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[bookmark: _Toc518039148]Key highlights
Social demography
The mean age of the respondents was 41 years (min=15, max=82). Majority of the household (61.3%, n=245) were headed by men. The mean household size was 6.5(min=2, max=18). 
Sources of food
Majority, 96.8% (n=387) of households grew their own food as well as buying it from the market 78.3% (n= 313).74.2% (n=299) households have at least 2 meals a day while 25.8% have only one meal per day.
Access to basic education
Few children of school going age have access to basic education. The mean number of children attending school per household was 2.9(min=0, max=12), 1.2(min=0, max=8)of school going age do not go to school. Only 5.8% (n=23) of the households are able to educate at least one child up to university.64.8% (n=259)households were within less than 1km to the nearest school, 86% (n=344) households spent less than 100,000= on school fees per term. 66.3% (n=265) households had at least one child of school going age not going to school due to lack of school fees(99.6%, n=264).

Household income and expenditure.
The main source of income in the household was the sale of crops from their gardens (96.3%, n=385).Majority, 79.3% (n=260)of respondents reported maize as the most sold cash crop.A significant proportion of respondents (25.8%, n=103) believed that housewives had limited or no control over household income and assets. Majority, 87.3% (n=349) of the respondents reported that their monthly household expenditure was less than 100,000UGX.
Agriculture production and value addition.
Majority of households are subsistence and small scale farmers. 95.5% (n=382) had more than 1 acre of land available for agriculture, 99.8% (n=399)used a handhoe to till their land. The main cash crop grown by majority of household (80.5%, n=322) was maize. More than a half, 55.8% (n=223) ofhouseholds practiced some value addition for their produce and products in form of cleaning/sorting, clean drying facilities and packaging. Value addition is not well developed in the community. More than a half, 69% households do not have storage facilities for their produce.
Market and market information
Most farmers obtain their farm supplies from the local market and don’t receive market information. 62.5% (n=250) respondents obtained their farm supplies like seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, and garden tools from the local market. 5.3% (n=21) obtained their farm supplies from agro input dealers.  Only 13.3%(n=53) of the respondents reported to have received market information in the previous season.
Saving
Much as 99% (n=397) respondents reported to be saving money, only 18% (n=73) were actively saving regular amounts of money on a regular basis. Majority, 65.4% (n=261)of respondents save their money at home. 8.8% (n=35) respondents applied for and obtained a loan in the previous 12 months. 
Agriculture, education and income generation challenges
Challenges affecting Agriculture, education, and income generation were; pests and disease outbreaks(83.8%, n=335), high school fees (99.8%, n=399) and lack of collateral security65.7% (n=33) respectively.
[bookmark: _Toc518039149]About COSMA
The organization was first registered as a Community Based Organization in the names of Cosma Foundation and later upgraded to a Non-Government Organization in names of Cosma Sustainable Rural Development (CSRD). The organization is based and operates in Sembabule district in MateeteSub County in 6 parishes of Nakagongo, Kayunga, Manyama, Mitete, Kasambya and Matete. See picture 1 below;
 (
Figure 
1
: Parishes in Mateete sub county
)
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[bookmark: _Toc518039150]Vision
An adequately empowered and self-reliant human society in the organization’s catchment area.
[bookmark: _Toc518039151]Mission
To raise the standards of living of among underprivileged people in the organization’s catchment area through agriculture livelihood and Education.
[bookmark: _Toc518039152]Baseline survey objectives
1. To determine levels of agriculture production, value addition and access by farmers to markets of farm products
2. To determine levels of access by vulnerable children to basic education
3. To determine the income generation status of the community in the area
4. To document agriculture, education and income generation challenges of the community of the area.
[bookmark: _Toc518039153]Methodology
The baseline survey was conducted by interviewing 400 randomly selected household heads from 6 parishes of Nakagongo, Kayunga, Kasambya, Mitete, Matete rural and Manyamaof MateteSub County in Sembabule District. A questionnaire was used to collect quantitative data from the respondents. Qualitative data was collected (using the key informant guide) from key informants like the Community Development Officer (CDO), Local Council III chairperson (LC III), Inspector of Schools, Agricultural Officer, and the Sub county Chief for Mateete Sub county. Quantitative data was analyzed using IBM SPSS software version 21. Qualitative data was analyzed by developing themes from the data collected and categorizing it basing on the themes
[bookmark: _Toc518039154]1.0 Demographics of the respondent
[bookmark: _Toc518039155]Socio-demographic information.
The mean age of the respondents was 41 years (min=15, max=82). Majority of the household were headed by men (61.3%, n=245). The mean household size was 6.5(min=2, max=18) with the mean number of males and females per household being 3.1 and 3.4 respectively.	Majority of the household heads (84.3%, n=337) had no major role in the community as 8.8% (n=35) were political leaders, 3.8% (n=15) religious leaders, 1.5 % (n=6)cultural leaders, 0.8%(n=4) technocrats and 1% (n=4)playing other roles such as leadership in a women group and PTA member.

