, the definitions of UA

need to accommodate these versatile dimensions (UNDP, 1996).

i



Accordingly. UNDP (1996) detines UA as an industry that produces. processes and
markets food and fuel. largely in response to daily demand ot consumers within a town.
city or metropolis. on land and water. UA activities are dispersed throughout the urban
and peri-urban arca. applying intensive production methods. using and recycling natural
resources and urban wastes, to yield a diversity of crops and livestock. However, this
definition still fails to show the competition that the participants in UA have with the

urban expansionist and the challenges that UA faces.

Accounting for the broader needs of the urban population. CEDAR (1999) states that:
Urban and Peri-Urban Agriculture is agricultural practices within and around cities which
make use of land, water and energy which could be used for other activities to the benefit
of the urban population. Horticulture, livestock, fodder and milk production, aquaculture,
and forestry are the major components of Urban and Peri-urban Agriculture. However,

this delinition lacks to show where the end product is directed.

A more integrated definition is given by Mougeot (1999:8) which is used as the working
definition for this study: "Urban Agriculture is an industry located within (intra-urban) or
on the [ringe (peri-urban) of a town, an urban centre, a city or metropolis. which grows or
raises. processes and -distributes a diversity of food and non-food products. reusing
mainly human and material resources. products and services found in and around that
urban arca. and in turn supplyving human and material resources, products and services

largely to that urban area. while competing resources with other activities".

A broad understanding of urban agriculture must lake into account the various activities
of houscholds to achieve food security. and to create income. Urban food production is
more than food production. Community-based and individuzal food production in citics
meets the needs ol the urbun population and sustainable urban development and

environmental protection (CEDAR. 1999).

Urban food production is practiced by large parts of the urban population in developing
countries, and it appears in various forms. However for this study Urban Agriculture

refers to only the vegetable and dairy production.

O



UNDP (1990) explained the inputs used by urban agriculture and its output as follows:
wrban agriculture uses resources (organic waste). technical services (extension. financing.
ransportation) products (agrochemicals. tools. vehicles) found in urban areas. This
practice In turn generates resources (green arcas. microclimate and compost) services
rcatering, recreation. therapy) products (flowers, poultry, crops. horticulture and dairy)

argely for the urban people.

2.2. Trends of urban agriculture

Archacological findings proved that there were agricultural activities in and around the
cities of ancient civilization. City life started thousands of vears ago in different parts of
the world. Examples of large cities in ancient time include Baghdad, which was home to

moie than one million people thousands of years before (Mougeot, 1999).

In those ancient cities agriculture was carried out for various purposes for instance for

food fodder. building materials. medicinal plants etc (Mougeot, 1999).

So. both ciy lite. and practice of urban agriculture are by no means new developments.
Nevertheless. the main difference between ancient cities and the current cities is the
scale. Urbanization has been accelerated since the industrial revolution in Europe and
North America. Since the second half of 20" Century there has been rapid urbanization
arocess (movement from rural areas to urban areas). This massive urbanization has also

caused urban agriculture to expand in developing countries (UN. 2001).

2.3. Recent developments in thinking about urban agriculture
There has been improvement recently in understanding UA and its contribution in Africa,
Latin America. and Asia. Many city administrators have started to find positive ways to

accommodate urban agriculture (Drakakis-Smith, 1990).

The UN (2001) underscore that UA is the common future of people and highlighted for

the first ime its potential as a tool for sustainable development.

In Africa some organizations have emerged recently to launch programs in support of

UA. Examples mclude: French-speaking network for UA in west and central Africa



coordimated by Institut Africain Digestion Urbame(IAGU). Another organization 1s in
East and Southern Africa. Urban agriculture programme of the Municipal Development
Partmership tor Eastern and southern Africa (MDP-ESA) (UN. 2001). The foundation of
such institutions has helped to make it possible for UA to emerge as a strategy for

combating food insecurity and povert:.

2.4. Actors in urban agriculture

Studies show that people at difterent levels of income are involved in urban agriculture.
The urban poor are engaged in it for survival, while some middle income groups may be
engaged in it for commercial purpose. So. urban agriculture has an important contribution

to make for people at different levels of income (UNDP, 1996).

The empirical evidence from Sub-Saharan Africa indicated that in Kenya 36% of urban
agricultural producers are recorded to be female farmers in all six towns, the report also
notes that the proportion rises to 62"y in the larger cities (Lee-smith, 1994). Of these
women tarmers. 64% are heads of households. a fact that illustrates how critical UA is to
the survival of poor families. In Dar ¢s Salaam. 65% of the women farmers are between
the ages of 26 and 45, when their obligation to feed their families is most acute. In
contrast. over 0% of the male farmers were over 56 years old, perhaps indicating that
they lived alone (Foeken et al, 2004). Among cooperative members in Addis Ababa, the
head of heuschold as the sole member of the cooperative cultivated the coinimunal plois

whereas private plots were the responsibility of the woman (Axumite. 1994).

In addition. Cofie et al (2003) stated that urban farmers are not recent migrants; land
pressurc 1s such that new arrivals have less access to land than longer-term residents.
Further. a large percentage of the farmers might be called the new poor: white collar

workers. even mid-level bureaucrats. with larger house plots (Maxwell. 1994).

2.5. Types of urban agriculture

Some examples of urban agriculture wre: Fish and other aquatic products harvested from

tanks. ponds. rivers sewage lagoons. and estuarics. Horticulture on excess variant spaces



at large facthicies principally dedicated to other activities (for examplz: airports. large
factorics). Rabbits. Guinea pigs, chickens raised in bookshelves of c:ges hanging on
walls. Vegeables grown in hvdroponics solutions on roofs, patios. sizirwavs. Market
garden on acant plots. in the green wedges between urbanized comridors or along

highwavs (L NDP. 1996).

2.0. Misconception of urban agriculture
Because of culture planirfag and policy biases. urban agriculture has been an ill
understood ndustry. It is often minimized as being merely “kitchen gardening” or
marginalized as a left over of rural habits: The UNDP (1996) summarized these
misunderstandings of urban agriculture as follows.

1) I7 15 understood as household and community gardening undertaken for food,

imcome and nutrition, but urban agriculture has a much more benefits than

the

Se-.
1) I is considered a temporary or transitional activity.
1) [* is considered as a marginal activity or means of survival (fcod) though most

o the time it 1s bevond that.

) I pre-empts “higher™ land use and cannot pay full land rent. but it utilizes
land that is misused and unsuitable for other purposes

V) It competes with and is less efticient than rural farming. It negatively affects
mcomes of rural farmers. but it thrives on products that are less suited to rural
production or that might otherwise be too costly for many urban poor.

Vi '“is unhygienic and generates health problems; inappropriate use of ferti' zers,
pesticides, untreated waste products leads to food contamination.

vit) It causes pollution and damages the environment; it pollutes urban soil, water

-

und air.

vitit) - Iuis unsightly and aesthetically inappropriate in the city.

IX) Ciny g;nz'dcns are old-fashioned and utopian concept that can not be created

today



2.7. Empirical studies on urban agriculture
2.7.1. Contributions of urban agriculture

Urban agriculture has a crucial role to play in solving the problems of rapidly growing
citics in developing countries. Due to rapid urbanization, the population in urban areas
has increased dramatically in developing countries since the second half of the 20"
centurv, One major outcome of this rapid urbamzation is expansion of urban poverty

which can be manifested in different ways (LNDP. 1996).

According to recent estimates this urban poverty 1s predicted to grow to 50% by the year
2020 with nearly this entire growth taking place i the world’s less developed countries

(UN. 2001).

If properly implemented. UA can significantly contribute to solving urban poverty in
different ways. In a broad term UA is an interesting option as it contributes to the
agoerecate supply. i particular, of fresh and perishable plant and animal food. as well as

to food production at home for home consumption and better nutrition (Cofie et al. 2003).

2.7.1.1. Food supply

UA can help resolve the problem of food shortage in urban areas. Although the actual
contributions are very little known to food supply at a town level, indicators from Dar es
Saiaani suggested that urban horticulwre plavs a vital role for the supply of lealy
vegetables. An estimate of 50 to 60 million kg of lealy vegetables is produced annually
within the citv's voundaries and another 25 million kg of non-leafy vegeuwables in Dar es

Salaam’s peri-urban arcas (Foeken et al, 2004).

UA cun also improve the nutritional level of urban poor. This has been the case in
Ethiopia where households i urban areas practice agriculture to solve the problem of
food shortagze (Axumite, 1994). It may be unrealistic lo expect cities to be self sufficient
in food as most cereal crops can be grown efficiently in rural areas. But UA has an
important contribution to make food security in many major cities. According to UNDP
(1996) cstimation nearly 800 million urban farmers are engaged in it. In addition, about

157 ol the world’s food 1s expected to be generated from UA (Smith, 2002). A recent
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publication by the UN (2004) concludes that the poor often diversify their mcome
sources and one ol their strategies is engagement in UA. That helps the urban poor to

have lood security (Anton. 1993).

For the households involved in urban farming means an additional food source besides
the food that is purchased. In most instances. the need for food is the major motivation
for home garden produce (Bowyer-Bower et al. 1996). However open space users are
producing for sale (Foeken et al, 2004). In his study Sawio (1993) indicated that half of
his household survey respondents indicated that urban farming provided them 20 to 30%
of their food supply. For those who keep livestock. milk. egg and meat contribute to the
household’s food supply. though for most ol them income generation is primary purpose

than supplying food.

In many instances. an additional motive for the production of vegetables is the need to
have a balanced diet. For example women in Nakuru in Kenya district tend to cultivate
more than men (Feoken et al. 2004). In most cases. low-income households are producing

tor food supply more than in the other income groups (Flvnn, 2002).

2.7.1.2. Income generation

UA can also help urban poor to increase their income. Accordingly, Essamuah and Tonah

(2004) study in Tanzania indicated that UA 1s an important income-generating activity.

Bowver-Bower ¢t al (1996) argued. imvolvement in UA gives opportunity of income

genere'ion in two ways: directly/ indirectly.

Money that can be saved by growing vegetables or producing milk and eggs can be seen
as the indirect impact of UA. Study result of Hanna Nassif in Dar es Salaam indicated
that 10%% ol them saved their total monthly income. About 60% of the group of home
gardencers in low-density area in Dar es Salaam saved an average of Tsh 19,000 per
month (Mlozi, 1998). In Addis Ababa. the cooperative members are primarily growing
vegetables for market. but the families also consume some of their product, saving 10-

20% ol their income that would otherwise be spent on food (Axumite, 1994).

]l



Furthermore. the empirical evidence provided by Axumite (1994) indicted that the
estimated average income of sample urban farmer households in Addis Ababa was above
50% that of the population of Addis Ababa. None ol the urban farmers had an average
monthly income below 125 ETB/month. In fact. 30" of the sample households had an
estimated monthly income greater than that of 70% of the employed population in Addis
Ababa. This income does not include the value of the vegetables consumed by the

houscholds themselves. or the investment allocation of the cooperative.

With regard to direct income impact from UA. Stevenson et al (1996) recorded that
participants in UA in Arusha and Dodma in Tanzania earned Tsh 5,000 to 8,000 per

month from selling of their crops.

2.7.1.3. Emplovment creation

Labor for urban farming is derived from two sources: member of the household and hired
labor. Most of the laborers in the member ol the household are women and children.

which is common in low-income households (Feoken et al. 2004).

Thus. by employing people who would otherwisc be unemployed: UA can also help solve
the problem of unemployment in urban areas. It is assumed to be an important coping
mechanism in the informal economy (Gyamfi. 2002). In addition, it is estimated that the
informal sector in Dar es Salaam provides 30° of the urban work force with
employment. At the beginning of the 1990s. about 6"y of workforce worked in UA

(Madihi. 1991).

Furthermore. in many cities. the majority of urban dwellers depend indirectly on
agriculture for their livelihoods. through employment in food transport, retailing, and

processing which is the result ol UA (Brook and Davila. 2000).

UA is the response of low-income urban households to food scarcity, as has been the case
ol the low-income full-time producer households in Addis Ababa (Axumite, 1994). the

low-income part-time producers in Lusaka (Sanval. 1985) and Nairobi (Freeman, 1991).



2.7.1.4. Environment improvement

UA has a siznificant contribution to solve environmental problems in urban areas. It can
minimize the problem of waste disposal as it uses this as manure for agricultural
production. thus contributing to improvement ol the health of the people. Besides. it
reduces urbun pollution by recycling urban waste into production inputs. By using
improved technology UA can use dirty water to grow crops after treatment. Thus, UA

helps to protect the environment in a variety of ways (Diallo, 1993).

