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Abstract

The peach and potatoes sectors create employment opportunities for a large number of people
in the Swat distrct of the Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. Despite this, a significant amount of produce is
wasted due to pre- and post-harvest losses. Additionally, the growth of these sectors is limited
due to a lack of access to inputs supplies, market information, market linkages, and credit
facilities as well as an untrained work force, poor management practices, inability to meet
product standards (quality, consistency, hygiene, etc.), and non-availability of pulping units to
utilize B, C, and D grade fruit for pulp processing and value additions. Increasing the economic
value of these sectors begins with minimizing losses during pre- and post-harvest, increasing
yields, and diversifying end market opportunities for producers. The USAID Firms Project has
devised peach and potato sector development projects to improve production and increase
sales revenue for the identified horticulture value chains in vulnerable areas of Pakistan and by
doing so, is supporting the rehabilitation and recapitalization small and medium enterprises
(SMEs) affected by the conflict and the 2010 floods.

The purpose of this study was to establish base lines of the peach and potato growers to assess
farm management, production, and marketing practices with an additional focus on access to
credit services/facilities, technical advice and training facilities, input supplies, market
information, and market linkages. The findings of this survey informed USAID Firms project
develop appropriate response strategies for better production and sales revenue. The current
present the fidnigns of this baseline surey. The first section presents the findings of the potato
survey followed by the findings of the peach survey.
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CONVERSION TABLE

1 PKR 0.0117 USD Average of April — September 2010
0.0116 USD Average of April — September 2011
1 Acre 2.0234 Jeribs Afghan Jeribs System
Acre Aunitfrequently used for land measurement
. A crop sharing system of farming. Normally in Swat, crop distribution by ratio 75:25 to

Dehkani ; . . :

owner andlabor in case where one person provides inputs and other provide labor
District The second tier of administrativedivision in Pakistan following the provinces

Intermediate | Equivalent to 12 years of education in Pakistan

The jerib or djerib is a traditional unit of land measurement in Middle East and
Jerib southwestern Asia. It is used to measure landholdings (real property) in much the way
that an acreandhectare are

Trees of No.5 (Peach Cultivar NJC 84), Trees of No.8 (Peach Cultivar Indian Blood),
Peach Trees of No.6 (Peach Cultivar Elberta), Trees of No.7 (Peach Cultivar Maria Delezia),
Cultivars Trees of No.4 (Peach Cultivar Carmon), Trees of early green Cultivar, Other Cultivars
(i.e. Golden, Hartley, Sohani, Haljan)

Pote}to Roco, Raja, Diamont, Lady Rozetta, Sterna and Desiree
Cultivars
lCJ)glL?r?cil It is the fourth tier of administrative division in Pakistan following the Tehsil/Taluka
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

The objective of the USAID Firms Project (the 'Project’) is to stimulate growth in the Pakistani
economy to root out causes of extremism. Swat is one suchregion that can become the
potential recruiting ground for radicals. Nearly half of the economic activity of Swat depends
upon horticulture and related agro-based industries.The peach and potato sectors create
employment opportunities for a large number of people in Swat. But these sectors suffer from
the usual bottlenecks (lack of certified inputs, non-standardization, unavailability of pulping
facilities, etc.) that hamper the realization of higher economic value. The Project has devised
plans to raise the income levels of peach and potato growers by rehabilitating flood-affected
orchards and fields and through value chain up-gradation.

Baseline Survey of Potato and Peach Growers

The survey’s overall objective is to establish a baseline of the peach and potato growers with
reference to farm management and marketing practices with a specific focus on access to credit
services and facilities, technical advice and training facilities, inputs supplies, market
information, and market linkages. The findings are to help the project develop appropriate
response strategies for better production and sales revenue for beneficiaries.

For survey design, the Consultants followed the sample size agreed during the kick-off meeting
for the potato and peach growers as 135 and 188 respectively. This sample was distributed
among 6 potato sowing and 10 peach growing clusters. The field-tested survey tool provided by
the Project was refined by the Consultants before administration. Two teams (1 for each sector)
collected data from1 to 6 June 2012. Data entry, data cleaning, syntax writing, table generation,
analysis and narrative report writing were done in-house by the Consultants.

Following are the summary findings of the survey for potato and peach sectors.

Finding of Potato Survey

The classification of potato farms with regards to ownership type, management and irrigation
sources shows that nearly all farms are self-cultivated (94%) and self-managed (90%).
Irrigation sources are river/stream, springs and tube wells. River/stream irrigated farms account
for nearly all the potato farms (95%), the remaining being split between the other two irrigation
sources. The terrain is not flat but nearly all farms are situated less than 2 km from the main
road. Of the surveyed population most of the farmers (35%) reach main road in less than 5
minutes. Another 22% reach the main road in 6 to 10 minutes while an equal number take
between 11 to 20 minutes. Nearly all the potato growers in Swat (97%) are small landholders
(less than 6 acres). Only 4% own medium sized (6—25 acres) farms. Among the surveyed
population potato cultivar Roco is the most popular with the highest number of farmers (54%)
and the largest acreage under cultivation. This is closely followed by Raja which is being grown
by 41% of farmers. Other cultivars - Diamont, Lady Rozetta and Sterna —were used by 11, 7
and 1% of the respondents in 2011.

Potato is mainly cultivated in three tehsils of Swat - Kalam, Behrain and Matta. Though most of
the respondents were from Kalam, in terms of productivity tehsil Behrain tops the list.

An investigation into employment practices shows that temporary help is the main mode of farm
labor with an average of 77 working days per acre in 2011. Family labor and permanent labor
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average 44 and 60 days per acre in a season. Average number of hours worked per day for all
types of labor was 7 hours.

One of the survey’s main objectives was to investigate input costs and sales and income trends.
Total cost of production includes input, harvesting and post-harvesting and miscellaneous cost.
Sum total of these costs per acre was arrived at for year 2010 and 2011. This cost decreased
slightly from USD852 in 2010 to USD823 in 2011. Average per acre sales figure for 2010 was
USD1,666 which decreased to USD1,652 in 2011. Correspondingly average per acre income
for 2010 was USD1,064 which decreased to USD1027 in 2011.

Self-marketing is the main mode of sales adopted by the potato growers. Of the 98
respondents 88% market their produce themselves while the rest rely on sub-contractors.

Tractor is the most commonly used modern technology adopted by 97% farmers out of 110
farmers, followed by sprayer machine (50%), harvesting bin (20%), and harvesting kit (6%).

Farmers were asked to rank their most pressing issues from a given list of 14 commonly faced
problems in growing potatoes. The compilation of problems revealedby 135 farmers that
unavailability of certified seeds was the most serious issue mentioned by 76% potato growers.
This was followed by attack of disease (54%), insect/pest attack (40%) and unavailability of
tools and machinery (33%). Nutrient deficiency was mentioned by 26% respondents while
transportation, access to credit and increased cost of production were mentioned by 16, 13 and
11% farmers respectively. All other problems were mentioned by less than 10% of the
respondents.

Out of the 110 farmers’ sample replying about their sources of financing, 64% were self-
financed, 33% by family and friends while 28% rely on commission agent/local money lender.
Of the 135 surveyed population 91 farmers were not satisfied with their present financial
arrangements but out of these only 62 were willing to utilize credit while the rest thought that the
use of credit and interest-based transactions were unlslamic.

Project was the main source of information for 98% respondents. This was followed by
family/friends/relatives (17%) and TV/Radio programs (7%). No government department or any
national or international NGO was found making efforts for informing the potato farmers.

Farmers were asked about trainings they had received in 2011 from a list of 11 different types of
trainings. Nearly all (94%) had received training in cultivating high yielding cultivars of potato.
This was followed by nutrient management (54%), pest/insect management (54%),
management of attack of disease (44%) and irrigation techniques (40%). Of those who
received trainings, a good majority (68%) fully utilized them and engaged in improved potato
farming practices. While 23% partially and 9% moderately adopted good farming practices as a
result of the trainings.

Good farming practices most commonly adopted by the trainees included cultivation of high
yielding potato cultivars (89%), land preparation and sowing techniques (61%), improved
nutrient management (31%) and better selection of land parcels (26%). Improved insect/pest
management and improved irrigation methods were adopted by 23 and 20% respectively.

When asked to pick their most urgent training need from a list of 14 possible trainings,
cultivating better variety of potatoes was picked by 65%, followed by management of disease
attack (59%), nutrient management (45%) and use of tools and machinery (40%). Pest/insect
management was listed by 39%, irrigation methods 33% and sorting/grading/packaging by 21%
farmers.

Recommendations for Potato Production

After thoroughly analyzing the data the following suggestions can be made to increase potato
production and farmers’ income:
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» Role of farmers’ cooperative, agriculture department and related government agencies,

and NGOs need to be enhanced as their present contribution is negligible.

Institutions providing supervised micro credit should be brought in the area.

Latest market information should be provided to growers.

Marketing and transport cooperatives should be encouraged.

In time quality inputs should be ensured in sufficient quantities. Furthermore, seed and

fertilizer purchase committees should be established.

= Supply of certified high yielding certified seeds of potato should be ensured.

= Use of farm machinery and efficient farm tools/kits should be encouraged by making
them available in the local markets.

» Frequent interactions with farmers to solve their major hindrances are suggested.

» |f possible local seasonal forecasts will help in damage control.

* High need for trainings arranged according to growers’ priorities. Post training utilization
should be supervised and monitored to increase training implementation.

» Trainings for record keeping on cultural practices and crop rotational systems need to be
imparted as presently growers lack awareness about these factors contribution in yield
formation.

Finding of Peach Survey

The classification of peach orchards with regards to ownership type, management and irrigation
sources showed that majority of the orchards are self-cultivated (85%) and self-managed (98%).
Irrigation sources are tube wells and river/stream, each method accounting for nearly 50%. The
terrain of the survey area is hilly but 78% of orchards are situated less than 2 km from the main
road.Majority (85%) of peach farmers in Swat are small landholders (less than 6 acres) withonly
14% owningmedium sized (6—25 acres) farms.Among the surveyed population peach cultivar
NJC 84 was the most popular with highest number of trees, closely followed by cultivar Indian
Blood. Other cultivars include Elberta, Maria Delezia and Carmon. Among the three surveyed
tehsils Barikot was the most productive (avg. per acre production) in 2010 as Kabal and
Babuzai were ravaged by floods. In 2011 fortunes reversed;Barikot suffered from erratic
precipitation while the other two enjoyed normal climatic conditions.

An investigation into employment practices showed that temporary help is the main mode of
farm labor with an average of 15 working days a year in 2011. Family labor and permanent
labor average 5 and 18 days a year. Average number of working hours a day is 7, same for all
types of labor.

One of the survey’s main objectives was to investigate input costs and sales and income
trends.Total costof production includes input, harvesting and post-harvesting and miscellaneous
cost. Sum total of these costs per acre was arrived at for 2010 and 2011. This cost increased
from USD819 in 2010 to USD1,142 in 2011. This increase traces the general trend of double-
digit inflation in Pakistan over the last several years. Average per acre sales USD1,766figure
for 2010 increased to USD2,095 in 2011. Correspondingly average per acre income
USD1,123for 2010 decreased to USD968 in 2011.

Self-marketing is the main mode of sales adopted by the peach growers. Of the 184
respondents 67% market their produce themselves while 33% rely on sub-contractors.Tractor is
the most commonly used modern technology adopted by 91% of the farmers, followed by
pruning kit (66%), harvesting bin (65%), power sprayer (46%) and harvesting kit (45%). Only
3% of the farmers use storage bins for their produce.

When asked to rank their most pressing issuesfrom a given list of 13 commonly faced
problems,farmers termed attack of disease as the most serious problem. This was followed by
pest attack (62%), unavailability of certified plants (59%) and nutrient deficiency (54%).Post-
harvest fruit loss was also mentioned by 34% of the respondents.
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Out of the 188 farmers’ sample replying about their sources of financing, 70% are self-financed,
32% by commission agent/local money lender while 12% rely on family and friends. Of the
surveyed population 80 farmers were not satisfied with their present financial arrangements but
out of these only 60 were willing to utilize credit while the rest thought that the use of credit and
interest-based transactions were unislamic. Those who approved of credit nearly 50% wanted it
in the range of USD116 to 2,877.

Project was the main source of information for 95% of the respondents. This was followed by
family/friends/relatives (63%) and TV/Radio programs (32%). Only 5% farmers received
information from government sources such as the agriculture department.

Farmers were asked about trainingsthey had received in 2011 from a list of 11 different types of
trainings. Nearly all (91%) received training in pruning. This was followed by pest management
(76%), plant disease management (75%), nutrient management (56%), sorting and grading
(43%) and packaging (37%). Those who received trainings only 6% fully utilized them and
engaged in improved farming practices. Majority (65%) only partially adopted good farming
practices followed by those who moderately adopted (29%) them. Good farming practices most
commonly adopted by the trainees included improved pruning (85%), improved pest
management (68%), improved disease management (64%) and better management of nutrients
(51%). Better harvesting and packaging practices were adopted by only 29% and 27%farmers
respectively. When asked to pick their most urgent training need from a list of 15 possible
trainings, soil sampling was selected by 69%, followed by leaf analysis (66%), disease
management (50%) and pest management (47%). Again picking and packaging were low on
the training needs assessment, 22% and 20% respectively.

Recommendations for Peach Production

After thoroughly analyzing the data the following suggestions can be made to increase peach
production and farmers’ income:

= Role of farmers’ cooperative, agriculture department and related government agencies,

and NGOs need to be enhanced as their present contribution is negligible.

Institutions providing supervised micro credit should be brought in the area.

Latest market information should be provided to growers.

Marketing and transport cooperatives should be encouraged.

In time quality inputs should be ensured in sufficient quantities.

Supply of certified high yielding transplants of peach should be ensured.

Use of machinery and efficient orchary tools/kits should be encouraged by making them

available in the local markets.

» Frequent interactions with farmers to solve their major hindrances are suggested.

= |f possible local seasonal forecasts will help in damage control.

» High need for future trainingsarranged according to growers’ priorities. Post training
utilization should be supervised and monitored to increase training implementation.

= Farmers should be trained in the areas of pruning, standardized plant to plant spacing,
leaf analysis, and nutrient spraying.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Introduction and Background

The objective of the Project is to improve government service delivery and develop dynamic,
internationally competitive firms to accelerate sales, investment, and job growth to undercut the
basis of extremism. The Project aims to work in at-risk districts such as Swat. Known for its
fruits (apples, peaches, plums, apricots, and persimmons) and vegetables (onions, potatoes,
tomatoes, turnips, peas, cabbage, etc.),currently 44% of the Swat district economy is based on
horticulture, which indirectly supports other sectors such as tourism and other agro-based
industries.

The peach and potato sectors create employment opportunities for a large number of people.
Despite this, a significant amount of produce is wasted due to pre and post-harvest losses.
Additionally the growth of these sectors is limited due to a lack of access to inputs supplies,
market information, market linkages, and credit facilities as well as an untrained work force,
poor management practices, inability to meet product standards (quality, consistency, hygiene,
etc.), and unavailability of pulping units to utilize B, C, and D grade fruit for pulp processing and
value additions. Increasing the economic value of these sectors begins with minimizing losses
during pre- and post-harvest, increasing yields, and diversifying end market opportunities for
producers. The Project has devised peach and potato sector development projects to improve
production and increase sales revenue for the identified horticulture value chains in vulnerable
areas of Pakistan and by doing so, is supporting the rehabilitation and recapitalization of conflict
and flood-affected Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs).

1.2. District Swat

An administrative district in the KhyberPakhtunkhwaprovince, Swat is a valley located close to
the Afghan-Pakistanborder. It is the upper valley of the SwatRiver, which rises in the
HinduKush range. A princely state which was dissolved in 1969, its capital is Saidu Sharif but
the main town is Mingora. Dominated by ethnic Pashtuns, with Pashto/Pakhto as the main
language, the valley with high mountains, green meadows and clear lakes is a place of great
natural beauty popular with tourists.

According to the last census in Pakistan carried out in 1998, Swat’s population was 1,257,602.
However the population was 715,938, according to the census in 1981.

The people of Swat are mainly Pakhtuns, Yusufzais, Akhund Khel Miangan (Syed), Chitralis,
Kohistanis, Gurjar (or Gujar is the major tribe of the district; its people are divided in different
clans like Khatana, Bajarh, Chichi, Ahir, Chuhan, Pamra, Gangal etc), Akhund Khel Yousafzai,
Nooristani, and Awans.

The Dardicpeople of the Kalam region in northern Swat are known as Kohistanis and speak
Torwali and Kalami languages. There are also some Khowar speakers in the Kalam region. This
is because before Kalam came under the rule of Swat, it was a regional tributary to Chitral. The
Kalamis paid a tribute of mountain ponies to the Mehtar of Chitral every year.

1.3. USAID Firms Project Brief

The Project is developing a dynamic, internationally competitive, business sector in Pakistan
that is increasing exports, employing more people and producing higher value added products
and services. The Project is accomplishing all this by working at the policy level, with business

USAID Firms Project Page. 1



Baseline Survey of Peach and Potato Growers in Swat (2012) Final Report

sectors and with individual firms to improve productivity and competitiveness with a focus on 20
of Pakistan's fastest growing districts.

1.4. Objectives of Baseline Survey

The overall objective is to establish a baseline of the peach and potato growers with reference
to farm management and marketing practices with a specific focus on access to credit services
and facilities, technical advice and training facilities, inputs supplies, market information, and
market linkages. The findings of this survey would help the Project develop appropriate
response strategies for better production and sales revenue for beneficiaries. The collected data
that would serve as a basis of comparison with endline data as well as helping the Project team
in project design and implementation of interventions. The survey’s specific objectives are:

= Assessment of farms management practices, access to credit services/facilities, access
to input supplies, market information and market linkages for peach and potato growers;

= Mapping of different varieties of peach and potato being cultivated by farmers and
assessment of production and yield for each variety; and

» Conduct training needs assessments of the peach and potato growers.

1.5. Scope of Work

The specific tasks for the baseline survey are; (i) questionnaires finalization, (ii) data collection,
(iii) analysis; and (iv) report writing. Detailed scope work is included in Terms of Reference
attached as Appendix 1.
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2. METHODOLOGY

The first step was assignment structuring in which our Team Leader and Assignment
Coordinator worked with the Project’'s team to understand the survey objectives, its use, and
level of efforts required to successfully complete the baseline survey.

2.1. Sample Size Calculation

2.1.1. For Potato Growers

The baseline survey target population was growers who agreed to participate in the potato
sector initiative. Following formula was used to calculate the sample size for the study with 95%
confidence level:

Sample Size (n) = Deff [(Za + ZB)* * {Pb (1 - Pb) + Pe (1 - Pe)}] /(Pe -Pb)?
Where,
Design effect (Deff) is set at 1.2
Za (significance) is set at 1.645 and the Zf3 (power) is set at 1.645
Proportion at baseline (Pb) is set at 0.5 (50%)
Proportion at end line (Pe) is set at 0.65
By applying this formula the total required sample came to 276.

The total number of beneficiary farmers was expected to be (280) but at the time of survey, it
was actually 176, which was relatively small, and therefore the sample didn’t need to be large.

We thus adjusted “n” by a finite population correction factor to obtain the required sample size

as follows:
N =no / [1+{( no -1)/N}]
Where,

n = sample size

N = Population size (i.e. total number of participating peach growers)

n, = sample size to be adjusted
The total sample required came to 108.
However, the sample also took into account the fact that some farmers refuse to participate. We
also expected some of the farmers to be absent, (non-participation-NP) at the time of the survey
and the possibility of missing or doubtful values (non-response - NR). We estimated that NP =
5% and NR =5%.

ST=ROUNDUP(n*(1+NP)*(1+NR),)
By applying this formula the total required sample came to 119.
However, 135 potato growers were randomly selected instead of 119to reach a sample. Due to
this the accuracy increased causing the level of confidence to reach 97.5% and the power was
raised to 99%.
2.1.2. For Peach Growers
The baseline survey target population for the peach sector is those growers who agreed to
participate in the peach sector initiative. Following formula is used to calculate the sample size
for the study:
Sample Size (n) = Deff [(Za + ZB)2 * {Pb (1 - Pb) + Pe (1 - Pe)}] /(Pe -Pb)2
Where,
Design effect (Deff) was set at 1.2

Za (significance) set at 1.645 and the ZB (power) is set at1.645
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Proportion at baseline is set to 0.5 (60%)
Proportion at end line is set to 0.65
By applying this formula the total required sample comes to 276.

As the total number of beneficiary farmers (440) is relatively small, the sample does not need to
be large. We thus adjusted n by a finite population correction factor to obtain the required
sample size as follows:

N =no/ [1+{( n, -1)/N}]
Where,
n = sample size
N = Population size (i.e. total number of participating peach growers)
n, = sample size to be adjusted
The total sample required came to 170.

However, the sample also took into account the fact that some farmers refuse to
participate.Some of the farmers were absent, (non-participation-NP) at the time of the survey
and the possibility of missing or doubtful values (non-response - NR). We estimated that NP =
5% and NR =5%.

ST=ROUNDUP(n*(1+NP)*(1+NR))
By applying this formula the total required sample came to 188.
These 188 peach growers were randomly selected from the 10 clusters. The selection was
made by proportional allocation of the sample size to each cluster and the sample of 188 was
proportionally distributed among these 10 clusters on the basis of their size.

After the survey was conducted, it was found that all 188 farmers responded to the
questionnaires, increasing accuracy and decreasing errors.

Type 1 error i.e. “a” decreased from 0.05 to 0.025 consequently the degree of certainty and “1-
a” became as .975 which was the confidence level.

