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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
I Introduction

Since the first flower farm was established in Uganda in 1993, the flower industry has grown
significantly. The 2002 estimated export values for roses and chrysanthemum cuttings were

$14.1 million and $7.03 million respectively. At the end of 2002 the total area under flowers
and cuttings increased to 147.88 hectares.

For the year 2001, exports of flowers and cuttings accounted for 5% of Uganda’s agricultural
exports. While these numbers must be viewed in light of the declining value of coffee
exports resulting from the combined effects of depressed prices and increased devastation
caused by coffec wilt disease, they underscore the growing importance of the floriculture
industry to the economic stability of Uganda. For 2001, in terms of export earnings,
floricuiture surpassed cotton to become Uganda’s 7™ most valuable export crop. Thus
flowers have confributed to the diversification and expansion of Uganda’s export base. There
is huge potential for further growth in this sub-sector.

It was because of these factors that IDEA decided to undertake a socio-economic study to
gauge the real impact the industry has had on the Ugandan economy and assess whether
increased employment in and expansion of the floriculture industry is having a positive
impact on the hves of farm employees (and their families) and the development of the
communities around the farms.

II ECONOMIC IMPACT

Employment

The average number of people employed per farm is 352 (54% of whom are women)
82% of the employees surveyed satisfied the definition of permanent staff.

The average employee has been working on the farm for 2.27 years

57% of the employees surveyed were previously unemployed and of those newly
employed people, 57% are women.

. Per the employee survey group, the average monthly salary for managerial staff is
Ush 1,078,000, while the average monthly salaries for supervisors and general
laborers are Ush 270,865 and Ush 68,353 respectively.

o Annual salary cost scenarios
Labor No. Costs Per Farm Costs Per Hectare Industry-wide Costs
Category Employees (147.88 Hectares
Under Production)
Managers 5 59,505,600 7,169,349 1,060,203,389
Supervisors 29 95,561,172 11,513,394 1,702,600,737
General 318 260,506,954 31,386,380 4,641,417,867
Laborers
TOTAL 352 415,573,726 50,069,123 7,404,221.993
Total USss 237,471 28,611 4,230,984
{ROE=1750:1)




In addition to labor costs, there are a number of other locally incurred operational costs.

Salaries for the managers participating in the survey have increased an average of
800% over their starting salaries. Salaries for supervisors have increased an average
of 175% and salaries for general laborers have increased an average of 54%.

34% of the participating employees had received a promotion at least once during
their employment tenure.

In addition to employee salaries, there are a number of other employment-related
expenses, which employees generally do not consider compensation, but are of
significant cost to the farm and of direct benefit to the employee. In the table below,
based on average annual costs extracted from the questionnaires completed by farm
management, we were able to develop an average annual per employee cost that
includes both salary and non-salary compensation.

Expense Total Farm Costs Av. Cost Per Employee

Salaries 415,573,726 1,181,950
Meals 67,121,600 190,903
Transport 5,400,000 15,358
Housing 24,304,460 69,125
Allowance/Retirement

Education 104,000 296
Total 512,503,786 1,457,632

Three of the farms have established clinics on-farm to cater for their employees’

medical needs.

82% of all employees surveyed indicated that they had received job-related training.

Direct Farm Costs

. Average annual production costs flowing into Uganda’s economy
Cost Category Survey Average | Per Hectare Average | Industry Totals
Government Agencies 51,599,458 6,216,802 019,340,705
Utilities 65,713,667 7,917,309 | 1,170,811,699
Farm Supplies 564,772,276 68,044,853 | 10,062,472,796
Service Providers (Includes Airfreight) 1,205,755,771 145,271,780 | 21,482,790,780
Subtotal 1,887,841,173 227,450,744 | 33,635,415,980
Labor 415,573,726 50,069,123 | 7,404,221,993
Grand Total (CIF) 2.303,414,899 271,519,867 | 41,039,637,973

For reporting purposes, IDEA uses FOB values to derive export figures; however, as
the principal airfreight carrier, is a Ugandan owned company, annual costs for
airfreight were included with the other locally incurred operational costs to create a
more accurate picture of costs flowing directly into Uganda’s economy. Based on the
numbers above, the average annual locally incurred costs for an individual farm, net
of airfreight, is Ush 1,357,568,140 per farm. This translates to a per hectare average
of Ush 163,562,426 and an industry-wide average of Ush 24,187,611,621.

Service Providers

As the floriculture industry has continued to grow, so too has its need for supplies and

services. This has led to the expansion of certain sectors of the economy that directly service
the industry. In an effort to gauge the impact floriculture has had on employment and growth
within these sectors, we conducted a survey of individual companies providing services to the
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industry. The study targeted the industry association and four companies providing the
following supplies/services: packaging materials, agrochemicals, greenhouse
equipment/fertilizers, and freight handling.

III

Of the participating companies, 80% indicated that they had established their
companies specifically to service the floriculture industry.

Average annual sales to the floriculture industry for 2001 were Ush 1,507,333,100.
This represents roughly 67% of the companies’ total sales for the period.

Currently, each of the five companies employs an average of 43 permanent employees
and 26 casual laborers.

Average monthly salaries across the survey group are as follows: Ush 900,000 for
managers, Ush 360,000 for supervisors, Ush 160,000 for general laborers, and Ush
120,000 for casual laborers.

When asked how its business has progressed since it first began supplying the
floriculture industry, one farm supply company that relies wholly on imported
materials, responded that it had made significant improvements to the quality of its
services by sending its technicians for further education and training with specific
equipment manufacturers. This has enabled the company to provide in-house project
design, installation, and after-sales servicing capabilities--services that were
previously entrusted to outside consultants.

SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT

In addition to analyzing the impact the floriculture industry has had on the economy we also
endeavored to assess how employment on farms has impacted the day-to-day lives of farm
employees and their families, how farms are involved in developing the surrounding
communities and protecting the environment, and how increased employment 1s affecting
businesses in surrounding communities.

Emplovee Survey

The average age of the employees surveyed is 26 years.

92% of the employees surveyed believe that they and their families are better off than
they were before they began working for the farms.

Approximately 58% of those surveyed are married. Among the married employees,
roughly 47% of spouses work outside the home, thus providing supplemental family
income.

A total of 74% of those surveyed have children. From the data, the average employee
has 2 children. When this data is combined with the marital information we were able
to determine that the average employee’s immediate family consists of three people.
When this is expanded across the average farm, we see that farm salaries help support
approximately 1,050 people per farm, including the employees. This translates to
roughly 21,000 people across the entire industry. Small family size can be related to
the relatively young age of most employees.

Of the 93 employees that have children, 57 (61%) send their children to school, 28
(30%) indicated that their children are still too young to enroll in school, and 8 (9%)
do not send their children to school even though they are of age.

it



The average employee pays an average of Ush 150,906 per term in school fees, which
franslates to an average of Ush 452,718 per annum. The per annum total represents
about 27% of the survey average annual salary.

Of the 57 employees who’s children attend school, 37% indicated that they could not
afford school fees prior to beginning work on the farm, 51% indicated that they are
now able to send their children to better schools, and 88% indicated that their children
have school uniforms.

Based on the averages detailed above, roughly 46% of all employees have children
that attend school and the average employee with children has two children. If this
data is extrapolated, we realize that for the entire industry, roughly 6,500 children of
flower farm employees are enrolled in school. If this figure is viewed in light of the
37% of the employees with children in school, who could not afford school fees prior
to employment on the farm, we see that roughly 2,405 children, who are currently
enrolled in school would likely not have been able to afford to attend if their parents
were not employed on flower farms.

Of the survey group, 28 employees (22%) receive on-farm housing, 19 (15%) own
their own homes, 74 (59%) rent monthly, and 4 (3%) were non-responsive,

The typical employee house does not have electricity (52% of survey group) and the
nearest water supply, typically a well (42% of survey group), is located an average of
500 meters from the house. A total of 81% of the survey group owns beds/mattresses.
Of the 101 people that own beds/mattresses, nearly 40% were unable to afford them

prior to working on the farm. A total of 41% of employees sleep under mosquito nets.

Of the 51 people that sleep under nets, 57% admitted that they did not sleep under
them prior to employment on the farm.

A total of 92% of the employees surveyed indicated that there was a clinic near (an
average of 2 kilometers away) their home. A total of 98 people, 78% of the survey
group, indicated that they could afford medical treatment as needed. Of the 98, 50%
admitted that they could not regularly afford treatment prior to employment by the
farm.

A total of 63% of the survey group are able to save money each month. Across all
labor categories, the average employee saves Ush 36,524 each month.

Community Development

As a result of the employment generated by flower farms, the farms have become the focal
point of many of the small communities in which they are located. In an effort to look
beyond the employment figures, the community development portion of the study was
designed to assess what, 1f anything, individual farms have done to benefit and develop the
surrounding communities.