[bookmark: _Toc516827392]Table 1: Socio demographic characteristics of the respondents and household heads.
	Variable
	Frequency(%)

	Age and sex of the household head
Female adult(>35)
Female youth(18-35)
Male adult(>35)
Male youth(18-35)
	
124(31)
31(7.8)
190(47.5)
55(13.8)

	Marital status of the household head
Married
Widowed
Separated
Divorced
Never married
	
246(61.5)
95(23.8)
42(10.5)
16(4.0)
1(0.3)

	Education level of the respondent
Cannot read
Can read but without any formal education
No formal education
Primary education
Some secondary
Completed secondary
Tertiary
	
73(18.3)
10(2.5)
22(5.5)
215(53.8)
62(15.5)
14(3.5)
4(1.0)


[bookmark: _Toc518039156]2.0 Labour and food sources.
[bookmark: _Toc518039157]Labour availability in the household
The mean number of people available and willing to help with the garden work was 2.2(min=1, max=8) and was reported to be available for most of the days in a week by majority of respondents (56.8%, n=227).
Others reported that this labor is only available during holidays (16.3%, n=65) and over the weekend (27%, n=108).
[bookmark: _Toc518039158]Sources of food.
Majority of the household grow their food (96.8%, n=387) as well as buying it from the market (78.3, n= 313). Food was bought from the market to supplement on what they grew in the garden.

[bookmark: _Toc516827393]Table 2: Sources of food in the household.are same members belonging to different set?
	Food sources
	Frequency(%)

	Grow it in the Garden
	387(96.8)

	Buy from the market
	313(78.3)

	Food aid from organizations
	13(3.3)

	Wild food Gathering
	3(0.8)

	Beg from relatives and friends
	17(4.3)

	Food in kind
	89(22.3)



Majority of households have at least 2 meals in a day (74.2%, n=299) while 25.8 have only one meal per day. Only 3.3%(n=13) of the households have three or more meals in a day.

[bookmark: _Toc518039159]3.0 Education aspects
[bookmark: _Toc518039160]Access to basic education.
The mean number of children attending school per household was 2.9(min=0, max=12) where as that of children of school going age but do not go to school was 1.2(min=0, max=8). Only 5.8% (n=23) of the households are able to educate at least one child up to university. Table 3 summarizes the mean number of children attending the different levels of education and the percentage of households willing to educate all their children through the level of education they are in.
[bookmark: _Toc516827394]Table 3: Mean number of children attending the different levels of education and the percentage of households willing to educate all their children through the level of education they are in. these figures in the table would make sense  if they were in %ge
	Level of education
	Mean number of children (min-max)
	Mean number of children household is willing and able to educate to finish level. 
	Households willing and able to educate all their children to finish the level of education(%)

	Primary
	2.4 (0-10)
	1.03(1-6)
	34.6(130/376)

	Lower Secondary
	0.4(0-3)
	0.12(0-3)
	17.5(21/120)

	Upper secondary
	0.06(0-5)
	0.01(0-1)
	23.5(4/17)

	Tertiary/university
	0.005(0-1)
	0.005(0-1)
	100(2/2)



[bookmark: _Toc518039161]Distance to the nearest school.
Majority of the households (64.8%, n=259)were within less than 1km to the nearest school, of which 35.9% were within less than half a kilometer to the school. 35.2% (n=141) of the households were within more than 1km from the nearest school. 19.1% (n=27) were more than 2 km from the nearest school.