2.2. Sampling Strategy

2.2.1. Data Collection of Potato Farm

To conduct the baseline survey of 135 potato farmers in |
Swat district, a two-stage cluster sampling strategy was ' .#
adopted. To reach the sample target of 135 potato
farmers; six clusterswerevisited.Farmers from each
cluster wererandomly selected to achieve the target. At
the first stage, available farmers were randomly selected
from all six clusters. Project provided the list of 165
beneficiaries to meet the target of 135 farmers. Final
respondent selection for the potato survey is given

below: o v Whes R
Table 1: Potato Farms Visited in Different Clusters
Cluster Name Farmers % Farmers
Interviewed Interviewed
Sakhra 16 11.9
Mankyal 5 3.7
Cherat 35 25.9
Kargilo 38 28.1
Gorkin 32 23.7
Kas Kalam 9 6.7
Total 135 100.0
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2.2.2. Data Collection of Peach Farm

To reach the sample target of 188 peach farmers in Swat

district, a two-stage cluster sampling strategy was
adopted. Ten clusterswerevisited to interview randomly
slected farmers from each cluster. Table 2 shows the
total of 188 farmersinterviewed by field teams in clusters.

Table 2: Peach Farms Visited by Clusters

Cluster Name Farms % Farms
Interviewed Interviewed
Kota 20 10.6
Churkhai 18 9.6
Abubakar Khel Aboha 20 10.6
Shamozia 19 10.1
Kotlai 17 9.0
Hazara & Guljaba 18 9.6
Koza Bandai 19 10.1
Kabal & Sersenai 19 10.1
Bara Banda 19 10.1
Tindodag 19 10.1
Total 188 100.0

2.3. Respondents

The respondents were defined as the peach and potato growers who agreed to participate in
peach and potato sector development initiative.

2.4. Survey Instrument

Since the Assignment was mainly based on primary data, it was of great importance to develop
data collection tools with extra concentration and seriousness. Data collection instruments in
English and Urdu versions were developed by Client and provided to Consultants after pre-
testing. Final questionnaire was developed with the approval of Client by considering the
following characteristics:

It was clear and understandable;

It was designed as per the field settings of the selected region;
Responses were simple to record;

It was easy to assign codes to the open-ended questions; and

No section was left open to allow for ambiguity while writing responses.

Final questionnaires of potato and peach sectors in English/Urdu merged versionsare attached
as Annex Il, Annex lll respectively.

2.5. Selection of Field Teams
To ensure that quality data is collected, the following steps were followed for team field selection
and composition:

The Consultants interviewed the supervisors and enumerators from its current database. The
enumerators were selected based on following indicative criteria:
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Education; minimum of intermediate (equivalent to 12 years of education);
Preferably a local of the district;

Understanding of the agriculture/horticulture sector and related issues;
Well versed with local languages and geography;

Prior field research experience preferred; and

Pleasant personality and honesty.

2.5.1. Field Teams Composition

The Consultants engaged two field teams. Each team consisted of 1field supervisor and 5male
enumerators. Thus, 2 supervisors and 10 males were appointed to accomplish the data
collection activity before deadline. The Consultants also trained 3 extra male enumerators as a
backup for the field teams. The figure below represents the field team composition:

Figure 1: Field Team Structure

Survey Manager

Shahin Shah Safi
1 Supervisor [ ]
5 Male Enumerators Team A (Potato)
1 Supervisor
5 Male Enumerators [ Team B (Peach) ]

2.5.2. Survey Training for the Orientation of Tools

Various support activities were also planned and performed together with the core tasks. The
pre-field activities included training of enumerators, mock survey, logistic arrangement, boarding
& lodging etc.

Survey guidelines were developed by supervisors and enumerators as part of the training
activities. It was ensured by trainer during the training that each traineehad developed his own
comprehensive survey guidelines to be used in the field. It was developed in handwritings of
trainees and its contents were finalized after detailed discussions on each of the indicators of
the data collection tool.After training on quality control, mock exercise was conducted by each
trainee. Every participant filled the training evaluation form at the end.

All issues related to survey were recorded and addressed by trainers.The objective was to
impart the following knowledge and skills:
= Qverview of the Assignment.
- Explaining project background and its future Impact.
- Survey objectives and methods.
Company and self-introduction.
Ethical guidelines and issues regarding survey.
Informed consent presented and discussed.
Detailed instructions on procedures and questionnaire.
- Method of replacing respondents.
- Training on how to select respondents.
- Method of asking questions (mode of addressing the respondents).
- Participants training on how to conduct an interview.
- Participants discussed and understand selection biases.
- Participants discussed challenges with the questionnaire.
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= Complete understanding of what each of the questions is intended to ask.
- Practice reading questionnaire in field.
- Field exercises, additional instructions to follow during field stay.
- Practice on recording the responses.

* Protocol for data/information security.

» Logistics and field security training.

2.5.3. Data Editing, Entry and Cleaning

Data editing was conducted at two stages. The completed questionnaires were reviewed by
Supervisors daily in field and again when questionnaires were pooled in at central office for data
entry. Data entry module was developed in CSPro with inbuilt checks to avoid errors. Data entry
was done simultaneously with collection of data. The Data Entry Supervisor in the team was in-
charge of the data entry process and later cleaning. The data file was then generated using
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS 20) to clean the data.

2.5.4. Data Analysis

Consultants developed the analysis plan to meet the objective of the study. Data tables were
generated using SPSS, which were analyzed by subject expert.

2.5.5. Informed Consent

The data enumerators were trained to observe the ethical considerations. It was considered that
every individual had the right to refuse to participate or answer specific questions. A verbal
consent was obtained from every respondent before asking questions and it was ensured the
survey was conducted solely on the willingness of the respondent. The field staff was trained in
clarifying apprehensions of the respondents if there were any.

2.5.6. Quality Control

As per Consultants policy,additional enumerators were appointed to account for dropouts during
training and data collection activity.Training was conducted by trainers according to the
monitoring protocols developed with the coordination of Client. During data collection, survey
supervisors observed and checked most of the questionnaires to ensure that interviewers were
collecting and recording data accurately, and that questionnaires were filled in completely.
Supervisors checked the questionnaires before the interviewers left the cluster so that they
could be corrected. They also maintained sample tracking form for continuous monitoring and
also investigated all households/farmers that refused or were not at home. The Supervisor
reported to Project’s team; the respondents that were not at home and the survey issues,which
were addressed after coordination. Additionally random monitoring checks were carried out by
Field Managerappointed by Consultants.

Sample tracking form wasalso used by supervisor, containedcluster wise detail of daily targets
and questionnaire status.During survey some farmers not available at home were visited by field
teams twice with the instruction of Project’s field representative. Project monitored the whole
activity of Assignment, specifically field work through spot checks, reviewing of the filled
questionnaires, edited questionnaires and observed the data collection method of enumerators.

Project shared the list of quality checks for training and survey. Training was continuously
monitored by Project’s representative. Training schedule was shared with Project along with
detailed field calendar for easy and surprise monitoring of activities. Following key parameters
were checked and validated by Project during training and survey:

=  Survey objectives and methods.

= Ethical guidelines and issues.

» Training of participants on selection of respondents, selection biases, how to conduct
interview, challenges with the questionnaires and quality controls.

= Role playing in pairs and mock exercise.

» Training evaluation form and issues recorded addressed appropriately.
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Supervisor evaluated all interviewers.

Enumerators filled the questionnaires under the supervisor.

Supervisor spot checked the interviews.

All questionnaires were edited in the field following consistency check procedures.
None of the questionnaires signed off by the supervisor had missing and inconsistent
data.

= Supervisor prepared the questionnaire tracking form.

= Supervisor reported the problems to Field Manager.
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3. POTATO SURVEY FINDINGS

3.1. Basic Information on Potato Farmers

3.1.1. Types of Farm Ownership, Management and Sources of Irrigation

Farm production is an integration of human, physio-chemical, and environmental factors. As one
of the most important, human factorsnecessitated that status of farm ownership and
management should be evaluated. Results of this investigation in Table 3show that ownership
of land in Swat district is divided in three types: self-cultivation, lease and dehkani. The survey
shows that out of 135 farmers, 127 (94%) are self-cultivators whereas number of leased and
dehkanifarmers are 7(5%) and 1(1%) respectively.Out of 135 farmers,122 (90%) are self-
managers. Farmers in tenant and dehkanicategories are 11(8%) and 2(1.5%) respectively.

Agriculture depends on different sources of irrigation where rainfed agriculture is not possible.
Farm management, yields and profitability are directly related with the type of irrigation applied.
With irrigated agriculture practiced in the survey area, it was important to know the sources of
irrigation used by farmers. Table 3shows that 128 (95%) farmers use river or stream irrigation.
Tube well and spring irrigationswereapplied by 4 (3%) and 3 (2%) respectively.

Table 3: Types of Farm Ownership, Management &lrrigation

No. of Farmers % of Farmers
Description Responded in each Interviewed
Category

Status of Ownership (n=135)
Self-cultivated 127 94.1
Leased in 7 5.2
Dehkani 1 0.7
Status of Management (n=135)
Self-managed 122 90.4
Tenants 11 8.1
Dehkani 2 1.5
Source of Irrigation (n=135)

River/Stream 128 94.8
Spring 4 3.0
Tube well 3 2.2
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3.1.2. Distance and Time Taken by Foot from Farm to Main Road

Profit depends on farm inputs-outputs balance which is a function of marketing. Marketing is a
complex mechanism depending on many factors; main road proximity is one of them,
particularly in hilly terrain. Distances in Table 4 show that 74 (55%) and 49 (36%) farmers
respectively reported that their farms weresituated at a distance of less than 1 and between 1 to
2 km. Corresponding number of farmers falling between 3 and 4 km and above 4 km classes
are 9 (7%) and 3 (2%) respectively. Out of total 135 farmers,47 (35%) and 30 (22%) farmers fell
in up to 5 minutes and from 6 to 10 minutes time slots respectively to reach the main road.
Average time required by 29 (21%) and 21 (16%) farmers reported from 11 to 20 minutes and
from 21 to 30 minutes respectively. Table also shows that only 8 (6%) farmers fell in the slot of
more than 30 minutes travel time. Furthermore 74 (55%) farms were situated near the main
road showing easy accessto market.

Table 4: Distance and Time Required by Foot to Reach from Farm to the Main Road

No. of Farmers % of Farmers
Description Responded in Each Interviewed
Category

Distance (n=135)

<1 KM 74 54.8
1-2 KMs 49 36.3
3-4 KMs 9 6.7
> 4 KMs 3 2.2
Time Required (n=135)

0-5 minutes 47 34.8
6-10 minutes 30 22.2
11-20 minutes 29 215
21-30 minutes 21 15.6
> 30 minutes 8 5.9

3.1.3. Landholding Size of Potato Farms

Landholding size of farm in Pakistan determines owner’s wealth, social status, and political
influence. Farmers interviewed about their acreagewere classified into different categories
presently used in Pakistan. Overall analysis shows that majority of farmers in Swat were small
landholders. In 2010, 110 (96%) farmers owned less than 6 acres land,a small farmercategory.
The number remained almost the same in 2011 — 105 (95%). Medium size landholders were4
(4%) in 2010 and 5 (5%) in 2011.

Table 5: Farms’ Classification by Area with No. of Farmers in Each Category

Farm Category in Acres

2010

2011

No. of Farmers
Responded in
Each Category

% of Farmers

No. of Farmers
Responded in
Each Category

% of Farmers

Small (< 6) 110 96.5 105 95.5
Medium (6 — 25) 4 3.5 5 45
Total 114 100 110 100
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3.1.4. Number of Farmers with Different Cultivars, their Acreage and Yield

In our survey area 4 potato cultivars in 2010 and 5 cultivars in 2011 were sown. In 2010 (Table
6), out of 99 farmers interviewed 56 (57%) and 45 (46%) farmers cultivated cultivars of Rocoand
Raja on 90 and 86 acresrespectively with corresponding average vyield per acre of 4,087 and
3,222kg. Cultivars Diamont and Desiree were sown by 8 (8%) and 1 (1%) farmers on 20 and 2
acres respectively with corresponding average per acre yield of 6,706 and 1,520kg. Very low
yield potential of Desiree explains its low acreage and few farmers growing it.

The results of same survey for 2011 are tabulated in Table 7. In this year 5 cultivars were sown
by 103 farmers. Lady Rozetta was grown by 7 (7%) on 18 acres with per acre average yield
1,463kg. Roco and Raja were sown by 54 (52%) and 42 (41%) farmers on 80 and 76 acres
respectively with corresponding average per acre yield of 4,043 and 3,373 kg. Diamont was
grown by 11 (11%) farmers on 20 acres with average per acre yield of 7,782kg. Realization of
optimum potential of high yielding cultivars depends on many factors, environment being one of
them. Each year is different in micro-climate which affects yield. One way of comparing cultivars
yield potential is to compare their yields from different years on the same farms. This was done
here and it was realized that cultivar Diamont yielded on average per acre 7,782kg in 2011 vs
6,706 kg in 2010 which is a 16% increase. A comparison of above values revealed that 2011
was a better year for potato production for high yielding cultivars than 2010. Medium yielding
cultivar Roco and Raja did not show significant difference between the two years which is
normally the case for medium yielding cultivars.

Table 6: Farmers with Different Potato Cultivars, Their Acreage& Production in 2010

Potato No. of Farmers % of Total Area Total Average
Cultivars Responded in Faromers in Production Production
each Category Acre in Kg per Acre in Kg
Roco 56 56.6 90 367,800.0 4,086.7
Raja 45 45.5 86 277,115.0 3,222.3
Diamont 8 8.1 20 134,125.0 6,706.3
Desiree 1 1.0 2 3,040.0 1,520.0
Total 99 198 782,080.0 3,949.9

Table 7: Farmers with Different Potato Cultivars, Their Acreage& Production in 2011

Potato No. of Farme_rs % of Tota_l Area Total_ Aver_age
Cultivars Responded in Farmers in Prqductlon Product.lon per
each Category Acre in Kg Acre in Kg

Roco 54 52.4 80 323,415 4,042.7
Raja 42 40.8 76 256,355 3,373.1
Diamont 11 10.7 20 155,650 7,782.5
Lady Rozetta 7 6.8 18 26,335 1,463.1
Sterna 1 1.0 0.12 150 1,250.0
Total 103 194 761,905 3,927.3
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3.1.5. Major PotatoSowing Tehsils in Swat District

Potato is mostly grown in three tehsils of Swat district. It was decided to collect and compare
information among tehsils to know the order of suitability for potatosowing among tehsils. Table
8 shows 99 growers in 2010 were interviewed in all tehsils. In tehsilsKalam and Behrainwhere
93 and 5 farmers were interviewed, potato cultivars sownon185 and 11 acres land with 6,474
and 11,318kg per acre production respectively. In tehsil Matta only 1 farmer had 1 acre farm
with 400kg per acre yield. When average production per acre from 2010 is compared with
2011, tehsil Mattawasbehind other two tehsils. Number of respondents increased from 93 to 95
and from 1 to 3 in 2011 in Kalam and Matta tehsils respectively. Percent differences between
years show 1% decrease in 2011 in tehsil Behrainand 15% decrease in Matta, whereas 2%
increase was reported in tehsil Kalam. These big differences forced us to look for reasons. In
2011 adverse climatic conditions, mainly erratic precipitation, reduced per acre yield in
tehsilsBehrain and Matta. Results and reasons show that all tehsils are suitable for potato
production under normal climatic conditions. Very few farmers having farms in tehsil
Mattacompared to other two tehsils had to do with different agricultural practices and
preferences for other crops.

Table 8: Tehsil Wise Acreage &Production of Potato with No. of Farmers

2010 2011 % Change
No. of | Total Total No. of | Total ir: Avera%e
. | Farmers |Farm . Average | Farmers |Farm Total Average ;
Tehsil |o ded| A Production|; = & nIR ded| A Production|Producti Production
Name |RE€SPonde rea in Kg roduction esponde rea Pro uction|Production Per Acre
in each in Per Acre in each in in Kg Per Acre of Potato
Category | Acre Category | Acre
Kalam 93 185 | 725,090 6,474 95 178 | 704,885 6,588 2
Behrain 5 11.4 56,590 11,318 5 11.36| 56,000 11,200 -1
Matta 1 0.5 400 400 3 4.94 1,020 340 -15
Total 99 198 | 782,080 3,950 103 194 | 761,905 3,927
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3.1.6. Total Cost of Production

Farming has two maininputs; (i) material and (ii) labor. Detailed survey was conducted to know
the types and cost of these inputs as farm productivity depends mainly on them. Besides these
inputs, harvesting/post harvesting and marketing costs combined together with other costs give
total cost of production.

Like all other enterprises costing factor in potato production was necessary to be calculated to
arrive at the cost-benefit balance. In Table 9 production and marketing cost analysis is
presented. Total cost is segregated into input costs, harvesting/post harvesting, and
miscellaneous costs for the years 2010 and 2011. Number of farmers interviewed in both years
is almost the same. Material cost was borne by all 114 farmers. Permanent labor was hired
only by 22 and 18 farmers in 2010 and 2011 respectively. The corresponding numbers for
hiring temporary labor were 103 and 102 and those for family labor were 87 and 81, showing
that temporary labor wasemployed in the highest numbers to cover peak operations like hoeing,
pruning, spraying etc. Total input cost per acre was USD539 and USD506 in 2010 and 2011
respectively. Cost difference in years is due to acreage differences. A comparison between
components of input costs and harvesting and post harvesting costs showed almost the same
trend.

Table 9: Total & Average per Acre Production and Marketing Cost of Potato

2010 2011
FI:ror'ncé]:'s . Total Average Fgl?rﬁzfrs Total Cost Total Average
Description Responded Total Costin Fa”‘.‘ Cost Rer Responded in Fa”‘.‘ Cost P_er
in each usD Areain | Acrein in each USD Areain | Acrein
Acres usD Acres usD

Category Category
A- Total Input Cost
Material Cost 114 64,090.0 212.0 302.3 110 54,509.6 | 206.8 263.5
Permanent Labor 22 5,883.3 41.3 142.6 18 7,382.8 445 166.0
Temporary Labor 103 30,225.3 192.7 156.8 102 29,903.6 | 185.3 161.4
Family Labor 87 14,035.9 149.3 94.0 81 12,8824 | 1325 97.3
Total 114 114,234.6 | 212.0 538.8 110 104,678.4| 206.8 506.1
B- Total Harvesting and Post Harvesting Cost
Material Cost 79 9,327.2 156.2 59.7 86 7,851.0 | 158.6 49.5
Permanent Labor 12 1,876.7 32.6 57.5 10 798.7 23.2 34.4
Temporary Labor 77 11,902.6 153.2 77.7 89 13,922.7 | 163.6 85.1
Family Labor 37 3,216.9 78.8 40.8 42 2,680.8 81.5 32.9
Total 79 26,323.4 156.2 168.6 89 25,253.1 | 163.6 154.4
C- Miscellaneous
Transportation,
Munshiana (Market
Record Keeping 83 39,9939 | 1596 | 2505 82  |40456.7 | 1433 | 2823
Charges), Market
Fees, Commission
etc.
Total Cost of
Production and 114 180,551.8 | 212.0 851.7 110 170,388.2| 207.0 823.1
Marketing (A+B+C)
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3.2. Farm Employment Details

As farm employment is an important component of potato production, it was decided to study
this in details. Table 10shows that in 2010, 110 (98%) farmers out of total 112
interviewed,employedtemporary labor during peak working days. Table 10 also shows that
number of farmers employing permanent and family labor were only 27 (24%) and 87 (78%)
respectively. Coming to total days per year it is noted that temporary labor amounted to
11,068total days averaging 69 days per acre. It was followed by family labor with 4,539 days,
averaging 45 days per acre. The facts show the importance of potato sowing for temporary
farm labor in the area as alternativesources of employment are extremely few. It can be safely
said that potato cultivation plays a pivotal role in the local economy. The corresponding values
for 2011 in Table 11 show exactly the same trend.

Table 10: Total & Average Per Acre Farm Employment Days in Different Labor Categories

in 2010
No. of Farmers % of Total Total Average
Labor Category Responded in each Faromers Employed Davs Days Per
Category Labor y Acre
Permanent 27 24 .1 364 1,933.0 43.7
Temporary 110 98.2 3,770 11,068.0 68.6
Family 87 77.7 1,360 4,539.0 45.2
Total 112 5,494 17,540.0
Table 11: Total & Average per Acre Farm Employment Days in Different Labor Categories
in 2011
No. of Farmers % of Total Total Average
Labor Category Responded in each Faromers Employed Davs Days Per
Category Labor y Acre
Permanent 19 17.6 304 1,756 60.3
Temporary 108 100 3,809 10,952 77.2
Family 84 77.8 1,302 4,214 444
Total 108 5,415 16,922
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3.2.1. Cost of Labor Employed in Potato Farms

The data above have shown that potato farms are a major source of employment Swat. It was
thus tried to probe the total cost incurred on labor which is also a direct financial contribution to
the local economy. In Table 12 in 2010 the total cost is USD67,641split up into permanent,
temporary, and family labor along with their numbers and number of employers. Corresponding
values and details for 2011 are in Table 13. In this year total cost is USD67,571 which is a
nominal decrease. In 2011 labor cost increased for permanent and temporary labor partially
due to increase in labor charges and labor numbers, a normal trend. This normal trend shows a
reversal in family labor when corresponding columns of labor number, total cost or average cost
per acre are compared. In 2011 family labor numbers decreased from 1,360 to 1,302, a
nominal decrease.In spite of this decrease, total cost was decreased by 10% from USD17,379
to 15,563. On this abnormal situation the employers replied that new laborers who worked for
the first time in this year demanded lesser wages. Due to less wage demand by these laborers,
wages of family labor were reduced, which is typical effect of supply and demand or market

competition.