In addition. the following quotation summarizes the role of urban agriculture in solving
environmental problems “Finding a safe and economical way to recycle some or all of the
municipal and agro industrial waste holds the promise of “triple Win’ to clean up the
urban environment. reduce the threat to health and increase agricultural production by

replacing soil nutrients™ (UNDP. 1996:10).

Besides. UA plays a role in greening the city as a result of urban forestry and gardening
(Konijnendijk. 1999). It helps to capture CO2 and dust, improving the micro-climate
(McPherson. 1994). UA also reduces erosion and flood damage (Braatz, 1993,
Chimbowu. 1993). decreases urban heating (Deelstra. 1999), breaks the wind and reduces

noise (Carter. 1993). Rees (1997) asserts that UA maintains biodiversity

2.7.2. Challenges and constraints of urban agriculture
Challenges that urban agriculture encounters arc different from country to country.
However there are some similar challenges faced by to urban agriculture as discussed

below.

2.7.2.1. Policy related problems

In gencral wrban agriculture has not been given attention by both policy makers and the
socicty. In many countrics including Ethiopia there has not been any policy regarding
UA. even though it has been included in urban development plans (Gilbert et al, 2000).
As a result of this urban agriculture has been considered in many places illegal and many

city planners consider it as a problem.



In addition. urban farmers do not get the support from the government which rural
farmers enjoy. For example, there are no urban agricultural extension services which
could improve the productivity and farming methods. Also there are no credit facilities

for urban larming (De Lardemelle. 1990).

2.7.2.2. Access to land and land size problem

Insecurity of land tenure is a crucial problem in urban agriculture and this discourages
urban farmers from investing in UA. This is mainly because urban farmers are afraid that
they may be evicted from the land at any time (Drechsel et al, 2002). One of the causes of
this problem may also be the negative attitude that policy makers have towards urban

agriculture in many countries.

2.7.2.3. Technical constraints
There are also problems regarding technical services that are needed in urban agriculture.

These include: waste recycling, inter-cropping, better animal health and husbandry
management. These constraints adversely affect the productivity of urban agriculture

(McGregor et al. 2002).

Unuil recently. there was very little research activities in the area and this partly made UA
to be 1gznored by researchers. UA has long been considered as an unimportant economic
activity as well as an illegal one. This has negatively affected the growth of urban
agriculture (McGregor et al. 2002). 1f UA is to be encouraged and fully incorporated into
urbun planning strategies. then there is a pressing need for further research. As Nelson et
al (1990: 17) points out. perhaps one of the main problems with much research has been

that it. *...identifies the advantages of UA from a relatively restricted perspective.’

2.7.2.4. Environmental and health problems

Environmental and health problems are other challenges that are faced by UA. For
instance. health risks might occur due to overuse of pesticides by inexperienced or
illiterate workers may cause them to contamination by pathogens. There is also a

possibility ol transnussion ol discases from animals and birds to humans (for instance



avian fue. sleeping sickness cle). Moreover, usmg untreated water for irrigation. and

growing crops on contaminated lands can be another health risk (Mensah et al, 2002).

For example, a study conducted in Dar es Salaam, Arusha and Dodoma indicated that
vegelable producers created tremendous health problems due to their intensive use of
pesticides (Yachkuschi, 1997). Moreover, many producers use chemical in the ripped
vegetables that thev are consumed before the expiration of the chemicals which caused a
serious health problem (Mlozi. 1998). Another health risk reported by Flynn (2002) in
Mwanaza is that insccticides. fertilizers and animal wastes are washed into Lake Victoria

during rainy season where it has caused several health problems.

2.8. Analytical framework
In many ways UA provides a number of opportunities to those engaged in it. To start

with, 1t can create employment opportunity, income generation activity, and food supply.

As to the employment opportunity UA creates opportunity ol employment for both who
are directly engaged in the farming activity and for those that are hired laborers, who

leave on working this way to generate income.

In addition. the participant farmers in urban agriculture do benefit from the income that
they generate from vegetable sales or dairy products. That means those who are engaged
in the vegetable production or dairy farming activity can generate a considerable amount
of income from the sale of their product which in turn helps the households to be self
sufficient. They may also get involved in other income generating activities or expand

their current business by using the income that they obtain from UA activity.

In most instances. the participants in UA activity have a better chance to consume more
vegelable products and dairy products than their counter parts. That in turn helps them to
consume 4 huge quantity as per their demand than the non-urban agriculture producers.
They therefore can increase the nutrient intake of their household hence raising their
access 10 a better food quality. At the same time they will have a chance to save the

amount ol money that would have been required 1o purchase what they consume, which



may encourage them to invest the money clsewhere or to use it for other consumable

goods.

Nevertheless. urban agriculture is not free of obstacles. which can hamper the benefits
that can be obtained from it. For iastance. lack of a clear legal rramework under which
the UA activities work. which i wn affects the participant’'s livelihood negatively.
Other factors that constrain UA arz lack of suflicient cultivable land and land ownership

problem.

Lack of proper market situation tezether with poor prices that zre attached to vegetable
production hamper UA. Lastlv. the poor health problem thar is associated to dairy
farming and sometimes vegetable production may cause additional cost to the
participants.  The other main constraint that the UA participants faced is lack of inputs
such as feed for their dairy cattle. veterinary medicine, fertilizer and extension service.
Furthermore. lack of policy on UA land ownership right and size of land limits them from

efficiently using their capacity to produce.

Figure.l shows conceptually linked benefits of urban agriculture with the people’s
livelihood and the challenges that urban agriculture from realizing its full potential to the

benefits ol participants in UA.
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Figure 1. Benelits and challenges of UA and their linkages
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Chapter Three: Description of the study area and Methodology

This chaper provides information pertinent to the study area. The major physical, agro-
ecologica. zones. und land use pattern. which are relevant to the objective of the study.
are described as per their logical order. In addition. core socio-economic background
characteristics of° Addis Ababa city administration and urban agriculture situation in
Addis Ab.ba city are described. In the next sub-scction the method used in order to carry

the studyv vas clearly depicted.

3.1. Description of the study area
3.1.1. Physical features

Under this sub-section, the geographic location ol’ Addis Ababa, agro-ecological zones of

the city administration and the land use pattern ol the city administration is depicted.
3.1.1.1. Geographical location and topography

Addis Abiba city lies in the central plzicau of Ethiopia between 8" 33" and 9" 05’ north
latitude ard 38" 03" and 39" 05" east longitude. The territory of the city is found with in an
altitudina! rage of about 2200-2500 m a.s.l. Located at the foot of Entoto-with 3000 m
a.s.| at its highest peak. It is characterized with rolling hills and flat in the southern part.
Deep gorzes, river valley and rolling plains are found along the river basins. which starts
in the N\ and NE directions to the city and drain into Awash River. These rivers include

Kebena. Ginfile. Akaki. Buhe. Kechere and Bubula (IPS. 2007).

Nefas Silk Lafto Sub City (NSLSC). one of the ten sub cities in Addis Ababa, was
established in the south western part of Addis Ababa following the city’s Kebeles and
sub-citics establishment proclamation No 1/1995. Despite variation in height, its average
altitude is about 2300 m a.s.l. NSLSC shares common boundary with different sub-cities
and Oromia regional state. Accordingly. Akaki-kaliti border in east, Bole in NE. Kirkos
and Lideta in NW. Oromia region in south and South West. The territory of NSLSC by

and large tends o flat land (IPS, 2007).
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Map of Nifasilk lafto Sub-city which shows green areas indicated by dark
Source: Nifasilk lafto sub-city

3.1.1.2. Agro-ecological zones

Addis Ababa experiences the tepid to cool hunud platcau agro-ecological zone. NSLSC
tends to the cool humid one. The average monthly dav time temperature is 21-24"¢ while
7-14" 1s the average for the night in NSLSC. The annual average temperature varies

between 12 5" and 18"¢ (IPS. 2007).

The rainfall pattern of Addis Ababa is the bi-modal tvpe: the main rainy season (mcher)
from mud June to end of September and the small rainy season (belg) from March 1o the
middle of May. The precipitation varies between 1300 mm and 1500 mm with potential

evapo-transpiration of 900 mm to 2000 mm per annum. The growing period for most

crops is between 241 and 300 days (IPS. 2007).

Chromic Luvisols. Halphic Tacorems Pellilic vartisols. cambisols and Rogosol are some
soils ol Addis Ababa. Black. red and redish brown are the way some soils of the city are

classificd. In NSLSC the above named soil types are observed in different proportion.
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Black soil takes the lion's shure in this sub city and its depth extends to 2 meters in some

area (IPS. 2007).
3.1.1.3. Land use pattern

The 1995 master plan of development of Addis Ababa shows that the total area of the
sub- city is estimated to be about 51.900 ha of which 4.426 ha (about 8.7%) goes to
NSLSC. Different land use pattern is observed in the citv: mixed use built up area and
forest area account for 16.274 ha (31.35%) and 12.176 ha (23.46%) respectively:
Agricultural land 1s estimated to be 7.175 ha (13.82%). The same source indicates that
6.874 ha (13.24%) is allocated for housing expansion. 1.739 ha (3.4%) is already used for
industry and service development while 2,377 ha (4.61%) is proposed for future

industrial and sucial service development (Sce Table 1).

Table 1. Present land use pattern in Addis Ababa city

| Description

; Area (ha) L%
T i 2%
" Fores | 12176 I 23406 i
Agriculture 7175 1382 1
: Existing Industiy T_L_z 2.40
| Proposed Industry [ i T3
| Mived use built up } 16274 i 31.36
} Proposed social service T 600 T1.16
' Existing social service } 105 ‘ 095
.| Transport “qu 191
’ Housmg expansion , oRa . 732
i Road Network 1975 380
!! Reserved }W-li r 2.01

1 B o | |
} ﬁum [ 51900 100
\ I

Source: Addis Ababa city Master plan Department office, 20006
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3.1.2. Demographic and socio-economic features

3.1.2.1. Demographic features

The population o Addis Ababa city’s population is estimated to be about 4 million
people out of which about 400.000 people were living in NSLSC in 2005, The annual
population growth rate reaches 5%0 (CSA. 2004). The same source indicates population
aged 10 and above accounts for 81 percent and economically active population
constitutes 53% of the total population. Immigrants accounts for 57.8% of the total
annual population growth (CSA. 2004). The high rate of population growth. which is the

incompatible with economic growth, is the major challenge in meeting the demand for

economic and social services in the city.

3.1.2.2. Socio-economic aspects

Massive poverty, food insecurity, high unemployment rate and inadequate and poor
quality social and economic infrastructures are some common problems of third world
cities. Addis Ababa city included. Nowadays, feeding the urban population is a big deal
that captures attention of planners. policy makers and individuals as well as institutions
working m the area. Thus. 1115 crucial to look at the socio-economic indicators of people

in Addis Ababa.

3.1.2.3. Income

According 1o CSA (2004) more than 30% ol Addis Ababa city’s population is living
below the poverty line (1USD day). Information from the same source reveals that 72.2%
of the wotal citv's household earns less than 299 birr/ month while 15.7% and 5.9% earns
between 300 and 399 birr/ month and 600 and 899 birr/ month respectively. Only 6.2%
houscholds carn more than 900 birr/ month. Thus, the majority of the city’s households
carn inadequate income to support their livelihoods. Table 2 shows the houschold income

distribution in Addis Ababa.



Table 2. Houscholds imncome distribution in Addis Abuba

- Income class | % of population | Cumulative percentage

| (b month)

<s0 160 160 B

5090 217 37.7 i
100-199 | 23 60.0
1200299 1122 172.2
| 300-399 EX | 80.2

400-499 4.5 | 84.9

500-399 3.1 87,9

600-699 EE 904

700-799 17 021

800-899 i T3 1938

1900-1250 - JT — l9e9 b
> 125(7?7” - ﬁ—h—_:T‘ - 7h7]HH ]
Total : . 100 i i +—4—~

Source: CSA (2004)

Unfortunately. such data is not available for individual sub cities, but NSLSC shares a
relativeiy sinudar situation to that of the whole city. Information obtained from the Sub-
city. Trade and Industry unit conlirms that the majority of the population in NSLSC is

living below the poverty line.

3.1.2.4. Employment

Employment is another important issue that indicates the development level of a given
nation. High unemployment rate is manifestation of low level of development. According
to the Ministry of Labor and Social Aflairs cited in CSA (2004), the unemployment rate
in the city ol Addis Ababa is about 42 percent. NLSC is also not insulated from this high

rate ol unemployment.