[bookmark: _Toc518039162]Money spent on school fees per term.
Majority of the households (86%, n=344) spent less than 100,000= on school fees per term. See figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827511]Figure 2: Money spent on school fees per term


[bookmark: _Toc518039163]Challenges to education.
The following are the key challenges to education as identified by respondents 
1. High school fees(99.8%, n=399)
2. High cost of scholastic materials(61.3%, n=245)
3. Luck of lunch(46.5%, n=186)
4. Inadequate reading material(45.3%, n=181)
5. Inadequate teaching staff (18.8%, n=75)
Other challenges included long distance to school.

From the key informant interview regarding challenges facing education;
Poverty, people can't afford to educate their pupils up to university, ignorance of the people, poor education system especially government schools, peer groups, early marriages etc. LC III Chairperson Mateete.
From the key informant interviews, there were some recommendations regarding challenges facing education in the sub county.

There is need for provision of education support to vulnerable children in the area, provision of life skills to school dropout, engage the youth into agriculture activities, support youth groups in income generating activities, set up vocational training centers in the area, encourage farmers to form Village Savings and Loans Associations to boost household income, provide market information to farmers, provision of agro inputs to farmers among others. Community Development Officer Mateete
Development partners should help the community to enroll more vulnerable children in School, train the youth life skills/ entrepreneurship, set up vocational centers for the community, empower more farmers in agriculture production, provide Agriculture inputs to farmers, provide market information to farmers etc. Sub County Chief Mateete.

Majority of households (66.3%, n=265) have at least one child of school going age not going to school. The main reasons given for these children not going to school include;
1. Lack of money to pay school fees(99.6%, n=264)
2. Lack of money to buy scholastic materials(84.2%, n=223)
3. Helping in the garden(9.1%, n=24)
4. Herding animals(2.6%, n=7)

[bookmark: _Toc518039164]Vocational skills
Majority of the household heads 90.5% (n=362) do not possess any vocational skills, only 9.5%(n=38) do have these skills of which 28.9% (n=11) was in mechanics,23.7% (n=9) tailoring, 21.1%(n=8) carpentry, 21.1%(n=8) brick laying,5.3 % (n=2) hairdressing, 2.7(n=1) joinery and 2.7(n=1) plumbing. Other vocational skills cited included mat crafting.

Majority of the respondents (83%, n=332) showed interest in their children learning vocational skills. Figure 2 below shows a list of vocational skills ranked by most preferred. Other vocational skills include; Engineering, catering, Electrical installation, nursing, teaching and knitting.

[bookmark: _Toc516827512]Figure 3: Most preferred vocational skills

[bookmark: _Toc518039165]4.0 Household Income and expenditure
[bookmark: _Toc518039166]Sources of income
The main source of income in the subcounty was the sale of crops from their gardens as it was reported by 96.3% (n=385). Other sources income included; money from family members (10.5%, n=42), casual work (12.3%, n=49), sale of animals and animal products (8%, n=32), permanent or semi-permanent employment (3.3%, n=13), other non-agribusinesses (2.3%,n=9), sale of poultry and poultry products(n=6) and other sources of income such as bodaboda riding.

[bookmark: _Toc516827395]Table 4: Mean income obtained per household per month from each source of income
	Source of income
	Mean income per household per month

	Sale of crops from the garden
	24,943

	Money from Family members
	11919

	Sale of animals and animal product
	30,625

	Casual work
	45980

	Permanent and semi-permanent employment
	84,692

	Non agribusinesses
	37,556

	Poultry and poultry product
	11,666



The mean number of people in the household that contribute to the family income per household was 1.4(min=0 max=5).