Table 12: Total & Average per Acre Cost of Labor in Different Labor Categories in 2010

No. of Farmers Total Total Total Average
. Farm Employment
Labor Category Responded in Employed Area i Employment Cost Per Acre i
each Category Labor reain Cost in USD osther Acrein
Acres uUsD
Permanent 27 364 52.6 7,785.2 147.9
Temporary 110 3,770 206.6 42,4771 205.6
Family 87 1,360 149.3 17,379.2 116.4
Total 112 5,494 67,641.4

Table 13: Total & Average per Acre Cost of Labor in Different Labor Categories in 2011

Total Total Average
No. of Farmers Total .
Labor Category Responded in Employed Cultlva_ted Emplc_>yment Employment.
each Category Labor Areain Costin USD | Cost Per Acre in
Acres USD
Permanent 19 304 46.0 8,181.5 178.0
Temporary 108 3809 195.5 43,826.3 224.2
Family 84 1302 138.1 15,563.1 112.7
Total 108 5,415 67,570.9

3.2.2. Details of Working Days of Labor in PotatoFarms

As major employment source for locals, labor is one of the most important inputs in potato
sowing. Therefore, total number of labor employed in each category per year with total working
days in a year and average working days per year for 2010 and 2011 are tabulated in Table 14.
Data in the table for 2010 show that in permanent category364 laborers were employed and
worked for 7,465input days on 52 acres of farm. Temporary category 3,770 laborers were
employed and worked for 40,687 days on 206 acres of farm. A total of 1,360 family laborers
worked for 15,840 days in total on 149 acres. Corresponding values in 2011 show the same
trend and gave almost similar results. The comparisonshowsthat farmers mostly employed
temporary laborers.
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Table 14: Different Labor Categories Employment Status on Potato Farms

Year Permanent Temporary Family
Total No. | Total No. | Average | Total No. of | Total No. | Average | Total No. | Total No. | Average
of Labors | of Input Days Labors of Input Days | of Labors | of Input Days
Worked on| Days Worked | worked on Days Worked |Worked on| Days Worked in
Acres(--) | Worked | in Year | Acres (-) | Worked |inaYear| Acres(--) | Worked | a Year
2010 | 364(52) 7,465 20.5 3,770(206) | 40,687 10.8 1,360 (149)| 15,840 11.7
2011 | 304 (46) 7,900 25.1 3,809 (195) | 42,336 111 1,302 (138)| 14,553 11.2

3.2.3. Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for All Labor Categories

Table 15shows the number of laborers in each category, average working days per month, and
average working hours per day for 2010. A look at the table shows that a permanent labor
worked 21 days per year, whereastemporary and family labor worked for 11 days per year each.
Interestingly all types of laborers on averageworked for 7 hours per day. In the same table Full
Time Equivalent (FTE) for all labor categories is calculated by using the formula given in the
table. FTE jobs for permanent labor are26 and for temporary and family labor the values are
140 and 54 respectively. FTE job per acre for permanent labor is 0.49 and for temporary and
family labor the values are 0.68 and 0.36 respectively.

The corresponding values for 2011 in Table 16 show the same trend with almost comparable
values with minor deviations due to yearly change.

Employment Figures in Hotels in Jan-Nov 2012

Total Number of Employees

Average Working Days/Year*

Average Working Hours/Day

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

* Average working days per year = total input days / no. of laborers

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for Year**

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Per Hotel***

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

** FTE = ( # of employee * average working

days per year *average working hours) /2080

*** FTE = (Full Time Equivalent for year /
Corresponding acres

Table 15: Employment Figures in Potato Farms in 2010

Total Number of Employees

Average Working Days/Year*

Average Working Hours/Day

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

364

3770

1360

20.5

10.8

11.6

7.15

7.13

7.08

* Average working days per year = total input days / no. of laborers

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for Year**

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Per Acre***

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

25.65

139.57

53.70

218.92

0.49

0.68

0.36

0.54

** FTE = ( # of employee * average working days per

year *average working hours) /2080

*** FTE = (Full Time Equivalent for year /
Corresponding acres
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Table 16: Employment Figures in Potato Farms in 2011

Total Number of Employees Average Working Days / Month* Average Working Hours / Day
Permanent | Temporary | Family | Permanent | Temporary| Family | Permanent | Temporary | Family
304 3809 1302 25.99 11.11 11.18 8.32 7.92 7.93
* Average working days per year = total input days / no. of laborers
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for Year** Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Per Acre***
Permanent | Temporary | Family Total Permanent Temporary Family Total
31.6 161.13 55.5 248.23 0.69 0.83 0.40 0.65
**FTE = ( # of employee * average working days per *** FTE = (Full Time Equivalent for year /
year * average working hours) / 2080 Corresponding acres

3.3. Sale and Income Values of Potato Growers

As sale and income is the final target of any business,so,135potato farmers were interviewed to
collect their sales and income data for 2010 and 2011. Table 17and Table 18 show the overall
distribution of farmers in categories: not sown, not sold, flood distruction and the farmers who
successfully sold the production. Out of the total sample,31 (23%) farmers reported complete
farm destruction due to floods and their production was 153,850 kg. Farmers that not sold
prdocution (15,475 kg) were 7 (5%). Farmers that had no cultivation were 21 (16%), mostly due
to new entry in the business for the year 2012.

Farmers who sold their production are 76 and plotted in different sale categories. From this
sample 66 (87%) farmers sold potato in the USD441 to 4,681categories while 7 (9%) farmers
fell in the second category from USD4,681 to 8,920. In addition 3 (4%) farmers earned the
highest sale price falling in the range of USD8,920 to 17,400.

In Table 18 values of net income earned are also classified, scenario of no saleby 7 (5%)
farmers and 21 (16%) suffered losses. Further probing revealed the following reasons for loss:

= Nutrient deficiency resulting inbad quality of potato.

= Lack of finances to buy inputs necessary for healthy successful crop.

= Unavailability of fertilizers at the right time.

= Not proper and in time harvesting due to lack of appropriate know-how.

Income data show that earnings of 43 (78%) growers were in the lowest category from USD23.5
to 2,664. After this,6 (11%) farmers fell in the next category from USD2,664 to 5,304. Only one
farmer earned the highamount between USD10,584 to 13,224. Average sale value per acre is
USD1,666 and average per acre income is USD1,064, given the market values.

Table 17:Potato Farmers’ Status in Different Sales Categories in 2010

No. of Total % of Farmers | Total Total Average
Sales Groups Farmers . % of Production in Who So_ld Farrr_n Sales in Sales I?er
p
Responded in | Farmers Kg Production | Areain USD Acre in
each Category (n=76) Acre USD
Not Sown 21 15.6 - - - - -
Not Sale 7 5.1 15,475 - 9.4 - -
Flood Destruction 31 23.0 153,850 - 72.9 - -
440.8-4680.6 66 48.9 307,265 86.8 79.1 122,406.6 [ 1,548.0
4680.6-8920.4 7 5.2 174,590 9.2 26.2 49,795.2 | 1,901.0
8920.4-13160.2 1 0.7 68,400 1.3 5.9 10,530.0 | 1,775.5
13160.2-17400.0 2 1.5 62,500 2.6 18.8 33,345.0 | 1,7755
Total 135 100 782,080 100 129.7 | 216,076.8 [ 1,665.6
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Table 18:Potato Farmers’'Status in Different Income Categories in 2010

No. of Farmers % of % of farmers | Total Farm Total Average
Income Groups | Responded in farmers who Get Areain |Income in |Income Per
each Category profit (n=55) Acre uUsbD Acre in USD
Not Grown 21 15.6 - - - -
Not Sale 7 5.1 - - - -
Flood Destruction 31 23.0 - - - -
Financial Loss 21 15.6 - 24.2 (92615.5) (3,824)
23.5-2,663.6 43 31.9 78.2 51.9 44725.3 861.9
2,663.7- 5,303.7 6 4.4 10.9 16.3 19493.6 1195.3
5,303.7-7,943.8 4 3.0 7.3 18.8 24911.3 1326.5
7,943.8-10,583.9 1 0.7 1.8 8.9 9991.1 1123.1
10,583.9-13,224.0 1 0.7 1.8 9.9 13338.0 1349.4
Total 135 100 100 105.8 112543.5 1064.1

Note: Value in brackets represents financial losses incurred by potato growers

Table 19 and 20 show the total number of farmers interviewed, categories sales and income
etc.Table 19showsthat as 2 (2%) farmers had very poor yield (1,710 kg) they did not sell and
kept for self-consumption and as gifts for relatives and friends. Out of the total sample, 10 (7%)
farmers reported complete farm destruction due to floods and their production was 9,850
kgFarmers, 25 (19%), had no cultivation because of new entry in business for the year 2012.

Data show that 70 (71%) farmers sold in the lowest sales category of USD139 to 3,584.
Another 22 (22%) farmers fell in the next lowest category of USD3,584 to 7,029. Only 3 (3%)
farmersrealized the highest sale amount of USD13,920.

Net earnings amounts are in Table 20. As 2 (2%) farmers did not sell, 25(19%) had no
cultivation, and 24 (18%) suffered losses due to reasons given in Table 18.

Income data show that 65 (88%) farmers were in the lowest income category of USD143 to
4,043. In the next earning category of USD4,043to 7,944, there were 6 (8%) farmers, while 3
(4%) earned the highest amount between USD7,944 to11,845. Average sale value per acre is
USD1,652 and average per acre income is USD1,027 — very close to market values gathered
through secondary sources. There are nominal differences due to yearly change in total sales
value and income value in 2010 and 2011.

Table 19:Potato Farmers’Status in Different Sale Categories in 2011

No. of Farmers % of Total % of Farmers | Total Farm Total Average
Sales Groups | Responded in Farmers Production| who Sold Areain Sales in Sales Per
each Category in Kg Production Acre USD | Acrein USD
Not Sown 25 18.5 - - - - -
Not Sold 2 1.5 1,710 - 11.4 - -
Flood Destruction 10 7.4 9,850 - 15.1 - -
139.2-3584 .4 70 51.9 325,230 71.4 82.5 119,562.9 1,448.6
3584.4-7029.6 22 16.3 340,415 22.4 62.3 116,939.6 1,877.9
7029.6-10474.8 3 2.2 57,875 3.1 12.8 23,200.0 1,805.5
10474.8-13920.0 3 2.2 26,825 3.1 23.2 38,454.0 1,655.5
Total 135 761,905 98 180.4 298,156.5 1,652.8
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Table 20:Potato Farmers’Status in Different Income Categories in 2011

No. of Farme.rs % of % of Total F'?1rm Total . Average
Income Groups | Responded in Farmers |Farmerswho| Areain | Incomein | Income Per

each Category Get profit Acre usbD Acre in USD
Not Sown 25 18.5 - - - -
Not Sold 2 1.5 - - - -
Flood Destruction 10 7.4 - - - -
Financial Loss 24 17.8 - 28.7 (12,356.7) (431.1)
142.7-4043 .4 65 48.1 87.8 107.7 95,122.2 8,82.9
4043.4-7944 1 6 4.4 8.1 20.8 28,138.2 1,355.6
7944.1-11844.8 3 22 4.1 23.2 32,558.9 1,401.7

Total 135 74 151.7 155,819.3 1,027.0

3.3.1. Channels of Marketing Adoptedby Potato Farmers
Ultimate object of farming is to market farm produce.Farmers use different channels for
marketing depending on their suitability/availability. Therefore, survey on marketing channels
was conducted. Results in Figure 2 show that out of 98 farmers,86 (88%) did self-marketing
whereas only 12 (12%) used the services of sub-contractors.

Figure 2: Distribution of Mode of Selling/Marketing Farm Produce in 2011

12,12% No. of farmers = 98

m Self-marketing

B Sub-contractor

86, 88%

Farmres frequently used method of self-marketing tosell their production to local and outstation
wholesaler. Wholeseller sold production to retailers and consumer purchased potato from

retailers.
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Figure 3: Marketing Channel of Farm Produce
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3.3.2. Usage of Technology by Potato Farmers

In the survey area different potato production technologies are used. As type of technology has
an impact on yield and influences all farm cultural practices, it was important to survey the types
and intensity of technologies used.

Data in Figure4 show that presently 9 different types of technologies are in use. Percentages of
farmers using them are arranged in descending order to readily understand their importance in
the area. Out of 110 farmers interviewed, 107 (97%) and 55 (50%) are using tractor and
spraying machine respectively. Harvesting bin and harvesting kit are being used by 22 (20%)
and 7 (6%) farmers respectively. Other local technologies in the table are in use by one or two
farmers each.
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Figure 4: Distribution of Usage of Technology at Potato Farms
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3.3.3. Difficulties Faced by Farmers in Production of Quality Potato

Due to far flung and difficult terrain of the area it was realized that farmers have lot of difficulties
to produce quality potatoes. In order to rectify the situation, survey was undertaken to know their
difficulties.A total of 135 farms were surveyed.In Figure5are arranged 14 major problems in
descending order of their importance in the area. Out of 135 farmers 103 (76%) mentioned
unavailability of certified seed as number one problem. Attack of diseases and insects were
mentioned by 73 (54%) and 54 (40%) growers respectively. Availability of tools and machinery
and nutrient deficiency were told by 45 (33%) and 35 (26%) respondents, respectively. Other
problems in the figure express from 21 (16%) to 2 (1%) farmers, transportation being at the
upper most and irrigation at the lowest ends.

Figure 5: Difficulties Faced by Farmers in Production of Quality Potato
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3.4. Financing Sources of Potato Farmers

Like all businesses availability of enough finances is essential for successful potato farming.
Therefore the sources of financing were investigated from 110farmers. In Figure 6 different
sources are listed: 70 (64%) and 36 (33%) farmers mentioned family/friends respectively.
Another 31 (28%) took loans from Commission Agent/Local Money Lender. There seems a dire
need to bring financial institutions with supervised credit facilities in the area as experience tells
that supervised credit is utilized better than non-supervised ones.

Figure 6: Distribution of Financing Sources of Potato Farmers
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3.4.1. Financial Requirements of Potato Farmers

All farmers were further probed to know their degree of satisfaction with their current financial
arrangements and if they need further loans and the amounts needed. The results in Table 21
show that 44 (33%) farmers were satisfied with their available finances but91 (67%) reported
that their present finances arrangements were not sufficient.

When farmers were asked about their consent for credit, 62 (68%) out of these 91 farmers said
they want credit. While 29 (32%) said no as they believed that credit is not allowed in Islam.
Inquiries made from these 62 farmers reveal that credit amounts needed by 50 (81%) of them
range from USD116 to 2,413. The highest demand above USD9,303 and up to 11,600 was
from 2 (3%) farmers. As majority of farmers needed small amounts of credit, micro credit
arrangements should be made.

Table 21:Potato Farmers Degree of Satisfaction with their Present Financial
Arrangements, Their Willingness for Further Loans & Amount Requirements
Satisfaction with Available Finances Number of Farmers (n=135) % of Farmers

Yes 44 32.6

No 91 67.4
Willingness for Credit Number of Farmers (n=91) % of Farmers

Yes 62 68.1

No 29 31.9

Required Amount of Credit

No. of Farmers Respondent in
each Category(n=62)

% of Farmers

116.0-2412.8 50 80.6
2412.8-4709.6 7 11.3
4709.6-7006.4 2 3.2
7006.4-9303.2 1 1.6
9303.2-11600.0 2 3.2
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3.5. Potato Farmers Degree of Information and Sources of
Information

Farming science is developing rapidly creating new cultural techniques, cultivars, and
production methods.Therefore to keep farming productive and compatible it is important that
farmers should be well versed with the latest developments. When farmers were asked if they
receive latest information, out of 135, 124 said yes, indicating that theywere in touch with new
developments.

As majority of the farmers were informed, it was decided to know their sources of
information.Figure7 shows that 121(98%) farmers were informed by Project, 21 (17%)
mentioned family/friends, and 9 (7%) mentioned TV/radio as the sources. Contrary to general
understanding,agriculture department and NGOs are not playing any major role in this regard.

Figure 7: Sources of Information
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3.5.1. Types of Training Received by Potato Farmers

Training plays a major role in today’s agriculture; therefore farmers were asked if they received
some type of training. Figure8show 11 trainings received by 124 farmers. Most farmers 116
(94%) received training on the use of better cultivars, which explains the use of latest cultivars in
the area. Trainings arranged in descending order show that 67 (54%) growers had trainings in
nutrient and pest management each. Further results show that 55 (44%) and 49 (40%) farmers
got trainings in disease control and improved irrigation techniques respectively. Other trainings
were received from 31 (25%) to 4 (3%) farmers with use of tools and machinery at the upper
most ends and marketing at the lowest one.

Few farmers received trainings on sorting, grading and packing, transportation, access to credit
facilities, storage and marketing. There is need for arranging trainings in these areas.

Figure 8: Distribution of Training Received
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3.5.2. Scale of Training Utilization

Imparting training is of not much use if it is not utilized. Figure 9 show that out of 99 farmers, 67
(68%) and 23 (23%) adopted good farming practices learned in trainings fully and partially
respectively.Adaptation by 9 (9%) farmers was moderate. Looking at the results,it can be safely
said that adoption rate is very good.

Figure 9:Distribution of TrainingUtilization after Receiving Information/Trainings
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3.5.3. Improved Practices AdoptedAfter Training Received

Further probing was done to find out the most adopted practice as a result of the training. In
Figure 10, out of 12 farming practices high yielding cultivar adoption came at the top as 88
(89%) farmers out of 99 reported that they have adopted it. Land preparation and sowing
practices came at the second placewith 60 (61%) farmers. Improved nutrient management was
adopted by 31 (31%) farmers. Other practices adopted by growers were between 26 (26%) and
1 (1%), with improved selection of land parcels to access to credit facilities at the upper most
and the lowest ends respectively.Storage, grading and packing, improved marketing,
transportation and access to credit facilities showed very poor or negligible adoption which may
also be due to fact that these practices depend on external factors mostly beyond the control of
farmers. Adoption rate indicates two facts; choice of the farmers and influence of external
factors like unavailability. Negative effects of external factors show a weakness in overall
system to be taken care of either by the Project or the government.
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Figure 10: Different Practices Used by Farmers after Adopting Good Farming Techniques
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3.5.4. Future TrainingNeeds of Potato Farmers

To improve the farming practices training and information play a pivotal role. When the farmers
were asked if they need more training and information about farming practices,out of total
135,103 (76%) responded in positive.In other words training need assessment becomes
necessary. In Figure 11 training types are identified. Out of 14 types listed in the table, training
on cultivation of high yielding cultivars and disease control management were demanded by 67
(65%) and 61 (59%) farmers respectively out of a total of 103 farmers. Trainings on nutrient
management and use of machinery were demanded by 46 (45%) and 41 (40%) farmers
respectively. Trainings on pest management and irrigation methods were the needs shown by
40 (39%) and 34 (33%) farmers respectively. Other training needs were between 22 (21%) and
3 (3%), with sorting and packing at the highest and proper timings for sowing and harvesting at
the lowest ends.
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Figure 11:Distribution of Types of Training Needed
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3.5.5. Maintenance of Farm Records by Potato Growers

Modern farming needs record keeping of all internal and external farm operations. Yield output
in a certain year also depends on crops grown and cultural practices performed in the previous
years. Therefore farmers were asked if they keep such records.

Out of 135 farmers interviewed,58 (43%) replied yes. Then it was found interesting to know
from them the farm practices on which records are kept. Figure12shows 10 types of
recordsmaintained at farms. Financial records were kept by 42 (72%) and sales records by 41
(71%) farmers. Crop production records were kept by 34 (58%) growers. Other records in the
table were kept from 6 (10%) to 2 (3%) growers, temporary employment records and inputs
records being at the highest and lowest ends respectively. Results show that most of the
farmers are only interested in production,sales and financial records. Cultural practices records
have no importance due to lack of awareness. It is recommended that trainings to create
awareness should be arranged as yields directly depend on different cultural practices like crop
rotations.Strangely enough none of farmers kept record on previous crops grown which shows
their lack of awareness or interest for crop rotation system and its merits and demerits.
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Figure 12:Distribution of Types of Farm Record Maintained
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3.5.6. Potato Farmers Interest in New High Yielding Cultivars

The most important and the best finding came out as requirement of improved cultivars. In
Figure 13 choice of 135 farmers is tabulated. Farmers gave priority to Roco; demanded by 79
(59%), Rajaby 71 (53%), and Lady Rozetta by 29 (21%). If we go back through the text these
are the same cultivars grown by most of the farmers in the area. Only 9 (7%) and 3 (2%)
demanded cultivars Crozo and Diamont respectively.

Figure 13: Farmers Interested in Growing New Potato Cultivars in percent
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3.5.7. Reasons Given by Growers for Sowing New Cultivars

It was interesting to find out reasons for their choices. Results in Figure 14 show that out of 135
farmers, 127 (94%) and 90 (67%) pointed out increased production and increased profit.
Farmers also gave the reason of availability of seed by40 (30%). Increased market demand
and production expertise were mentioned by 21 (16%) and 14 (10%) farmers respectively.

Figure 14:Distribution of Reasons for Growing New Potato Cultivar
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4. PEACH SURVEY FINDINGS

4.1. Basic Information of PeachOrchard

4.1.1. Types of Farm Ownership, Management and Source of Irrigation

Table 22showsthe status of ownership, management, and irrigation sourcesin Swat. Out of a
total of 188 orchards a majority 159 (85%) wereself-cultivated and the rest 29 (15%)
wereleased. As far as orchard management is concerned 185 (98%) wereself-managed and
only 3 (2%) weremanaged by tenants. Tube wells and river/streams are the main irrigation
sources irrigating 99 (53%) and 88 (47%) orchards respectively while only one orchard
wasspring irrigated.