Two of the five farms have provided support to schools in the vicinity of the farms.
Support to these schools has taken many forms. One of the farms provided a local
school with land, while the other has paid the head teachers’ salaries at one primary
and one secondary school for the last two years. Both farms have built and furnished
classroom blocks and teachers’ quarters and provided much needed textbooks and
teaching materials.

Two farms have provided the surrounding communities with access to clean drinking
water. One farm provides residents around the farm free access to the farm’s
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borehole while the other farm installed a borehole in a nearby trading center and
regularly maintains the pump.

. Four of the five survey farms extended the power grid in order to provide electricity
to the farm. On average the farms extended the power grid roughly three kilometers
each, which in turn provided trading centers along the aggregate 11.5 kilometers of
new lines access to electricity for the first time.

. Three of the five farms surveyed indicated that they had repaired the roads in the
vicinity of their farms.

Environmental Safeguard

The principal focus of the environmental survey was to assess disposal practices, containment
measures, and recycling and innovative programs.

. All five of the survey farms indicated that they utilize soak-pits for disposal of crop
chemical rinseate.

. According to Code of Practice andit reports and the responses to the survey, all five
farms are using proper run-off control measures and are making effective use of soak
pits.

. All five farms use either pit latrines or sewage systems to manage solid waste.

. Only two of the farms had conducted water or soil tests on farm for detecting
residues.

. Four of the five farms currently recycle organic waste for use as compost when
developing new planting beds.

. Two of the five farms recycle used greenhouse plastics by making it available to
employees for domestic use.

o Three of the five farms indicated that they had initiated tree-planting programs both

on-farm and in surrounding areas.

Surrounding Community Enterprise

To further analyze what specific impact, if any, increased employment in the floriculture
industry has had on businesses in the communities surrounding the flower farms, part of the
study targeted retail shops, schools, churches, and clinics/drug shops in the trading centers
ncarcst the farms.

A total of 25 retail shops participated in the survey.

. Only 8% indicated that they located their shop specifically to cater to clientele from
the flower farms.

. 44% of the shopkeepers indicated that most of their customers were employed on the
nearby flower farm.

. 56% of the shops surveyed sold condoms and other reproductive health products and

of those, 57% indicated that they had seen an increase in condom sales since the
establishment of the flower farm.

. 97% of the top-selling items across the survey group were classified as essential items
based on the survey definitions.



60% of the shops surveyed have gross monthly sales in excess of Ush 500,000. Of
the shops that existed prior to the establishment of the local flower farm, 73%
indicated that sales had increased since the farm’s establishment.

A total of 18 schools participated in the survey.

The average school employs a total of 18 people (11 teachers, three administrators,
and four casual laborers), 45% of whom are women. The average monthly salary
across all three positions is Ush 104,767, Ush 190,667, and Ush 45,583 respectively.
Prior to the establishment of the area flower farms, the average enrolment was 350
students. Average current enrollment is 428 students {50% female), which represents
an increase of roughly 20%.

88% of the schools surveyed indicated that the number of female students had
increased since the establishment of the flower farm.

Average school fees per term across the survey group are Ush 39,827.

A total of 10 churches participated in the survey.

Across the survey group, the average church employs two people. 50% of all church
employees aré women.

The average monthly donation from the congregation is Ush 63,500. Of the farms
that existed prior to the establishment of the flower farm, 56% indicated that monthly
donations have increased since the farm began operations.

60% of the survey group responded that members of their congregation were
generally better off financially than they were prior to the establishment of the flower
farm.

A total of 9 climics/drug shops participated in the survey.

Across the survey group, the average clinic/drug shop employs three people, 59% of
whom are women.

17% of the health facilities surveyed employ an accredited doctor, while 80% employ
at least one accredited nurse.

The average monthly salary for doctors/drug shop owners, nurses and casuals is Ush
296,667, Ush 85,000, and Ush 38,333 respectively.

17% of the survey group had an accredited doctor on staff while 80% had at least one
accredited nurse on staff.

56% of the survey group indicated that most of their patients/customers are employed
by flower farms.

78% noted that the availability of medications has improved dramatically since the
establishment of the flower farms.




X Introduction

The overall goal of the IDEA project is to increase incomes of rural men and women
through increased production and marketing of selected non-traditional agricultural

exports. Since 1995, the IDEA high value component has focused much of its
resources on increasing production and marketing of fresh cut flowers and
chrysanthemum cuttings.

Smce the first flower farm was established in Uganda in 1993, the flower industry has
grown significantly. In 1993 there were two rose farms with a combined four
hectares under production. Export figures are unavailable for 1993; however, based
on statistics extracted from the Ministry of Finance’s 1996 Statistical Abstract, the
total FOB value of cut flower exports for 1994 was $531,000. At the end of 2001,

there were a total of 17 rose farms with a combined total of 115.2 hectares under

production and three chrysanthemum cuttings farms with 18.5 hectares under
production. The 2002 estimated export values for roses and chrysanthemum cuttings
were $14.1 million and $7.03 million respectively. At the end of 2002 the total area

under flowers and cuttings increased from 133.7 to 147.88 hectares.

As the table below indicates, for the year 2001, exports of flowers and cuttings
accounted for 5% of Uganda’s agricultural exports, an increase of almost 3000% from
1994. While these numbers must be viewed in light of the declining value of coffee
exports resulting from the combined effects of depressed prices and increased
devastation caused by coffee wilt disease, they underscore the growing importance of
the floriculture industry to the economic stability of Uganda. For 2001, in terms of
export earnings, floriculture surpassed cotton to become Uganda’s 7™ most valuable
export crop. Thus flowers have contributed to the diversification and expansion of
Uganda’s export base. There is huge potential for further growth in this sub-sector.

Table 1: Selected Agricultural Exports from Uganda (UUS$ <060) 1994-2001

.. Commiodity | 1994 | 1995 -| 1996 | 1997 | 1998 1999 | 2000, | 2001
(Coffee

Value (‘000USS) 343289 382858 356206 2688601 266517 287958 125316 97 652
% of Ag. Exports | 80,0%  81,0%| 794%|  69,8%  664%  694%  44,6% 30.5%
iCotton
iValue (‘000USS) 3 330 9696 15049 15372 1908 18275 22088 13434
% of Ag. Expoits |  0,8% 2,1%  34% 4,0% 0,5% 4,4% 7.9%|  4,2%
Tea

Value (“000US$) | 11141 7143 7143 16134 28170, 25364 37048 30031
% of Ag. Exports 2,6%) 1,5%  1,6% 4,2% 7.0%] 6,1%) 13.2%]  9,4%
Tobacco

Value (‘000US$) 6 533 9339, 4635 123561 22362 19908 26889 32096
% of Ag. Exports 1,5% 2,0%  1,0% 3,3% 5,6% 4,8% 9,6% 10,09
Maize

Value (*000USS) | 28261] 19682 15 855 8 240 8 240 5291 2437 18339
% of Ag. Exports 6,6% 42%  3,5% 2,1% 2,1% 1,3%] 09%l  5,7%
[Beans/Pulses

Value (‘000US$) | 11201 14579 12465 11318 2 573 8 754 4495 2354
% of Ag. Exports 2,6%] 3,1%  2,8% 2,9%) 0,6% 2,1% 1,6%  0,7%l




Tabie 1: Continued

- Commodity 1094 1995 | 1996 | 1997 1998 | 1999 | 2008 | 2001
(Eish
Value (‘000US$) 10924 9921 7706 28017, 47567 24837 30818 78151
% of Ag. Exports 2,5%) 2,1%) 1,7% 7.3%  11,9%) 6,0%  11,0%| 24,4%
[Hides/Skins
Value (*000US$) 10924 99210 7706 10384 5945 4144 12893 25532
% of Ag. Exports 2,5% 2,1%] 1,7% 2,7% 1,5% 1,0% 4,6% 8,0%
Sesame
Value (‘000US$) 1548 59000 9563 1 448 10| 1420 746 796]
%% of Ag. Exports 04% -  1,2% 2,1% 0,4% 0,0% 0,3% 03%  0,2%
iCocoa >
Value (‘000US$) 586 478 1105 13000 1375 1474 1191 1921
% of Ag. Exports 0,1% 0,1%) 0,2%) 0,3% 0,3% 0,4% 0,4%  0,6%
IPepper
Vakze (‘000US$) 305 78 23 54 54 692 352 397
% of Ag: Exports 0,1% 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%) 0,0% 0,2% 0,1% 0,1%
iFruits/Vegetables
Value (‘000US$) 570 599 1018 1174 2234 2404 24600 2575
% of Ag. Exports 0,1% 0,1%  0,2% 0,3% 0,6%  0,6% 0,9%  0,8%
iGroundnuts
IValue (‘000US$) 148 125 6 0 50 228 14 26|
[% of Ag. Exports 0,0% 0,0%) 0,0% 0,0% 0,0%  0,1% 0,0% 0,0%
IiBananas
Value (‘000US$) 30 31 52 46 66 756 700, 495
1% of Ag. Exports 0,0%  0,0%  0,0%  00%  00%  02%  02% _ 02%
iFlowers _
IValue (‘000US$) 531 23000 10000 10290 14020 13460, 13620/ 15900
1% of Ag. Exports 0,1%  0,5%] 22%  27%  3,5% 32%  4.8%  5,0%
'Others 0,0% 0,0%) 0,0% 0,0%! 0,0%  0,0% 0,0% 0,0%)
Total Ag. Exports| 429321 4726500 448532 385198 401091 414965 281 067, 319 699
Ag Exports/'l‘otai ) o _ .
Exports - 96,81 % | 87,25 % | 66,45 % | 64,95 % | 75,28 % | 87.14 % | 70,83 % | 76,39 %-