According 1o CSA (2004) report. service sector absorbs about 72.7% of the labor force in

the city followed by Industry (24%). The agricultural sector share is less than 3.5 percent.



[ndeed. the sume information cited sharc of the three sectors in the GDP of the city.
Accordimgly. the industrial sector takes the lead by contributing 46% while service and
agricultural sectors make up the rest 45% und 9% respectively (See Table 3). However, in
terms of employment type 41% and 37", are governmental and non-governmental

employvees respectively, while 32% 1s self-emploved Labor (CAS, 2004).

Table 2. GDP und Employment share of major sectors in Addis Ababa (2004)

"Sector GDP (%) Employment (%)
’_Iﬂdl.lsl['_-\‘—— s 24

| Service 43 72.7

| Agriculture 9 33

3.1.3. Urban agriculture situation in Addis Ababa city administration

Urban Agriculture in Addis Ababa constitutes cereal production, vegetable production,
Iivestock and apiculture. The following sectar focuses on vegetable production and dairy

farming.

3.1.3.1. Vegetable production

Vegetable production is exercised along Kebena, Bulbula, Shankla, and Akaki rivers in
Addis Ababa city. There are co-operatives as well as individuals who are engaging in the
activity. These \cgu.-lublc growers and marketing service cooperatives with total members
of 957 grow vegetable on 400 ha of land (IPS. 2007).

According to the information obtained from Addis Ababa city urban Agriculture
Department. in 2007 about 119, 560 quintals of vegetable of different type were
produced. The practices follow traditional nrigation method using ditches and channels

(IPS. 2007).

Cabbages. carrot. beetroot, cauli flower. tomato. onion, and pumpkin are some vegetables
commonly grown in Addis Ababa city. Pepper. Lettuce, Swiss Clad, celery, Garlic and

Parsley are also found among the vegetables in the city (IPS. 2007).




3.1.3.2. Dairy farming

Dairy farming is one of the urban and peri-urban agricultural activities exercised n and
around Addis Ababa City. In peri-urban arcas there are above 36.000 cattle. In the city
there are about 21.000 exotic milk cows. According to the city’s urban Agriculture
Department there are 5,167 raising cows in Addis Ababa. This accounts for 18% of the
country’s total breeding centers. But, currently some centers are closed up as the land is

prioritized for other sectors (IPS. 2007).

In 2007 about 64.415 tone of milk was directly supplied to Addis Ababa from milk cows
i and around the city as well as from milk factories. In the vear indicated about 71% of
the total supply came from milk cows and processed milk supplied by factories in Addis
Ababa constituted 19% of the total (IPS, 2007).

Table 4. Dairy farms by holdings in Addis Ababa

Wﬁfﬁ 7TF]'equenc_\* - Percent Milk production_share (%)
s 482 934 66

| 6-10 1200 3.9 12

| >10 142 23 22

ml—ﬁ_ - fﬁwii 100 100

|

Source: IPS. 2007

Table 3.4 indicates that therc are about 3000 houscholds which are practicing dairy
farming. Majority (93.4%) of the houscholds own less than five milk cows each but
contribute the lion share (66"4) of annual milk supply in Addis Ababa. Only 2.7% of
dairy producer households own more than 10 milk cows and contribute 22% of annual

milk production.

Crop residues and hay are the main cattle leed in Addis Ababa. In addition, there are also
industrial by products, improved forages and others. Percentage contribution of each feed

source is not recorded in the city’s Urban Agriculture Department.



3.2. Research methodology

The following section deals with the methodological procedures that have been followed
in the course of the study. The sampling technique. data gathering instruments and

methods of data analysis are described as follows.

3.2.1. The study population and sampling design

A mulu-stage purposive sampling design and random sampling techniques were
emploved for the sclection of the study site and the respondents respectively. In the first
stage the study site Nifasilk Lafto Sub-city was purposively selected because of its

accessibility to the researcher and that many UA activities are undertaken in this sub-city.

In the second stage. from Nifasilk Lafto sub-city Mekenisa Gofa-Saris Vegetable
Producers and Marketing Service cooperative (MGS-VPMSC), and Tenachin Milk
Producers and Murketing Service Cooperative (TMPMSC) were selected purposively,
giving due attention to the number of UA practitioners involved and accessibility to the

road.

In the third stage. from the selected cooperatives. individual respondents stratified by
gender. were randomly selected applying the method developed by Carvalho (1984 as
cited i Zelalem, 20035:8) as showi i Table = below. In order to disscriinate the sunvey

questionnaire representative samples were drawn form each stratum using lottery method.

Based on the data obtained from the respective cooperative office there were nearly 250
participants in MGS-VPMSC. Of these 20% were females and 80% were male household
heads. Accordingly, 14 female vegetable producer from 50 female heads and 56 male

headed houscholds from 200 male houscholds were taken.

Tenachin Milk Producers and Marketing Service Cooperative (TMPMSC) comprising 53
dairy farmers. ol whom 56.6% were female and the remaining male members. Simple
random smmpling technique was employed o sample the individual respondents.
Accordingly, 57% ol the total population (which means 30 individuals) was sampled.

Following this. proportionate simple random sampling was used to select the individual

I~
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responcents. which means 17(56.6° ) female houschold heads zad 13 (44.4%) male
household heads. Lottery method was then used as an instrument 1 select the individual

respondcants.

Table . Sample size determination 1mom Homogenous population o

[ “Population Sample Size ]
size I Low | Medium High |
R 13 ! 20
, T 91-150 -8 | 20 32
T Isi-w0 R 32 50 3
281 - 300 20 } 50 80
501 - 1200 5 ! 80 125
T 1200 - 32000 I s0 125 200
. o0 | s0 200 s 315
C10001-35000 125 | 315 500
33001 150000 00 500 500
I | S |

Source: Zelalem (2003)

3.2.2. Data collection instruments

3.2.2.1. Primary data

Household survey: To obtain izformation at the houschold level, a structured
questionnaire was used. Prior to corducting the survey, pre-test o the survey schedule
was uncertaken and accordingly it w s improved. Then the survey was conducted on the

selected respondents in the study site.

Focused group discussion & kev informant interview: To elicit the required
informezion, checklists were used. These instruments were used to collect complementary
informazion on the contributions and challenges of urban vegetable producers and dairy
farmers To identily participants for focus group discussion, case studies and key
mformaiion giving. I met the cooperaz:ve secretary. heads of the cooperatives for both the
vegetab.e producers and the dairy fermers who knew in detail successes. failures and

challences ol farmers since the establ:shment of the cooperatives.
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Focus Group Discussion (FGD) One: A group comprising 14 members were

purposively sampled and due attention was given to heterogeneity and specific
experience on vegetable production. Accordingly. 3 male houschold heads who have
more than 43 vears ol experience in vegetable production, 3 female household heads with
a minimum of 26 vears experience in vegetable production, and 3 from each young male
and female household heads. cooperative head of vegetable producer and his vice were

member of the first FGD.

Focus Group Discussion (FGD) Two: The FGD participants from the dairy farmers

were consisted of Y individuals. These were-4 elders who have been working in the dairy
farm for at least 12 years (two male and (wo female households). the cooperative head

and his vice and 3 Development workers.

Kev Informants Interview () One: rive individuals were purposively sampled. giving

attention 10 heterogeneity and specific experience on vegetable production in and around
urban areas. Accordingly. 2 individuals from Addis Ababa urban agriculture office, 2
from sub-city vegetable production inspection office and an accountant who has been
working for 15 years in cooperatives and at the same time who was a producer

interviewed.

Kev Informants Interview () Two: FFor dairy farm producers 3 key informants were

selected based on their experience in duairy farm activities. Accordingly, two individuals
from the dairy cooperative and one individual from Addis Ababa urban agriculture office

were mnterviewed.

In-depth Case studv: In order to substantiate the information obtained from household

survey. key informants and focus group discussion detailed case studies were made with
different houscholds. Eight individual cases were treated by purposively sampling

individuals in light of the objectives that this study inspired to address.

Direct observation: Direct observation was used to supplement the data obtained from

other data gathering instruments. In this respect, the ultimate goal of the direct
observation was o see what was done by whom and at what time or circumstance and

then to desceribe. analvses and interpret the observations.



3.2.2.2. Secondary data
To further supplement the data different documents including reports other documents

obtained from NSLSC were consulted.

3.3.3. Method of data analysis

In order to meet the specitic and general objectives of the study, multiple methods
ranging from quantitative to qualitative methods were employed to understand and

examine the contributions and challenges of the participants in urban agriculture.

The method of triangulation (cross checking) was used to analyses the qualitative data
obtained from FGD. KI and case studies. In doing so. the internal validity of the study
was critically studied. Descriptive statistics (such as percentage, mean, and standard
deviation) were used for comparison purposes. Bivaritate analyses such as independent t-
test and Pearson y2-square test were used to show the mean difference of continuous

variables and the association of categorical and dependent variables respectively.

[n addition. the results obtained from the quantitative study were cross checked with the
result obtained from the gualitative study. The SPSS 15.0 software package was used to

organize. code. arrange and analyze the data.
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Chapter Four: Results and Discussion

This chapter describes the major findings and discussions on the household background
characteristics of vegetable producers and dairy farmers. Reasons for houschold
engagement in vegetable and dairy production. contributions of vegetable and dairy

production. and the challenges of efficient production of vegetable and dairy are depicted.

4.1. Background of the study cooperatives

In this section background information that is relevant to understand MGS-VPMSC and

TMPMSC is presented.

MGS-VPMSC

Mekenisa Gofa-Saris Vegelable Producers and Marketing Service Co-operative (MGS-
VPMSC) was established in 1974 during the Derge régime. When the cooperative was
established. it had 150 hectares although current land holding of thc cooperative
diminishing due to difterent compelling reasons. Each members of the cooperative share
50 hectares (33.3"a) equally out of the total land of 150 hectares. And the remaining 100
hectares shared for groups which consists seven up to eight individuals. This group farm
together and split the profit among individual members in the group. However. some
portion of the profit ranging from 1000-2000 Birryear will put in the cooperative
account. So that the cocnerative could provide inputs (seeds, fertilizer, hoes, ard some
times pesticides) with rcasonable price, pay electric bill and salary to the cooperative
office workers and the remaining will be kept in saving account for cooperative. Thus the
members of the cooperatives make a living on both on 2000 sq.m backyard and group

cultivated lands.

As the participants in FGD and Kl witnessed. vegetable production had been practiced
by most of the founding members in their own vicinity before the actual foundation of the
MGS-VPMSC and some of them had been working as a tenant for the land owners.

However, at the time when the cooperative was established the founding members were



relatively few in number. Later the regime forced individual workers to join the newly

established cooperatives 1o form a collective production system.

In addivion. all the sampled houschold heads und the information obtained from the FGD

and KII asserted the same fact that all members produced more than one type of

horticultural crop such as lettuce. tomato, carrot, cabbage, beet root, colic flower, fosolia,

onion. beetroot and so on.

TMPMSC producers

Tenachin Milk Producers and Marketing Service Cooperatives (TMPMSC) was
established in 20006 through the initiative of the Nifas Silk Lafto Sub-city agriculture unit
with the very aim of curbing problems related to cattle feed, land shortage and marketing.

There are fifty three members in TMPMSC out of which 56.5% are females.

TNPMSC engages only in the production of milk and the income obtained from this is
used to purchase feed and to facilitate market situations. Individual members own
difterent numbers of milk cows. Accordingly. about 60% of the total members own less
than five milk cows. The maximum number of milk cows owned by an individual reaches
up to fifty. However, members who have more than 10 cows constitute only 12%.
Depending on the situation of the dairy cows. members contribute 10 to 20 liters per day.
The collected milk by the co-operative is then sold to milk processing enterprises like
‘Mama™ and “Shola’. On the other hand, an individual member can take his milk to a

market in any way he/she prefers after contributing his/her share to the co-operative.

4.2. Socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the sample
households

In this section socio-economic and demographic characteristic that is related to family
size. labour availability, and education status ol both vegetable producers and dairy
farmers are presented.

4.2.1. MGS-VPM socio-economic and demographic characteristics

The finding of the study revealed that the average family size in the female headed

houscholds was 6.2 individuals while the male headed households were a bit larger than
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the female headed households (7.0 individuals). The presence of high family size may be
attributing to the nced to have more children as an asset for securing an old age support.
Yet. in both household heads the average tanuly size 1s higher than the national average
(3 individuals). As well. there was a significant mean ditference in family size between
female and male household heads at 1% significant level (see Table 6 below).