Table 22: Types of Farm Ownership, Management &lrrigation

No. of Farmers % of Farmers
Description Responded in each Interviewed
Category
Status of Ownership (n=188)
Self-cultivated 159 84.6
Leased 29 154
Status of Management (n=188)
Self-managed 185 98.4
Tenants 3 1.6
Source of Irrigation (n=188)
Tube well 99 52.7
River/Stream 88 46.8
Spring 1 0.5

4.1.2. Distance and Time Taken by Foot from Farm to Main Road

Marketing depends on time taken and distance of orchard to main road, particularly in hilly
terrain. Table 23 shows that 113 (60%) orchards weresituated between 1 to 2 km of distance
from the main road, 33 (18%) less than one km, 29 (15%) and 13 (7%) wereat 3 to 4 and more
than 4 km distances respectively.

Besides distance from main road farmers were also asked to report time taken to reach the
road. Their answers show that for 56 (30%) farmers it takes 11 to 20 minutes to reach the main
road followed by 39 (21%) farmers who reach the road between in 21 to 30 minutes.

Table 23: Distance and Time Required by Foot to Reach from Farm to the Main Road

No. of Farmers % of Farmers
Description Responded in each Interviewed
Category

Distance (n=188)

<1KM 33 17.6
1-2 KMs 113 60.1
3-4 KMs 29 154
>4 KMs 13 6.9
Time Required (n=188)

0-5 minutes 26 13.8
6-10 minutes 31 16.5
11-20 minutes 56 29.8
21-30 minutes 36 19.1
> 30 minutes 39 20.7
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4.1.3. Landholding Size of Peach Orchards

Maijority of farmers in Swat are small landholders. Landholding size in rural areas determines
wealth and influence of the owner. Therefore, farmers interviewed about their acreage were
classified into different categories presently used in Pakistan. Their responses in Table 24 show
that a vast majority 158 (85%) weresmall farmers having up to 6 acres. Only26 farmers (14%)
lie in medium farm category, which is up to 25 acres. Out of 185 farmers interviewed only one
farmer had more than 25 acres (large category). A comparison between 2010 and 2011 showed
almost no differences.

Table 24: Farms’ Classification by Area with No. of Farmers in Each Category

Farm Categor 2010 2011
. 901Y "No. of Farmers Responded in % of No. of Farmers Responded in % of
in Acres
each Category Farmers each Category Farmers
Small (<6) 158 85.4 157 84.9
Medium (6 — 25) 26 14.1 27 14.6
Large (>25) 1 0.5 1 0.5
Total 185 100 185 100

4.1.4. Number of Farmers with Different Cultivars, their Acreage and Trees

In our survey area, 10 peach cultivars were cultivated. We investigated farmers’ preference for
the cultivars and number of farmers planting a particular cultivar. The results are tabulated in
Table 25 in descending order. Out of 185 farmers, 107 (568%) and 73 (40%) used cultivars No.
5 (NJC 84) and cultivars No. 8 (Indian Blood) respectively, followed by cultivar No. 6 (Elberta)
and cultivar No. 7 (Maria Delezia) by 50 (27%) and 45 (24%) farmers respectively. Other
cultivars listed in table were used only by 14% to 21% farmers. Reasons for higher preferences
for certain cultivars were their higher yields and higher sale price. Low preference cultivars yield
less and also fetch low price.A combination of factors like unavailability of better cultivars,
financial constraints, low fertility and remotely situated lands, lack of technical know-how and
family traditions compel a small minority of farmers to use low yielding cultivars.

Total acreage and total tree columns follow exactly the descending pattern reflecting the degree
of preference for cultivars.

The same data for 2011 in Table 26 show no difference in any pattern, which was to be
expected as orchard plantation is a multi-year culture.

Table 25: Farmers with Different Peach Cultivars, Their Acreage& No. of Trees in 2010

No. of Farmers % of Total Total Average
Peach Cultivars Responded in o Area in Trees per
Farmers Trees
each Category Acre Acre
Trees of No.5 (Peach Cultivar NJC 84) 107 57.8 220.1 31,108 141
Trees of No.8 (Peach Cultivar Indian
Blood) 73 39.5 169.0 25,129 149
Trees of No.6 (Peach Cultivar Elberta) 50 27.0 89.2 12,983 146
Trees_of No.7 (Peach Cultivar Maria 45 243 93.9 13,342
Delezia) 142
Trees of No.4 (Peach Cultivar Carmon) 39 211 67.9 10,355 153
Trees of early green Cultivar 34 18.4 57.8 7,985 138
Other Cultivars (i.e. Golden, Hartley,
Sohani, Haljan) 26 141 696 | 9288 133
Total 185 767.7 | 110,190 144
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Table 26: Farmers with Different Peach Cultivars, their Acreage & No. of Trees in 2011

No. of Farmers % of Total Total Average
Peach Cultivars Responded in F 0 Areain Trees
armers Trees
each Category Acre per Acre
Trees of No.5 (Peach Cultivar NJC 84) 107 57.8 220.1 31,143 141
Trees of No.8 (Peach Cultivar Indian 74 400 170.01 25619
Blood) 151
Trees of No.6 (Peach Cultivar Elberta) 51 27.6 89.7 13,103 146
Trees_of No.7 (Peach Cultivar Maria 45 243 93.9 13,342
Delezia) 142
Trees of No.4 (Peach Cultivar Carmon) 39 211 67.9 10,375 153
Trees of early green Cultivar 34 18.4 57.8 7,960 138
Other Cultivars (i.e. Golden, Hartley,
Sohani, Haljan) 25 135 706 | 9138 129
Total 185 770.2 110,680 144

4.1.5. Major Peach Growing Tehsils in Swat District

Peach is mostly grown in three tehsils of Swat district. As it is one of the major crops in these
tehsils, it was decided to collect and compare information among tehsils to know the order of
suitability for peach gardening. Data in Table 27 show that 137 growers in 2010 were
interviewed in all tehsils. In tehsil Barikot and Kabal 74 and 54 farmers were interviewed having
334and 240 acres of orchards with 11,818 and 8,144 kg per acre production respectively. In
tehsil Babuzai only 9 farmers had 24 acres orchard with 10,074kg per acre fruit yield which
shows that tehsil Barikot gave the highest average yield in 2010. When average production per
acre from 2010 is compared with 2011, tehsil Barikot lacked behind other two tehsils. Number of
respondents increased from 54 to 90 and from 9 to 19 in 2011 in Kabal and Babuzai tehsils
respectively. Percent differences between years show 19% decrease in 2011 in Barikot,
whereas 42% and 5% increases were registered in Kabal and Babuzai. These big differences
forced us to look for reasons. In 2010 Kabal and Babuzai were severely affected by floods and
36 farmers’ orchards were destroyed completely. The same happened to 10 orchards in
Babuzai. Undestroyed orchards in both tehsils were negatively affected by floods giving lesser
yield per acre. In 2011 adverse climatic conditions, mainly erratic precipitation, reduced per acre
yield in Barikot. Results and reasons show that all tehsils are suitable for peach production
under normal climatic conditions. A very small number of farmer have peach orchards in tehsil
Babuzai if we compare with other two tehsils.

Table 27: Tehsil Wise Acreage & Production of Peach with No. of Farmers

2010 2011 %
Tehsil No. of No. of Changein
Name | Farmers OI(?;::' d Prc;[i%tc?tlion Average Farmers OI:;ZL d Total Average | Average
Responded Areain in K Production | Responded Areain Production | Production | Production
in each Acre g Per Acre in each Acre in Kg Per Acre |Per Acre of
Category Category Peach
Barikot 74 334.1 3,948,500 11,818.3 76 347.9 3,351,300 9,632.9 -18.5
Kabal 54 240.0 | 1,953,973 8,143.6 90 379.6 | 4,399,771 | 11,590.5 42.3
Babuzai 9 24.2 244,000 10,074.3 19 42.7 451,200 10,566.7 4.9
Total 137 5983 | 6,146,473 | 10,2784 185 770.2 | 8,202,271 | 10,649.5 3.7
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4.1.6. Total Cost of Production

Farming has two main inputs: (i) material and (ii) labor. Detailed survey was conducted to know
the types and cost of these inputs as farm productivity depends mainly on them. Besides these
inputs, harvesting and post harvesting and marketing costs combined together with other costs
give total cost of production.

Like all other enterprises costing factor in peach production was necessary to be calculated to
arrive at the cost-benefit balance. In Table 28 production and marketing cost analysis is
presented. Total cost is segregated into input costs, harvesting and post harvesting, and
miscellaneous costs for the years 2010 and 2011.Number of farmers interviewed in both years
is almost same. Material cost was borne by all 185 farmers. Permanent labor was hired only by
9and 7 farmers in 2010 and 2011 respectively. The corresponding numbers for hiring temporary
labor were 180 and 182 and those for family labor were 18 and 24, showing that temporary
labor is employed in the highest numbers to cover peak operations like hoeing, pruning,
spraying etc. Total input cost per acre was USD327 and 409in 2010 and 2011 respectively.
Cost difference in years is due toacreage differences. A comparison between components of
input and harvesting and post harvesting costs showed almost the same trend. The most
interesting thing is that per acre cost of harvesting and post harvesting increased by 14% in
2011 respectively over the corresponding cost of inputs. Miscellaneous costs showed no
differences between the years. Total per acre cost of production and marketing increased from
USD819 to 1,142 (39% rise) in 2011 which reflects general inflation rate in Pakistan.

Table 28: Total & Average per Acre Production and Marketing Cost of Peach

2010 2011
No. of No. of
Farmers | Total Cost Total | Average Farmers | Total Cost Total | Average
. . Orchard| Cost Per . Orchard| Cost Per
Description Responded in Areain | Acrei Responded in Areain | Acrei
in each USD reain | Acrein in each USD reain | Acrein
Acres UsD Acres UsD
Category Category
A- Total Input Cost
Material Cost 185 200,117.4 | 767.8 | 260.6 185 240,570.7 | 770.2 | 312.3
Permanent Labor 9 11,070.5 66.5 166.5 7 16,324.7 51.2 319.1
Temporary Labor 180 39,008.2 | 740.1 52.7 182 57,189.7 | 757.4 75.5
Family Labor 18 1,103.3 71.9 15.3 24 1,410.6 90.7 15.6
Total 185 251,299.4 | 767.8 | 327.3 185 315,495.6 | 770.2 | 409.6
B- Total Harvesting and Post Harvesting Cost
Material Cost 88 152418.9 | 357.0 | 427.2 124 238497.1 | 487.0 | 489.9
Permanent Labor 2 179.0 7.0 24 1 3 2644.8 15.0 178.4
Temporary Labor 87 112048.7 | 353.0 | 317.5 123 172835.8 | 483.0 | 358.0
Family Labor 3 524.2 25.0 20.8 4 268.0 11.0 24.7
Total 88 266781.9 | 357.0 | 747.7 124 4142456 | 487.0 | 851.0
C- Miscellaneous
Transportation,
Munshiana (Market
Record Keeping 87 110,289.5 | 353.0 | 312.6 123 149,479.4 | 483.0 | 309.6
Charges), Market
Fees, Commission
etc.
Total Cost of
Production and 185 628,370.8 | 767 819.3 185 879,220.6 770 | 1,141.8
Marketing (A+B+C)

4.2. Farm Employment Details

As farm employment is an important component of peach production, it was decided to study
this in details. In Table 29 in 2010, 183 (99%) farmers out of total 185 interviewed said that they
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employed temporary labor in peak working days. Only 9 (5%) and 49 (27%) farmers
respectively had permanent and family labor.Coming to total days per year it is noted
thattemporary labor in 10,161 days averaged at 13 days per acre. It is followed by permanent
labor with 1,072 days and family labor with 1,073 days averaging 16 and 6 days per acre
respectively.The facts show the importance of peach gardening for temporary farm labor in the
area as alternativesources of employment are extremely few. It can be safely said that peach
gardening plays a pivotal role in the local economy. The corresponding values for 2011 in Table
30 show exactly the same trend.

Table 29: Total & Average Per Acre Farm Employment Days in Different Labor Categories

in 2010
No. of Farmers % of Total Total Average
Labor Category | Responded in each o Employed Days Per
farmers Days
Category Labor Acre
Permanent 9 5 157 1,072 16
Temporary 183 99 7,021 10,161 13
Family 49 27.2 165 1,073 6
Total 185 7,343 12,306
Table 30: Total & Average per Acre Farm Employment Days in Different Labor Categories
in 2011
No. of Farmers o Total Average
. % of Total
Labor Category Responded in each Employed Days Per
farmers Days
Category Labor Acre
Permanent 8 4.3 155 1,070 18
Temporary 183 99.5 8,551 11,447 15
Family 50 27 179 834 5
Total 185 8,885 13,351

4.2.1. Cost of Labor Employed in Peach Orchards

The data above have shown that peach orchards are a major source of farm labor employment
in Swat. It was thus tried to probe the total cost incurred on labor which is also a direct financial
contribution to the local economy. In Table 31 in 2010, total cost is USD297,727 split into
permanent, temporary and family labor along with their numbers and number of employers is
also present for details. Corresponding values and details for 2011 are in Table 32. In this year
total cost increased to USD392,877, up by 32%. In 2011 cost increased for permanent and
temporary labor partially due to increase in labor charges and labor numbers, a normal trend.
This normal trend showed a reversal in family labor when corresponding columns of labor
number, total cost or average cost per acre are compared from both years. In 2011 family labor
numbers increased from 165 to 179, an increase of 9%.In spite of this increase total cost was
decreased by 12%, from USD10,324 to 9,096. On this abnormal situation the employers said
new laborers who worked for the first time in this year demanded lesser wages.

Table 31: Total & Average per Acre Cost of Labor in Different Labor Categories in 2010

Total Total Average
No. of Farmers Total .
Labor Category Responded in Employed Cultivated | Employment Employment
each Cateqo Labor Areain Costin USD Cost Per Acre
gory Acres in USD
Permanent 9 157 66.5 12,860.6 193.5
Temporary 182 7,021 750.0 274,290.0 365.7
Family 49 165 172.7 10,324.2 59.8
Total 185 7,343 767.8 297,727.6
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Table 32: Total & Average per Acre Cost of Labor in Different Labor Categories in 2011

N Total Total Average

o. of Farmers Total .

Labor Category Responded in | Employed Cultlva_ted Emplc_)yment Employment.

each Category Labor Area in Costin USD | Cost Per Acre in

Acres USD

Permanent 8 155 58.6 18,969.5 323.9

Temporary 183 8,551 762.3 364,560.8 478.2

Family 50 179 176.4 9,096.7 51.6

Total 185 8,885 770.2 392,877.5

4.2.2. Details of Working Days of Labor in Peach Orchards

As a major employment source for locals, labor is one of the most important inputs in peach
farming. Therefore, total number of laborers employed in each category per year with total work
days in a year and average work days per year for 2010 and 2011 are tabulated in Table 33.
Data in the table for 2010 show that in permanent category 157 laborers were employedand
worked for 3,437 input days on 67 acres of orchard with average 22 input days. The same
values for temporary labor are 7,021input days on750 acres with 8 input days per year. A total
of 165 family laborers worked for 1,486 input days in total on 173 acres. Corresponding values
in 2011 showed the same trend and gave almost similar results.

Table 33:Different Labor Categories Employment Status on Peach Farms

Year Permanent Temporary Family

Total No. Total | Average | Total No. Total Average | Total No. Total |Average

of Labors | No. of Days of Labors No. of Days of Labors No. of Days
worked Input | Worked Worked Input Worked | Worked Input |Worked

on Days ina on Acres Days ina on Days ina

Acres(--) | Worked Year (--) Worked Year Acres(--) | Worked | Year

2010 | 157(67) 3,437 21.89 7021(750) | 54,485 7.76 165(173) 1,486 9.01

2011 155(59) 3,334 21.51 8551(762) | 57,729 6.75 179(176) 1,352 7.55

4.2.3. Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for All Labor Categories
In Table 34 with the same number of laborers in each category average working days per month
and average working hours per day are given for 2010. A look at the table shows that
permanent laborers worked 22 days per year, whereas temporary and family laborers worked
for 8 and 9 days per year respectively. Interestingly all types of laborers on averageworked for 7
hours per day. In the same table Full Time Equivalent (FTE) job for all labor categories is
calculated by using the formula given in the table. FTE for permanent labor is 12 and for
temporary and family labor the values are 189 and 5 respectively.
The corresponding values for 2011 are in Table 35 show the same trend with almost
comparable values with minor deviations due to yearly change.
It was strange to find out that women do not work in peach orchards, whereas they do work in
potato production.

Table 34:Employment Figures in Peach Farms in 2010

Total Number of employees

Average Working Days/Year*

Average Working Hours/Day

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Permanent

Temporary

Family

157

7021

165

21.89

7.76

9.01

7.2

7.2

7.2

* Average working days per year = total input days / no. of laborers

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for Year**

Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Per Acre**

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

Permanent

Temporary

Family

Total

11.9

188.59

5.15

205.64

0.18

0.25

0.03

0.21

* FTE = (# of employee * average working days

*** FTE = (Full Time Equivalent for year / Corresponding

acres

per month*average working hours) / 2080
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Table 35:Employment Figures in Peach Farms in 2011

Total Number of employees Average Working Days / Year* | Average Working Hours / Day
Permanent | Temporary |Family | Permanent | Temporary | Family |Permanent| Temporary | Family
155 8551 179 21.51 6.75 7.55 7.2 7.2 7.2
* Average working days per year = total input days / no. of laborers
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) for Year** Full Time Equivalent (FTE) Per Acre***
Permanent | Temporary Family Total Permanent | Temporary Family Total
11.54 199.80 4.68 216.02 0.19 0.26 0.03 0.22
*FTE = (# of employee * average working days per | *** FTE = (Full Time Equivalent for year / Corresponding
month*average working hours) / 2080 acres

4.3. Sale and Income Values of Peach Growers

As sale and income is the final target of any business, 188 peach farmers were interviewed to
collect their sales and income data for 2010 and 2011. InTable 36 sales values collected in
2010 are tabulated. Out of the total sample,42 farmers (22%) reported complete orchard
destruction due to floods while 2 (1%) reported destruction due to snowfalland reported no
production. Of the interviewed farmers, 4 (2%) mentioned no fruit bearing because of shortage
of water as their broken tube well could not be repaired in the season.Farmers that had no
peach plantation were 3(1.6%).

Farmers who sold their fruits are placedin different sale categories. From this sample 86
(63%)farmers sold peaches in theUSD292 to 7,254category while 33 (24%) fell in the second
category from USD7,254 to 14,215.In addition 3 farmers (2%) earned the highest sale price —
USD28,138 to 35,100. The rest of the 15 surveyed farmers fell in the range of USD14,215 to
28,138.

In Table 37 values of net income earned are classified, scenario of no sale is the same as in
Table 36 i.e. 42 (22%) farmers suffered losses. Further probing revealed the following reasons
for loss:

» Fruit spoilage because of nutrient deficiency resulting in bad quality fruit fetching very low
rate.

» Lack of finances to buy inputs necessary for healthy successful crop.

= Unavailability of fertilizers at the right time.

= Not proper and in time harvesting due to lack of appropriate know-how.

Income data show that earnings of 82 (73%) growers were in the lowest category from USD110
to 6,085. After this 21 (19%) farmers fell in the next lowest category from USD6,085 to 12,059.
Only one farmer earned the highamount of USD29,982.

Table 36:Peach Farmers’ Status in Different Sales Categories in 2010

No. of % of
Total Average
Farmers o Total Farmers
% of . Orchard | Total Sales | Sales
Sales Groups Responded Production| who Sold - .
. Farmers . . Areain in USD Per Acre
in each in Kg Production Acre in USD
Category (n=137)
Flood Destruction 42 22.3 - - 148.8 - -
Destruction due to snow fall 2 1.1 - - 94 - -
Fruit didn't Bear 4 2.1 - - 114 - -
No Peach Plantation 3 1.6 - - - - -
292.5-7,254.0 86 457 3,122,540 62.8 278.5 328,220.1 | 1,178.5
7,254.0-14,215.5 33 17.6 1,489,533 24 .1 165.6 341,955.9 | 2,065.0
14,215.5-21,177.0 9 4.8 439,400 6.6 46.5 147,303.0 | 3,167.8
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No. of % of
F Total Average
armers o Total Farmers
% of . Orchard | Total Sales | Sales
Sales Groups Responded Production| who Sold . .
. Farmers i . Areain in USD Per Acre
in each in Kg Production Acre in USD
Category (n=137)
21,177.0 - 28,138.5 6 3.2 640,000 4.4 50.9 140,452.7 | 2,759.4
28,138.5 -35,100.0 3 1.6 455,000 2.2 56.8 98,280.0 1,730.3
Total 188 100 6,146,473 100 598.3 |[1,056,211.7 | 1,765.4
Table 37:Peach Farmers’Status in Different Income Categories in 2010
No. of % of Total Total Average
Farmers o Farmers .
% of Orchard | Income in Income
Income Groups Responded who Get -
. Farmers . Areain UsD Per Acre
in each Profit Acre in USD
Category (n=112)
Flood Destruction 42 22.3 - - -
Destruction due to snow fall 2 1.1 - - - -
Fruit didn't Bear 4 2.1 - - - -
No Peach Plantation 3 1.6 - - - -
Financial Loss 25 13.3 - 108 -35,783.3 -330.6
110.0-6,084.5 82 43.6 73.2 290 211,503.5 730.3
6,084.5 -12,059.0 21 11.2 18.8 115 185,404.4 1,617.0
12,059.0 -18,033.4 6 3.2 54 48 92,562.7 1,930.8
18,033.5 -24,007.9 2 1.1 1.8 15 38,229.8 2,548.7
24,007.9-29,982.4 1 0.5 0.9 30 29,982.4 1,011.1
Total 188 100 100 497 557,682.8 1,122.8

Note: Value in minus represent financial losses incurred by orchards growers

Corresponding values of Tables 36 and 37 for 2011 are in Tables 38 and 39 respectively. In
Table 38as one farmer had very poor yield (250 kg), he did not sell and kept for self-
consumption and as gifts for relatives and friends. A few farmers, 3 (1.6%), had no orchard

plantations.