Source: Ministry of Finance’s 1996 Statistical Absiract and 2002/2003 Background to the Budget, 1995-2001 IDEA Project
Annual Reports (Fruits/Vegetables, Bananas, and Flowers), and FAOSTAT Database

Tt was because of these factors that IDEA decided to undertake a socio-economic
study to gauge the real impact the industry has had on the Ugandan economy and
assess whether increased employment in and expansion of the floriculture industry 1s
having a posttive impact on the lives of farm employees and then: families and the
development of the communities around the farms.

I Methodology

The study targeted a group of five farms: three rose farms, one chrysanthemum
cuttings farm and one farm growing both chrysanthemuim cuttings and roses. In an
effort to assemble a survey group that best represented the industry as a whole, we
based our selection criteria on the number of hectares under production and the
ethnicity of the farm owners. The Scope of Work is attached in Annex 1. Through
2001, the average area under production for the entire industry was 6.7 hectares. The
average area under production for the survey group during the same period was 8.3
hectares. The floriculture industry is comprised of mainly Asian and European
owners (85%), with only three Ugandan principal owners. However, in an effort to




include a representative from each ethnic group we selected one Ugandan-owned
farm, one Asian-owned farm, and one European-owned farm, for the rose farm group.
All farms producing chrysanthemum cuttings are principatly European owned;
therefore, both the farm producing roses and cuttings and the farm producing only
cuttings are European owned. For purposes of the survey all data collected, whether
derived from a cuttings farm, a rose farm, or a combination farm, was treated equally
to develop industry averages and determine general trends throughout the industry as
a whole.

Questionnaires designed to capture relevant social and economic data were developed
and administered to farm owners, farm managers, employee groups, companies
providing services and materials to the industry, and retail shops, schools, churches,
and clinics/drug shops located in trading centers near the farms. To ensure the
integrity of all data collected, the questionnaires were designed so that information
collected from one participant was crosschecked in a separate survey administered at
another level. Copies of the survey instruments are contained in Annexes 2-7.
Spreadsheets providing summary data are contained in Annexes 8-13.

Employee survey groups for each farm consisted of one manager, four supervisors,
and twenty general laborers. Both the supervisors and the general laborers were
selected from different departments {production, harvesting, grading and packing,
spraying, etc.) based on the demographic make up of each department for that specific
farm. For example, if a particular department was the largest on the farm and 80%
staffed by women then the number of employees selected would be greater than the
number selected from other departments and would be weighted to include a larger
number of women than men.

The survey was conducted in September-October 2002 using experienced
enumerators who could converse in Luganda.

III ECONOMIC IMPACT

Employment

The employment figures presented in this report have been extracted from the
questionnaires administered to both employers and employees. Employers were
asked to provide general employment data such as the total number of employees, the
number of permanent and casual laborers, the number of women employees, the
breakdown by labor category, the average monthly wage figures by labor category,
and the number of employees with employment agreements as well as general farm
benefit information such as whether the farm provides its employees with meals,
transportation, health insurance, on-farm clinic facilities, housing or housing
allowances, assistance with schoo! fees, mobile phones, etc.

Employees were asked to provide specific information based on their current and past
employment situation. In an effort to encourage honest responses to the questions
asked and ensure the accuracy of the information, employees surveyed were fold that
the mformation provided would be confidential and that their identities would not be
revealed in association with the information they provided.



General Employment

Based on the mformation collected from questionnaires administered to the farms’
management, the average number of people employed per farm 1s 352. An average of
189, or 54% of the total employees are women; a figure that is similar to the 2002
Uganda Bureau of Statistics average, which has women representing 53% of
employed Ugandans (BOS 2000 Statistical Abstract).

Most of the farms surveyed defined permanent staff as those employees with
employment letters or agreements and defined casual labor as those employees
without agreements. According to management, of the total employee average, 141
(40%) employees are considered permanent staff while roughly 210 (60%) are
considered casual labor. After reviewing the data, we found that many of the
employees, that management considered casual Jabor, have actually worked for the
farm for significant periods of time; in some cases, more than five years. This,
coupled with the fact that only 49% percent of the employees surveyed had
employment agreements or appointment letters with the farm, led us to redefine the
term casual labor in order to develop a more accurate picture of the on-farm reality
and move away from the common perception that equates casual labor with
temporary, unskilled labor.

For the purposes of this study we have defined casual labour as all non-managerial or
supervisory staff, without employment agreements, that have been employed for a
period less than one year. All employees that either have employment agreements or
had been employed for more than one year at the time of the survey were included as
permanent staff. This revised definition highlights the belief that as an employee’s
tenure with the farm grows so to does that employee’s value to the farm.

When this new definition is applied to the data collected from the individual
employee questionnaires, 82% of the employees surveyed satisfied the definition of
permanent staff. The table below contains the average period of employment across
all farms and labor categories.

Table 2: Average Period of Employment by Labor Category

Labor Category Average Period of Employment (Years)
Managers 5.00
Supervisors 2.28
General Laborers 1.70
All Farm | 2.27 |

As noted above, fewer than 50% of the employees surveyed have employment
agreements. However, the percentage of managerial staff and supervisory staff with
employment contracts was significantly higher than the all farm average; 60% and
75% respectively. While these numbers are still below Code of Practice targets, they
represent a dramatic improvement over previous years.

Also, some of the survey farms are relatively new ventures and all of the farms
surveyed have expanded in recent years, so one can expect an increase in the number
of new employees.

.




To further assess the impact of the industry on the economy, the survey sought to
evaluate and quantify the average rate of unemployment among the survey group
prior to employment by the farm.

Table 3: Total No. of Surveyed Employees (125) Unemployed Prior to Employment in Flower

Industry
F Managers Supervisors General Laborers All Farm
{5) 20 (100) {125

Total No. Unemployed 1 5 65 71
Percentage of Total 20% 25% 65% 57%
Total No. Women 0 2 38 40
Unemployed

Women as a Percentage of 0% 36% 59% 57%
Total Unemployed o :

As the table above illustrates, nearly 57% of the employees surveyed were previously
unemployed and of those newly employed people, 57% are women. The percentage
of previously unemployed people is significantly higher among general laborers and

indicates a greater propensity throughout the industry to employ unskilled,

inexperienced labor. When this information is analyzed in connection with average
wages across the industry, and new salaries generated, the impact is significant.
However, the value in real terms of a steady income stream for a family that

previously may not have had a wage eamer 1s much harder to measure.

Per the employee survey group, the average monthly salary for managenal staff'is
Ush 1,078,000, while the average monthly salaries for supervisors and general

laborers are Ush 270,865 and Ush 68,353 respectively. If the average monthly salary
for a general laborer is used to calculate the new income of an individual who was
unemployed prior to working for the farm, it translates to an average annual income
of Ush 820,236. If we expand this further to include the 65% of the 318 general
laborers per farm that had been unemployed, the total annual income created by each

farm through new employment is Ush 169,329,520.

‘While the average monthly salaries compiled from the employer questionnaires

(Managers--Ush 1,137,500, Supervisors--Ush 255,620, and General Laborers--Ush
61,008) differs slightly from the data collected from the individual employees; and the
standard deviation for salaries across all the farms varies significantly in certain labor
categories depending on the individual farm’s specific labor classifications, the

relative closeness between the all-survey averages from the employer survey and -
those from the individual employee surveys indicates that the total survey averages
are an accurate representation of industry trends.

Using the average salaries across the three employment categories developed from the
individual employee surveys, we were able to calculate annual salary costs per farm,

per hectare, and for the industry as a whole based on end of 2002 production area
estimates, per the table below.