Table 6. F'amily size as per gender of the houschold head

Male houscehold Female household
Family size Head head
‘ (n=56) (n=14) .
 Mean | 7353 6.21 |
| SD ‘% 1.20 1.05 |
;, - l-\'ullue 3.6006
i P-value 0.001

Source: O\\;;urvu_v 2008

Based on the education status all the members of MGS-VPMSC as well as the sample

respondents were found to be literate.

According to the information obtained from. it was indicated that not less than 99% of the
cooperative members and 100% of the survey participants are ethnically Gurage. This is
because during the formation of the collective farms in the former regime, the member
had tended to bring their own relatives. Some attribute this to the long standing tradition

of the Gurage socicty to help each other.

According to Table 7 the average labour availability in Adult-cquivalent person (AEP)
appeared to be 2.2 and 1.9 in male and female houscholds respectively. This indicated
that there is a significant difference in the labour availability between the male and
female houschold heads at 1% significant level. This disparity in the labour availability
between the male and female households might have resulted from the relatively small

family size in female houschold than male households.



Table 7. Labour availability as per the gender of the houschold heads

Labor :n'ui[uhi!il_\ in Male houschold | Female household
Adult equivalent heads heads
person(AEP) (n=56) (n=14)
. Mean - 32 ) 1.9
SD 1.04 1.21
a o t-value 3.037 T
P-value 0.004

Source: Own survey 2008

4.2.2. TMPMSC socio-economic and demographic characteristics

The study found out that the average family size in the sampled household was 6.3
individuals which 1s above the national average. However, the educational status of the

sampled households indicated that all of them were literate.

The average labour availability in the sampled household in AEP was 1.6 for female and
1.80 for male households. Apart from the available labour force in the households. the
farmers tended to hire additional labour from out side the households. Accordingly. 83",
of the sumples houscholds have divulged that they hired labour out side their family (see
the table § below). This to support their farm activity as it demand more labour other than

the houschold labour.

Table 8. Hired labour in dairy farmer houscholds

Frequency Percent

Do you hire labour? — 1 ) |
Yes 25 ” :

g N 1

|

i | 2 17 |

- Total 3 100 ‘

‘Source: Own survey 2008
4.3. Participation of members in production activities

4.3.1. Gender and engagement in vegetable production
Currently. the members of MGS-VPM cooperative reaches up to 250 individuals. Out of

these 20%, are female while the remaining are male houschold heads.



According to the sumple housciolds. 40% of them reported that vegetable production s
the responsibility of temales while 60 " of them have revealed that such an activity is the
responsibility of males (see Talle 9). This result is not in line with many experiences in
the African culture. In contrary "o this finding. Axumite (19941 indicated in her study that

females took the lions share in» egetable production.

Such a different scenario in the present study in vegetable production among males and
females might be attributed to the awareness developed that women and men should
share tasks of the household. However, the study conducted in Dar es Salaam by Foeken
et al (2004) revealed that the wife of the male housechold head spent more time on crop

cultivaton than her husband.

It was understood Irom the FGD and KII, in most instances activities such as harvesting,
weeding and planting were performed by females. To elicit the above fact, the result
obtained from individual responses indicated that 34.3% of females perform the
harvesting and 45.7% of them perform all harvesting, weeding and planting together (see
Table 9).

Table V. Responsibility and females® particular engagement in vegetable production

Whose responsibility 1s UA? | Frequency Percent
| Females ‘ 28 40.0
| Sex L males - T 42 60.0
@ ' Total ' 70 100.0 |
SRS : - 1
| In what particular agricultural activities arc females engaged in?
F I'requency Percent
f_']v_:pes_ui © lanvesting o C 24 343
| work "Weeding o 7 10.0 |
' [ﬁnﬁ[}_ng ‘ | - i 10.0 |
e 0 3 457
Total 70 | 100.0

Source: Own survey 2008

However, dilficult task such as digging was lound to have significant and strong

relationship with the household head sex type at 1% level. As can be seen in Table 10, in

the male headed households. only 5.4% ol females were given the responsibility of

performing difTicult task like digging. Thus. the majority of females were not given the

'od
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responsibility to perform difficult tasks in the male headed houschold. However. in the
female headed households 35.79 of females appeared to pertorm digging while majority,
04.3% of them were not. Thus. the relatively higher number ot female household head
participation in diftficult tusks might be auributed 1o the financial constraint to hire extra
labour. At the same time. the absence of male household heads has led females to do the
farm activity on their own.

Table 10. Participation in digging activity by sex

Do females participate in '

digging activity? i

: YES NO Total ‘
I =T

Se Male : 24 . .

Sex | Male Household head 3(5.4) 53(94.6) 5650)

Female Household head

| 5(35.7) 9(64.3) 14¢20)

Ftal 8(11.4) 62(88.6) 70(100)
‘ I

Pearson ¢ ln-Square 10,197

Pvaluc 0.001
Source: Own survey 2008

The result obtained from the individual cases consolidates the above fact that women

participation in difficult task like digging depend on the sex of household head.

BOX-1. Case study- Beletu G
Mrs. Belew. about 46 vears old has been practicing vegetable production and marketing for
the last iwenty years in Nifas Silke Lafto sub-city. Beletu has nine family members and she
completed Grade 12.
Cabbage. lettuce. beetroot, carrot and onion are vegetable types produced by Beletu on her
plot. As Beletu explains.
My husband with other hired labourers carry out land preparation, sew
seeds and dig the water way and my role is weeding, watering and
preparing food. I am not facing to much burden like the other femuale
household heads face. This is because my husband does his part in digging

the land and performing other difficult tasks in colluboration with the hired

labowrers. ™

depicted i Table 11, 57.1% of the sample houscholds indicated that they have engaged



i larming actvity tor their ultimaz goal ol generating income and for personal
consumption of the products. Wherzas. 4.3% ol them were purely engaged mn farm
activity tor consumption. 38.6% of tzem indicated that their engzzement in vegetable
product:on was solely for generating imcome. Thus. what they consume seems to have an
impact on their ability to save a part o their income that could possibly be spent for the

purchase of vegetables.

Table 11. Reuson for vegetable production

Reason ‘or engagement Frcguenc_(i _ Percent !
' For own consumption 3 |43 ]
"For sale 27 38.6

For sale and own consumption 40 57.1 :

Total 70 100.0 |

|

Source: Own survey (2008)

Axumite’s (1994) findings showed that consumption of vegetables by UA households
was 107 higher than the urban average, cnabling them to save 10-20% of their income.
Unlike o this particular case studv of MGS-VPMSC, more than 18% of the total
household vegetable production in E:st Jakarta was for consumption (Sayanal, 1985).
However. percentages are much higher in other surveys conducted in African cities, as
urban fzrmers produce largely for houschold consumption: for example 77% of vegetable
productiig houschold in urban Keny: is produced for consumption (Smith, 2002). In
particuler in Narobi. over.50% of the households used the entire product to feed. their

families or dependents (Loods. 1998).



Box-2. Case study-Mulonesh B
Mrs. Muloresh whose age is 58 engaged i vegetable production since 1972 G.C. She has 7
family members and the vegetable production they engaged in is their sole means to generate
income. MNlilonesh has indicated the berefit that her family is obtaining from the vegetable
production s follows:

“M family produces the vegetablcs for nwvo purposes, to generate income and for

our nwn consumption. We are getiing more products than what we need for home

consumption as a result s we are uhle 1o take the rest to the market. It enables my

Sfam Iy 10 reap an income in the range of Birr 1200 to 1800 depending on the

seaxons.

4.3.2. Gender and engagement in dairy farming

Currently. members of the dairy farm cooperative reach to 53 individuals, Of these,
56.7% of them were found to be females and the remaining were males. However, for the

purpose ol this study, 17 females and 13 males were sampled.

To the question ol why urban dwellers raise livestock, household consumption and

income gereration appeared to be the two most frequently mentioned answers.

From the ~umpled households. 33.3% of them depicted that the ultimate objective of their
engagement in dairy farm was to generaie income. From the FGD it could be stipulated
that these dairy farmers bring their products to the market to sell in order to cover their
living cos:s. For this reason they do not consume their product within their households.
Fifty percent ol the sample households expressed that their main objective of engagement
in dairy farming was for both income generation and household consumption. With in
these houscholds, the income generated from the selling of their dairy products is used

for the purchase ot other food items, clothes. and paying wition/ school fees (see Table

12).



Table 12. Reason for engagement in Dairy furming

1

| Frequency

For income generation [ - 10 B 33.3
Both for income and _ -
, 15| 50.0
houschold consumption 1
- For employment generation | 5 1757
5 w
- Total | 30 100.0

Source: Own survey 2008

Besides its benefits for household consumption and income generation. urban livestock
production is providing employment opportunities for the owners of the livestock, for
hired labourers and tor people in other economic sectors linked to the farming sector.

Another advantage 1s the provision of the manure for vegetable producers.

The FGD conducted on the issue of dairy farming asserted the above fact that the
households are able to benefit in many ways from their dairy farm. In addition, there are
individual members who provide milk in special occasions (holydavs) to HIV/AIDS
victims. children witi low socio-economic fumilies (destitute), to relatives and neighbors.
They said that it has helped them to have strong social ties with their neighbors and
relatives. which sometimes gives them chances to get grazing land and residue of local
beverage (like arelu.

The following case-study demonstrates some of the benefits that could be gained from

dairy farming.

Box-3. Case study- Gebayinesh A

Mrs. Giebavinesh. about 38, has been practicing dairy farming since 1990 G.C. She was employee

ina Coffee market enterprise with a monthly salary of 250.00 birr per month, and parallel to that

she started raring cattle on her own afier work time. As she explains in her own words:

“Being a government employee with 250.00 birr monthly salary. I used to earn 500.00 birr per

month from the sale of milk. Later, | changed my position in the organization to guard. which

gave me the chance to have 10 days off in a month.

This swwas an opportunity for me to spend more time on dairy faming. Then after, hiring herders on

a plor of land hevond Biher Tsige recreation center, I began dairy farming with relatively betrer

conteinment.




; .Con't

J In 2003 the "Coftee market enterprise’ was closed down and Gebayinesh also retired. Her

husband as well retired from the same organization. This led them to spend their full time on
dairy farming.

At the time this case study conducted. Gebayinesh's family had four cows. six milk cows and
other four pregnant cows and six calves- a total of twenty cattle.

Currently. Gebavinesh's tamily size is nine of which four of them are employed in their own

farming with a monthly salary of 800.00 birr per month.

Milk and dung are the major products for market as well as for household consumption.
Gebavinesh noted that the income earned from dung is some times better than that of the
milk. Totally. Gebayinesh reaps 8000.00 birr per month from milk sale alone, which is then
used for workers salary. fodder and houschold expenses including food for workers and

family. and for facilities like working clothes, shoes. tools etc.

Gebayinesh further revealed that her family exempted from buying butter for about 16 vears.
Moreover. she explained that she was able to rebuild her family’s house and make well

furnished.

4.4, Coniributions ¢f UA to member households

The following section deals with the benefits that could be gained from vegetable

production and dairy farmer. These include such advantage as creating employment

opportunity, attaining food security and generating income.

4.4.1. Employment creation
(I). Vegetable production

-

Engagement i urban agriculture provides direct employment opportunity both for the

(=

members of farming houscholds and hired labourers. Table.13 below depicted that 57.1%

of male houschold heads were engaged in vegetable production to improve the income

level while 100% ol the female houschold heads indicated the same reason. In addition,



42.9%0 of the remiining male houschold heads portrayed that their reason of engagement
in vegetable production was due to unemplovment in any other sectors. This implies that
when there is low mmcome at the houschold level the tendency for the households™ to
engage in vegetable production is higher in female household heads than in male
household heads. As male households are encouraged by the culture to be employed
whereas in female as their skill and knowledge is relatively negligible getting a formal

emplovment is verv low.

Table 13. Reasons lor engagement in vegetable production by gender of household heads

what make to engage in UA

| — -
| ~ Low income level Unemployment !
[Sex  [male 32(57.1) 24(42.9) |

_ __i_f_t‘m:l_]g_ L 14(100) 0
Total 46(05.7) 24(34.3)

Person C'hi-squ;irc 9.130
P-value (0.003

Source Own study(2008)

Despite their reason that they have engaged in the farm activity due to low income only a
very slim part (14.3%0) of them indicated that they would stop their farm activity when
there is a better income situation. However, the remaining 85.7% of households indicated
theyv have the intercst 1o pursue vegetable production activities even if their apart from the

household mcome improvement.