[bookmark: _Toc518039167]Control of income and assets in the household.
A significant proportion of respondents(25.8%, n= 103) believed that housewives had limited or no control over household income and assets. 37.3% (n=149) believed in them having full control, whereas 35% (n=140) believed in equal share of control.

[bookmark: _Toc516827513]Figure 4: Proportion of income kept by housewives-what does the key tell us?


[bookmark: _Toc518039168]Household Expenditure
87.3% of the respondents reported that their monthly household expenditure was less than 100,000UGX.
Majority of the households reported to spend their income on Education, Food, health, clothes, savings, and home infrastructure as summarized in the figure below.  Other areas of income expenditure included; Business investment (4.3%), Agricultural inputs (3%), labour fees (3%), livestock care (0.8%) and alcohol (0.5%).
 (
Figure 
5
: Household expenditure
)
[bookmark: _Toc518039169]
5.0 Agriculture production, value addition and markets
[bookmark: _Toc518039170]Level of agriculture production
Majority of households (95.5%, n=382) had land more than 1 acre available for agriculture, of which 94% had between1-3 acres of land. Only 6.5% (n=26) of the households did not use all their available land for agriculture due to lack of labour, finances and extremely small piece of land.

In terms of land preparation, 0.3% (n=1) of the household useda tractor to till their land, while the rest(99.8) used a handhoe. The community is highly subsistence and depends entirely on the use of a hand hoe.The main cash crop grown by majority of household (80.5%, n=322) is maize. This is followed by coffee (8.8%), beans(5.0%) and bananas(2.5%) respectively. Data from the key informant interview also indicates that maize, beans and coffee are the main crops grown in the area. Other cash crops grown include; ground nuts, cabbages, tomatoes and red pepper.

For the last 10  years to date, maize is the most demanded crop because it serves as source of food, source of household income and used for making animal feeds……but if coffee gets good market, people can get more money out of it. LC III chairperson key informant interview.
The mean amount of land covered by the main cash crop grown per household is 1.3 acres(min=1, max=12). This is just sufficient for home consumption and only very little if at all for sell.

[bookmark: _Toc518039171]Crops harvested and animals kept
Maize and beans are widely grown by majority of households in the sub county. Chicken and pigs are equally reared by majority of the households in the sub county. See table 5 below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827396]Table 5: Average quantities of harvest/animals per household
	Cash crop/Animal
	Number of households that harvested it
	Mean harvest (min- max)

	Cash Crops

	Banana
	36
	76.2(0-2,000)

	Cassava
	24
	489.7(0-10,000)

	Sweet potatoes
	12
	70.7(12-150)

	Coffee
	83
	712(25-30,000)

	Maize
	378
	788.1(1-70,000)

	Beans
	306
	120(5-4000)

	Ground nuts
	33
	227.6(40-1200)

	Soya
	1
	20

	Cabbages
	1
	50000

	Others( red pepper, eggplant, tomatoes)
	5
	154(0-380)

	Animals(N=182)

	Cows
	18
	1.5 (1-3)

	Goats
	48
	2.33 (1-7)

	Pigs
	71
	2.0 (1-7)

	Chicken
	93
	6.7 (1-70)

	Turkey
	4
	3 (2-5)

	Duck
	15
	2.9 (1-5)



[bookmark: _Toc518039172]Value addition. The %age exceed 100
Although Majority of the households (55.8%, n=223) practiced some value addition for their produce and products, some reported to be practicing value addition in form of; cleaning/ sorting (23%), clean drying facilities(21.3%), good storage(3.3%), packaging(2.5%), and processing(1.3%).

[bookmark: _Toc518039173]Access to farm suppliesThe %age exceed 100
Majority of the respondents (62.5%, n=250) reported that they obtained their farm supplies like seeds, fertilizers, pesticides, and garden tools among others from the local market followed by Family and friends (50.8%, n=203). Other sources of supplies included NGOs (3.5%), Agro input dealers (5.3%), and Government (0.8%). Seeds would also be kept from the previous harvest.
[bookmark: _Toc518039174]6.0 Agro Inputs
[bookmark: _Toc518039175]Agro input dealers.
About 5.3%(n=21) of the respondents obtained their farm supplies from agro input dealers.Major farm supplies reported to be bought by the community from local agro input dealers included seeds (66.7%, n=14), fertilizers (52.4%, n=11), pesticides (42.9%, n=9) garden tools (33.3%, n=7), herbicides (33.3%, n=7).Majority of households that bought supplies from these dealers (66.6%, n=14) were more than 1 km from the dealers. 