Table-4: Annual Salary Cost Scenarios Based on 2002 Employment Averages

Labor No. Costs Per Farm Costs Per Hectare Industry-wide Costs
Category Employees (147.88 Hectares
) Under Preduction)
Managers 5 59,505,600 7,169,349 1,060,203,389
_Supervisors 29 | 95,561,172 11,513,394 1,702,600,737
General 318 | " 260,506,954 31,386,380 4,641,417,867
. Laborers . : ]
- TOTAL . .352 ] 415,573,726 | 50,069,123 7,404,221,993
Total ©  US$- IS 237,471 28,611 4,230,984
(ROE=1750:1) o

In addition to compiling current salary figures, the survey also sought to assess overall
employee sdlary growth.and career development potential within the industry. To this
end, all employees were asked to provide their monthly salaries from when they first
began working for the farm and indicate whether or not they have ever received a
promotion. The starting salary data was used to develop averages across each of the
three employment caiegories and was then compared with current salary averages to
calculate the average percent increase by employment category. The results showed
considerable increases across all employment categories. Salaries for the managers
participating in the survey have increased an average of 798% over their starting
salaries. Salaries for supervisors have increased an average of 175% and salaries for
general laborers have increased an average of 54%. The salaries for all farm
employees have inereased an average of 142%. The chart below provides a graphic
representation of the survey findings.
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The survey also revealed that more than one third, 34% of the participating employees
had received a promotion at least once during their employment tenure. In one
particular employee’s case, she began work as an assistant supervisor in the grading
department making Ush 40,000/month. She steadily moved her way up the ladder
and today, five years later, she is the production manager for the entire farm eamning
Ush 1,000,000/month. While this is an exceptional case and does not reflect the
industry norm, it is nevertheless indicative of the potential that exists for both career
advancement and salary growth within the industry.

In addition to employee salaries, there are a number of other employment-related
expenses, which employees generally do not consider compensation, but are of
significant cost to the farm and of direct benefit to the employee. In the table below,
based on average annual costs extracted from the questionnaires completed by farm
management, we were able to develop an average annual per employee cost that
includes both salary and non-salary compensation.

Table 5: Average Annual Employment Costs (Ush)

Expense Total Farm: Costs Av. Cost Per Employee

Salaries 415,573,726 1,181,950
Meals 67,121,600 190,903
Transport 5,400,000 15,358
Housing 24 304,460 69,125
Allowance/Retirement

Education 104,000 296
Total 512,503,786 1,457,632

It should be noted that the above figures are averages across the participating farms
and not all of the farms that participated in the survey provide all of the non-salary
benefits listed above. For example, only one farm provides its employees with
transport to and from work at a daily cost of Ush 75,000. This translates to an annual
cost of approximately Ush 27 million. From this, we calculated the annual survey
average of Ush 5.4 million. Similarly, only one farm provides funding for school fees
and this only applies to children of supervisors and assistant supervisors. Two farms
provide housing allowances to their permanent employees, while four farms provide
on-farm housing to a total of 143 employees. For purposes of this survey we did not
attempt to monetize the costs of on-farm housing but rather based our calculations on
actual housing allowances expenses.

While all of the survey farms provide standard first aid facilities and trained
practitioners, three of the farms have established clinics on-farm to cater for their
employees’ medical needs. Establishing and operating a clinic is an expensive
undertaking. One farm indicated that the total cost of building its clinic was $20,000
and estimated the monthly operating costs, which include employing a doctor part-
time, outsourcing medical information services, stocking medication, and staffing the
facility to be about Ush 1,600,000. Two of the three farms provide free employee
access to their clinics, while the other charges a nominal Ush 500 per visit. This fee
includes the initial consultation and any prescribed medication; however, should the
employee require further treatment, all future visits are free. Two of the farms also
retain the services of local doctors who visit the farms once or twice a week. In
addition to on-farm services, two of the farms provide medical insurance coverage to
managers and supervisors, with one of the farms extending this service to cover both



the emplioyee and the employee’s family. In a very unique case, one of the farms
provides all of its permanent employees with an annual medical allowance equivalent
to half of the employee’s monthly salary. Reimbursements are made upon
presentation of a claims receipt. However, if an employee has exhausted this
allowance and is seriously sick or injured, the farm will cover the medical costs.

One farm, in an effort to reward its employees, has instituted an annual bonus plan
that pays all employees Ush 10,000 for each year of service.

Additionally, 82% of all employees surveyed indicated that they had received job-
related training. When this fact is viewed in light of the innovative benefit and reward
programs being implemented by individual farms it is clear that management
recognizes the importance of employee capacity development and is willing to invest

in its employees.

Direct Farm Costs

In addition to labor costs, there are a number of other locally incurred operational
costs. For purposes of this study we divided these expenses into four distinct
categories as follows: payments to government agencies, such as Uganda Revenue
Authority, National Social Security Fund, and local and district councils, payments
for utilities such as electricity and telephone, payments for farm supplies such as
packaging materials, agrochemicals, and greenhouse materials, and payments to
service providers for such services as airfreight, handling, and preparation of meals
on-farm. Questionnaire No. 2 collected data across all four categories that was then
used to develop average annual costs for most locally incurred expenses. From the
mndividual farm averages, we computed per hectare averages as well as projected
industry-wide totals. When these figures are combined with the annual labor cost
averages, detailed above, a more complete picture of the industry’s local operational
costs and how they flow into Uganda’s economy emerges.

Table 6: Production Costs (Ush) Flowing into Uganda’s Economy from Floriculture

Cost Catepory Survey Average | Per Hectare Average | Industry Totals
Government Agencies 51,569,458 6,216,802 919,340,705
Utilities 65,713,667 7,917,309 | 1,170,811,699
Farm Supplies 564,772,276 68,044,853 | 10,062,472,796
Service Providers (Includes Airfreight) 1,205,755,771 145,271,780 | 21,482,790,780

Subtotal 1,887,841,173 227,450,744 | 33,635,415,980
Labor 415,573,726 50,069,123 | 7.404,221,993
Grand Total (CIF) 2,303,414,899 277,519,867 | 41,039,637,973

The chart below shows each of the operational cost categories as a percentage of all

locally incurred expenses.
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For reporting purposes, IDEA uses FOB values to derive export figures; however, as
the principal atrfreight carrier, is a Ugandan owned company, annual costs for
airfreight were included with the other locally incurred operational costs to create a
meore accurate picture of costs flowing directly into Uganda’s economy. Based on the
numbers above, the average annual locally incurred costs for an individual farm, net
of airfreight, is Ush 1,357,568,140 per farm. This translates to a per hectare average
of Ush 163,562,426 and an industry-wide average of Ush 24,187,611,621.. In addition
to local costs, all farms incur significant costs importing equipment and materials
from abroad. As these external cosis are outside the scope of this study they were not
factored into the direct costs calculations contained herein.

Service Providers

As the floniculture industry has continued to grow, so too has its need for supplies and

" services. This has led to the expansion of certain sectors of the economy that directly

service the industry. In an effort to gauge the impact floriculture has had on
employment and growth within these sectors, we conducted a survey of individual
companies providing services to the industry. The companies surveyed were selected
based on information gathered from the Direct Cost Questionnaires administered to
farm managers. Each farm provided the names of ifs principal suppliers and the
companies listed most frequently were selected to participate. The study targeted the
industry association and four companies providing the following supplies/services:
packaging materials, agrochemicals, greenhouse equipment/fertilizers, and freight
handling. From these surveys we were able to determine how specific companies
have developed as a result of the floriculture industry and what effect this has had on
employment, annual sales, hiring of university graduates, and expansion of local
production/manufacturing capacity.

Of the participating companies, 80% indicated that they had established their
compames specifically to service the floriculture industry. Average annual sales to
the floriculture industry for 2001 were Ush 1,507,333,100. This represents roughly



67% of the companies’ total sales for the period. While most of the companies in our
survey were unable to provide historical sales figures from 1994 or the year of
incorporation (whichever came later), the two that were able to provide data showed
sales increases of 41% and 65% over 1999 and 2000 sales respectively.

Currently, each of the five companies employs an average of 43 permanent employees
and 26 casual laborers. Of the permanent employees, 18% are women and
approximately 10% are university graduates. Average monthly salaries across the
survey group are as follows: Ush 900,000 for managers, Ush 360,000 for supervisors,
Ush 160,000 for general laborers, and Ush 120,000 for casual laborers. For those
industries that have developed as a result of the expansion of the floriculture sector,
employment growth at individual companies can be linked directly to the growth of
the floriculture industry. Increased growth has also bolstered competition between
companies servicing floriculture, which has led to lower unit cost of service for farms

“and more efficiency within the individual sectors. Most of the companies supplying
materials to farms still rely on imported materials and equipment; however, the
company involved in manufacturing packaging materials produces all its products
locally using imported pulp.

When asked how its business has progressed since it first began supplying the
floriculture industry, one farm supply company that relies wholly on imported
materials, responded that it had made significant improvements to the quality of its
services by sending its technicians for further education and training with specific
equipment manufacturers. This has enabled the company to provide m-house project
design, mstallation, and after-sales servicing capabilities--services that were
previously entrusted to outside consultants.

v Sociological Impact

In addition to analyzing the impact the floriculture industry has had on the economy
we also endeavored to assess how employment on farms has impacted the day-to-day
lives of farm employees and their families, how farms are involved in developing the
surrounding communities and protecting the environment, and how increased
employment is affecting businesses in surrounding communities.