As their reason for not stopping vegetable jroduction even if their economic situation
improves. 31.7% of them have revealed that for them vegetable production is living
necessity und a basic means Lo survive, whereas 48.3% of them, have a doubt that they

may not get job opportunity if they stop vegetable production (see Table 14 below).

Thus. regardless of a possible change in income situation, urban vegetable producers
believe that vegetable production has created access for employment opportunities for
them. The study conducted by Madihi (1991) in Tanzania Dar es Salaam revealed the
same [act that vegetable production provided 30% of the urban work force and hence 1s

5 . e 5 % . l} .
an income generating activity. In addition, the study conducted by Axumite (1994) in



Addis Ababa indicated the same reality that low-income urban poor houscholds were
getting full-ime employment through their engagement in vegetable production, while
the low-income part-time producers in Lusaka (Sanval, 1985) and Nairobi (Freeman.

1991) indicated they have got part-time emplovment.

Table 14, Reason tor contmuimg m UA acuvity where there 1s no economic stress

S j_FLC}]lE[I& - Percent ]
It is necessity N A 51.7
%{@Mﬂcm fear T 29 483
Total J‘ 60 100.0

Source: Own survey 2008
(I1). Dairy farm

Dairy faming provides opportunities for employment both for hired labourer and farmers.
Though only 17.7% of the dairy farmers indicated that they were engaged to have
emplovment as indicated in Table 12, of these 63% of them unveil that they were

engaged in farming on a full-time bases.

However. 90% ol them indicated that they used hired labourers. Depending on the
number ol cow that the household owns the number of hired labourers varies.
Accordingly. 56% of the sample houscholds have revealed that they have one hired
labourer. 13% of them also indicated that they have exactly two hired labourer. In
addition, 14 of them disclosed that they have at least three labourers (see Table 15
below). This indicated that dairy farmer create employment opportunity for hired

labourers for cleaning barn. milking and preparing fodder for animals.

Table 15. Number of hired labourers in the study sample households

}_ S | Frequency Percent |
| One hired labour : 17 56 |
!

T hired lbowrers — p [

, 5 J:
S—— | |
More than three hired labourers I_ 4 14
(None : 3 10|

Source own su-igy_’_l()()S
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4.4.2. Contribution to food security

(I). Vegetable producers

Vegetable producing farmers have indicated that 78.0% of them improved their food
security status due to their engagement in vegetable production, while the remaming
21.4% of them indicated that there is no change in their food security status that they
have realized upon their engagement in vegetable production (Table 16). This fact has
been attested by Sawio(1993) in his study that half of the survey respondents indicated

that urban farming provided them 20 to 30% of their food supply

On gender basis 50% of female and 68.6% of male household heads have indicated the
betterment of their food security status upon their engagement in vegetable production
activity. The Pearson chi-square correlation indicated that there is a strong and significant

association at 1% level between food security status and sex of the household head. This

mav be due to the [act that the male household heads are engaged in additional source of

income generating activity or since male household heads have got relative high labour
avatlability which may help them to produce substantial amount of vegetable products as

compared to their counterparts.

Similarly. the i depth interview conducted with FGD portrayed the fact that their
engagement in vegetable production has improved their food security status. One of the
65 vear old household head participants in FGD said the following:
e are benefiting from vegetable production in many ways. We can sell our
vegetable to generar income, we consume part of it to the extent what our fomily
needs, and we can save income which we could have been used to purchase
vegeiuble. Above all, it has improved our life condition much better than before
our engagement. And we are able 1o purchase food with the income thar we
generale to from vegetable product ™
This saying firmly attested the fact that vegetable production has also helped them to save
money that would possibly be used for the purchase of other consumable goods. This
result 1s in harmony with the study conducted by Bowyer Bower et al (1996).
Mlo/i(1998) and Axumite (1994) in Hanna Nassil” Dar Se Salaam, Dar Se Salaam. and

Addis Ababa respectively. Their engagement in vegetable production has helped the
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farmers to save 10% to 60% i Dar se Salaam and families in Addis Ababa who are
engaged in vegetable production consume some of their produce. saving 10-20% of their

income that would otherwise be spent on purchasing ol vegetables.

Table 16. Food security by the sender of the houschold heads

Improvement in food security status

1 YES NO
" ale
48(68.0) S(11.4)
Household headsin=70)
7(10) 7(10)
Female
Total | 55(78.6) 15(21.4)
e i
Paurson chi- square value 8§ 485
P-value ©.004

—_

Source: Own survey 2008

(I1). Dairy farming

Most of the sampled dairy farmers have disclosed that their food security status have
showed a drumatic improvement upon their engagement in their dairy farm. Accordingly,

87 ol them huve attested to this fact.

However. variation has been observed on the level of food security based on the number
of cows they own. Accordingly. 20% of the housechold who have one cow disclosed that
their food security status stll does not show mmprovement. Eighty percent of the
houscholds indicated that their food security has been improved substantially. A
houschold. one individual was found among households who have two cows as being
food insecure. while no farmer was found among household having three or more cows
as being food insecure. This reveals show that the number of cow owned by a household

has a direct effeet on the food security of that household (see Table 17).



Table 17. Food security by number ol dairy cows i the houscholds

T ST Y L el 1
[ Number of cons - Food secunity status |
| . m—
' Secure insecure |
e e P —— i —— — 4

| One 200068) 16180) 4(20) 4‘
Two D _ 0(83) 1(17) o —|
[_(Ttialrcx' or c':]uul to three 310) L 3100) 0 o |
e = - - - —
| Total 200100 [ 25(87) 5(13)

| |

L_i e i e — 1

| Pearson chi-square value 6,433 P-value 0.067

Source: Own 5‘15\!)' (2008)

The information obtained form the FGD further consolidates the above fact that most of
the dairy farmers are food secured through the engagement in dairy farming. As one
participant in FGD has revealed:
AW family was leading a destitute life before my engagement in dairy farm
production. However, upon my family engagement in dairy farm we are able to

mprove our tood security status.”

4.4.3. Contribution to income generation opportunity

(I). Vegetable producers

All the sample households portray that their income has increased or has shown
improvement as a result of their engagement in vegetable production. This has resulted
from the income that they generated [rom the sale ol the vegetables they produce. On the
gender buse. female household heads generate on average Birr 1267.85 per month
between Novembers to June while male houschold heads generate on average Birr
1407.50 between the sume months. This difference could be an indication of the male
households™ ability to produce more vegetables than that of the females’. As male headed

houscholds commind more labour in the plot.

However. as the FGD and KI indicated in the four months (July, August, September and
October) they do not have any means to reap income from their farm. For the rainy
season is not conducive for vegetable production due to intensive flooding and torrential

rain.




In Table I8 below the independent t-test indicated that there is a significant mean
difference in the income that the femuele and male household heads generate at 1% level.
This disparity could be the result of & difference in the skill each household posses in the
farminz acuvity or due to the sufficient labour that exists in male household as compared

to lemale houschold heads.

=

Table 18. Income obtained from vegetable production by gender of household heads
e

| Female i
Income (Birr/month) Male(n=56) |
(n=14)
 Nlem T 130750 o 1267.85
A T ] 25940 129.50
b 1 - e !
| & |
1 t-vaue 2.85 ‘
! p-vaiue 0.00"

Source: Own survev 2008
The cuse study revealed that vegetable production helped them to sustain life as well as to
purchuse basic consumable foods und to cover other expenses with the income they

generiic.

BOX-4. Case Study- Emebet A
Mrs. Emebet 1s about 46 and has been practicing yegetable production and marketing for the
last tourteen vears in Nifas Silke Lafto sub-city. Emebet has nine family members and she
completed Grade 12.
[ ovn 2000 sq.m backyvard gardening and 1 am a member of MGS-VPMS.
Previousty. my familyv vwus one of the tenants but later with the coming up of
Derge regime we ovwned a farm land of ouwr ovn. Iinherited this plot from my
Jamilv. What my family produces is sold at my farm gate, which minimizes
ransportation costs and spotlage during transportation. Monthly, my family
carns about 1300. 00 birr from the sale of vegetables. f—[cm:evc*r. my fanily is
disadvantaged since we are not getting the consumers directly. It is this
income which helps myv jamilv 1o purchase other food items, clothes, to cover
cducanion fees and the likes otherwise we would have nothing. Now my family

is betrer at least we have some thing 1o cat through what we produce.
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(I). Dairy farm

Similarly dairy farmers have shown a dramatic improvement in their household income
due to ther engagement in dairy tarminz. Accordingly,  60% of farmers indicated that

greater than 1800 Birr, while 12 % of them reported that

=

their monthlv average income is
their inconres are betweenl1401-1800 Birr and 28%4 of them indicated that their incomes

are in the runge of 1000 to 1400(see Tablz 19).

Table 19. Income of the sample houschalds per month

Income category birr per ] Frequency Percentage
month

1000-1400 8 28
1401-1800 1 12

| >1800 o I3 60

Source: own sur\._-'c_i' (2008)

Furthermorz. cross tabulation was made with a number of cattle they have to the income
they genercted. Accordingly. majorities o1 household who possessed one cow were found
to have income category of 1000-1400 Birr. While. households who have more than one
cows were found o generate an income greater than 1401 Birr/month. This result may
show that number of cows in the household is directly related to the amount of income

that the household reap (see Table 20).

Table 20. lncome category by the number of cattle the household have

= ,
Birr month ‘ Number of cow
Income ' One Two > Three
category [ o o
1000-1400 | 6GI20) 2(6.7) -
] B
[401-1800 2(6.7) 2(6.7) -
i L1800 l 3(10) 12(40) 3(10)

Pearson Chi-square 0.123  P-value 0.045

Source: Own survey 2008




4.5. Challenves of UA

Different rescarchers have mentioned a range of constraints prevailing in UA activity in
general, in vecetable production in particular. This sub-section illustrates the major
challenges that arc indicated by vegetable producers such as land ownership problem,
land size. market problem. health problem. lack ol policy and other inputs. Table 21
portrays that from the total of sample households. 82.9% of the farmers indicated that in

one way or another they have faced a number of challenges.

4.5.1. Challenges of land ownership among vegetable producers

Of the total farmers who have revealed that they have faced some sort of challenge in
their work. 20" of them indicated that their challenge streamed from land ownership
problem. which is significant at 10% level (see Table 21). That means there are
significant numbers of farmers who are experiencing lack of land ownership which could
affects the level of food sccurity and income that they can generate. This result is
supported by Drechsel et al (2002) which say that insecurity of land tenure is a crucial
problem in uwrban agriculture for it discourages urban farmers from investing more

resources which in turn lmits their potential o produce efficiently.

The FGD turther reason out feeling ol tenure insecurity emanated from the fear that their
land could he given to investors or mav be taken by the government for its priority
projects. As they do not have a legal bases according to land certificate provision, to
confront governmental encroachment o their land. This has been attested by the KII that
the cooperative land size has diminished by more than 2 hectares within the space of two
years due to projects such as road expansion and other activities, which affect the volume
of the farmers™ production and the income that thev could possibly generate. The FGD
further sec the threat that unless they secure the land they are operating on. they soon run

under complete lose of land to work on.
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Table 21. Challenge faced in vegetable producer by land ownership

[‘ Do vou have land ownership }
! ~ problem? 1
1 Total |
- | YES NO |

Huve vou ever fuced | YIS . i
challenge i LAY | 14(20) 44(62.9) 58(82.9) |
|

No T 0| 12(17.1) AT

e | | - az.ay]

ol j 14(20) 56(80) 70(100)

| Pearson Chi-Square 2.621
[ p-yvalue 0.057 B _ |
Source: Own survey 2008

The tollowing case obtained from the same coopera’*ve member corroborates with the
above fact that lack of ownership of farm land had led them to loose the opportunity to

use the land o1 other interests they have, as it is depicted below.