Data show that 129 (70%) farmers sold in the lowest sales category of USD255 to 9774.
Another 40 (21%) fell in the next lowest category of USD9,774 to 19,293. Only one farmergot
the highest sale amount of USD47,850.
Net earnings amounts are in Table 39. As one farmer did not sell,3 had no plantations and 33
(18%) suffered losses due to reasons given in Table 36.
Out of the total 151 farmers,123 (82%) were in the lowest income category of USD88 to 7,544.
In the next earning category of USD7,544 to 14,999, there were 26 (17%) farmers, while one
farmer earned the highest amount of USD29,909.

Table 38:Peach Farmer’s Status in Different Sale Categories in 2011

No. of

% of

Farmers Total Farmers Total Average
% of . Orchard| Total Sales |Sales Per
Sales Groups Responded F Production| Who Sold . . .
. armers . . Areain in USD Acre in
in each in Kg Production Acre USD
Category (n=184)
Didn't sell (for own use) 1 0.5 250 - 1.5 - -
No Peach Plantation 3 1.6 - - - - -
255.2-9774 1 129 68.6 3,548,210 70.1 409.5 624,950.0 1,526.3
9,774.2- 19,293.1 40 21.3 3,127,611 21.7 221.9 538,553.2 2,427.0
19,293.1-28,812.1 7 3.7 448,500 3.8 455 167,852.0 3,691.6
28,812.1-38,331.0 7 3.7 857,200 3.8 74.6 231,507.0 3,102.2
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No. of % of
Total Average
Farmers Total Farmers
. Orchard| Total Sales |Sales Per
Sales Groups Responded Production| Who Sold . . .
! Farmers i i Areain in USD Acre in
in each in Kg Production Acre USD
Category (n=184)
38,331.1-47,850.0 1 220,500 0.5 47,850.0 2,766.3
Total 188 8,202,271 100 768.8 | 1,610,712.2 | 2,095.2
Table 39: Peach Farmer’s Status in Different Income Categories in 2011
No. of % of Total Average
Farmers % of Farmers Orchard Total Incorr?e
Income Groups Responded 0 Who Get Area in Income in
. Farmers - Per Acre
in each Profit Acre UsD in USD
Category (n=151)
Didn't sell (for own use) 1 0.5 - - - -
No Peach Plantation 3 1.6 - - - -
Financial Loss 33 17.6 - 108 -50,090.5 -464.9
88.2 -7,543.6 123 65.4 81.5 493 326,092.5 661.8
7,543.6-14,998.9 26 13.8 17.2 147 267,841.1 1,824.7
14,999.0 -22,454.3 1 0.5 0.7 5 16,524.2 3,343.5
22,454.3 -29,909.7 1 0.5 0.7 17 29,909.7 1,729.1
Total 188 100 100 661 640,367.6 968.4

4.3.1. Channels of Marketing Adopted by Peach Producers
Farmers use different channels for marketing depending on their suitability and availability for
them. Different marketing channels also affect sale price and profit, which shows their
importance in the farming system. Survey results on marketing channels in Figure 15 show that
out of 184 farmers, 124 (67%) did self-marketing, whereas only 60 (33%) used the services of

sub-contractor.

Figure 15: Distribution of Mode of Selling/Marketing Orchard Produce in 2011
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Farmres frequently used method of self-marketing to sell their production to local and outstation
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Wholeseller sold production to retailers and consumer purchased potato from
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Farmres frequently used method of self-marketing to sell their production to local and outstation

wholesaler.

retailers.

Figure 16: Marketing Channel of Peach
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4.3.2. Usage of Technology in Peach Production

A delicate crop peach needs proper technology and care. Moreover today’s agriculture is not
profitable if appropriate technology is not used.Therefore188 farmers were surveyed for their
use of different technologies. In Figure 17, out of a list of 8 technologies prevalent in the area,
172 (91%) farmers used tractors, 124 (66%) pruning kits, 122 (65%) harvesting bins, 86 (46%)
power sprayers, and 84 (45%) harvesting kits. Other technologies in the table were used only by

few farmers. Storage bin is at the lowest end used only by 5 (3%) farmers.

Figure 17: Distribution of Usage of Technology in Peach Orchards
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4.3.3. Difficulties Faced by Peach Farmers in Production of Quality Peaches

Peach growers face a lot of problems because of difficult terrain. Farmers were surveyed to
rank the most pressing problems out of a possible list of 13 commonly reported problems in the
area. Results are tabulated in descending order in Figure 18. Out of the 188 strong sample,
140 (74%) farmers mentioned attack of diseases, followed by 116 (62%) who mentioned pest
attack while third most pressing problem reported by 110 (59%) was unavailability of certified
plants. Nutrient deficiency was mentioned by 101 (54%).Post-harvest losses and
pruning/training problems were indicated by 34% each. Other problems in the table were
mentioned by lesser percentage of farmers. Picking and storage came at the lowest end
indicated by 15 (8%) and 12 (6%) farmers respectively.

Figure 18: Difficulties Faced by Farmers in Production of Quality Peaches
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4.4. Financing Sources of Peach Farmers

Like all businesses availability of enough finances is essential for successful orchard.In Figure
19 different sources are listed: 132 (70%) and 61 (32%) farmers mentioned self-financing and
loans from commission agent/local money lenderrespectively. Another 23 (12%) took loans from
family and friends. Only 3 (2%) farmers took credit from financial institution (ZTBL) which shows
that these institutions are not active enough in the area. There is a dire need to bring financial
institutions with supervised credit facilities in the area.Experience tells that supervised credit is
utilized better than non-supervised ones.

USAID Firms Project Page. 41



Baseline Survey of Peach and Potato Growers in Swat (2012) Final Report
Figure 19: Distribution of Financing Source of Peach Farmers
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4.4.1. Financial Requirements of Peach Farmers

The same 188 farmers were further probed to know their degree of satisfaction with their current
financial arrangements and if they need further loans and the amounts needed.The results in
Table 40 show that 108 (57%) farmers are satisfied with their available finances.But 80 (43%)
farmers reported that their present finances arrangementswere not sufficient. When asked
about their consent for credit, 60 (75%) out of these 80 farmers said they want credit. While 20
(25%) said no as they believed that credit is not allowed in Islam. Inquiries made from these 60
farmers reveal that credit amounts needed by 32 (52%) range from USD116 to 2,876. Further
16 (27%) farmers need credit in the USD2,876 t05,637 and another 10 (17%) in the
USD5,637t08,398 range.The highest demand above USD8,398 and up to 13,920 was from 3%
farmers. As majority of farmers needed small amounts of credit, micro credit arrangements
should be made.

Table 40:Peach Farmers Degree of Satisfaction with their Present Financial

Arrangements, Their willingness for further Loans & Amount Requirements

Satisfaction with Number of Farmers % of Farmers
Available Finances (n=188)
Yes 108 57.4
No 80 42.6
Willingness for Credit Number of Farmers(n=80) % of Farmers
Yes 60 75.0
No 20 25.0
Required Amount of No. of Farmers Respondent in each %
. o of Farmers
Credit Category
116.0-2,876.8 32 53.3
2,876.8-5,637.6 16 26.7
5,637.6-8,398.4 10 16.7
8,398.4-11,159.2 1 1.7
11,159.2-13,920.0 1 1.7
Total 60 100.0

4.5. Peach Orcharders Degree of Information and Sources of

Information

Latest information about farming techniques and markets situation is important for profitable
agriculture in general and for orchards in particular. Out of 188 farmers interviewed, all but one
said that they had received information.Their responses in Figure 20 show that 178
(95%)farmers received information from the Project, 117 (63%) from friends and relatives and
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32% from TV and radio. Cooperatives, agriculture department and NGOs provided information
only to small percentage ranging from 5% to 11%.

Figure 20: Distribution of Sources of Information/Training
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4.5.1. Types of Trainings Received by Peach Orcharders

Due to research in agriculture, farming practices are being continuously improved. Improved
farming practices can only be adopted by farmers if they receive proper training from outreach
agencies. A total of 187 farmers were interviewed to know the types of training they received in
2011. Out of the 11 types of training mentioned in Figure 21, 171 (91%) farmers received
training on pruning/training of orchard trees as fruit bearing capacity of trees depends on it.Of
the surveyed sample, 142 (76%) and 141 (75%) received training on insect and disease control
respectively.While 104 (56%) and 80 (43%) farmers got training on nutrient management and
sorting and grading. Other trainings mentioned in the table were imparted from 37% to 6% of
farmers in the descending order with packing at the upper and credit at the lowest end of the
list.
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Figure 21: Distribution of Training Received
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4.5.2. Scale of Training Utilization

The utilization of training creates an impact and improves productivity. A total of 184 farmers
were interviewed for training utilization. Results in Figure 22 show that only 11 (6%) of the
farmers fully applied the training. While 119 (65%) and 54 (29%) farmers adopted the practices
learned in the training partially and moderately respectively.

Figure 22: Distribution of Training Utilization after Receiving Information/Trainings
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4.5.3. Improved Practices Adopted After Training Received

When asked about the adopted practices from 187 farmers (Figure 23), 159 (85%) reported
adopting improved pruning practices. While 127 (68%) and 117 (63%) mentioned insect and
disease control respectively. Further down the line 95 (51%) and 62 (33%) replied nutrient
management and sorting and grading respectively. Percentage of other adopted practices
ranged from 29% to 5% with improved picking at the highest and credit at the lowest end. If
these results are compared with the results in Figure 19 on types of trainings received,it
becomes clear that order of practices adoption is the same as of trainings received, which
speaks of appropriateness of trainings imparted and right selection of trainees. These two
criteria are prerequisite for any successful training initiative.

Figure 23: Different Practices Used by Farmers after Adopting Good Farming Techniques
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4.5.4. Future Training Needs of Peach Orcharders

During survey when 187 farmers were asked if they need further trainings,180 (96%) replied in
positive. About the types of trainings from a list of 15 types are listed in Figure 24 in descending
order. From the surveyed sample, 129 (69%) and 124 (66%) farmers mentioned soil sampling
and testing and leaf analysis respectively. Diseases and insect control came as answers from
93 (50%) and 92 (49%) farmers respectively. Respective demands for pruning and nutrient
management came from 88 (47%) and 84 (45%) respondents. Other types of trainings were
demanded from 33%to 5% farmers in descending order with nutrient spraying and storage at
the highest and the lowest ends, respectively.

Figure 24: Distribution of Types of Training Needed
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1. Potato Survey Conclusions

» The survey was conducted in three tehsils Behrain, Kalam, and Matta in Swat district with
135 potato growers to develop a clear picture of their cultural practices, employment at
farms, yield, and income and to take stock of their problems and future requirements.

= Qut of total 135 farmers, 127 (94%) mentioned that they were self-cultivators, 7 (5%) were
leased farmers and only one worked on dehkani.

= Farms divided in three types according to the prevailed management practices: 122 (90%)
farmers were self-managers, 11 (8%) tenants, and only 2 (1% )weredehkani.

» River and stream irrigation were used by 128 (95%) farmers, spring by 4 (3%) and tube well
by 3 (2%).

= Farm distance of within one km from main road was reported by 74 (55%) farmers, 49 (36%)
at 1-2 km distance and only 3 (2%) were at more than 4 km.

» Small farmers with 6 acres land were 110 (96%), and 4 (4%) had up to 25 acres (medium
farmers).

» Six cultivars — Lady Rozetta, Sterna, Raja, Roco, Diamont, and Desiree —were being sown.
In 2011 total area under potato cultivation was 207 acres with a total cost of USD170,388
giving average cost per acre of USD823.

= A comparison of potato production suitability among tehsils shows that Matta is the least
suitable of all.

= Total sale value in 2011 was USD298,157 with an average sale value of USD1,653 per
acre.Total net income was USD 155,819 giving an average of USD1,027 per acre.

= Total number of laborers in potato production in 2011 was 304 in permanent, 3,809 in
temporary, and 1,302 in family labors. Permanent labor worked for total 7,900 input days,
temporary for 42,336 and family for 14,553. FTE jobs created in 2011 were 32 for
permanent, 161 for temporary, and 56 for family laborers, clearly revealing temporary labor
demand in the market.

» Farm management is distributed according to the practices prevailed in Swat. Farmers did
self-marketingwere 86 (88%) and sub-contractors were 12 (12%) in 2011.

= Main technologies used by potato growers were tractor by 107 (97%) farmers, spraying
machine by 55 (50%), and harvesting bin by 22 (20%).

= Apart from self-financing by 70 (64%) farmers, 36 (33%) took loan from family and friends,
and 31 (28%).from commission agents/local money lenders.

» Most of the farmers, 50 (81%) out of total 62,wanted credit ranging from USD116 to 2,413.

= Major difficulties faced by potato farmers were unavailability of certified seeds by 103 (76%),
attack of diseases by 73 (54%), insect attacks by 54 (40%), lack of proper tools and
machinery by 45 (33%), and nutrient deficiencies by 35 (26%).

» Project gave information/training on potato production for 121 (98%) farmers. Farmers who
received information from family and relatives were 21 (17%), and 9 (7%) received
information/training through TV and radio.

= Majority of farmers received different trainings to help produce higher yields.Of them, 116
(94%) received training on use of high yielding cultivars, 66 (54%) on nutrient management,
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66 (54%) on insect control, 55 (44%) on disease control, and 49 (40%) on better irrigation
techniques.

Farmers who adopted fully what they learned in trainings were 67 (68%), followed by those
who adopted moderately 9 (9%) and partial adoption by 23 (23%).

Major farm practices adopted by farmers after getting trainings; 88 (89%) adopted high
yielding cultivars, 60 (61%) improved tillage practices, 31 (31%) improved plant nutrition, 26
(26%) selected better land parcels for potato growing.

Types of trainings wanted by majority of potato growers were; 67 (65%) wanted training on
sowing techniques of high vyielding cultivars, 61 (59%) on disease control, 46 (45%) on
nutrient management, 41 (40%) on appropriate use of tools and machinery, 40 (39%) on
insect control, and 34 (33%) on irrigation methods.

Financial records were kept by 42 (72%) farmers, sales records 41 (71%), and crop
production records 34 (58%).

As farmers wanted to grow new high yielding cultivars,79 (59%) wanted to grow cultivar
Roco, 71 (53%) Raja, 29 (21%) Lady Rozetta, 9 (7%) Crozo, and only 3
(2%)DiamontDiamont.

Reason of priority given by farmers to grow high yielding cultivars were; 127 (94%) gave
increased production as a reason, 90 (67%) increased profit, 21 (16%) increased market
demand, and 14 (10%) mentioned expertise in production.

5.2. Recommendations to Improve Potato Production in District Swat

After thoroughly analyzing the data the following suggestions can be made to increase potato
production and farmers’ income:

Role of farmers’ cooperative, agriculture department and related government agencies, and
NGOs need to be enhanced as their present contribution is negligible.

Institutions providing supervised micro credit should be brought in the area.
Latest market information should be provided to growers.
Marketing and transport cooperatives should be encouraged.

In time quality inputs should be ensured in sufficient quantities. Furthermore, seed and
fertilizer purchase committees should be established.

Supply of certified high yielding certified seeds of potato should be ensured.

Use of farm machinery and efficient farm tools/kits should be encouraged by making them
available in the local markets.

Frequent interactions with farmers to solve their major hindrances are suggested.
If possible, local seasonal forecasts will help in damage control.

High need for future trainingsarranged according to growers’ priorities. Post training
utilization should be supervised and monitored to increase training implementation.
Trainings for record keeping on cultural practices and crop rotational systems need to be

imparted as presently growers lack awareness about these factors contribution in yield
formation.

5.3. Peach Survey Conclusions

The survey was conducted in three tehsils Barikot, Kabal, and Babuzai of district Swat with
188 farmers to develop a holistic picture of peach production covering all aspects.

Self-cultivatedfarmers in survey area were 159 (85%), followed by 29 (15%) leased
gardeners.Farmers who managed their orchards themselveswere 185 (98%)and3 (2%)
farms were managed by tenants.Tube well irrigationwas used by 99 (53%) farmers, 88
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(47%)farms irrigated through river/stream and only 1 (0.5%) was spring irrigated. Farms’
distance of 113 (60%)were situated within 1 to 2 km from the main road, and orchards within
less than 1 km were 33 (18%). Only 13 (7%) orchards situated at a distance of more than 4
km.

» Landholdings of small farmers up to 6 acres were 158 (85%), and 26 (14%)were medium
farmers with up to 25 acres. Only one farmer wasbiglandholder with more than 25 acres.

» Different cultivars were grown by farmers in 2011; NJC 84 by 107 (58%) farmers, Indian
Blood by 74 (40%), Elberta by 51 (28%), Maria Delezia by 45 (24%), Carmon by 39 (21%),
Early Green by 34 (18%), and local cultivars like Golden, Hartley, Sohani, and Halian by
only 25 (14%).Average tree population per acre varied from 129 to 153 respectively local
cultivars to Carmon.

= On the basis of average fruit production per acre from 2010 and 2011, Babuzai and Kabal
tehsils are more suitable for peach production.

» Total orchard area used for plantation of peach in 2011 was 770 acres with an average cost
of USD1,142 per acre.

= |n 2011 total sale value was USD1,610,712 with total net earnings of USD968 per acre.

» Peach gardening is a good labor employer in the area.lt employed 155 laborers for
1,070total days per year in permanent labor category. Temporary laborers employed were
8,551 for 11,447days,and family labor was employed were 179 for 834 days in 2011. Total
input days of permanent laborers employed were 3,334, temporary laborers 57,729, and
family laborers 1,352. In 2011, FTE jobs created for permanent category was 11, temporary
200, and family 5.

= Self-marketing was done by 124(67%) farmers,while 60 (33%) used sub-contractors’
services.

= Major technologies used by the growers are tractor by172 (91%), pruning kit by 124 (66%),
harvesting bin by 122 (65%), power sprayer by 86 (46%), and harvesting kit by 84 (45%).

» Main difficulties faced by farmers are disease attacks by 140 (74%), insect attacks by 116
(62%), lack of certified plants by 110 (59%), nutrient deficiencies by 101 (54%), post-harvest
losses by 64 (34%).

= As self-financed farmers were 132 (70%), 61 (32%) took loans from commission agent or
local money lender, 23 (12%) from family and friends, and 3 (2%) from ZTBL.

» Farmers who showed their willingness for credit were 60 (75%) out of total 80, and 32 (53%)
farmers wanted amounts of credit ranging from USD116 to 2,878.

* Project gave the information/training to 178 (95%) on production improvement from, 117
(63%) from family and friends, and 59 (32%) from TV and radio.

= Major types of training received by farmers were pruning by 171 (91%), insect attack
management by 142 (76%), disease control by 141 (75%),nutrient management by 104
(56%), sorting and grading by 80 (43%), packaging by 70 (37%), and picking by 60 (32%).

= After receiving information and/or training,11 (6%) farmers fully adopted recommended
farming practices, 54 (29%) moderately, and partial adoption was by 119 (65%).

» Of the farmers who adopted practices after getting training,159 (85%) improved pruning,
127 (68%) pest management, 117 (63%) disease management, 95 (51%) nutrient
management, and 62 (33%) sorting & grading.

=  Qut of 180 farmers 173 (69%) desired future trainings to improve yields and income.Most of
the farmers 129 (69%) wanted training on soil sampling & testing by, leaf analysis by 124
(66%), disease control by 93 (50%), insect control by 92 (49%), improved pruning by 88
(47%), and nutrient management by 84 (45%).0Only 5% demanded training on storage.
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5.4. Recommendations to ImprovePeach Productionin District Swat
After thoroughly analyzing the data the following suggestions can be made to increase peach
production and farmers’ income:

= Role of farmers’ cooperative, agriculture department and related government agencies, and
NGOs need to be enhanced as their present contribution is negligible.

= |nstitutions providing supervised micro credit should be brought in the area.
= Latest market information should be provided to growers.

» Marketing and transport cooperatives should be encouraged.

» |n time quality inputs should be insured in sufficient quantities.

= Supply of certified high yielding transplants of peach should be ensured.

= Use of machinery and efficient orchary tools/kits should be encouraged by making them
available in the local markets.

» Frequent interactions with farmers to resolve their major hindrances are suggested.

= |f possible local seasonal forecasts will help in damage control.

» High need for future trainingsarranged according to growers’ priorities. Post training
utilization should be supervised and monitored to increase training implementation.

» Farmers should be trained in the areas of pruning, standardized plant to plant spacing, leaf
analysis, and nutrient spraying.
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6. APPENDICES

Appendix 1: Scope of Work and Deliverables
Scope of Work (SOW) and Deliverables Schedule

Below is the SOW for the RFP. For this RFP, the term "Subcontractor' means the successful offerer who
is awarded the subcontract as a result of this RFP.