Emplovee Survey

As part of the employee survey, each employee was asked to provide personal and
family mformation and comment on whether their quality of life has improved since
they began working at the farm. We were able to utilize the data collected to develop
averages and analyze trends that help paint a picture of the lives of average employees
and their families. ' :

The average age of the employees surveyed is 26 years; a statistic that reveals the
relative youth of the workforce and the potential for career growth and longevity that
exists for employees. A total of 92% of the employees surveyed believe that they and
their families are better off than they were before they began working for the farms.
In an effort to qualify the employees’ self assessments we targeted specific aspects of
their personal and family lives that we felt would yield the most insight into real
changes to their quality of life. The details of this analysis are discussed below.

10

sy

)

sy

,-w.w



The first sociological aspect we focused on was marital and family status.
Approximately 58% of those surveyed are married. Among the married employees,
roughly 47% of spouses work outside the home, thus providing supplemental family
income. The percentage of general laborers in two income households is slightly
higher, at 53%, than the all survey average; a trend that is very encouraging
considering that general laborers are at the lower end of the pay scale and are
typically much more vulnerable to financial emergencies. A second income can help
defray some of the damage resulting from an emergency.

A total of 74% of those surveyed have children. From the data, the average employee
has 2 children. When this data is combined with the marital information we were able
to determine that the average employee’s immediate family consists of three people.
When this is expanded across the average farm, we see that farm salaries help support
approximately 1,050 people per farm, including the employees. This translates to
roughly 21,000 people across the entire industry. Small family size can be related to
the relatively young age of most employees.

The next key area of the survey focused on children’s education. Of the 93
employees that have children, 57 (61%) send their children to school, 28 (30%)
indicated that their chiidren are still too young to enroll in school, and 8 (9%) do not
send their children to school even though they are of age. Those employees that send
their children to school pay an average of Ush 70,210 per child per term. The average
employee pays an average of Ush 150,906 per term in school fees, which translates to
an average of Ush 452,718 per annum. The per annum total represents about 27% of
the survey average annual salary. A total of 14% of respondents said they received
some sort of assistance with school fees from the farm. The table below contains
detailed school fee information disaggregated by labor category.

Table 7: Average Per Child, Per Term, and Per Annum School Fee Information

Managers Supervisors | General Laborers | All Farm Average
Per Child Per Term 240,650 176,667 27,189 70,210
Total Paid Per Term 543,150 355,833 63,322 150,906
Total Paid Per Annum 1,625450 1,067,499 189,966 452718
Average Annual Salary 12,936,000 3,250,380 820,236 1,684,044
Total School Fees as % 13% 33% 23% 27%
of Anpual Salary

Of the 57 employees who’s children attend school, 37% indicated that they could not
afford school fees prior to beginning work on the farm, 51% indicated that they are
now able to send their children to better schools, and 88% indicated that their children
have school uniforms. Based on the averages detailed above, roughly 46% of all
employees have children that attend school and the average employee with children
has two children. If this data is extrapolated, we realize that for the entire industry,
roughly 6,500 children of flower farm employees are enrolled in school. If this figure
is viewed in light of the 37% of the employees with children in school, who could not
afford school fees prior to employment on the farm, we see that roughly 2,405
children, who are currently enrolled in school would likely not have been able to
afford to attend if their parents were not employed on flower farms. The fact that
morte employees are better able to afford school fees and send their children to better
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schools is an invaluable contribution towards their children’s future and a significant
contribution towards the future of Uganda.

A third focus of the sociological survey was the employees’ living conditions. Since
they began working in the floriculture industry, 18% of the employees surveyed have
been able to buy land and 11% have been able to build a house. On average those
employees saved money for 3 months to make their purchase. Of the survey group,
28 employees (22%) receive on-farm housing, 19 (15%) own their own homes, 74
(59%) rent monthly, and 4 (3%) were non-responsive.

Those employees in the survey that lease accommodation pay an average monthly
rent of Ush 17,430. Of the total renters, 29 people, 39%, indicated that they received
a monthly housing allowance from the farm. The average monthly allowance across
all farms 1s Ush 5,361. When housing allowance is factored into the rental equation,
the average monthly rent drops to Ush 15,329. At this adjusted rate, the average
annual rent is Ush 183,948, roughly 11% of the average annual salary.

The typical employee house does not have electricity (52% of survey group) and the
nearest water supply, typically a well (42% of survey group), is located an average of
500 meters from the house. A total of 81% of the survey group owns beds/mattresses.
Of the 101 people that own beds/mattresses, nearly 40% were unable to afford them
prior to working on the farm. A total of 41% of employees sleep under mosquito nets.
Of'the 51 people that sleep under nets, 57% admitted that they did not sleep under
them prior to employment on the farm. For the average employes, it has been six
months since someone 1 the household had malaria. The increased ability of
employees to afford non-essential, “luxury” items such as mattresses and mosquito
nets is a telling indicator regarding the average employee’s quality of life.

The fourth focus of the sociological survey targeted the employees’ ability to access
and pay for health care as needed. A total of 92% of the employee surveyed indicated
that there was a clinic near (an average of 2 kilometers away) their home. A total of
98 people, 78% of the survey group, indicated that they could afford medical
treatment as needed. Of the 98, 50% admitted that they could not regularly afford
treatment prior to employment by the farm. This area is perhaps the most telling
indicator when assessing an individual’s quality of life. The fact that the majority of
employees are better able to pay for medical care for themselves and their families
than they were prior to employmeént reveals how their lives have been impacted as a
result of their employment on flower farms.

When the employees were asked to comment of their overall health, 76% indicated
that they had not experienced medical problems during their period of employment.
In an effort to evaluate the seriousness of the medical problems that were reported by
the employees and to isolate the major cases, the survey team established parameters
to help differentiate between major medical problems and minor medical problems.
General aches and pains (stomach, head and back aches), rashes, allergies, ulcers,
septic wounds, and coughing were all considered minor problems, while low
cholinesterase levels and incidents where chemicals were found in the blood stream
were both considered major problems. However, low cholinesterase levels are not
solely attributable to the presence of organophosphates in the blood as they are also
indicative of other illnesses such as malaria, HIV, and tuberculosis that are common
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in Uganda. Of the employees surveyed, 30 reported that they had experienced
medical problems; however, per the definition above, only 4% had experienced major
medical problems.

Finally, the survey attempied to gauge fo what extent employees were planning ahead
and whether employees were able to save money regularly and what they were saving
for. A total of 63% of the survey group is able to save money each month. Across all
labor categories, the average employee saves Ush 36,524 each month. Only one of
the five farms surveyed offers its employees a savings scheme. When asked what
specifically they were saving their money for, the two most common responses were
to buy/build a house and start a business. Other common answers were to pay school
fees, support relatives, and other.

Separate to the five focus areas of the employee survey, we also wanted to determine
what percent of the employees surveyed were from districts outside Wakiso and
Mpigi, where all of the surveyed farms are located, and whether their families resided
with them near the farm or in their home districts. Of the 125 employees suiveyed, a
total of 71 employees (57%) were {rom districts outside of the two local districts. Of
that number, the families of 35 of the employees (49%) reside in the employees’
home districts. The chart below provides a graphic representation of the situation on
each of the farm as well as across the entire survey group. '

Percentage of Farm Employees From Districts OQutside
Wakiso and Mpigi
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This data illustrates how income from employment on flower farms not only benefits
residents in the immediate vicinity of the farms but also affects the lives of people and
communities in districts as far away as Kisoro and Mbale, where employment
opportunities outside of subsistence farming are quite himited. However, it also
reveals the extent to which the need for steady employment contributes to the
separation of families.
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Community Development/Environmental Safeguard

Questionnaire No. 3 (Annex 4) was administered to farm management to determine
what efforts individual farms have made to develop the communities surrounding the
farms and assess what environmental safeguards are in place. Information regarding
environmental safeguards was supplemented with information obtained during
UFEA/IDEA sponsored National Code of Practice audits,

Community Development

As aresult of the employment generated by flower farms, the farms have become the
focal point of many of the small communities in which they are located. In an effort
to look beyond the employment figures, the community development portion of the
study was designed to assess what, if anything, individual farms have done to benefit
and develop the surrounding communities.

The survey sought to address a number of specific areas where farms either directly or
indirectly could contribute to the development of local communities. The first area
addressed in the survey looked at investment in education through support to
community schools. Of the survey group, two of the five farms have provided
support to schools in the vicinity of the farms. Support to these schools has taken
many forms. One of the farms provided a local school with land, while the other has
paid the head teachers” salaries at one primary and one secondary school for the last
two years. Both farms have built and furnished classroom blocks and teachers’
quarters and provided much needed textbooks and teaching materials.