[bookmark: _Toc516827397]Table 6: Measure of access to farm supplies
	Farm supply
	Measure of level of access

	
	Unavailable
Frequency (%)
	Unsatisfactory
	Unaffordable
Frequency(%)

	
	
	Frequency(%)
	Reasons for non-satisfactory
	

	Seeds
	238(59.5)
	184(46)
	1. Poor quality 
2. Counterfeit products
3. Poor yield and productivity(seeds)
4. Too expensive
5. Limited supply
6. Not readily available in the area
7. Expired stock
8. Ineffective chemicals
	228(72)

	Pesticides
	242(60.5)
	166(41.5)
	1. 
	254(63.5)

	Fertilizers
	260(65)
	179(44.8)
	
	333(83.3)

	Garden tools
	171(42.8)
	96(24)
	
	212(53)

	Insecticide
	37(9.3)
	12(3)
	
	34(8.5)

	Herbicides
	30(7.5)
	20(5)
	
	85(21.3)

	Drugs for livestock and poultry
	48(12)
	47(11.8)
	
	57(14.3)

	Nothing
	77(19.3)
	159(39.8)
	
	6(1.5)



[bookmark: _Toc518039176]7.0 Farming techniques
[bookmark: _Toc518039177]Farming methods
Line cropping was the most reported farming method used in the last two seasons (66.8%, n=267), followed by crop rotation (44.5%, n=178), mulching (20.8%, n=83) and broadcasting (19.3%, n=77). Other farming methods practiced include; bush fallowing (2.8%), composting(2.5%), Integrated pest management(IPM)(1.5%), use of cover crops(1%), use of green manure(0.8%) and agro forestry. Whereas no respondent reported to be practicing conservation farming(n=0%), 2.8% of them reported to practice none of the farming methods. 158 respondents (39.5%) reported that they would like to adopt IPM but could not. See figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827515]Figure 6: Percentage of respondents who would like to adopt a farming method


The main reported reason for not adopting the farming method was lack of knowledge, skills and information about the farming methods (36.8%, n=147) followed by the cost of the farming method(23.8%, n=95). Other limitations reported include; lack of space/land and human labour.
[bookmark: _Toc518039178]
Weeding practices.
The main weeding practice reported was use of a hoe (96.3%, n=385), this if followed by hand picking (77.3%, n=309) and then chemical spraying (66.8%, n=267). Other weeding practices reported include Slashing (2.5%) and mulching (9.8%).

[bookmark: _Toc518039179]Pest control and management
Majority of households used chemical spraying to control pests in their garden. See table 7 below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827398]Table 7: Pest control practices reported by respondents
	Pest control practice
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Chemical spraying
	292
	73

	Trapping
	27
	7.3

	Fencing
	17
	4.3

	Biological means
	30
	7.5

	Timely planting
	83
	20.8

	Mixed cropping
	81
	20.3



Other pest control practices reported include; crop rotation, and removal of affected crops from the garden.

[bookmark: _Toc518039180]Challenges regarding farm productivity
The major challenges to farm production as reported by respondents include;
2. Pests and disease outbreaks(83.8%, n=335)
3. Infertile/exhausted soils(82.5%, n=330)
4. Prolonged drought(65%, n=260)
5. Limited access to good seeds and farm supplies(63%, n=252)
6. Limited tilling services(8.5%, n=34)
7. Shortage of land and limited capital.
From the key informant interview regarding challenges facing agriculture;