Program Overview
The objective of the USAID Firms Project (the 'Project’) is to improve government service delivery and
develop dynamic, internationally competitive firms to accelerate sales, investment, and job growth to
undercut the basis of extremism. The Project aims to work in at-risk districts such as Swat. Swat is known
for its fruits (apples, peaches, plums, apricots, and persimmons) and vegetables (onions, potatoes,
tomatoes, turnips, peas, cabbage, etc.). Currently, 44 percent of the Swat district economy is based on
horticulture, which indirectly supports other sectors such as tourism and other agro-based industries.
The peach and potatoes sectors create employment opportunities for a large number of people. Despite
this, a significant amount of produce is wasted due to pre- and post-harvest losses. Additionally, the
growth of these sectors is limited due to a lack of access to inputs supplies, market information, market
linkages, and credit facilities as well as an untrained work force, poor management practices, inability to
meet product standards (quality, consistency, hygiene, etc.), and non-availability of pulping units to utilize
B, C, and D grade fruit for pulp processing and value additions. Increasing the economic value of these
sectors begins with minimizing losses during pre- and post-harvest, increasing yields, and diversifying
end market opportunities for producers. The Project has devised peach and potato sector development
projects to improve production and increase sales revenue for the identified horticulture value chains in
vulnerable areas of Pakistan and by doing so, is supporting the rehabilitation and recapitalization of
conflict and flood-affected small and medium enterprises (SMEs).
Scope of Work
The Project intends to work with approximately 800 peach growers who will be organized in roughly 20
clusters of approximately 40 farmers per cluster and 533 potato growers who will be organized in roughly
13 clusters of approximately 41 farmers per cluster. Project interventions will be provided at the cluster
level.
The purpose of this activity is to establish a baseline of the peach and potato growers with reference to
farm management and marketing practices with a specific focus on access to credit services and facilities,
technical advice and training facilities, inputs supplies, market information, and market linkages. The
findings of this survey will help the project develop appropriate response strategies for better production
and sales revenue for project beneficiaries. The collected data that would serve as a basis of comparison
with end line data as well as helping the project team in project design and implementation of
interventions. The specific objectives of the survey are:
a. Assessment of farms management practices for peach and potato growers;
b. Map the different varieties of peach and potato being cultivated by farmers and assess the
production and yield for each variety;
Assess the extent to which peach and potato growers have access to input supplies;
Assess the extent to which peach and potato growers have access to credit services/facilities;
Conduct training needs assessments of the peach and potato growers; and
Assess the market information and market linkages of the peach and potato growers.
The Subcontractor will conduct a baseline survey including detailed sampling procedure and plan for data
analysis, data collection instruments, time frame and work plan. The survey protocols will ensure that the
data collected will be unbiased and comparable with future end line surveys. The survey team will
perform the following specific tasks:
a. Develop/Finalize the survey protocols including detailed sampling procedure, data collection
instruments, time frame, work plan and detailed analysis plan.
i. Develop/finalize a set of individually administered surveys targeting relevant groups of
interests as defined by the study design and sampling plans in close collaboration with the
Project's M&E and technical assistance team;

0 Qo
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ii. Collaborate with the Project's M&E and technical assistance team to design survey
methodology and quantitative survey assessment instruments for the collection of information
related to this survey;

iii. Seek approval from the Project's M&E Advisor on survey design, methodology, time frame,
and any instruments to be used during the survey.

b. Collect GPS coordinates for each village visited.

c. Where possible and required, coordinate with relevant local government officials, community
elders and other relevant notables for the smooth implementation of the survey.

d. As per the Project's guidelines, design and facilitate a workshop (or series of workshops) to train
enumerators, supervisors and other members of survey team to carry out data collection
associated task with the base line in targeted groups;

e. Directly supervise the enumerators, field supervisors, field editors and other members of the field
teams

f.  Conduct pilot testing of data collection instruments and, where necessary, work with the Project's
M&E and technical assistance team to make the minor modification of the survey instruments
based on results of pilot testing, if required;

g. Conduct mock survey as part of the training of survey team.

h. Supervise implementation of the end line survey in target areas in accordance with approved
sampling plan;

i. As part of the supervision process, conduct spot quality-assurance checks to ensure adequate
performance of enumerator involved in data collection as per the guidelines/checklist provided by
the Project ;

j. Develop an analysis plan and seek Project's approval.

k. Develop appropriate entry program in MS Access and any other relevant software (NOT EXCEL)
for data entry and perform random checks to ensure the quality of the entered data.

I. Before the data analysis, perform data cleaning on the entered data to ensure that data is clean
of any entry errors and reflects the data gathered through questionnaires.

m. Undertake a detailed analysis the data collected in SPSS or other relevant software (NOT
EXCEL) and provide descriptive statistics for all variables and inferential statistics for planned
comparisons included in the data analysis plan;

n. Produce a statistical report of the above (with sufficient narrative content to facilitate
understanding and utilization by those with limited statistical background) and provide draft to the
Project for review and comment;

o. Conduct any supplemental analysis based on feedback from the Project include results in final
Report;

p. Work closely with USAID Firms Project focal point and M&E team in Lahore throughout the
contract Period;

g. Adhere to all relevant policies and procedures of the USAID Firms Project; and

r. Adhere to the ethical guidelines as outlined in Annex A to this document.

Survey Methodology1:

Baseline Survey of Peach Growers:

Sample size

The baseline survey will only target those growers who agreed to participate in the peach sector initiative.
The following formula is used to calculate the sample size. This formula is appropriate for baseline
measurements of multi-variable surveys. It establishes variation and expected proportions of key
variables which subsequent surveys can use to base sample sizes required for estimating differences in
means or proportions. This formula also takes into account the magnitude of change that can be detected
with 95 percent confidence given the expected standard deviations for the indicators of interest.

The targets of the peach programs have been scaled down. Now the program intends to work with
approximately 440 peach farmers (organized in 11 clusters of approximately 40 farmers each). The
sample target is also revised to this effect. Following is the revised sampling methodology:

1Survey methodology is described to provide a fair idea of the scale and nature of work required. Bidding parties are
open to propose alternative methodology which will be judged on its technical quality in an objective manner.
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The baseline survey will only target those growers who agreed to participate in the peach sector initiative.
Following formula is used to calculate the sample size for the study:

Sample Size (n) = Deff [(Za + ZB)2 * {Pb (1 - Pb) + Pe (1 - Pe)}] /(Pe -Pb)2

Where,
Design effect (Deff) is set to 1.2
Za (significance) and the Zp (power) is set to 0.95
Proportion at endline is set to 0.65

The equations above include "deff' for the design effect. This provides a correction for the loss of
sampling efficiency resulting from the use of cluster sampling instead of simple random sampling, and the
gain of sampling efficiency resulting from stratification. It is the factor by which the sample size must be
multiplied by in order to produce survey estimates with the same precision as a simple random sample. It
was assumed a priori that inter-household variation is small compared to that of population-based
surveys that are based on severity classes" Thus, a design effect (deff) of 1.2 was used"

By applying this formula the total required sample comes to 299. After calculating the finite population
correction (based on total 440 farmers) and factoring-in the 5% for non-response and 5% for incomplete
or discarded questionnaire, the sample target comes to 188. Following is the finite population correction

N =no/ [1+{( no -1)/N}]
Where,
n = sample size
N = Population size (i.e. total number of participating peach growers)
n, = sample size to be adjusted
The total sample required is this 188.
Selection of Farmers:
To reach the sample target of 188 farmers; seven (out of eleven) cluster will randomly selected and
twenty seven farmer from each cluster will be randomly selected for the interview (7 cluster * 27 farmers
each = 189 farmers)
Survey Instrument:
A closed ended questionnaire will be administered for the survey. This USAID Firms Project team will
develop and pre-test the questionnaire before the start of formal survey.

Baseline Survey of Potato Growers:

Sampling methodology for the potato sector baseline is similar to that of peach sector survey as
described above. The baseline survey will only target those growers who agreed to participate in the
potato sector development initiative.

Sample Size:

The baseline survey will only target those growers who agreed to participate in the potato sector initiative.
The following formula is used to calculate the sample size. This formula is appropriate for baseline
measurements of multi-variable surveys. It establishes variation and expected proportions of key
variables which subsequent surveys can use to base sample sizes required for estimating differences in
means or proportions. This formula also takes into account the magnitude of change that can be detected
with 95 percent confidence given the expected standard deviations for the indicators of interest.

The targets of the potato programs have been scaled down. Now the program intends to work with
approximately 280 potato farmers (organized in 7 clusters of approximately 40 farmers each). The
sample target is also revised to this effect. Following is the revised sampling methodology:

The baseline survey will only target those growers who agreed to participate in the potato sector initiative.
Following formula is used to calculate the sample size for the study:

Sample Size (n) = Deff [(Za + ZB)2 * {Pb (1 - Pb) + Pe (1 - Pe)}] /(Pe -Pb)2

Where,
Design effect (Deff) is set to 1.2
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Za (significance) and the ZB (power) is set to 0.95
Proportion at endline is set to 0.65

The equations above include "deff' for the design effect. This provides a correction for the loss of
sampling efficiency resulting from the use of cluster sampling instead of simple random sampling, and the
gain of sampling efficiency resulting from stratification. It is the factor by which the sample size must be
multiplied by in order to produce survey estimates with the same precision as a simple random sample. It
was assumed a priori that inter-household variation is small compared to that of population-based
surveys that are based on severity classes" Thus, a design effect (deff) of 1.2 was used"

By applying this formula the total required sample comes to 299. After calculating the finite population
correction (based on total 440 farmers) and factoring-in the 5% for non-response and 5% for incomplete
or discarded questionnaire, the sample target comes to 154. Following is the finite population correction

N =no/ [1+{( no -1)/N}]
Where,
n = sample size
N = Population size (i.e. total number of participating peach growers)
n, = sample size to be adjusted
The total sample required is this 154.
Selection of Farmers:
To reach the sample target of 154 farmers; six (out of seven) cluster will randomly selected and twenty six
farmer from each cluster will be randomly selected for the interview (6 cluster * 26 farmers each = 156
farmers)
Survey Instrument:
A closed ended questionnaire will be administered for the survey. This USAID Firms Project team will
develop and pre-test the questionnaire before the start of formal survey.

Deliverables

The Subcontractor shall deliver to Chemonics the following deliverables, in accordance with the schedule

set forth, below.

Submit base line survey protocols to the Project for approval.

Submit a brief report (maximum four pages) of the enumerators/supervisors training/s.

Submit a detailed analysis plan to the Project for approval.

Submit soft copy of the data entry program to the Project for azpproval.

Regularly provide brief written updates on the survey process”.

Present the preliminary findings in English to the Project management and relevant staff.

Submit the draft report in English language as per the format provided by the Project. The report

could be a combined report with different sections for the peaches and potatoes sectors.

h. Submit final Survey Report in English language after receiving the feedback from the Project on
the draft report.

i. Submit data set on SPSS or any analysis software used including programmed, syntaxes, final
copy of the entry program and soft copies of the information collected from the field (e.g. photo)
used for data analysis.

j. Submit properly filed/archived hard copies of filled-in questionnaires and any other
instrument/data collection tool used during the survey.

@ oo oTw

Deliverables Schedule
The Subcontractor shall submit the deliverables described above in accordance with the following
Deliverables Schedule:

Deliverable # Due Date

Deliverable a Before the start of the survey

Deliverable b Within three calendar days after finishing the training
Deliverable ¢ Within five calendar of start of field work

Deliverable d Within five calendar of start of field work

2 These may be short electronic updates. Format and frequency will be negotiated later with the successful contractor.

USAID Firms Project Page. 54



Baseline Survey of Peach and Potato Growers in Swat (2012) Final Report

Deliverable e TBD

Deliverable f Within ten calendar days of completion of field work

Deliverable g Within fifteen calendar days of completion of field work
Deliverable h Within seven calendar days of receiving feedback on draft report
Deliverable i TBD

Deliverable j TBD

Period of Performance

The period of performance will be between March, 2012 and May, 2012.

Location of Performance

The construction will take place at Swat.

Supervision and Reporting

The Subcontractor will report to the Project's Monitoring & Evaluation Advisor, Shahzad Tahir.

Key Personnel

List of persons, provided by the subcontractor, for the positions listed below are considered Key
Personnel for this subcontract and are considered to be essential to the work being performed hereunder.
Prior to replacing key personnel, the Subcontractor shall immediately notify Chemonics reasonably in
advance and shall submit written justification (including proposed substitutions) in sufficient detail to
permit evaluation of the impact on the work to be performed.

No replacement of key personnel shall be made by the Subcontractor without the written consent of
Chemonics.

Survey Manager/Team Leader

Supervisor

Enumerator

Data Entry Operator

Data Analyst

Agriculture/Horticulture Specialist

Qualification of Key Personnel

Survey Manager/Team Leader: S/he will be responsible for overseeing the entire data collection and
analysis. The team leader will be the point of contact for obtaining feedback on the progress of the
survey. It is the duty of the team leader to ensure that the timelines are followed and any challenges are
reported. S/he will also present the preliminary and final survey findings. The person must meet the
following qualification and experience requirements.

Minimum Education: Master's in Social Science.

Minimum Experience: At least five years of experience in research and survey methods.
Excellent understanding of the survey research.

Must possess good communication and interpersonal skill.

Available to verify data at any time needed, including morning, afternoon and evening.
Willing to be deployed in all districts of Swat and Malakand region.

g. Must be able to speak Pashto, Urdu, and an excellent command over written and spoken English.
Supervisor: S/he will be responsible for overseeing the collection and verification of data. The supervisor
will perform spot checks on random days and times during the six days of data collection phase. The
person must meet the following qualification and experience requirements.

Minimum Education: Bachelor in Social Science.

Minimum Experience: At least two years of experience in overseeing surveys.

Experience of implementing survey plan.

Good understanding of the survey research.

Must possess good communication and interpersonal skill.

Available to verify data at any time needed, including morning, afternoon and evening.

Willing to be deployed in all districts of Swat and Malakand region.

Must be able to speak Pashto, Urdu, and understand English.

Enumerators Each enumerator should preferably be from Swat/Malakand or KPK, if local people are not
available. S/he will be responsible for accurate data collection, photography and supporting documents.
The person must meet the following qualification and experience requirements.

a. Minimum Education: Bachelor in Social Science (Sociology, Anthropology, Rural Development or

other relevant discipline).

~0oo0ow
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b. Minimum Experience: At least two years of data collection experience in research techniques
such as questionnaire administration and conducting focus groups discussions (FGDs) with
farmers, community elders, market vendors and government officials.

c. Good understanding of the survey research.

d. Must possess good communication and interpersonal skill

e. Available to collect data at any time needed, including morning, afternoon and evening.
(Especially to enumerators with responsibility to house visiting).

f.  Willing to be deployed in all districts of Swat and Malakand region.

Must be able to speak Pashto, Urdu, and understand English.
Data Entry Operators: Each data entry operator will be responsible for entering accurate data into the
database provided. The four data entry personnel would be divided as follows: two, people for four days
each for potatoes; and two people for four days each for peaches. The person must meet the following
qualification and experience requirements.

a. Minimum Education: College graduation.

b. Minimum Experience: At least one year of data entry experience in any database.

c. Good understanding of the survey research.

d. Must possess good communication and interpersonal skill.

e. Must be able to understand English.

Data Analyst: The data analyst will be responsible for accurate data analysis. The person must meet the
following qualification and experience requirements.

a. Minimum Education: Master's in Statistics

b. Minimum Experience: At least four years of data analysis experience in analyzing and interpreting
data.

c. Excellent understanding of the survey research.

d. The personnel should follow a methodical and logical approach in order to examine the findings
of the data collection exercise.

e. Expert Professional level skills in database such as SPSS or other relevant data analysis
applications.

Agriculture/Horticulture Specialist (for technical support and report writing): S/he will be
responsible for providing technical knowledge and writing the draft for survey findings. The person must
meet the following qualification and experience requirements.

a. Minimum Education: Masters/PHD in Agronomy, Agricultural Economics or related subjects.

b. Minimum Experience: At least 10 years of experience in carrying out benchmarking exercises,
preferably for agricultural research in potatoes and peaches"

c. Good understanding of the survey research.

d. Must be willing to work in partnership with the survey manager/team lead and the data analyst to
ensure sound technical direction for the survey results

e. Proven recent experience with managing horticulture developments in post-conflict contexts

f.  Fluency in English language

g. Proven communications and reporting skills
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Appendix 2: Potato Questionnaire

Malakand Chips Stock Potato Sector Development Program—Baseline Survey: Potato Farmer
Questionnaire

ol R 5 St 503 8§15 5 (S Gy TS Yo = 2 g po GV G
OIS paldia) if 3 ~ali) gus
Questionnaire Number (For official use only)

(LS Jlanial (5 583 b jen) e el s

USAID Firms Project—Malakand Chips Stock Potato Sector Development Program
Farmers Baseline Survey Questionnaire
ol R g Culagly g3 S g 5y Sl (g ISV — Sy 5a 2 B il 52
aall) g (Blatia o g g (g3l S (silus

Introduction:

Good Day/Morning/Afternoon! My name is . I/We come on behalf of the
USAID Firms Project. We are carrying out a base line survey of the partner potato farmers in Swat district with
the objective to assess their production, farm management and marketing practices. The emphasisof this survey
is to assess farmers’ access to inputs, tools and machinery, technical advice and training facilities, market
information/linkages and access to credit facilities. The findings of this survey will help Firms to develop
appropriate response strategies for better production and sales revenue.

:kJJw
OsS S Glgus gl g s wdala Ul e ik (S ESal gy a8 3 Gl a0 - b e faSle Q3L
S e ol s Sl LS (i 8 syl S GBS Jla ) ol S CugS ¢ gl (S ) AS o 2emle 1S Gun e 0 S g e g2y
D8) oshl ) [ Slasbe (S G jle (il g (S G gl ey e (SIS ¢l ) S5 (5 e ol VTl SE &y o) (S oSS S o s
Okt lee cuaSa Cauia A S aal (S iag bl lsla i oS il gl S o g e al - o WBT 0 i 1S il (S il gean (S &35 S
Ko Ko i < 58
You, being a potato grower, were chosen for this interview based on your participation in the program through the
respective potato cluster. You may choose not to answer the question that was put forward or stop the interview
at any time you like.
=S s o ST o o S Glsa 0 (S clsed el B ol S sl eon JeS) uadla (S &I S8 Sl S 5S
ol b S ) 8 Gl oW leas Jlss w ol sa b S S8 S g 85 Gl Gals cn O oo e - o WE LS Cidie
All the answers are confidential. Your participation and the information you share with us won’t affect your
relationship with your community or Firms Project because whatever you are saying as a person won’t be shared
with others. Your name will not be quoted in the report. Your answers will not be judged either right or wrong.

Ho ) S ESan) e e by (Cplaia) (FisaeS Sl s o) 8 (S ail b o Slaglan sa I S Gila 68 (e S e Gl sa ol S
s S8 1 g e Sy a6 1S G L 8 (il i g S5 s pmsd CVLA I3 S Gl A0 008 g g i1 e il S jlaal
S ol e on g ey Saabble
This interview will take about twenty five minutes. At this time, do you want to ask me anything about the survey?
TS Ol Uen g 62 Gleie s e Gl € ln g ) . 0 i en G Gy LS8 g 509 S0

We are very grateful for your sincere answers. lox S mSé G ol Sl Sl

Would you like to participate in this survey? \< Som s Uy Jald (e o 5y
Respondent Agrees To Be Interviewed(— il ) 5 b3 @l sa 023K ) 5u0) 01
Respondent Does Not Agree To Be Interviewed-------------——--—-—- (= o dialia ) yy s 021 ) )02

Start the Interview( =S & 5 55 55)
(See your watch and enter)(! =S &5 i S 68 6 568)
If permission is given, begin the interview. If the respondent does not agree to continue, thank him/her and go to
the next interview. Discuss this result with your supervisor for a future revisit.
S S Bl S S Sl e mailia) S e s la e leas RIS b syl s Lecjlal RS
Sl LS Adiad S (B ol 50) o2l ASU S Sl gl S 505l S il o o il ok

Result of Interview: Completed(d«sx) 1
~5 8 58 Refused to answer(lr JS OGS w3 @l e 2
(to be completed at end ) Partly completed(J«ss s Lsb s552) 3
(B s WS JaSe e JA1, S 519 551) | Other (specify) (Cabns) S

USAID Firms Project Page. 57



Baseline Survey of Peach and Potato Growers in Swat (2012) Final Report
Questionnaire ID (cai0 ol o Cald) Response (+52) SKIP
ID1 Province Name: AL S sa
ID2 District Name: b S alia
ID3 Village Name: Ab S 48
ID4 Farmer’s Cluster Name/#:
JUYATERNG S
ID5 Interview date: (DD/MM/YYYY)
Gl (S s ST
ID6 Interviewed by:
Name of Enumerator : PERUPRILG PR
(APEX Consulting)
Date (DD/MM/YY)
ID7 Checked by: o2 (Baal
Name of Supervisor BB PBTIAE
(APEX Consulting)
Date (DD/MM/YY)
ID8 Entered by: o i€ g a3 )
Name of the Data Entry Operator
il 8 & 5
(APEX Consulting)
ID9 Checked by: 21K Jaual

Name of the Data Entry Manager
Dasie (s BT Al
(APEX Consulting):

(check questionnaire for completeness
and assign sequential ID on top of this
page data entry)