Box-5. Case Study-Debebe N
Mr. Debebe 62 has been working in the vegetable production since 1965 for the past 43 years. He
lived with his wife and 9 children. He explained his bitter feeling about the land ownership
problem us follows:
Before the proclamation of land to the tillers [ was working as a tenant to the
land lord. which exploited all ny voung age time labour. My potential to
aceuniidate asser and to posses my own land has been wasted during the
Emperor regime. However, during the Derge regime I have got to posses my
own land just to produce and use that does not secured me to own it privately.
In the current regime though the cooperative has a legal status my land has
heen given to investor. It is really a threat to every one of us who are working
in UA activity in the futre to secure our livelihood. Though I am given land
replacement by the cooperative us compensation, it is fur from my home. I am
seeing that one day the cooperative will run out of land to compensate to the
menibers if the right 1o oswn land is not secured.
Debebe see that the limitation imposed by their cooperative to use the land only for
vegetable purpose as against to natural interest of them to use the land for better

advantage income generating activity.




i[ For instance. “we should be allowed 10 use the land in any productive area which we
| think is viable for us like foi house building and renting, khat and crop cultivation™ said
Debebe anxiously. He further compliined that his friends who are not working in UA
are building house for renting and selling at a very high price. “It is really injustice and
unfair for us to be judged that the laad should be used for vegetable, activity only” as

Debebe complained.

4.5.2. Land and labour shortage caallenges

(I). Vegetable production

Nearly hull” of the sample households. who have revealed that they have not faced
challenges in vegcetable farming activity, do not show that they have shortage of
cultivable land. However. 3.7% of the sample households who have indicated that they
have not faced anv challenge have shown shortage of land. The Pearson chi-square
correlation coelficient shows that insignificant number of the producers indicated lack of

sutlicient arable land as a challenge to their UA activity (see Table 22).

Table 22. Challenge taced in vegetable producer by arable land

- Do you have sufficient arable Total
land? -

L YLS NO

"Havevouever | YES 23(32.9) 35(50) 58(82.9)

| faced challenoe I_ - . -

linl A? [ NO ! 4S5.7) 8(11.4) 12(17:1)

Total S N | 27(38.0) 43(61.4) 70(100)

' Pearson Chi-Square 0.168
[

| P-value 0.682

Source: Own survey 2008

The study further disclosed that the farmers do not own same quality of land though each
of the cooperative member posse’s equal size of land. There are three different types of
land quality in the cooperative. These arc rank one which is assumed to be as fertile land,
rank two scni-fertile lands and the last ro 1k has a soil type which can hardly be used for

production, lor it has thin layer of soil as well as rugged nature of plot. This disparity in
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the qualits of the land among members might induce differences in the volume of their
production and the benelit that they obtain. At the same time there are families who are
parceling out their farm to their children, which can in turn deepen the problem of lack of

sutticient lund as the and FGD revealed.

The following individual case study further elicits the aforementioned results that are
generated trom the survey and group discussions about lack of sufficient farm size being

a threat 1o large families.

Box-6. Dendir’s Experience

Mr. Dendir. 30 is a vegetable producer in Nifas Silk Lafto sub city. He has 15 family members
ol" whicl four are his relatives. Dedir has been in the present residence since 1968. “It is a life
tme expeiience” he said accompanied by a smile. Currently, Dendir and his family have 2000
sg.m plot of backvard gardening. “*Before the proclamation land for tillers” in 1976, I practiced
share cropping with the landlord. Later 1 owned the present plot of land after the declaration™

said Dendir.

Dendir produces letiuce. beet root. carrot, Swiss chard. cabbage and so on. He assured that there
| is no problem ol market. Hence. vegetables are widely used during fasting seasons. Dendir
| produces the alorementioned vegetables twice per year. During summer water logging is the
main problems he and others face.

“This is my permanent job: we produce for sale and household consumption, which covers all
others expenses of my family such as education. health, cloth and other food stafls™ said

Dendir. As fz- as larm size is concerned, Dendir asked his question as follows:

Is that not difficult to sustain life on 2000 sq. m backyard plot for large family
having nouschold like me? In deed it is very difficult. If I had a bit larger land [
would have heen teaching my kids in « betier school, changed my family life

standard and changed my own cloth 1o wear.

The study further investigated by cross tabulating lack of sufficient land and the gender
of the houschold head. which was found to be a significant and strong Pearson chi-square
correlation. According o Table 23 below. 73.2% of the male headed houscholds

indicated lack of sufficient land to cultivate while only 14.3% of female houschold heads
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complained ol the insulficiency of land. This disparity could be explained by the
presence of higher labour m male headed houscholds than in female’s, which needs more

tand 10 work and ettecuvely use their labour.

Table 23. Gender by sulficient arable land in the sample households

- - Do you have sufficient arable
Cland? !
e e e YES NO Total '
Sex _Male | - [5(20.8) 41(73.2) 56(100) '
~ lemale | | 12(85.7) 2(14.3) 14(100) |

Pearson chi-square 16.413
_p-value  0.000

Source: Own survev 2008

The study further pin down that urban vegetable producer faces shortage of labour.
According to the study 65% of them stated that labour shortage is one of the main

problems that is obstructing them from producing more.

The discussion held with FGD  further amplifies the challenge of labour shortage.

Accordinglv. the cost of hired labourer is springing up every time. As one participants of

the FGD. in his late 507s, explained the labour constraint as follows:
Previoush: vwe used to get labourers with a reasonable cost. However, afier the
construction sector has shown a high scale of boom all labourers who used to work
wirth us saifted to construction sector where they are better paid. It would also be
mee tf 1 could pay the same but I cannot afford that. How can we pay 25 or more
birr for a dav? Even we cannor get that much on a day. "

(I1). Dairy farm

Similarly, dairy farmers have indicated a high degree of challenge in the lack of sufficient
space. particulurly grazing land and barns. The situation was also more exacerbated by
lack of labour. In most instances it is explained by the high cost of labourers.
Accordinglv. 75% of the sample houscholds have revealed that shortage of ranching land
has forced them 1o use zero grazing methods. which exposes them to high costs of fodder
[t is dilTicult o feed enough to the cattle. As a result. the productivity of the farmer is
negatih ely affected.

&

S0



At the sume time the zero grazing has a parallel effect on health problems and complaints
from necighbours of noise pollution and bad smell. As one participant in FGD has
indicated the scenario:
[ have 7 caule: 1 do not have enough space even to have good zero grazing. At
one time 1 was forced to stand in the court with my neighbour accusing me of

polluting the neghbourhood with bad smell.

Based on the result obtained from the sample survey. 50% of participants have divulged
that labour shortage is chronic for the fact that the cost of labour is increasing with the
increase in cost of living. The organized FGD attest the same fact that the increase in the
cost of labourer is atfecting them. One of the participants whose age is estimated to be in
the beginning of his 00°s said the following:
[ used 1o hire more than three labowrers with the cost that 1 am currently hiring a
single labourer. However. these davs | cannot afford to pay them a cost
cquivalent to whatr [ use 1o pay for three of them. As a result, I am facing a serious

problen of cffectively carrving out my joh.

Thus. the increased cost of labour has brought urban farmers a considerable constraint

which can hamper their productivity signilicantly.

4.5.3. Market challenges
(1). Vegetable production

Table 24 depicts the fact that 61.4% of the sample households have market problem. As
to their primary reasons 34,9% of them indicated the lower price for the vegetables they
produce was the main cause: 32.6% of them cited the poor habit of the society to
consume vegetables result in poor demand: 23.3% of them blamed the middle men: while
only 9.3% of them indicated lack of market place to sell their products as the main cause.
The FGD further consolidated the fact that as the farmers are not getting the products to
the consumers directly, they are exploited by middle men and brokers. The farmers have

expressed their grievances as follows:



o non getting enough proit from owr work. It seems the: half of what we are

producing s given for the bovefit of middle men and we onlv get the other halr

vl ons including the expenscs for the inputs we use.
Furthermore. the FGD and KII pomted out that during the former rezime the cooperative
used to have 25 shops in each orcda and they were not charged for rent. However.
since 1994 they were asked to pay Birr 89 per month for a rent. Since 1999, however, the
rent dramatically mereased to Birr 1-00 per month. As a result they were incapable to
pay and lorced to eviet from what they use to own for free. Thus, this significantly

hinders them in not benefiting from their labour.

Table 24. Marlet problem

B Frequency Percent |
Do youhmve YIS 1 61.4 |
market ‘
problem?  NO I 27 38.6 |

j _ ~ Toul - 70 100.0 |

T, Type of market problem

- - B Frequency Percent
Lower price pl;_nig_gljb[e product 15 34.9
Lack of habit of vegetable ‘ %
consumption by the people 14 32.6 |
Reason for  around ;
market Lack of market places . 9.3 ]
problem™  Price manipulation by broker 10 23,3
Total - 43 1000 ]

Source. Own survey 2008
(I1). Dairy farm 7

The absence of a market for milk and the low price of milk during fasting periods are two
of the muior constraints that the dairy farmers are facing in relation to marketing

problems.

Accordmglv. 453% of the sample individuals indicated that there is no market place for
milk. In additon. 35% of them indicated that the price of milk dramatically declines

during major festine scasons. As to the FGD organized reveals,



If we lopot agrce with the price of milk that contactors provide us, we do not have
any o her place o sell milk. As a resuli, we are compelled to sell to them bear the

disac aniage

Hence. the culture of the society and the lack of market place for milk subjected them to
lose their .dvuntage that they could reap from their farming. In addition, it may be

difficult fo: them to cover the cost needed for purchase of fodder.

4.54. Inputs problems

This sub-scction presents constraints that are related to vegetable production such as
fertilizer, Ioe. and improved seed as well us those that are pertinent to dairy farming like

drug, fodd<:. and so on.

(I) Vegetable production

As to the :put constraint that the farmers face. all the sample households disclosed that
they have seen experiencing one or more types ol input constraints. As to a particular
type of ¢l llerge they face. 21.4% of them indicated a lack of good and durable hoe
which carr ¢ used n all seasons. As the FGD and KII complained the quality of currently
available e by the private firms are not good as compared to what previously provided
by the mu: stry of agriculture. On the other hand. 15.7% of them have revealed that they
had lack «: fertilizer. Though the cooperative provide them with fertilizer they still have
lack ol moiey to purchase 1t as it was witnessed by the FGD. In addition, 21.4% oi the
sample hetseholds portray that they have lack of improved seed, and even though such
seeds are 1ade available by the cooperative low financial status of the farmers limits
them from: purchasing it. However. 41.4"s of the sample households depicted that they

have all the above discussed problems (see Table 23).

"
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(I1). Dairy farin

There are three
The

cooperative.

either

as part of the

s ol input use

Frequency ; Percent
15! 21.4
11 ¢ 13.
o !
15 | 21.4
\
70 | 100.0
i

+(2008)

vategories of capital inputs which can be identified in TMPMSC
[irst category consists ol inputs directly related to the rearing process,

feeding requirements, or related to animal health. The second

category consists o1 equipment and is mainly concerned with the housing conditions in

which the cows aic

calegory Is money

Lept and the equipment used in the product processing.  The third

expand their acuvit: .

Tnhlll\

Hn.h price of vetermary drugs

Anailability of V. oern milk

plou\sm-' mac th

Sulficiency of - pace

Hl“i_pll(,t. !oduel supply ;
_Availability “of exlension service |

LaLL ol Hired lubou

“Source: own sur VEL.

drawn Irom family resources or other formal or informal sources to

Table 26 . Use of iiputs in hivestock production and its challenges

] Frequency ig_ Percent |

N 83.3

. - 23

4 l 13.3

for ammals [ :gi 10 | 33.3
' 23| 76.7 |
! 3 83.3 |
B 15 ] 50

7|)l)\

According to Table 26, 83.3% of the dairy farmers complained that the prices of

vetermary drugs are

providing drugs that was some how subsidized tor them. Moreover,

not reasonable. This was duc to a withdrawal of government from

indicated that there s a sky rocketing price for fodder.

76.7% of thatl farmer

This 1s due to the stuff competition



faced with animal fattening farms with a better capital. Only 33.3% of the sample
houscholds indicated that they have sufticient space for keeping their cattle, which means
that majority ol the farmers do not have sutficient space. Eighty three percent of the
respondents complaimed for unavailability ol extension assistance when they need them
(see Tuble 26). Which is due to the restructuring of urban agriculture office of Addis
Ababa. the numbcr of extension worker were declined due to education background
qualification problem. As to the FGD, the dairy farmers are glad to get the support of the
extension workers for the future because their assistance in the past had made great

improsyement in the overall production.

As the cooperative livad indicated and as attested in the household survey. the entire
participants in dairv farming used improved cow breed. However, the FGD further
unvetled that the quality of the dairy farm diflers Irom household to household. Some of
the members have the best quahity cow which can give up to 15 liters of milk per day

while others use breeds that are only capable of giving 7 1o 4 liters per day.