There are so many challenges like poor market for the produce, poor storage facilities, lack of good agriculture inputs, poor soil, poverty because people sell their produce at the garden, long dry spells, etc. LC III Chairperson.
Poor post-harvest handling, lack agriculture extension service due to man power to cover the whole Sub County, lack of funds to support Sub County staff to deliver services, limited access to market information for the produce,  poor agriculture inputs, poor soils, poverty as people sell their produce at the garden, long dry spells, pests and diseases like army warm. Agriculture Officer Mateete
As a recommendation to the challenges facing agriculture; the Agricultural Officer pointed out that:
The government lacks resources to address issues like poor soil, provision of agriculture inputs (high yield seeds and fertilizers), provision of for proper drying facilities, provision of information about modern agriculture practices, market information, engage the sub County staff and support them in service delivery.
[bookmark: _Toc518039181]8.0 Post-harvest handling
[bookmark: _Toc518039182]Storage facilities.
Majority of household (69%) do not have storage facilities for farm outputs. Only (32%,n=126) have storage facilities. The most common storage facility reported was a permanent/ semi- permanent room. From the key informant interview, it was revealed that most of the farmers keep their produce in their houses (share rooms eg garage). This is in line with the above quantitative finding.
 (
Figure 
7
: Households with storage facilities
)
[bookmark: _Toc518039183]Characteristics of crop storage facilities
1. Majority of the storage facilities ( 81.7%) were dry and protected from rain
2. 31.7% of storage facilities had bag/drum/plastic containers where food and seeds are stored
3. 41.3% of the storage facilities were secure from thieves.
4. 13.5% of the facilities had walls free from deep cracks
5. 7.1% of the facilities were protected from rats.
6. Only 3 storage facilities (2.3%) had bags stacked on pallets with good clearance from the wall.
[bookmark: _Toc518039184]Post-harvest losses.
The main cash crop that was reported to suffer great post-harvest losses among those with storage facilities (n=126) was maize (81.7%, n=103) followed by beans (19.8%, n=25). Other crops that were reported include coffee, ground nuts and Irish potatoes. A significant proportion of those with storage facilities (48.4%, n=61) reported high losses greater than 50%. See table below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827399]Table 8: Level of post-harvest losses among those with storage facilities.
	Level of post-harvest losses
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Very high losses (>64%)
	28
	22.2

	High losses (50%-64%)
	33
	26.2

	Significant losses (26%-49%)
	26
	20.6

	Low losses (11%-25%)
	34
	27

	None-Very low losses(0-10%)
	5
	4



[bookmark: _Toc518039185]9.0 Market and market information.
[bookmark: _Toc518039186]Pricing of farm produce and products
Majority of household (82%, n=328) sell their agricultural produce and products. About 48.2% (n=158) of those that sell their produce sell them by contacting buyers, 41.8% (n=138) are contacted by buyers while 10.1% (n=33) take their produce to the market. The most reported method of setting prices was by negotiation (55.8%, n=183), followed by both preset price and negotiation (33.8%, n=111) and then preset price (10.4%, n=340)

The most common form of payment was pay in cash (93.9%, n=308). Other forms of payment were included pre- season cash advances (5.2%, n=17) and pay after harvest (0.9%, n=3).

The most sold cash crop as reported by respondents was maize (79.3%, n=260), followed by coffee (12.2%, n=40) and beans (4.6%, n=15) respectively. Other sold crops include; ground nuts, bananas, tomatoes and red pepper.

Majority of the respondents(69%, n=276) that sold crops expressed dissatisfaction with the market price of the most sold crop. From the key informant interview, the LC III pointed out that; “at times farmers sell their produce at the garden when the season is not ready which affect them to get better price” this could explain the dissatisfaction. 
The table below summarizes the mean market price and the mean reasonable price as reported by respondents

[bookmark: _Toc516827400]Table 9: Mean market price and mean reasonable price as reported by respondents
	Cash crop
	Mean market price
	N
	Mean reasonable price

	Bananas
	1000
	2
	5000

	Beans
	1200
	15
	2300

	Coffee
	1081
	40
	1593

	Ground nuts
	1757
	7
	4667

	Maize
	524
	260
	894

	Red pepper
	1000
	1
	3000

	Tomatoes
	2000
	1
	3000



 None (0%) of the respondents reported to be connected to any out-grower.