S e s o L8 s S o jlh S G S L)
(wJSGUAiHS),\AjL;'AMJ\}#)S#md#J\
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Q# | Questions & Instruction Responses.............cccccu..... (Sas il 52) Skip
(Sl 5 ) o)
A - Personal Information (<lesiza il3)
Al Respondent's Name: UL REPEN
A2 Respondent's Father's Name:
Q\.J_ﬂ_j é cA.'\fJ AT\\_,.;
A3 Respondent's CNIC #:
Mﬁ)&é&ﬁﬁj\j%&nﬁfﬁgb;
A4 Sex of the Respondent: osia (S o3 Glsa | Mal@(3.00) oo 1
Female(©ose ) 2
A5 Respondent's Age : (in completed years)
(02 Usts) poe (S o Dl
A6 Respondent's Education Level: (in
completed years)
(03 0 5) Shame (oala 1S oty il 5
A7 Respondent's Phone / Cell Number:
a1l g 08 1S o210 il s
A8 Respondent's Email (if any)
(5 32 N ou daemis) 1S o33 il
A9 Complete Address of the Respondent: L
A JeSe S o2t il sa | Village(us ) o
UC( dad s (380) et
Tehsil (Jsand) o
District (&) ..voveeieecieeceee e
A10 | Complete address of the Respondent's _ » SKIP if
Peach Orchard: Vlllage(u; l5) .................................................. same as
Ny eSS o a T _Soain ilga | UC( doiisS G8s). i, A9
Tehsil (Jeax3) oo
District (ala) .veveeieeeee e
A11 | Name of Alternate Contact person:
) Qe 3y ol
(Write name of Peach orchard owner in
case of Leased in as per B-1 below)
Flosed R B sl s & J or S sk S
(o bs Il S, )8
A12 | Contact/Phone # of alternate Contact
person: Al dalie 1y sael 05
Questions & Instruction . .
Q# (S 5 V) 5u) Responses ............cccccee...... (S 2/l sn) Skip
B - Potato Farm Information
o Sl s e slas
B1 | Status of farm ownership _ | Self-Cultivated o ZS @S aa 1
Ssle fien (S0l || aased In =W e/ 2
Other (Specify) .ose Sl ()
B2 | How do you manage your potato farm? | Self-managed o =S adaiil oa ..., 1
for S8 gok oS B K el S I | Tonants D S e, 2
Other (Specify) esde Sl ()
B3 | Whatis your source of irrigation water? | Tube well dis ©s ..o, 1
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Q# ENERIES ¢ Instructnon(ag‘ 3 5N gu) Responses ............c............ (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
fon WS @S i Sl River/Stream e s 535/ W i, 2
SPring b 3
Other (Specify) esde Sl i, ()
B4 | What is the distance of your farm to KM i s
the main (metal) road? 2.2
?duﬁu:(s g@,l}\@mswuﬁcﬁuw Hrs =t
B5 [Please provide a break-up of various 2010 2011
categories of potato in Kgs you
produced and its cultivation area in the
past two years.
) Al (Sl sad uilS (12011 512010
foaliy Dl s lay
a. Chips stock variety (Lady Rozetta) Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
(G355 55) b S s o) R PN SESS s
b. Chips stock variety (Hermus) Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
(Lo ) ood Sl o S Cua BB o
c. Chips stock variety (Crozo) Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
(3955) pud SBs s ol R Cuo plSsK R
d. Chips stock variety (Sterna) Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
(5 sl i) and Sl oS N ol R TN
e. Table potato variety (Raja) Kg Jareeb P/(g Jareeb
(A1) pud R85y Ja8 BABPIS cu ol A e
f. Table potato variety (Roco) Kg Jareeb /Kg Jareeb
( 55) mad i NEPS PN ol A e
g. Table potato variety Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
(DiamontDiamont) NEP NETREN o) S5l o
(So0l3) pnd 55y o Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
h. Other (Specify) REPIS s BB s
(S oaly) S
B6 | How much area (in Jareeb) have you
cultivated under potato in past two
years? .
ot (02 )0 58 o 0sle 52 ‘?f_‘?_j\; ;: Jareeb(w») Jareeb(«w »)
Note: 1 Jareeb is equal to 4 Kanals
= U o SIS s S s
B7 | How did you sell/market your potato 2=skip
produce in 20117 B8b
zob oS S e (S 5l 52011 | Self (WS G208 353) 1
$ .8 S Juwe LS a8 | Sub-contractor S <ias 8 =3 S b)) (v 2
Other (Specify) ose S Galiiiiiiiieieee e ()
B8 | What was the total production cost of potato cultivation (Provide break-Up)?
ol <RY (5 ) slay JS
2010
Activity Permanent labour | Temporary labour Family Labour
o R el s o o= e ol gl
Qty | Day | Cost | Qty | Day | Cost | Qty | Day | Cost
s o AR |l o AR Alaxd Y ~AOA
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Questions & Instruction

(S 5 Y1) Responses .............cccceeee (Sas 2/l 52) Skip

a) Input Costs
<&Y Syl
i. Purchase of seeds - - - - - - - -
oLy < oy
ii. Purchase of fertilizers - - - - - - - -
cRY (S ales
iii. Purchase of pesticides - - - - - - - -
LY S abgl
iv. Purchase of white wash - - - - - - - -
C8Y (S e
v. Preparation of land
CRY (S s S )
vi. Planting/sowing

CRY S s
vii. Hoeing
<Ry S35
viii. Irrigation
CRY il
ix. Fertilizer
CRY S5l aleS
X. Spray

CRY (S S o
xi. White washing
xii. Others

5_5)\1‘— é u.u‘
b) Harvesting and Post
Harvesting Costs
S Sl g LJUK-";“
sy

i. Purchase of Packaging - - - - - - - -
material
CRY S ol ge SanSy
ii. Purchase of Packing - - - - - - - -
material
iii. Harvesting

CRY S G
iv. Sorting and grading
DR sl Cuilen

v. Packaging

vi. Loading on vehicle
&Y S Saly
vii. Transportation
&Y Jas 5 Jus
viii. Unloading from vehicle
&Y S ol w38
ix. Munshiana

i

X. Market Fees
s &Sl

xi. Commission
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Questions & Instruction . .
Q# (Sl 5 <Y 5u) Responses .............cc.co....... (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
xii. Others
osdle S
2011
Activity Permanent labour | Temporary labour Family Labour
o R e Jiis ol o le oud ol
Qty | Day | Cost | Qty | Day | Cost | Qty | Day | Cost
Aand O a0 |l By ~aOA Aand o A
c) Input Costs

&Y S &)

xiii. Purchase of seeds - - - - - - - -
LY < &

xiv. Purchase of fertilizers - - - - - - - -
LY S ales

xv. Purchase of pesticides - - - - - - - -
U‘_@)I é LLI\T)}J‘

xvi. Purchase of white wash - - - - - - - -
Y S e

xvii. Preparation of land
CRY (S o S )

viii. Planting/sowing

&Y (S s
xix. Hoeing
<RY S 3R
xx. Irrigation
xxi. Fertilizer
LY S ) 515 oS
Xxii. Spray
&Y (S S S oy
xiii. White washing
&Y S ISl
xiv. Others
sde S

d) Harvesting and Post
Harvesting Costs i
S Sl Sl
&Y

xiii. Purchase of Packaging
material

xiv. Purchase of Packing

material

xv. Harvesting

&Y Sl G
xvi. Sorting and grading
LR ) Cules
xvii. Packaging
CcRY S Saasy
viii. Loading on vehicle
<Ry S &5

xix. Transportation
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Q# ENERIES ¢ Instructwn(ﬁg‘ N 5 Yl s) Responses ............c............ (S 2/l s2) Skip
CRY Jea 5 Jis
xx. Unloading from vehicle
ALSY é C'\JU)\ — ng\g
xXi. Munshiana
Uit
xxii. Market Fees
oud O e
xiii. Commission
xiv. Others
ssde S Ll
e) How many females were working on this farm in 20117?
o S e 201120223 (S Gl A a )l
Permanent (Jiiw) Temporary(=_le) Family(olus)
f) How many males were working on this farm in 20117
# S (e 2011205 (S 2 ey p )l Gl
Permanent (Jsiws) Temporary (=_le) Family(olus)
g) How many average hours worked in one day?
SLS alS T3S S o g) (e 00 SO
Males (2.<) Females(csl )
B9 What was the total income from the
sale 2010 2011
of potato? )
oMl IS ead duals w5 8 (S PKR( =) PKR( =)
B10 | Which machinery and equipment were | Tractor 35 .......ccccoveeeviceeieicieeceeeee e 1
used on your farm in 20117 ROtavator s G, i, 2
=3 te e 08 el 5 @2‘01‘;‘ REAPET I )-eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eee e en e, 3
=¥ 8 o e Speed DIl S S oo 4
(Multiple answers) Sprayer Machine Osie Jfme e 5
(0n Sas Al ga 03y —w SYl) | Harvesting Kit S S s )b e 6
(Harvesting Bin) o S | Harvesting Bin ¢ SSiass oo 7
Other (Specify) N ab) SsSedle Sl ()
B11 Whﬁt are ;he mainfdifficlulties you fag)e Availability of Certified seed (kiwd S mu daas ... 1
in the production of quality potatoes? ; i RET
S and S (e Jlslan o) S (Sl S aid el Nutrient Deficiency S i ,;br- ................................ 2
¢ 1155 LS Ll S 5K e Insects/pe§ts attack ~es S 5355 i 3
Attack of diseases ~laa S ymlay i 4
(Multiple answers) Availability of tools & machinery............cccccoeecinrennen. 5
(0 San bl ga 0al ) s S) | ity (S YT 5 (5 i
Packaging material Jifie S8 i 6
| , SEOrage 7= 59 wivvieiiiiicie et 7
poess to credit) (il <55 ) Transpprtationdfa SUB e 8
Marketing a5 8 Lo 9
Access to credit ey SIS Ua B L 10
Precautionary measures for crop_xls iblis (S Juad 11
Increased charges of commission agent................... 12
O il o3y GuaS ia
Increased cost of production<8Y¥ (s )l slan sslsy ........... 13
Other (Specify) M ab) SsSedle Sl ()
B12 | How did you finance the production Self Financed u =S <l 33 i, 1
USAID Firms Project Page. 63




Baseline Survey of Peach and Potato Growers in Swat (2012)

Final Report

Questions & Instruction . .
Q# (Sl 5 <Y 5u) Responses .............cc.co....... (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
cost of potato? | Family/Friends s Sl G [ONA 2 (1,234,
S alal Al g sy S Sl C’b‘“ Commission Agent/ Money Lender —,Ssls ... 3 | Other
o o Sl Large Buyer— J)x A o 3 e 4 | = B15
(Financial Institution) (= -3 sk Financial Institution — o )\ Sl 5
Other (Specify) i S s laglosdle S e ()
B13 | Please name the financial institution/s
you used to access credit services for
the cultivation of potato crop. )
S = S S Gae eSS 1wl
SRS daals a8 Gl Shlle (S
¢
fo¥
B14 | Is financial institution supervised the
loan? T U U 1
amy S _SSalpgamd o 53 SWLLS | NO(GE) v, 2
(S SN S G
B15 | Are your finances sufficient to meet L 1=B18
your crops prOdUCtion needs? Yes (u ‘) ........................................................................ 1
Jeala gl calie (S Juad clla o (S QTLS | NO (CRE) oo 2
. =S A S S
B16 | Would you like to receive credit L (5 OO 1 | 22B18
services from financial institution? :
U—d}f‘“‘ é u.a‘)gcm L)b| ‘é_“:\ﬂ.o Guxs ‘?\Y 13\5 NO ((_):.‘4:-‘) ........................................................................ 2
S il U S Juala
B17 | Whatis your requirement for credit for
20127 S o S 1 SY Y JlusS ol PKR(—:5,)
= S =2
B18 | In the last 24 months (two years) did 2=5B22
you receive any information on how to
improve production of potato?
)SJ‘}‘J:‘:,‘;;}HU:“JL”JJ lwc]%”:‘s Yes(ul?') ........................................................................ 1
Jeala Glasbe 558 Gae aludis S 558 i | NO (U)o 2
fus
B19 | From which source did you receive Training received from Firms Project........................... 1
bt lormatonlvanig? o Sy o
S8 Jola e 3 (S Cilashen my S TV/Radlo Program uyaUS;.)g SIS i, 2
Agri Dept./Govt —w ~Sas o 53 S CasSa . 3
(Multiple answers) Farmer Cooperative il S sl i, 4
(Un Sae il 02l —w Q) | Friend/family/relatives............ccoooeeeeicieiiiiiiiicccee. 5
(Agriculture Department/Goyt) ) 001 A [/ la) G g
(= @00 25 e ) NGOS — Usdaii 5 S v 1 i 6
Other (Specify) esde S (sl i, ()
B20 | You mentioned that you attended Better variety of potato s 1 S abd) Jig ..o, 1
training; please specify which training Nutrient Management Uil Cus 136 i 2
you attended? .
) PR . 1| Pest/insects managementes \S (s:lan oo, 3
ol man (e i Sl SLS Gl )
L e o o (58 S Management of diseases attacksalsiil S dea S (o jan 4
) Irrigation methods J\S sk 18 il T, 5
(Multiple answers) Use of tools/machinery J Laiul IS <Y1 5 (5 jdia ... 6
(0 OFae Sl oy — ) | Sorting, grading, packaging SissSy « Sk £ ey ... 7
(Access to credit) (i 55 ) ] (o = 1o L= Y B Y - TS 8
e Marketinga 508 ..o 9
Transportationdes 5 J& ..o 10
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Questions & Instruction . .
Q# (Sl 5 <Y 5u) Responses .............cc.co....... (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
Access to credit facilities ) S oa L. 11
Other (Specify) (u ob) GsS e sdle S sl ()
B21 | Has the information/training you Fully adopted good farming practices ......................... 1 | 42B23
recelyed changed your farming e Ll 31l s S (5 SRS s sk JeSa
practices at all? Partially adopted d farmi b 5
el S cilaslan b g 5 a2 Jusla LS artially adopted good farming practices....................
€ Lo da S Sl S = W Ol s sk g
Moderately adopted good farming practices ............... 3
(Not adopted good farming practices) | — L Slal aoa b (A sene
(Wl o Sl ) | Not adopted good farming practices ..........ocveeveeee.... 4
\:‘L’g_\ o il s
Other (Specify) wS geals @l sn Sad. e ()
B22 | If yes, what are you now doing Cultivating better variety of potato...............cccccceveee..... 1
differently because of the training? o oy S S Ll i S
(Multiple answers) | d selecti fland P | 2
LS o (s ASEHS O 5y e il gm S K] mproved selection of land Parce s
Land preparation & sowing practices........... ccccccoeunes 3
(Multiple answers) on e W S Ak i S e sl S S om)
(0 S Sllsa oy — SY) | Improved nutrient management .............ooocvveeverecenn.. 4
= S i AUl IS e
Improved pests/insects management...............cccoceee. 5
(Access to credit facilities) P i Syl e nlea S5 38
(S U Slu ) SS a 8) | Improved irrigation methods.........oo 6
= B 8 Ak g 8 il
Improved use of tools/machinery ............ccccccoceeeninenn. 7
=L i Jleid Ka YT 56 b
Improved sorting, grading, packaging............cccccceeeee.e. 8
= S Ak i IS Kiay (S, K (il
Improved storage » Uss 5o S @y fu e 9
Improved marketing =S a5 adlse o 10
Improved transportation &8 s sin S des 58 11
Access to credit facilities a8 e Jin S Sl S5 812
Other (Specify) uiS el s Sllsn Sud i, ()
B23 | Do you think you need any training in 2=B25
the future? ) ) I (0L S 1
S uie S @l S G eman QUL TN (G39) oot 2
Dy
B24 | If yes, what_are the areas you on which Cultivating better variety of potato............c.ccoceeieenn. 1
you would like to receive training? GBS LS | Ll s
(Multiple answers) _ == el S L
G mancd S ol g e s ISR Nutrient management Uail \S a1 e 2
fon il U S duala cuy 55 | Pest/insects management oaiil S e S (5 38 3
_ Management of diseases attack Uil \S (g jlan ..., 4
(Multiple answers) e sy Irrigation methods S & sb jin 8 it T, 5
(U OFe Sl 0l o ) | g of tools/machinery J lexiv) i S YT 55508 6
(Transportation) Sorting, grading, packaging SissS « &3 £ (Jlga... 7
(s 5 ) Storagg T 8
Marketing — s 8 i 9
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Q# ENERIES ¢ Instructwn(ﬂm 3 5N gu) Responses ............cccccc....... (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
Transportation Jes 5 J8...oiiiiciieeeee e 10
Access to credit facilities Sl i SSoa ... A1
Criteria for selection of appropriate land piece ......... 12
DA Hh QWS S ) s L
Soil sampling and means for analysis...........cccc........ 13
IR S S sl Sl e S (e
Proper timings for sowing and harvesting of different
cultivations and their specific needs............. R 14
Gl pa SO sl iyl i S g sl (2 BS (S shat
Other (Specify) (u#Nel) SsSedle Sl e, ()
B25 | Do you maintain records of agricultural 225B27
practices? - . . YES(UL) cuveeeierieeeiie ettt 1
S dal e alide S S A&k o ) I LS ‘
?uﬁé‘éJiJ\S‘-}) NO(UH) ettt 2
B26 | If yes, mention which record/s, do you | Financial Records 3,50, (I ...vvivivcececececeeeeeeeeeee, 1
maintain. . .| Sales Records 3,8u,\8 G s 2
for SR S S Sl S Sk S Crop production & management Records .................. 3
(Multiple answers) I 8 il Il S deat
(0% Sae il sa 03y —w ) | Export Records 3)8e) S Slael 4
Full-time Employment Records 3%, 1S (e % Jiiws . 5
Temporary Employment Records ..........ccocccceeeiineeen. 6
30, 8 e e (e
Production records 5,8, S s \S 7
(Export Records) Record for sowing and harvesting timings.................. 8
(S, 1S @il ) | 3B 8@l e S il o) (2 US (S shad
Practices i.e. hoeing ~a kS S Jleainl Jea .. 9
Inputs like agro-chemicals.............cccciieeieeiiniiiineeen. 10
(Clsd) =u)) i s 25 J el (e QS8 (S Jad
Fertilizers and manures with time and quality........... 1
3B IS (Sl o) S cliyl S 5 & )5l aleS
Types of previous Crops SOWN .........ccccceveeeiveeeennnee 12
38, S ALl (S bt s s (S Gl i R
Other (Specify) (0N pb) &sSesde S Gal) ... ()
B27 | Please name other varieties of a.Chips stock variety (Lady Rozetta)
potatpes that you are interested in (a5 s) and Sl s
?I\r/lolrvlt:g?e answers) b.Chips stock variety (Hermus) (Dvr ) oo SEw
e 1 s S35 S Al S of oS 1 | © Chips stock variety (Crozo) (55305) ol S Gux
‘o S, aals | d.Chips stock variety (Sterna)  (wiu/oiul) ad S ua
(Multiple answers) e.Table potato variety (Raja) (~))) and $if o Jasi
(0n Sae il 2 03y —w ) | £, Table potato variety (Roco)  ( s5w) aud 5853 Jas
g.Table potato variety (DiamontDiamont) SAfs Jus
(Chips stock variety (CI?OZO)) . (ai1%) and
(50559 8 S8 02 | e (Specify) (=S als) B
B28 Prlg\?v?r? t?::euszv\tzlr/igt(i):sare interested in Increased Production s amedb) i, 1
g,; u_f 8 S ALl O|.%‘] iy oS oy Increased Profit adlie sab i 2
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Questions & Instruction . .
Q# (Sl 5 <Y 5u) Responses .............cc.co....... (Sas2ilcll 52) Skip
fon SO by | Availability of Seed o Wisd (S @i, 3
Expertise in Production ~ a3/ @ole g S S @ilS 4
Increased market demand ...........ooociiine, 5
(Multiple answers) Sie S Sl G e[S e i
(U e ) s 03y —w ) | INcreased weight of chips stock potato....................... 6
Usroal) 0518 Sl Sl
(Availability of Seed) ) Less problems with cultural practices, weeds, insects,
(2 S E2) | dISEASES EIC ..o, 7
K 038 s Jile oS s nas (S L) Sl gy IS
o5 0 by Law nles
Other (Speciy) (esMe S G e iiiiiiiiiiiieeree e ()
Remarks

Thanks for cooperating with me toward providing and sharing information. | will keep and respect the
confidentiality of your responses. But let me ask you if you have any questions to ask me before

conclusion.

eiiﬁ;ﬁ‘Q5-..'3-\§u)é)@éiasﬁ\e‘»é%‘u#»suxu‘ﬁu:@u‘ux»mls‘f‘)gf_—"ﬁww)g%&féﬁuwuﬂﬂ
o s Sl U n dlsw S ad SOl AN Ly w5 <

General Feedback from the Interviewer: Gl cagae S Mg S8 g0 50
?How to transport the production O S S Jaa 9 JAT S ) gy
? How to marketing the production s i8S —wSEis las ) glay

etc (ou£)

End the Interview: o2 S &3 oy 55

(See your watch and enter) (| —sS &5 iy S S 6 568)
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Appendix 3: Peach Questionnaire

Swati Peach Sector Development Program—-Baseline Survey: Peach Farmer
Questionnaire
Al R gy Cuilagl g3 i GIiRG ) gau
Otk oludd @)yl il te gm O O

Questionnaire Number (For official use only)

S Jlerind (5 583 Ca pa) jad aalill g
USAID Firms Project— Swati Peach Sector Development Program
Farmers Baseline Survey Questionnaire
ol R Sviad o3 S8 531 (g — ESal e 8 3 Ol 5
il g Blaia s g5 e 3y S 5l

Introduction:

Good Day/Morning/Afternoon! My name is . I/We come on behalf of the USAID
Firms Project. We are carrying out a base line survey of the partner peach farmers in Swat district with the objective
to assess their production, farm management and marketing practices. The focus of this survey is to assess farmers’
access to inputs, tools and machinery, technical advice and training facilities, market information/linkages and
access to credit facilities. The findings of this survey will help Firms Project to develop appropriate response
strategies for better production and sales revenue.

b lad
o UsISAES ST e s alim gy S la e ik (S ESaa) g Se0b Ul mlose = _ Pl e 1aSle 3L)
ijw‘-ci-w\ebsoéﬁ\suﬁekéﬁesﬁu‘em‘é‘i\xﬁub\ﬂgéo‘ﬁsdml—?wé-uﬁec‘ﬂ S s el Sl Bleia
E3 S sl sk [/ leslae (S G e (il s (S a5l o) e (S oAl S jindia YT ¢l SO &y O (S QSLS S o aasiS
édﬁjuému&m\.mcdé@h\ém)ﬁ)}\ J\}\ M}SU}‘L“SC‘L“é&J)‘U“ C:bwa‘)\m\lst_f\b)u_i;uuwé
e S Al
You, being a peach grower, were chosen for this interview based on your participation in the program through the
respective peach cluster. You may choose to not answer the question that was put forward or stop the interview at
any time you like.
A S s ol ST o o (S Gl 0 (S el pepl B0l S Gl o S0 undla (S JRIL B 531 SasS G
conly ld bl S O 2 W Ly s o I sa L 58 S Q88 S 55 581 0l Gls o @l o ey - = WS LS ke