The FGD interview  further portrays the fact that dairy farm producers are facing

considerable hizh ost in lodders and insutTicient space.
No words can cxpress the sky rocketing price of fodder. The price of hay is high
and often ciplicult 1o afford. For instance one barrel by products of molasses juice
is ahour 33000 birr that is if at all it is obiained. The price of other feeds has also
risen alarning/y these davs. These davs we seldom get labourers as they prefer
other works like construction for they are better paid there. Lack of sufficient
space has also hampered me from increasing more cattle so as to increase my

dairv prodiction. Thus, all the above deter the benefit we can obtain.

4.5.5. Health and environmental challenges
(I) Vegetable production
Vegetable production within the city is believed to have some kind of negative eftect on
the environment. ™ onctheless. it has been strongly argued by the KII that:
The arca i wlach the vegetable producers aire now working is meant for a green

arca of the i However, there has heca a radio announcement which stated that

A
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vezctable produced using polluted water can create health problems among
vewctable  conswiiers an the cin. Thar significantly  affected  our vegetabl
acceptabiling in the market in relation to health issue for awhile.
[n addition. the FGD participants argue against the crites of UA as follows.
Wi und how could our activity be considered as harmful to the environment while
we vre changing a wasteland, into a productive area? We have changed a garbage
throxing arca ito u productive farm. We are conserving the area through
constructing terraces which would have been eroded. Besides, as the extension
worsor advised us we do not use pesticides for we know it is an endangerment to
the covironment. Above all we should nor be the ones to be blamed for the pollution
to the environment because the main pollutants are industries and those people thai

are ~cnding their sewage in to water hodies.

This result 1s against the studv obtained in Dar es Salaam. Arusha, and Dodoma which
tound that the use ol pesticide was widespread and the effect is quite tremendous
(Yachkaschi, 1997). However. the study conducted by UNDP (1996) indicated that UA
has a signiticant nnpact in improving the urban environment by making use ot waste for
productive purposcs. Similarly. Axumite (1994) revealed that the fact that UA uses

recveled solid end hquid wastes provides some benefits to ecological sustainability.

Unlike what hus been argued by the FGD. the KII has unveiled their fear by saying
“vegetable production may not be free ol chemical utilization like fertilizers, which can
harm the environment.” However, the amount that they use matters on the severity of the

damage that veeetible production brings to the environment.

Lack ol education ol the farmers on how to protect themselves from hazardous effluents
and communicable disease was also one of the major problems to health. As it has been
witnessed by 'GD and KL most of the framers are experiencing skin rashes, skin

cracking und asthmatic problems.

The FGD further argued that during rainy scason people from upstream and the near by
farm viciuty conncet totlet pipeline with the water body. which exposes them to

communicuble discase such as typhoid, diarrhea and the like. This mainly becomes a



problem during the ramy season when most of thewr plot is flooded in which case
increases their chance 1o be contaminated. Furthermore. they have explained that durnng
such times most of their time is clapsed by c¢leaning their farm from trashes. plastics and

other waste materials that the tflood brought ulong

The following case study further disclosed that working on vegetable production using

the water that i~ diverted tfrom the river has considerable health problems.

Box-7. Bedaso’s Views on Environmental Impacts
Mr. Bedaso. 65 a year old household head has been practicing vegetable production and
marketing since 1967 in Nifas Silke Lafio sub-city. Bedaso has six family members. Bedaso's
family makes a living on their backvard 2000 sq. m by planting vegetable. He said that his
family’s sole meuns ol livelihood has faced a number of constraints.
Hercowe are working in a high health risk situations.  Specially, during rainy
season when the volume of waier inereuses liguid from toilet, hospital. big
wnneny factories and food processing is discharged with the water. As a
result, oo verv difficult to worl using such kind of contaminated yeater. I and
my fanelyv experienced a sever healtl problem because we have worked under
sucl condition. My family and | had a prolonged skin rush, etching and food
potson problens, My jamilies have been subjected to a number of health

pioblens which forced ine to incur a hige amount of treatment cost.

(I1). Dairy farm

According to the orzanized FGD and KII understanding, dairy farming has a negative
impact because it causes o threat to the environment and to human health. The FGD 1s
very much awarc ol the environmental impact that livestock are creating. As the
disclosed, livestock particularly cattle destroy vegetation, create erosion when there 1s a
free grazing systeim. can create mess particularly due to animal dung, produce bad smell

and noise which i tirn disturbs negibours.



On the op ol that the sumple houscholds were also asked about awareness regarding a
number of more specilic threats: disease. discomlort. noise and smell. The majority of the
respondents. 70% acreed that raising cattle has a threat to health. The organized FDG
revealed the fact that the main disease that the people facing is tuberculosis. It has been
attested by Rubinovitch & Schmetzer (1997) that lack of harmonization of urban
livestock, horticulture or forestrv systems can harm the environment through the
accumulation ol animal waste. As FGD disclosed. non-farming neighbours complain for

visual messes. dust. smell and noise created by the urban farms.

4.5.6. Theft Problem of vegetable producers

The FGD further rey eals that they have been exposed to a number of theft crimes. which

sometimes exposed them to a total loss of their products over night.
The following case consolidates the above fact that theft has become a very common

problem which the farmers are subjected 1o endure.

Box-8. Zeberga’s experiences of theft

Mr. Zeberga, 57 is a vegetable producer in Nifas Silk Lafto sub city. He has 8 family
members. Zeberga has been in the present residence since 1975 G.C. Zeberga and his
family own 2000 sq.m plot of backyard gardening.
He has expericnee a number of theft problem that he explained as follows:
"L have beon exposed to fowr major theft erimes in which one of the theft act
cxposcd e 1o a toral loss of may ripened vegetables. The theft act was more
pronounced in oy plot for they might know that I am dwelling far from my

Jarm and that the location of my plot is on the road side. It is extremely

annoying aind makes vou hopeless if vou are exposed to such crimes.”

4.5.7. Policy related problems
On the basis ol the decision of the City Government of Addis Ababa, Urban Agriculture
has already beon included in the master plan ol the five years development program of

the city. Howerer. there 1s no clearly stated urban agriculture policy intended to meet the



specific objectives formulated by involving different stakeholders responsible for urban
agriculture development and enhancement. The lack of clearly stated policy has
hampered aecess (o land. right 1o use the land and controlling on river pollution. as the

K1l argued. .

Furthermore, failine 1o identify the actual arcas or land allocated for urban agriculture in
the master plan has caused conflict between different groups among the stakeholders as
argued by participants in FGD and KII. Thus. the absence of the above elements may
some how hamper the future prospects for the people who base their livelihood directly
and indirectly on UA. Thus. the benefit expected to be obtained will not materialize as De

Lardemelle (1996} strongly argues.

4.5.8. Issue of Sustainability

All the major contributions and challenges of urban agriculture in the study arca (Nifas
Silk Lafto Ketlekeuma), has been discussed in the previous sections. This section
underlines the issuc o sustainability.  Accordingly, the study underscore that urban

agriculture has contribution for employment opportunity. income and food supply.

The contributicns some how indicates the continuation of its sustainability for some of
the houscholds. However. some houscholds were very much skeptical to the situation of
UA sustainability due to different reason that they faced. Some says UA will not be
sustainable to them as there is shortage of grazing land. tenure insecurity and shortage of
land. lack of policy as 1o how UA will be managed and sustained and the negative impact
of UA on environmental quality particularly in dairy faming. Other are sensing that unfair
market situation is one challenge that may push them to withdraw from the activity. All
the above will shed light in the sustainability of UA unless remedial actions are taken to

support the livelihood of people who are engaged on it



Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations
5.1. Conclusions

Fhe alimate objective of dus stud: s to adenufy the benefits ard constraits of vegetable
procucers and diry farming m Mekenisa Gola-Saris Vegetable Producers and Marketing Service
coonerative (MGS-VPMSC) and Terachin Milk Producers and Marketing Service Cooperative
(TNPMSC) i Nifous silk lafto sub-city. To this end. the thesis has looked at the research

que~tons ol the stud . and has given tie picture of the issues.

The study found the the participants have got different inspiring reasons to engage in vegetable
production as well as m dairy farmimg. However, the most rated response that was given to their
engizement was tor imcome generation and own consumption. In this regard, female households
were purely enguged for imcome generation activity while more than 42% of the male household
heads were engaged tor emplovment generation. This mmplies that there is a high tendency in
malz households to engage in UA during unemployment than i female households. This
disparity between senders of the houschold heads probably indicates that being employed 1s more
neeced momale L ous sholds than in female household heads. That may be the case why majorities
of ¢ houscholds midicated that they will not give up their job even if they have good income

car.ing mechanisn.

The study also tourd out that most of the households have shown improvement in their food
security status upoir the engagement m vegetable production as well as in dairy farming.
Nevertheless. mude Houschold heads verformed better i food securty status than their women
cotter part. This could be explamed oy the availability of higher labour in male housceholds than
i cemale houschole heads. Or else male households may be engaged in additional mcome

gencrating activities more than female household heads do.

Furthermore. the study found out that the income of houscholds have increased substantially after
therr engagement in vegctable as well as m damry farm production, which in turmn helped these
houscholds 10 have beter purchasing power. and to save money. Accordingly, the income that
male houscholds ohiimed from vegetable production 1s higher than that of their counter part.
which could be explumed by the expertence that the two groups have in farm activity or due to
the fagh labour avoolability i male houscholds. In addition. it was witnessed that vegetable
procuction has elped the tarmers noimproving and greening the environment while dairy

far g has aggrave ed environmental problems.
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As to e contribunion ol dwiry farmung to the households were creatimg employment to the hired
labour as well as to the member of the houscholds. which m wrn mmproved the hvelihood of the
people There hos beon stantficant nmprovement i the food security of the dairy farm producers,
thoug! 1 has been observed that there 1s a strong correlation between the number of cows and the
food scourity status of the households. Besides dairy farming brought considerable improvement
i the neome level of the households, this 1s directly related to the number of cows that the

housebold owned.

The stady as diso denufied some of the obstacles fuced by vegetable producers and dairy
farmers. To begir with, lack ol land ownership was a problem apart from the license that they are
given om the vovernment. This hinders the opportunity to produce. Besides. relatively large
numbers of male household heads complamed about the smallness of the plot on which they are
workine as compared to female houschold heads. The study also found out that market problem
exacertated then problem. Because of the poor vegetable consumption habit of the people.
vegetanle products e cheap m the market. On top of that nuddle men create unfair market

sttuaticen which even worsens the stnuanion of the fanmers.

Furthermore, lack o mputs such as proper hoe. money constraint to purchase fertilizer, and
mmproyed seeds <cen s 1o deter ther productivity. The high rate of contamination and pollution of
the wier thar vegeteole producers use has brought them a serious health problem, which forces
them @ ncur acdit ma’ cost. On top of the above lacts. lack of urban agriculture policy also

hampered access o Lnd. neht o use the land and regulation on level of water pollution.

The stedy wso founc out tiat dairy firming alse faced o number of challenges. Accordingly, the
sky rocketing fodder price mcrease i quite short period of time has hindered dairy farmers from
producing ezetivel.. In addion. labour shortage, diseases/death of anintls, lack of clean and
sufficient space and lack o capital to purchase drug, fodder and improved cows have deterred

them fromomater aliyimg therr tull capacny to produce and benetit.

5.2. Recommendations

Some of the problenis identified are acquiescent in short term policy interventions and in medium
term wiile ~ome coald only be achieved in long term. Accordingly. as per the findings of this

study the Tollowmg recommendations need to be considered:
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Lack ot land ownership hinder the farmers™ potential from meeting their food
security. and atfects the farmer’s ability from using other viable options they
have. Thus. m order to realize beter food sccurity and to make their investiment

sustainable to the environment it is needed to secure the land they own.

To maximize the benefit that the furmers obtain from a small plot it is needed 1o
adopt new technologies that maximize their potennal to produce on the land:
through labour mtensification. improved seeds and fertilizer. In addition, creating
financial capacity through provision of credit is important to give them a

purchasing power for rudimentary inputs,

Farmers entirely make use of urigated water which is susceptible to
contamination and industrial pollution. Thus. it is essential to create awareness
(educating ficmers) among farmers in order to avoid possible health problems.
Besides. it is needed to introduce less costly protecting gloves which can
minimize possible infections that could be caused by pathogens and other
ritating pollutants. In addition 1t is vital to minate applied researchers in waste water
re-use, U top o that pernodic testing of sonl and water quality in urban areas: definition
of norms regaramg wypes of crops that wre allowed on soils with specified levels of

contamuyation (especially heavy metals) s essenual.,

Lack of a clear urban agriculture policy that hinks different stakeholders that may
secure land ewnership, grant access to land and determine the level eof water
pollution can signilicantly and negativelv affect the benefit that could be obtained.
Thus. a clear policy is needed that can hink difterent 1csponsible stakeholders. that
can ensure the use of green area for UA based on the master plan of the city

administraton and that includes the threshold level of effluent discharge from

factories 1o the water body.