The second area addressed investment in community health through assistance to
local clinics/hospitals. None of the farms surveyed has yet to provide any direct
assistance to any local health care providers. However, the third area, which
addressed establishment of clean drinking water sources, while not necessarily a
direct investment in health care, contributes to community health. Of the survey
group, two farms have provided the surrounding comnmnities with access to clean
drinking water. One farm provides residents around the farm free access to the farm’s
borehole while the other farm installed a borehole in a nearby trading center and
regularly maintains the pump. For communities in remote areas along the lakeshore
and further inland that may not have had access to wells or piped water and therefore
relied primarily on water drawn directly from either the lake or swamps, access to
clean borehole/well water closer to home is an invaluable resource and likely helps
control the prevalence of illnesses resulting from tainted water.

Farms may also have indirectly assisted local communities and contribuied to the
development of surrounding areas in the process of installing and maintaining
elements of local infrastructure that are essential for a farm to function efficiently. An
excellent example of this is the extension of the power grid to service the farm. Four
of the five survey farms extended the power grid in order to provide electricity to the -
farm (the fifth farm is located along a major highway that is serviced by Uganda
Electricity Board). On average the farms extended the power grid roughly three
kilometers each, which in turn provided trading centers along the aggregate 11.5
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kilometers of new lines access to electricity for the first time. Electricity is being
accessed for both commercial and residential purposes.

As many of the flower farms are located quite a distance from main highways, the
survey group was asked whether they had made any effort to rehabilitate or grade the
feeder roads that link the farms to the highway network. Three of the five farms
surveyed indicated that they had repaired the roads in the vicinity of their farms. Two
of the three farms had conducted major one-time rehabilitation projects that cost an
average of Ush 35,000,000 each. These projects were contracted out to local
companies and local casual labor, The third farm spends an average of Ush
4,000,000/year performing routine maintenance and grading. As a result of simple
road maintenance, individuals and communities that at one time probably suffered
economically because poor road conditions would have limited their access to
markets and kept transportation costs artificially high, are now likely experiencing
cheaper access to markets and increased revenue.

Environmental Safeguards

The study only cursorily addressed environmental issues because IDEA, as part of its
overall assistance to the floriculture industry, and in collaboration with the Uganda
Flowers Exporters Association (UFEA), the Uganda National Burean of Standards,
and the National Environmental Management Agency, has been very active in
developing and implementing the National Code of Practice for the Horticultural
Sector, which addresses both environmental safety and worker welfare. Of the Code
of Practice’s five basic principles, two are concerned with the following
environmental issues: to control and reduce environmental degradation resulting from
agrochemical use and to ensure the general conservation of the environment. Detailed
records of individual farm progress and compliance with the code’s strict
environmental and worker welfare regulations are maintained by IDEA technical
assistants and are updated continuously. At the time of this writing IDEA personnel
had made three audit visits to 18 of the 20 farms and two audit visits to the remaining
two farms. All farms are making an effort to comply with all aspects of the code,
although each farm still has areas that need to be improved. As the Code of Practice
is only an internal pre-audit exercise, the real test will come when farms begin
seeking certification from independent outside auditors such as SGS and Buro
Veritas. It is worth noting that three farms have already obtained ISO 9002
certification. Two farms have also obtained MPS, Milieu Project Siertelt
Environmental Cut Flower Project Certification, which 1s a Dutch system that is
recognized by all European Union flower buyers.

The principal focus of the environmental survey was to assess disposal practices,
containment measures, and recycling and innovative programs. All five of the survey
farms indicated that they utilize soak-pits for disposal of pesticides and other crop
chemicals; however, none of the farms has conducted soil tests around the soak pit to
ensure its integrity. Per the Code of Practice all soak pits are located at least 250
meters from a borehole that supplies water for human consumption or 500 meters
from a water body such as a swamp or lake. To ensure that no effluent from the
greenhouses enters watercourses or drains, farms are encouraged to accurately
regulate the amount of water used during irrigation. All excess water is to be directed
into the soak pit. According to Code of Practice audit reports and the responses to the
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survey, all five farms are using proper run-off control measures and are making
effective use of soak pits. All five farms use either pit latrines or sewage systems to
manage solid waste.

The survey also addressed what specific measures the farms used to ensure the
integrity of their disposal and containment systems. Only two of the farms had
conducted water or soil tests on farm for detecting residues. One of the farms
conducts water tests twice a year while the other has only conducted one test to
evaluate the purity of the water from its borehole, which is accessed by area residents.
The Code of Practice recommends that farms conduct regular soil analyses.

As all farms generate lots of waste and utilize lots of materials and supplies such as
wood and plastic for greenhouses and water for irrigation, the survey attempted to
assess what recycling programs the farms had in place to limit waste and lessen the
effects of consumption. Four of the five farms currently recycle organic waste for use
as compost when developing new planting beds. The fifth farm indicated that it
burned all its organic waste; however according to notes from a Code of Practice pre-
audit conducted subsequent to the survey, efforts were being made to begin recycling
organic waste as required in order to comply with the Code. Two of the five farms
recycle used greenhouse plastics by making it available to employees for domestic
use. As all the farms surveyed have access to reliable water sources, none of them
currently recycles rainwater although it is recommended in the Code of Practice. As
many farms utilize wooden greenhouses, the survey asked what reforestation efforts
the farms had made. Three of the five farms indicated that they had initiated tree-
planting programs both on-farm and in surrounding areas.

Surrounding Community Enterprise

To further analyze what specific impact, if any, increased employment by the
floriculture industry has had on businesses in the communities surrounding the flower
farms, part of the study targeted retail shops, schools, churches, and clinics/drug shops
in the trading centers nearest the farms. For each farm surveyed, employees were
asked which trading centers most of the employees lived in. Questionnaires were then
administered to five retail shops, two primary schools, two secondary schools, two
churches, and two clinics/drug shops in those trading centers to ensure that we were
gathering the most relevant information. Every effort was made to administer
questionnaires to the full, proposed survey pool; however, in several instances, the
trading centers surrounding the farms were just not large enough to sustain the
number of organizations that was set for the survey. Also, not all respondents were
willing to provide responses to all questions; in those cases averages were derived
using the number that answered the question. Data collected from the surrounding
community enterprise surveys, while an interesting and telling indicator of the
economic and social development of those communities surrounding the rose farms
that participated in the study, in most cases cannot be attributed solely to the presence
of the flower farms. It is therefore better to view the data below in general
development terms.

Retail Shops

A total of 25 retail shops participated in the survey. The majority, 68% of those
surveyed indicated that they opened their shop in its present location either to take
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advantage of the nearby road or what they perceived as the growth potential of the

community. Only 8% indicated that they located their shop specifically to cater to

clientele from the flower farms. A total of 32% of the shopkeepers also indicated that
they had moved their shops from somewhere else to their current locations. When
asked whether most of their customers were employed on a flower farm 44% of the
shopkeepers indicated that they were.

The average retail shop, based on the survey data, sells primarily foodstuffs and
household supplies such as soap, candles, batteries, and toothpaste. It employs two
people (69% of whom are women). A total of 56% of the shops surveyed sold
condoms and other reproductive health products and of those, 57% indicated that they
had seen an increase in condom sales since the establishment of the flower farm, a
statistic that speaks to the effectiveness of national HIV awareness campaigns and the
campaigns conducted by the flower farms. The relative youth of the work force in the
floriculture industry may also be a contributing factor.

In an effort to characterize the spending habits of the average customer and use it as a
gauge of his/her disposable income, we wanted to determine whether shops were
selling primarily essential items or luxury items. For purposes of the survey, basic
foodstuffs and household supplies were all classified as essential items whereas items
such as cigarettes, candy (sweets), etc. were all classified as luxury items. The idea
being that the higher the percentage of luxury items sold, the more disposable income -
the average shopper had. When the shopkeepers were asked to rank their top three
selling items, 97% of all the items listed were essential items based on the above
definitions.

Efforts to determine the average monthly salaries for shop employees were
unsuccessful as employees were not always willing to disclose actual salary figures.
They were however more inclined to provide us with average gross monthly sales
figures. The chart below details the gross monthly sales figures for the entire survey

group.
Average Monthly Sales Figures-Retail Shops

9 35%
8 1 1 30%
“g’. g 1 T25% @
£ 5l T20% £
‘B g : + 15% %
$57 1 10% o
1L 4 5%
0 0%

50,000- 100,000- 150,000- 200,000- 500,000~ 1,000,000+
89,899 140,888 189,909 499,999 £99,999

Sales Ranges (Ush)

=5 Percentage —®— No. of Shops [
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As the table indicates, 60% of the shops surveyed have gross monthly sales in excess
of Ush 500,000. Ofthe shops that existed prior to the establishment of the local
flower farm, 73% indicated that sales had increased since the farm’s establishment.
However, retail shops in the communities around the flower farms may not
experience the full impact of income generated through employment by flower farms
because 28% of the families of those employees surveyed reside in their home
districts and a portion of those employees’ monthly salaries is likely to be sent back to
the village.