All the answers are confidential. Your participation and the information you share with us won't affect your
relationship with your community or Firms Project because whatever you are saying as a person won’t be shared
with others. Your name will not be quoted in the report. Your answers will not be judged either right or wrong.
L_iLu‘éu&;\)f‘)ﬂh(u.\ﬂ:_m)‘s.u_}mscsu\cuw\cSuJ‘)S?J\‘)S‘S@AL_\LAJL;APu\ csuuuc@s)uu)bmuupeucsu\
Gl sa S8 G e Sy i S G éuuh@ﬁuwdqu}yjéuyha@héu\&}ﬁ Lo o A liled gl S lsial
Lot S o Jley Spma bl
We are very grateful for your sincere answers. Would you like to participate in this survey?
fom ot il e Il S B b sl S
Start the Interview( > ¢ 5 4 55 55)
(See your watch and enter) —=S S5s3G5 S S0 53565)
If permission is given, begin the interview. If the respondent does not agree to continue, thank him/her and go to the
next interview. Discuss this result with your supervisor for a future revisit.
u)la‘_éu\.usas‘ }\da.\S\A\Mﬂw\y‘ynJmLa‘)aéC\éjd‘)\aﬁ.ﬂcbuﬁ\C\MS&}).»}UJ.\.\\ é.qg_u\a\)S\ A_UJ
Ci...ul;l,\smlS(uU)meth)a.\u\ éb:asua&ua@uéjy\)ﬂd\ﬁu\.ﬂﬁu\ Cu\;

Result of Interview: Completed(J«Sx) 1
~5 1S 54 Refused to answer(br US S84 w0 Gl ) e 2
(to be completed at end ) Partly completed(JsSs s Jsh s532) 3
(8 Sla LS U ae JA1 S 525 550) | Other (specify) (Calag) L
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Questionnaire ID (saiw ol g Cald) Response (+52) SKIP
ID10 | Province Name: AL S sa
ID11 | District Name: il alia
ID12 | Village Name: ab S 48
ID13 | Farmer’s Cluster Name/#:
o [l s £ S (s
ID14 | Interview date: (DD/MM/YYYY)
£S5 S g2
ID15 | Interviewed by:
Name of Enumerator : Al S oaiS jlad
(APEX Consulting)
Date (DD/MM/YY)
ID16 | Checked by: i (Baal
Name of Supervisor BB PBTIAE
(APEX Consulting)
Date (DD/MM/YY)
ID17 | Entered by: o i€ ) )i )
Name of the Data Entry Operator
i & 5
(APEX Consulting)
ID18 | Checked by: 021K Jaual

Name of the Data Entry Manager
yaia (5B Wl Al
(APEX Consulting):

(check questionnaire for completeness
and assign sequential ID on top of this
page data entry)

S e s o L8 s S o jlh S Gl S L)
(wJSGUAiHS),\AjL;'AUJJU#)S#md#J\
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Q# | Questions & Instruction Responses.............cccccu..... (Sas il 52) Skip
(bly 5 <Y gw)
A - Personal Information (<lesiza il3)
A13 | Respondent's Name: AERTNPRMERURFEN
A14 | Respondent's Father's Name:
Q\.J_ﬂ_j é cA.'\fJ AT\\_,.;
A15 | Respondent's CNIC #:
Mﬁ)&é&ﬁﬁj\j%&nﬁfﬁgb;
A16 | Sexof the Respondent: s (S e x| Mal@(3.30) v, 1
Female(©ose ) 2
A17 | Respondent's Age : (in completed years)
(02 osts) poe (S o Dl
A18 | Respondent's Education Level: (in
completed years)
(03 0 5) Shame (oala 1S o2ty il 5
A19 | Respondent's Phone / Cell Number:
aad il g 08 1S o210 il s
A20 | Respondent's Email (if any)
(5 3 N ou daemis) 1S o2s il
A21 | Complete Address of the Respondent: L
A JeSe S o2t il sa | Village(us ) o
L8O QN T T T
Tehsil (Jsasd) o
District (&) c.vovevieeeieeceee e
A22 | Complete address of the Respondent's _ » SKIP if
Peach Orchard: Vlllage(u; l5) .................................................. same as
Ay JeSa S la 55T Soain Glga [ UC( dmdisS Oisa)niiiiccc, A9
Tehsil (Jeand) o
District (ala) .veeeeieeeee e
A23 | Name of Alternate Contact person:
) Qe 3y ol
(Write name of Peach orchard owner in
case of Leased in as per B-1 below)
Flosed R B sl s & J or S sk S
(o bs Il S, )8
A24 | Contact/Phone # of alternate Contact
person: Al Jalie Sy el g8
Q# ‘ Questions & Instruction ‘ Responses ‘ Skip
B - Peach Farm Information
B29 | Status of farm ownershi;? . | Self-Cultivated o S8 @883 1
“ile i S0l || aased In = e /G 2
Other (Specify) .os3e Sl ()
B30 | How do you manage your peach Self-managed Uy S sl ad 1
orchard? ;
. ) Tenants oy IS 2
y ki Ustil S ol Lied il i
oSSk s, P =5 SR Other (Specify) esde Sl i ()
B31 | Whatis your source of irrigation water? | Tube well Jdis s 1
for W S S S River/Stream s s 63/ Ut 2
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Q# Questions & Instruction Responses \ Skip
SPriNg 3 b 3
Other (Specify) esde Sl i ()
B32 | Whatis the distance and time taken KM fisa S
from your farm to the main road? H T e
B33
Please mention the area (acres) and 2010 2011
production (Kgs) under cultivation with
fruit bearing peach trees (age 5 years
or more). Jareeb( _ w2 | Jareeb( _ )
= 0 Jls & S Sl S ily (il e S Kgs(#5 5K) Kgs( ¢l 5 5K)
QIS 515 daida 0555 3 )l deg S e o)
= LS( a8 6IS) il oyl (o) ~8)
B34 | Please mention name of Peach variety 2010 2011
with number of fruit bearing trees
planted on your orchard?
£y ALl Llaly
i. Trees of early green variety Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
@iy S adEarly Green RE Cuoa REPIS Cuo
ii. Trees of No.4 Peach variety Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
S S 4 s o Sl ARE L wea|  AEE s
iii. Trees of No.5 Peach variety o Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
Ga 3 S5 el el lidS A 25K o o i PN
iv. Trees of No.6 Peach variety T
. L e Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
S8 286 o i SN Ry
v. Trees of No.7 Peach variety ¢ il K Jé}e.eb
Gy ST e e Sk Kg _ Jareeb bi;i o
vi. Trees of No.8 Peach variety plsss o ¢ i
G S8 i il Kg Jareeb Kg Jareeb
< «u | SRR
vii. Trees of other variety (name) ol A il PR o
58 S s Kg _ Jareeb Kg Jareeb
Total S & LS Ry S s ol Rl G pl A e
o
B35 How did you sell/market your peach . If 2,
produce in 2011? ) Self (WS @25 A 058) e 1 skip
ob oS S gy (S s 5ol 0 2011 | Sub-contractor oS s s 5é 255 S 65bs) (e 2 Bbc
B =252 | Other (Specify) o536 S (il eovvveveeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeee ()
B36 | What was the total cost of production of Peaches (Provide break-Up)?
§ o688 CRY (s gl JS S Juas
2010
Activity Permanent labour Temporary labour Family Labour
o R o Jiie i (o e onl glxla
Qty | Days | Cost | Qty | Days | Cost | Qty | Days | Cost
Al o A | dad o AR | By ~aOA
h) Input Costs
&Y Scug
i. Purchase of fertilizers - - - - - - - -
cRY S A
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Questions & Instruction | Responses Skip
ii. Purchase of pesticides - - - - - - - -
&Y Sl
iii. Purchase of white wash - - - - - - - -
&Y S e
iv. Pruning
&Y S 8l yFls
v. Irrigation
CRY il
vi. Fertilizer
8 S 155 aleS
vii. Spray

CRY (S S o e
viii. White washing
LY (S IS L

ix. Others
ssdle S Ll
) Harvesting and Post
Harvesting Costs .
Y Samy S ol s ot
i. Purchase of Packaging - - - - - - - -
material
CRY S ol ge SanSy
ii. Picking

c&Y (S
iii. Sorting and grading
LR sl Cuilen

iv. Packing cost
&Y S Ky
v. Packaging cost

z z

LY S Baasy
vi. Loading on vehicle
&Y S Sl
vii. Transportation
&Y Jas 5 Jus
viii. Unloading from vehicle
&Y S ol w38
ix. Munshiana

X. Market Fees
o &Sl
xi. Commission
s
xii. Others
ssde S Ll
2011
Activity Permanent labour Temporary labour Family Labour
o R o Jiie ol g e ool gl
Qty | Days | Cost | Qty | Days | Cost | Qty | Days | Cost
RIRE O | A alaxs O | A Alasd Q| ~aA
j) Input Costs
&Y Scug
X. Purchase of fertilizers - - - - - - - -
cRY (S ales
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Q#

Questions & Instruction \ Responses Skip

XI.

Purchase of pesticides - - - - - - - -
&Y S al gl

Xii.

Purchase of white wash - - - - - - - N
&Y S e

Xiii.

Pruning
&Y S 8l yiFls

Xiv.

Irrigation
CRY il

XV.

Fertilizer
&Y S 1658 aleS

XVi.

Spray
CRY (S S o e

XVii.

White washing
LY S IS L

viii.

Others
ssdle S Ll

k) Harvesting and Post

Harvesting Costs .
&Yémé:JU\J}\C‘)\J\

xiii. Purchase of Packaging - - - - - - - -
material
CRY S ol ge SanSy
xiv. Picking .
&Y S o,
xv. Sorting and grading
BR s Silea
xvi. Packing cost
CcRY S Ssy
xvii. Packaging cost
Y S Kaasy
viii. Loading on vehicle
&Y S Sal
xix. Transportation
&Y Jas 5 Jus
xx. Unloading from vehicle
xxi. Munshiana
E
xxii. Market Fees
st O e
xiii. Commission
xiv. Others
sde S
I) How many females were working on this farm in 2011?
et S e 2011005 (S (8 Ay a )l sl
Permanent (Jiius) Temporary(a_ls) Family(oluls)
m) How many males were working on this farm in 20117
8 TS e 2071130283 (S 2 a8
Permanent (Jiius) Temporary (=_le) Family(o)uls)
n) How many average hours worked in one day?

S AlS T3S S T e (02 S
Males (2) Females(usls2) .Males (2.») Females(us s3)
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Q# Questions & Instruction Responses Skip
B37 | What was your total income from sale
of Peaches? 2010 2011
ol o Juals i b (S glliad
PKR(=) PKR (=)
B38 | Which tools and machinery were used
on your farm in 20117 .
Gﬁ—j/). L e s (05 ol S o (22011 | TTaCtOT ({ﬁs\ﬁf) ............................................... 1
63,8 S Jeind oY1 | Rotavator (JE5550 ) oo 2
Manual sprayer(ofoms ad) Lo e 3
(Multiple answers) Power Sprayer(c s ) eveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeens 4
(0 e Sl 035 = ) | Pryning Kit( S €55,50) v 5
Harvesting Kit (&8 S s )k) oo 6
(Harvesting Bin) Harvesting Bin (o @E)JL}) .................................... 7
(o Kty L) | Storage Bin (0 @oste). i 10008
Other (Specify) U b)) SsSedle S Lil( ..., ()
B39 | What are the main difficulties you face )
in the production of quality potatoes?
(Mﬂ'ﬁfjjiwfjslﬁ S i< .50 | Availability of Certfied seed i oS 2oy ... 1
9155 LS Ll 1S C8Cie (S anid Nutrient Deficiency =S S @l 2
Insects/pests attack ~es S 05 38 i 3
(Multiple answers) Attack of diseases ~lea S (mlan i, 4
(0p Pan Silsn ol —w ) | Availability of tools & machinery...........ocovveeeeveeenn.. 5
e (S OV T 5 e
(Access to credit) Packaging material.............cccooeeeeeiiiiiii e, 6
(s S5 im f) STOrAgE T Fo eoeiiieeeieeee ettt ettt 7
Transportation des 5 J&, ... 8
Marketing <2 s A i 9
Access to credit Gl SIUa A 10
Precautionary measures for Crop..........cccceeevevveeeenns 11
Dl Jilalia S Juad
Increased charges of commission agent ................ 12
o e GleS ]
Increased cost of production <Y (s ) sl e ........... 13
Other (Specify) o5 S (ol i, ()
B40 | How did you finance the production
cost of potato? ) Self Financed oxn =S ©bb pasd e, 1 1,2,3,
Slalal ol S el 4 2011290 1 Family/Friends = sl s [OISA 2 | Other
. . - =8 =t =5 1 commission Agent/ Money Lender —Ssiw —.o...... 3 | =>B15
(Financial Institution) L
(s 3l ulle) Large Buyer— Jlusa £ 350 i 4
Financial Institution — o 13 Sl 5
(Multiple answers) Other (Specify) es3le S Gl i, ()
(% Sma Dl g 035 e S)
B41 | Please name the financial institution 03] s
you used to access credit services for
the peach orchard management in
2011. Other (Specify) ss3le S sl i ()

e o S Slai (S gl S it o
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fun SSdals s ) Sl (S B
B42 | Is financial institution supervised the T () IS 1
loan? . . N R S 2
w S S8R e S Gl -
(S SN S G
B43 | Are your finances sufficient to meet YES(US) 1rrremeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee oo 1 | 1=2B18
your orchard management needs for N o (T ) USRS 2
20127 o
sl caic (S Jiad il e (S ‘TJ S Other (Specify) esde S Ushiiiiiiiiee ()
o S S S dla
Would you like to receive credit
B44 service)é for 201272 Yes(ulf') .................................................................... 1 2=B18
d}“’“’ &S ucuﬁcw 2o Sl S ‘T“ s NO(u;V,-') ..................................................................... 2
o ila U S Juala
B45 | What is your requirement for credit for
20127
Coysn oS o 61 2012 Jluss o | PRR(=50)
B46 | In the last 24 months did you recei\i
any information/training on how to 25823
improve farming practices for
management of peach orchard?
S sl é}j‘uéﬁdl-wﬁéﬁcﬂ—‘ihs YES(UR) ettt ettt 1
H)@A)Lﬁéu&gé;um”\/:')s)xﬁ NO(UHE) c ettt 2
Claslan (558 (e aludes S ClaSa )l oy Other (Specify) esde S Gl ()
$ S Jaala
B47 | From which source did you receive that |  Training received from Firms Project...........c.c.ccoecuun. 1
|r':;or|mal\t|on/tra|n|ng? Cans 55 S ESn) s e
(Multiple ?ﬁvgi)cu S5 O il lan o S TV/Radio Program = el 85 5530,/ 5 i, 2
Agri Dept./Govt — ~Sas o)) S G Sa e, 3
(Multiple answers) Farmer Cooperative sl & el i 4
(Un Sea Sl 03y e SII) | Friend/family/relatives............oouveeeceeeeeieceeeeceeeee e, 5
(Agriculture Department/Govt) = 0 A [/l Ca g
e P o I N NTe Yo SO L 6
Other (Specify) esde S Gl 1iiiiiiiiiiiieeieeieeseesies ()
B48 | What types of information/training have |  Pruning/training practices ..............ccccccvvvveveveeereennnn, 1
you receivgd?ﬂ ) o (USah s S Ll FL)
Fofdalecnifcle daeSeobof 22| T trient Management Usiil cuy'|5& e 2
(Multiple answers) Pest/insects management~les S gsajlan e, 3
(02 OSan il sa ool 3 e 1) | Management of diseases attacksplil IS sles S (5 s 4
Picking(sbia b e382) oo 5
(Access to credit) | Sorting and grading(3.8 s £5e2) ..ovoooeoeoe 6
(o S5 0= %) Packaging(S5aaSa) .. .oveureeeeeee et 7
StOrage(zy) $54) oueeeeeeiceieeere ettt 8
Transportation(Jes 5 J85) ..o 9
Access to credit( ) SS (a ) L 10
Marketing (2 508) ..o 11
Other (Specify) esde S oo ()
B49 | Has the information/training you | gy adopted good farming practices .................... 1 4=B23
received changed your farming o e
practices at all? el e )
Sl S il gl U G i 028 Jeala LS Partially adopted good farming practices.................... 2
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Sz dy S ol S W) jlail aa g 5k s0e)
(Not adopted good farming practices) &dﬂ?ﬂ iiogej jj))d farming practices............. .. 3
Gt B NV : ,
Not adopted good farming practices .........cccccceeeeennnns 4
(LJLI:I‘ oxt Ol mq;)
Other (Specify) wS geals Sl s K ()
B50 \éVhat are );Otﬁ ntOW. d_oing differently Improved pruning/training practices..............c.cccoo...... 1
LS il ol 5 o i i | (500 S 203 2) R
S s S Improved nutru?nt management (pUanl s S cwle) L2
Improved pest/insects management........................... 3
(Multiple answers) (L S s S (5 35)
(U e Qa2 —w SGl) | Management of diseases attacks (pWaiil \S sajan) ... 4
Improved picking( S Ath 5in 1S K585 ) 5
(Improved access to credit) Imlsg)r?ved "sort|Tg/and %ljadlng ..................................... 6
(6 sy 55 ) | (IS e e S3 o Sy
Improved packaging(U\s Ak i S Kias). e, 7
Improved storage(U\S ~ib Jin S ) ) 8
Improved transportation(Jes 5 J& ). 9
Improved access to credit(s_ie ux Sl S5 o 8)..... 10
Improved marketing( S A&k i S @i 8) L 11
Other (Specify) ssMe S ) i, ()
B51 | Are you interested in attending relevant 2=5B25
trainings in future? ) YES(UL) cvveeerreeeiieeniieesieeesteeseeeesneeeenaeeesneeesreeesnaee e 1
LS dea b a8 (S b (ol e diss QLS | NO( G ) i 2
ol
B52 | If yes, what are the areas you on which | Pruning/training practices............c..cooerevrernrrneirnrenes 1
you vyould like to receive training? (S Ak e lS S a5 #L)
(Multiple answers) . ; . . L
e it S 038 Ll 553 e Ll sa 1S S Soil §ampllng and testing fc?r nutrient appllcatlop ........ 2
Som ula LS duals can 3 (VS Lbls S8 S Sl J}\‘C.‘:Jc.‘}’détfu)
Nutrient management (aUsiil Sy 138) e, 3
Leaf analysis (~m3a3 S 05h) i 4
(Transportation) Nutrient spraying (5S35 93£) ovovrvorerceeeeeeeeeeeeeeene. 5
(Je> 5 &) | Deficiency Symptoms (cede S aS)..oiiin i, .6
Pest/insects management (oUxii) S Jy 5 S 53K).... 7
Management form attacks of diseases (pUsiil \S 5 jlen).8
PiICKING (SS52) oo, 9
Sorting and grading (3.5 U3l S92 e 10
Packaging (SaS) ... 11
StOrage (EI5) wovvreerieeeeeieeeeeeete et 12
Transportation (des 5 J8) L 13
Access to credit (e S Ga B) 14
Marketing (<2 508) oo 15
Other (Specify) ss3e S 0 i ()
B53 | Do you maintain records of agricultural
practices? ) Y ES(UM) ettt e 1
K dal e iline S S Baoke (6805 @S | INO(U3) .o 2
fop S, 3,
B54 | If yes, mention which record/s, do you Financial Records S5, (M., 1
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maintain. ) _ | Sales Records 3,5, 1S G358 e 2
for S0 ML S @ 2 5 b A Orchard management RECOTdS..........nvveeeneveeeieneenen, 3
(Multiple answers) (34551 A s f\’ Beeteh)
(0% San Gl s ooy ) s ) Export Records 3,80, 1S Glaal e 4
Full-time Employment Records 3,5, S ¢pe S Jiius, . 5
(Export Records) . Temporary Employment Records ..........ccococeeiiiinenen. 6
(3080, 18 el ) | 5180 18 (e Ple am e
Production records 3,8, S @SS, e, 7
Times and types of insects................coceeinn.n. 8
(LB, 8By Sda Sl )l alidl (S 5358)
Types and quantities of agrochemical used............... 9
(5580, S aludl (S o) sl ol ani (S s o)
Other (Specify) oS mmals @b H3l DS i, ()
BSS | You Want (0 increase Growing area of | yeq(() s :
Vuﬁcwe\eblgiﬁm)gdjéfu\k\s I (o () SRS 2
Remarks

Thanks for cooperating with me toward providing and sharing information. | will keep and respect the
confidentiality of your responses. But let me ask you if you have any questions to ask me before

conclusion.
A5 s 0 S I8 (S ) mih S s Sl e S 05 BY0 O )5 Oy 0 sSie I8 Gy S sl gy Al S e glas (e
ok SSwern Sors U Jm S ad Sl 81 g e 58

General Feedback from the Interviewer: Gl G cagae S Mg S s 50
?How to transport the production O SIS S Jan g J (Sl glan
? How to marketing the production (s i8S eSS jlas ) glay

etc (c£y)

End the Interview: u: S & 55 53l

(See your watch and enter) (IS &5 iy S 68 6 568)
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Appendix 4: References

= Currency exchange rate from April to September 2010 and 2011.www.oanda.com

= Afghan Jerib system for the measurement of land in Swat i.e. 1 acre = 2.0234 jeribs.
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Jerib
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