An improvement i the market situation is needed in order to help producers to
realize the Hest out of what their work. This includes creating a means in which
the producers could direetly get consumers., having a proper market place with a
fair price and also raising consumers™ awareness with respect to the habit of

vegetable consumption is important.



For gocd production of duiry farming. input like fodder is an essential thing.
Howvever. with the sky rocketing price of fodder it is difficult to sustain the
benzfit of larmers. Thus. 1t is important o have lower price fodder from
elsewhere and 1o identity the seasonal availability of low price fodder by their
cooperative to meet the need of the farmer. Furthermore, it is also important to
make fodder from local avuilable materials. For instance, using vegetable residue
by way of creating link between vegetable producers and dairy farmers. where the

damry farmers could possiblt share compost.

Extension workers can possibly curl animal death problem and can also create
awarencss on the improved high quality cows so that dairy farmers can improve
their livelihood. In addiion. enough space and area which having little
environment problem  causing place is important to make dairy farming

sustainable.
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Appendix

Tabie (AT, Conversion factor used o estimate Adult equivalentPerson(AEP)

Agccateconn(Years)  Male  Female - 7—!

__ O Lescthan 10 Years  0.00 o 0.00 ]
[0-13 0.20 0.20
I 0.30 0.40
[ 7-+0) 1.00 0.80

wreaer than X0 0.70 .50 I

—_— - e — — - — — _— — — _— — - — 3
Source: John (1952) R oathenberg (1983). Nair (1983) and Here (1986): as cited in Storck et

al (1991,
\egetable producers Questionnaire
L Household Characteristics
i. Household actd name ===eecemoasommaee
2. Sex of1he heasehold 1. Male 2. female
; f'\'ti(;’
< Number of vaily s1ze--------

3. Educauon ic. ol of HI
t Ethnicity

' Number of Sex CAge - Education
ccaildren

) '_sl‘(!i}:i )

1. REASON FOR ENGAGEMENT IN VEGETABLE PRODUCTION
What make @ cuto engage in vegetable production
1. Lov mcome level
2. unen ploviment
& Is low incon ¢ your reason for engagement in vegetable production
I Yes 2. No
Y. If'No to Q.8 do vou continue the vegetable production where there is no economic
stress? !
I.Yes  I.No
Toc I ves to QUi what is the reason for continuing vegetable production where there
1S N0 eConen e stress!

(Y



L T0as B e essity
2. Unemplooent fear
1. Reason lor « 2ot

sle production
1. for ov i consumption F
2. Jor sile el
3. for botli sule and consumption
12. What type i Horticulture of Crop vou produce
1. Cabbage 2. Lettus 2. Tomatto 4. fosolia 3. carrot
0. Others spectiy
13. Do you think  cur and your family life has changed because of your engagement
in vegetable prod ition?
1. ¥es 2o No

[4. ITyes to Q. | * cbove, in what manner it changed you life?
I. By getuns income
2. By getiin: tood to eat
3

. Emploin.ent
Al

15 1fnoto Q. 1~ ubove, what do vou think is the reason in not benefiting much?
1. Lack of saificient land ’

1%

. Lack of inputs (fertilizer, improved sceds cte)
. Lack of n.iiket

. Threat o, p. lution

legal Trwme vork

0. others spetiy

B L R

n

Opportunities of [ A
L UA and ood security

10. Is your houscl «d food security improved as the result of your engagement in UA?
l. Yes 2 2w -
17. 1 Yes to Q). © above. in what manner it changed?
. Assured ¢ lcast three meals a day
2. Varity ¢! tood assured cheaply
3. Not hat 1 wuch significant :
IS 11'No to Q. 16 oove. what is the reason for not improving your food security?
1. Becuusc i tae cheap products that 1 am producing
2. Itis onl: subsistence that | produce
3. The poor consumption patter of the society

IV. UA and Inconwe

19. Is the houschel D income changed due to UA engagement?
L Yer 2.%0

200 1 yes 1o Q. 1B+ ove, can you give information ol your yearly/monthly income that
you obtatned 1om vegetable production?----

21, Is that Tow movine fevel of the houschold that subjects you to start UA?




I.Yes 2. No
22,10 Yes o Q. 21 above. due to think vou will continue to working UA if there is no
more economic stress or change in income of the household?
l.Yes 2. ™o

AArNo w0 Q. 21 above. why do vou do ni?

|
1.2

L. 1t is due to my necessity
2. due to unemployment
3. Others specily
24. What benefit yvou obtained from vegetable production?
I. Tt ereated ernployment opportunity
2. Ithelps me w be sell sullicient in food
3. Income generution
. Others specily
. The term of emplovment that vou are engaged in the vegetable production?
1. Full time 2. Part time
V. UA and Gender
25. Whose responsib ity is vegetable production?
I.Male 2. Femule
26. In what particula part are females involving in the farm activity?
. Harvesting ' Weeding 3. Planting 4. All the above choice 5. other specify
27. Do femates periorm digging?
LYes 2%
28. Do you tnink veosable production is gender biased?
I. Yes: 2L N
29 11 yes w0 Q. 28 ubove, who are involving more on UA activity?
1. Maie 2. bennale
30. I female are miot 2 cesponsible in Q. 28 above. are they allowed benefiting from their
elfort?
. Xigs 2. B

(B
Ln
4=

VI UA and Its cuallenges
. Do vou tace ch' eages i vegetable production?
[ Yes 2.No
32 If yes to Q.31 aleve. do vou have land ownership problem?

. ¥Yes ~ 2Na
33. Have vou got ¢ 'oiormation license for ownership of land?
. Yes 2.0
34. Do vou have sutficient cultivable land?
I. Yes 2.Nu

'sd
N

A yes o Q. 34 hove, what is the farm size vou hay ¢emem-memmmeammaen :

36. Do you have labour constramt”
. Yes 2y Xy
37. Do you have niatket problem?
1. Yes 2. No
38. I yves to Q. 37 above, what type ol market problem you have?
. Lower price ol vegetable product
2. Lack ol habit of vegetable consumption by the people



3. Lack o muarkel place
4. Price navapulation by middle men.
. Do vou hav 2 lack o water Tor imgation”?
1-Yes 3o
Do you fee threat s a result of urbanization and industrialization in vour vicinity”
1, ¥es 2o
41.If Yes to Q 40 ubove. what tvpe of threat you taced?
1. Evicticn from my parcel
2. Shrink.ng of myv purcel
3. Both
4.
0

'~
-

40,

other shec.

vou hay 2 shortaze ot inputs like fertilizer. hoe. pesticide and improved seed?
. Ve 2 Ne

43. Do you have extension service support”

I.Yes 2. Mo

44 1f ves 1o Q. 43 above. do you think it is sufficient?

I. Yes Z.N¢

45. Do you hav2 crodit service?

L. ¥es 2.XNo

46. Il yes o Q. 45 ubove. for what purpose you obtained it?

1. To purchase inputs (fertilizer. pesticides and improved seed

2. Rent lard

3. Other spect.

47. Which type of the input constrainis have vou faced

1. Hoe 2 dorcdizer 30 Improved sced 4. All the above problems

Duiry furmer questionnaires

42D

1.Houselwl 4 had nanie -=--=------ B
2. Sex ol'the houschold 1. Male 2. [emale
3. Agc

4. Number »i il size-—----- -
5. Educati»a favel of HH
0. Ethnicin

v

' Number of sex ' Age Eduocation |
Cchildeen 0 status B

e e N N S
r_., e b e o o

|
e - — 4 = e N RS
|

|
i

70 When did your fumuly started to engage in dairy farming -=--==-=-=--=ssmmevemmeemev

8. When did yvou join the cooperalive. ..o,
Y. How muny dary cons dovouhave... ..o
1O, What is your climate objective of engaging m dairy farm

I incorae von ration 20 employment 3. for both consumption and income

12



1. How much do your tamily camn [rom dairy tarm per month......
12. Do vour famil . produce multiple products trom dairy farm?
I. Yes 2. N
13, Do your fannuly experienced ¢
engagement”
1. Yes 2. Xo

1ange i their lite condition as a result of their

I4. 1f yes to Q.1 3 above. have vou experienced improvement in your food security

status !
I.yes 2 No
15. Do you hire fabour

l: Yigs 2. %0
o, If yes to Q. 13, how many labour do you hire?
1.One 2. Two 5. Greater or equal to three 4. None

17. Do you usc modern milk processing machines?
1. Yes 2. No
18. Is the houschold head emploved formally?
1. Yes 3, 55
19. It no to Q.15 does dairy turm created emplovment opportunity?
1. Yes o N
20. How mueli nui k do vou produced datly?................
21. Have you wer challenge upon your engagement in dairy farm?
l. Yes Lo XD
22, What tvpecst ol chal enges vou have faced?
I. Lack ol shace 20 Lack ol capital - 3. Animal death
4. Fodder shoitage 3. lubour shortage
23. Do vou get ¢ dension servige!
b Yes 2. N
24. Do you get crecit services !

l.yes 1y
25 Do you ha: 2 raaging land problem?
1. Yes No
26. Do you hay 2 lubour shortage?
I Yies =: No b
27. Do you hayv e murket problom?
1, ¥E8 R

28. yes 1o Q. 27 which arc(is) your problem??
1. Lack ol macket place
2. Low price »I milk during fasting secasons
29. Do you ha: ¢ tuput constraint in livestock production?
. Yes 2 Mo
300 1 ves to Q. 2 which aretis) your input constraints?
1. High price o “veterinary drugs 3. Sufticiency of Space for animals

2. Availability of Modern milk processing machines 4. High price of fodder

supply
SO Availabilie s ol Tatension serviee 6. Lack ol Hired labour




Checklists for I'GD and KI1

11

keev informant  discussion  with wrban agriculture Milk

produccers stakeholders
For what purpese the sub city milk unit was established?
In what wav vcur offices control the city milk producers?
Do you thivk that mulk producing households are benefiting? If so. in what way?
What are the major challenges that your office are facing with regard to milk
producers? In what ways vour offices overcome these challenges?
How can vour olfice are doing to link the producers and extension workers, with
new technolozies such as new breeding cows and so on?

Kev informant discussion with urban agriculture vegetable

production «takeholders

I

2

0.

1.

(3]

For whut purpese the sub ity vegetable unit was established?

In what way ycuroftices control the city vegetable producers?

Do you think that vegetable producing houscholds are benefiting? If so, in what
wuy?

What are the challenges that your office are facing while undertaking your task?
And what arc the pivotal roles that your office are playing to solve problem that
veuetable producers are lucing?

Do you othice play some role in fostering and linking producers with new
technology. i zving market place ete?

What is the implication 1o the producer where there is a lack of clear policy and
master plan thet indicate green arca in light of securing their land ownership and
in fostermy susiainable development?

Focus group discassion with stakeholders in vegetable production

What arce the benelits that members of the cooperatives are benefiting from their
acuvity” And vhat indirect benefit vegetable production has to the environment?

What challonges vou have obscerved in pursuit of your respective work in

vevetabie production?!
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What 1 the meen threat that vou wre facing in light of the booming construction
sector around your vicniny? Do vou think vegetable production 1s a viable option
inlorg run’

IV. Focus group discussion with stakeholders in Milk production

1. What arce the beetits that members of the cooperatives are benefiting from their

activity’

2. What challenzes vou have obsenved in pursuit of your respective work in
vegetuble production? For instance with environmental pollution. health issue
and s on?

b |

i

. Whuat are the challenges that vou are facing in getting ranging land and how your

issues are welcomed in the sub-city with regard to land?



ad

Whatis the maen threat that you wre facing in light of the booming construction
sector around your vicinity? Do vou think vegetable production 1s a viable option
mn iorg run’!

[V. Focus group discussion with stakeholders in Milk production

1. What are the berefits that members of the cooperatives are benefiting from their

actvity !

(R

What challences vou have obsenved in pursuit of your respective work in
-

vegetuble production? For instazce with environmental pollution. health issue

wid se on?

3. What arc the challenges that vou are facing in getting ranging land and how your

issues are welcomed in the sub-citv with regard to land?
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