Schools

A total of 18 schools participated in the survey. Based on the survey group, the
average school employs a total of 18 people (11 teachers, three administrators, and
four casual laborers), 45% of whom are women. The average monthly salary across
all three positions is Ush 104,767, Ush 190,667, and Ush 45,583 respectively. Prior

to the establishment of the area flower farms, the average enrolment was 350 students.

Average current enrollment is 428 students (50% female), which represents an
increasé of roughly 20%; however, when asked whether the local flower farms
employed the majority of their students” parents, 72% of the survey group responded
no. The table below provides enrolment averages broken down by farm location.

School Enrolment Statistics

- 50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

No. of Students
Percent Increase

Farm1 Farm2 Farm3 Farm4 Fam$5 Total
Survey

Farms

!i“Currem Enralment Enralment Prior to Eslablishment of Flower Farm ~—+&~— Percentage Increase !

A total of 88% of the schools surveyed indicated that the number of female students
had increased since the establishment of the flower farm. Average school fees per
term across the survey group are Ush 39,827, A total of 55% indicated that fees have
increased sinee the establishment of the local flower farm. The table below shows the
relative improvement in students performance on primary and secondary leaving
exams fom the establishment of the flower farm to 2001 as measured by the increase
in the number of First and Second Division Passes as a percentage of the average
number of people sitting the exams across the entire survey group and broken down
by individual farm groups.

Table 8: Average Division One and Division Two Passes
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Year/Division Farm 1 Farm 2 Farm 3 Farm 4 Farm 35 All
' Survey
2001
e DI Passes 0 1 7 4 26 8
e D2 Passes 3 8 31 18 54 23
e Total Sitting i6 22 59 3t 89 43
¢ Dl and D2 as % of Total 29.7% 39.2% 65.0% 72.8% 89.1% 70.9%
Year Farm was Est.

e D1 Passes 1 1 3 3 28 7
s D2 Passes 5 17 16 10 31 i6
¢ Total Sitting 21 47 36 29 81 43
e D1 and D2 as % of Total 28.1% 38.7% 53.3% 43.1% 72.4% 53.6%
% Increase/Decrease
s DI Passes -100.0 50.0% 190.0% 100.0% -8.3% 3.67%
¢ D2 Passes 0.0% -5.9% 161.7% 189.5% 75.0% 48.87%
e Total Number Sitting -22.0% -5.4% 118.7% 59.6% 9.9% 1.65%

Several of the survey questions were designed to elicit general cornoments addressing
the state of the school today as compared to the state of the school the year the local
flower farm was established. Across the survey group, 11% had received direct
financial assistance from the flower farms, 83% had constructed new classroom and
administrative buildings, 89% indicated that they are better able to provide current
education materials, 67% reported that students’ parents are taking a more active
interest in their children’s education, 100% indicated that more children have proper
school uniforms, and 61% reported that students are now better able to afford school
provided meals. On a less positive note, 100% of the survey participants indicated
that parents fail to pay school fees on time. Many of these responses indicate a trend
that parents are better able or more willing to invest in their children’s education and
speak to the overall economic improvement in the communities surrounding the
flower farms. -

Churches

A total of 10 churches participated in the survey. Across the survey group, the
average church employs two people. 50% of all church employees are women. The
average monthly salary for ministers across the survey group ts Ush 96,300. Accurate
monthly salaries for other staff were not readily available as many of the churches’
staff worked as volunteers. The average monthly donation from the congregation 1s
Ush 63,500. Of the farms that existed prior to the establishment of the flower farm,
56% indicated that monthly donations have increased since the farm began operations
and of those; however 100% of the churches indicated that most of their congregation
are not employed by flower farms. A total of 40% reported that they were now able
to begin new community development programs as a result of the increase. Only one
of the churches had received direct financial assistance from the local flower farm.

As ministers and church representatives are often very astute observers of their
congregation, we asked each of the participants to evaluate the well being of their
congregation. 60% of the survey group responded that members of their congregation
were generally better off financially than they were prior to the establishment of the
flower farm.
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Clinics/Drug Shops

A total of 9 clinics/drug shops participated in the survey. 60% of the survey
participants indicated that their establishments were privately owned, while the
remaining 40% indicated that they received government assistance. Across the survey
group, the average clinic/drug shop employs three people, 59% of whom are women.
A total of 17% of the health facilities surveyed employ an accredited doctor, while
80% employ at least one accredited nurse. The average monthly salary for
doctors/drug shop owners, nurses and casuals is Ush 296,667, Ush 85,000, and Ush
38,333 respectively. Of the survey group, 17% had an accredited doctor on staff
while 80% had at least one accredited nurse on staff. Survey data reveals that the
average facility handles 514 patients/customers each month. Of those surveyed, 56%
indicated that most of their patients/customers are employed by flower farms. A total
of 63% of those surveyed indicated that patients are able to afford medication and
100% indicated that medications are regularly in stock; 78% noted that the availability
of medications has improved dramatically since the establishment of the flower farms.
When asked whether their patients/customers were more knowledgeable when it
comes to health matters than they were prior to the establishment of the flower farms,
78% of those surveyed felt that they were.

A% Conclusion

As the information presented in the report reveals, the floriculture industry in Uganda
has firmly established itself as one of the fastest growing agricultural sub sectors; one
that contributes directly to the country’s economic development through increased
employment and foreign exchange earnings. The industry has also had a signtficant
impact on the lives of those people employed directly by the farms and their families
as well 4s on local businesses that provide services to the industry and communities
surrounding the farms. While farms throughout the industry have made great efforts
to establish themselves as model employers and growers there is still a lot of work to
be done to address deficiencies in the areas of worker welfare and environmental
protection. Fortunately, the industry has recognized the importance of these issues
and has embraced the Code of Practice, which provides strict guidelines governing
worker welfare and environmental protection. For such a young industry to have
achieved so much in eight years and to have demonstrated a willingness to work to
develop its reputation as a responsible producer of quality produce is a testament to
the individual farm owners’ commitment to creating a successful, sustainable industry
i Uganda.
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Scope of Work
Uganda Flower Industry Impact Study

Background

The overall goal and purpose of the IDEA project 1s to increase incomes of rural men and
women through increased production and marketing of selected non-traditional agricultural
exports. Since 1995, the IDEA high value component has focused much of its resources on
increasing production and marketing of cut flowers and chrysanthemum cuttings. In 1993
there were 2 rose farms with a combined 4 hectares under production. The total FOB value
of rose exports for the year was $2.3 million. At the end of 2001, there were 17 rose farms
with a combined total of 115.2 hectares under production and 3 chrysanthemum cuttings
farms with 18.5 hectares under production. 2001 exports for roses were valued at $10.93
million and exports of chrysanthemum cuttings were valued at $4.97 million. With the
significant growth in the industry, IDEA feels that it is important to undertake a
socioeconomic study to gauge the real impact the industry has had on the Ugandan economy
and assess whether increased employment in and expansion of the floriculture industry 1s
having a positive impact on the lives of farm employees (and their families) and the
development of the communities around the farms.

Methodology

The study will focus on a group of three rose farms, one chrysanthemum cuttings farm, and
one chrysanthemum/rose farm. This represents one fourth of Uganda’s flower farms. In an
effort to assemble a group of farms that is most representative of the entire indusiry we based
our selection criteria on the number of hectares under production and the ethnicity of the farm
owners. The average number of hectares under production for the industry as a whole 1s 6.7.
The average number of hectares under production for the survey group is 7.86. The
flortculture industry is comprised of mainly Asian and European owners (85%), with only
three Ugandan owners. However, in an. effort to include a representative from each ethnic
group we selected one Ugandan-owned farm, one Asian-owned farm, one English-owned
farm, and one Dutch-owned farm for the rose farm group. All three chrysanthemum cuttings
farms aie Dutch owned; thus, we selected the farm with 6 hectares under production, Fiduga,
as the average number of hectares under chrysanthemum production is 6.16.

For purposes of the study, questionnaires will be administered to farm owners, farm
managers, flower industry service providers, merchants located in the vicinity of the selected
farms, and farm employees

The study will identify the economic and sociclogical impacts of the flower industry by
targeting the following areas:

A. ECONOMIC IMPACT

1. Direct economic impact {on-farm economic analysis/costs of production broken down
into two categories as follows):
a) Employment related costs including: number of full time employees vs. casual
laborers (broken down by job category and gender), average annual and daily
salaries by position as applicable, lunch allowances, medical facilities and/or
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benefits packages provided by the farm, NSSF or other retirement savings,
annual leave, housing allowances, transportation costs, savings schemes,
education allowances, training costs, sports and recreation facilities, etc.

b) Non-employment direct farm costs flowing into the Ugandan economy such as
payments to GOU, local councils, private companies and individuals for land
rent, taxes, NSSF, utilities, packaging materials, fuel, fertilizers and
agrochemicals, airfreight, handling services, and other locally bought services
(construction, transportation, repairs, etc.).