[bookmark: _Toc518039187]Access to market information
Only 13.3%(n=53) of the respondents reported to have received any market information in the previous season.The main source of market information was the radio (62.3%, n=33) followed by buyers(58.5%, n=31). See figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827517]Figure 8: Sources of market information

Data from the key informant interviews reveals that many farmers don’t get market information. 

[bookmark: _Toc518039188]Usage of market information.
Majority of respondents reported to have used the market information to decide when to sell and to select the appropriate buyers. See table below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827401]Table 10: Usage of market information
	Information use
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Select appropriate buyers
	28
	52.8

	Select the suppliers
	10
	18.9

	Better negotiating price
	17
	32.1

	Decide crop enterprise
	13
	24.5

	Decide  when to sell
	30
	56.6

	Learn about quality standards
	6
	11.3

	Linkage to farmers
	3
	5.7

	Learn about new inputs
	6
	11.3



[bookmark: _Toc518039189]Missing information and level of satisfaction for market information.
The most reported information that farmers missed was pests and disease control (71%, n=284) followed by storage and marketing (64.3%, n=257), financing for farmers(40.8%, n=160),keeping of farm records(34%, n=136), irrigation and climate change(24.5%, n=98), value addition(22.5%, n=90) and Tillage technology and services(6.6%, n=25) respectively. Majority of respondents felt unsatisfied with the accessibility, quality and timing of the market information. See table below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827402]Table11: Level of satisfaction on access, quality and timing of market information
	level of satisfaction
	Frequency (%)

	
	Access(N=387)
	Quality(N=388)
	Timing(N=392)

	Very unsatisfactory
	74(19.1)
	30(7.7)
	40(10.2)

	Unsatisfactory
	228(58.9)
	238(62.3)
	236(60.2)

	Neutral
	56(4.5)
	76(19.6)
	82(20.9)

	Satisfactory
	27(6.8)
	40(10.3)
	32(8.2)

	Very satisfactory
	2(0.5)
	4(1.0)
	2(0.5)



[bookmark: _Toc518039190]Record keeping.
Only one respondent (0.3%) kept farm records on income and expenditure. The remaining percentage, did not report having kept any records.

[bookmark: _Toc518039191]10. Financial services
[bookmark: _Toc518039192]Savings.
 (
Figure 
9
: How households save their money
)Majority of the respondents (99%) reported that they were saving money out of which 18% reported to be actively saving regular amounts of money on a regular basis. See figure below.

Majority of the respondents save their money at home (65.4, n=261) followed by VSLA (35.8%, n=143), financial institutions (4.3%, n=17), trusted friends (3.5%, n=17) and at the bank (0.8%, n=3). 

[bookmark: _Toc518039193]Loan services.
A few of the respondents(8.8%, n=35) had applied for a loan in the previous 12 months and reported 100% success rate. The mean interest rate was 6.74(min=3, max=25).Majority of those that received loans, attained them from the VSLA (68.8%, n=24) followed by SACCO (17.1%, n=6) and Microfinance (5.7%, n=2).Other loan sources reported include; money lenders, banks and family/friends.

Majority of respondents reported to have used their loans on Education (71.4%, n=25) followed by health (42.9%, n=15), purchase of seeds(28.6%, n=10), buying fertilizers(25.7%, n=9) and buying chemicals(14.3%, n=5) respectively. Other reported loan uses include buying equipment, poultry, more land and medicines for livestock, plus cash flow to sustain business.

[bookmark: _Toc518039194]Challenges in accessing Loan services.
Majority of the respondents were able to identify lack of collateral security, high interest rates and long distances to the service providers as challenges in accessing loan services. See figure below.

[bookmark: _Toc516827519]Figure 10: Challenges in accessing loan services


[bookmark: _Toc518039195]11. Recommendations
a) Education
i. Since the major challenges regarding access to education are high school fees, high cost of scholastic materials and limited access to lunch the intervention should focus on increasing access by vulnerable children to sponsorship in terms of school fees and scholastic materials, and then the parents should be encouraged to support the intervention by providing maize and beans for feeding the school children. 
ii. The low prevalence of vocational skills among the community calls for an intervention that imparts the needed skills. This should be done in consideration of the three most preferred vocational skills (i.e. Mechanic, Hairdressing and Tailoring). This could be accomplished through setting up Tailoring, Beauty salon and Vehicle mechanic workshop projects. Ultimately when you combine these workshops we would come up with a vocation college.
b) Income level
Since the major source of household income is sale of grown crops the development intervention should focus on increasing job creation through agricultural value chain. The intervention should particularly consider enhancement of crop production, minimizing post-harvest losses, promoting value addition to farm produce and tapping better markets for the crops to be sold.
c) Agriculture
For purposes of agricultural development, the interventional focus should be on the following aspects:
i. Promoting maize and bean growing among the community in the survey area. The preference for these crops is that they are used as food and income sources and in the case of maize it is also used in manufacturing animal and poultry feeds.
ii. Promoting collective purchase of agro-inputs to facilitate access to price discounts and sourcing from suppliers of genuine seeds and other farm inputs.
iii. Promoting crop productivity through increased access to improved seeds, tilling services, pest and disease control measures, access to soil fertility management knowledge, and increased access to irrigation systems.
iv. Promoting collective storage and marketing of crops to increase access to better markets through quality regulation and higher sale price bargaining power 
d) Access to financial services
· There is need for encouraging farmers to form VSLAs at local area level and build their capacity to form a Sub County Level Savings and Loan Association. In this way farmers will be able to easily access low interest loans for their agricultural finance needs.
· There is need to invest seed capital into the VSLA to increase liquidity so that more households can access more capital at cheap cost.
· Invest in microfinance management software to enhance management of village funds to avoid mismanagement. 

























[bookmark: _Toc518039196]12. Appendices
[bookmark: _Toc518039197]Distribution of the surveyed households.
[image: F:\Dan\COSMA\Task D_Map_V2.png]
Frequency	
100,001 to 500,000=	Less than 100,000=	Over 500,000=	52	344	4	Percent	
100,001 to 500,000=	Less than 100,000=	Over 500,000=	13	86	1	

frequency	
Mechanics	Hair dressing	Tailoring	Welding	Carpentry	Plumbing	Brick laying	Joinery	253	232	130	114	82	38	14	10	


Percent	
Almost all (81-100%)	Almost equal (41-60%)	Almost none (1-10%)	None (0%)	Small share (21-40%)	Very small share (11-20%)	34.300000000000004	18.8	11.3	6.8	18.5	10.5	

frequency	
Education	Food	Health	Clothes	savings	Home nfrastucture	372	364	341	232	113	20	Percentage	
Education	Food	Health	Clothes	savings	Home nfrastucture	93	91	85.3	58	28.3	5	




IPM	Composting	Agroforestry	Green manure	Mulching	crop rotation	line planting	conservation farming	Bush Fallowing	None	39.5	19.3	13.8	12	11.5	9	7.5	6.5	4.8	31.3	

1%

Community store	Granary	No storage facility	Permanent/semi-permanent room	0.5	0.5	68.5	30.5	

frequency	
Radio	Fellow farmers	Farmer group	word of the mouth	mobile phone	Newspaper	Buyers	Family/friends	33	16	4	14	7	3	31	5	percentage	
Radio	Fellow farmers	Farmer group	word of the mouth	mobile phone	Newspaper	Buyers	Family/friends	62.3	30.2	7.5	26.4	13.2	5.7	58.5	9.4	




I do not save	Yes, actively saving (regular amount on a regular basis)	Yes, saving different amounts but often	Yes, saving different amounts but seldom	Yes, saving different amounts but sometimes	0.75000000000000122	18.25	10.5	50.75	19.75	

frequency	
Lack of collateral security	High interest rate	Distance to the service provider	challenges in writing and reading	33	19	8	1	percentage	
Lack of collateral security	High interest rate	Distance to the service provider	challenges in writing and reading	65.7	54.3	22.9	2.9	
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