2. Indirect economic impact. This will focus on the circulation of money around the
farms and attempt to determine whether and how increased employment at the farms
and income derived from the farms have impacted the communities surrounding the
farm. This survey will target both new and pre-existing businesses in the major
trading centres around the farms.

B. SOCIOLOGICAL IMPACT

I. Direct farm investment in the community and environmental protection measures.
This area of the assessment will be addressed to the senior management of the farm
and will identify the extent of any direct investments by farms in the surrounding
communities, for example: building schools, paying teachers’ salaries, establishing
clinics, digging wells, paving roads, extending the power grid, etc. It will also
address the farms’ environmental protection systems and community outreach
programs

2. Indirect impact resulting from employment. This part of the assessment will
concentrate on a group of 25 employees per farm (1 farm manager, 4 supervisors, 15
permanent experienced laborers, and 5 casual laborers) selected at random and will
attempt to determine whether and how their lives have been affected as a result of
their employment. Are they better or worse off than they were before?

Activities

The consultant, Chris Donochue, will design questionnaires that address each aspect of the
study and administer them to farm owners, farm managers, flower industry service providers,
community merchants, and employees as appropriate. The consultant, with the help of the
various farm managers, will select the employee groups in such a way that people from
different positions, levels of seniority, and salary scales are all represented. Staff members
from the Uganda Flowers Exporters Association’s Research Development and Training
Center at Nsimbe Estates and from the IDEA Project, particularly, Cate Nakatuga and
Christine Kiwanuka, will be asked to assist the consultant with the surveys conducted in the
communities surrounding the farms and among the farm employees, as language barriers
could prevent effective data collection.

A one-day preliminary visit will be conducted at each farm in order to brief the
owners/managers on the structure and goals of the survey, select the employee groups,
schedule deadlines for completing questionnaires, schedule dates for conducting employee
interview/questionnaire administration, and survey the communities around the farms to
select appropriate organizations for the Surrounding Community Enterprise Survey.
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At the preliminary visit, farm owners and managers will be provided with copies of the
Employer Questionnaire, the Direct Costs Questionnaire, and the Community
Development/Environmental Safeguard Questionnaire to allow them sufficient time to
compile all the information necessary to fully complete the forms. Y day will be dedicated to
each farm to follow up on the above-referenced questionnaires and ensure that the
information 1s accurate.

Individual farm visits to administer the employee questionnaires to the group of 25
employees should take 1 day and will be coordinated with the farm manager.

Administering the Surrounding Community Enterprise surveys should take no more than 2
days per farm. The survey area will be determined using information collected from the
employee group questionnaires and through discussions with the farm management and will
target the areas immediately surrounding the farms and the arcas where the majority of farm
employees live. Organizations will be selected during the preliminary visit and appointments
schieduled to administer the questionnaires. For each farm we will select 5 retail stores, 2
primary schools (one public and one private), 2 secondary schools (one public and one
private), 2 churches/mosques, and 2 hospitals/clinics/health centres (one public and one
private).

The Service Provider questionnaire will focus on those companies that provide services
directly to the cut flower industry. Farm owners/managers will provide the names of service
providers in the Direct Costs questionnaire. As the services required by the farms are quite
standard (each farm requires packaging material, greenhouse plastic, ete.) it is likely that
many of the farms will use the same service providers. One company will be selected in each
of the key service areas based on the number of farms in the study using their services.
Administering these questionnaires should take no more than 3 days total. Much of the
information on annual costs will be solicited directly from the farm owners and managers;
however, the consultant will meet directly with the service providers to corroborate data
provided by the farms.

The above covers the essential elements required for the impact study. In an effort to
determine the appropriateness of the swrvey instruments we will select a farm, outside the
survey group, where we will pretest the questionnaires. This will enable us to determine
areas where the questionnaires fall short and make improvements as appropriate for the
official survey.

Deliverables

A completed flower industry impact study analyzing the areas mentioned above with
appropriate graphs, charts, and other back-up documentation.
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Timing

The total study should take between 33-38 days. Development of the questionnaires, survey
instruments and analysis tools will be completed by the end of April. The preliminary farm
visits and the pretest will be completed by the end of August. Data collection should be

completed by October. The final report should be completed by January 2003. Below is the
planned workday breakdown.

Start Up
-Preliminary farm visits--5 days
-Pretest questionnaires--3 days

Data Collection

-Follow up with farm owners/mangers--2 2 days
-Employee survey--5 days

-Surrounding community enterprise surveys--5-10 days
-Service provider surveys--3 days

Data Compilation and Analysis

-Data input--2 days
-Data analysis and graphing--4 days

-Report writing--3 days

24




Annex 2

Questionnaire No. 1
Employer Questionnaire



Questionnaire No. 1

IDEA Project
Flower Industry Impact Study
Employer Questionnaire

Farm 1.D.:

Year Company Registered:

No. Hectares under Production:

1. Number of Employees:
a. Permanent Staff:
b. Casual Labour:

2. Number of Women Employees:
a. Permanent Staff:
b. Casual Labour:

3.  Please assign employees to a particular job category (numbers):
a. Managers:
1. Men: Women:

b. Supervisors:
1. Men: Women:

c. Skilled Permanent Labourers:
1. Men: Women:

d. Unskilled Permanent Labourers:
1. Men: Women:

e. Unskilled Casual Labourers:
1.  Men: Women:

4. What is the average daily/monthly salary (as appropriate) for the following

positions?

a. Managers:

b. Supervisors:

¢. Skilled Permanent Labourers:

d. Unskilled Permanent Labourers:
e. Unskilled Casual Labourers:

5. Do your employees have written employment agreements?
If yes, do these agreements contain clauses that address the following topics?

a. Position description Yes No
b. Compensation Yes No
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Questionnaire No. |

c. Employment Terms
1. Hours/day Yes No
a. How many hours is the average workday?
2. Days/week Yes No
a. How many days is the average workweek?
3. Vacation‘holidays Yes No
a. How many vacation/holidays do employees receive
each year?
4. Sick leave Yes No
a. How many days of paid sick leave do employees

receive each year?

d. Salary increments Yes No
a. How often do employees receive salary increments?
b. What is the average increment (percentage)?

e. Dismissal Conditions Yes No

Does the farm employ university graduates?

If yes, how many and in what positions?

Are there minimum education or technical training requirements for any
positions?

If yes, what are the requirements, what are the positions, and how many people?

From the list below, please indicate what benefits the farm provides to its
employees.

a. Medical facilities on farm:  Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

Is there a cost-sharing element?

26




Questionnaire No. |

Medical Insurance/Medical Cost reimbursement:

Yes No

“If yes, please provide total number of people covered broken down by
position.
Does this cover Employee Employee and Family

Is there a cost-sharing element? If yes, provide details.

Does the farm provide employees with job-related clothing (i.e.
gumboots, protective gear, gloves, etc.):

Yes No

If yes, please provide details by position and average cost per
employee per year.

NSSF or other retirement benefits:  Yes No

If ves, please provide detail:

Meals: Yes No

If yes, how many meals per day?

If yes, please break down the cost of providing meals for one employee
for one month.

Annual leave and holiday package: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

On-farm housing: Yes No

If yes, how many staff and what are their positions:
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Questionnatre No. 1

Housing allowances off-farm: Yes No

If yes, how much do you provide monthly and what positions receive
this benefit?

Transportation allowances: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

Education allowances: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

Savings programs: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

Training programs: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

Sports and recreation facilities: Yes No

If yes, please provide detail:

HIV/AIDS and reproductive health awareness programs:

Yes No

If yes, please provide detail

Mobile phones for management Yes No
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Questionnaire No. 2

IDEA Project
‘ Flower Industry Impact Study
-------- : Direct Costs
Questionnaire

Farm LD.:

The following guestions are designed to determine the amount of direct farm costs
that flow directly into the Ugandan Economy

To help us establish a sense of scale when analyzing the data provided below
please provide the following information:

How many stems/cuttings did the farm export in 20017

What does the farm pay anaually to the following government agencies?

Agency 2001 Amount (Ush)

Uganda Revenue Authority (payroll)
Uganda Revenue Authority (non-payroll)
National Social Security Fund
Local/District Council

b A

What does the farm pay anrually (Ush) for the following services? Please list all
suppliers and provide contact information as appropriate

Utilities 2001 Amount

1. Electricity

2. Telephone

3. Water

Farmm Supplies 2001 Amount
1. Packaging Materials

2. Fertilizers/Agrochemicals

3. Fuel

4. Greenhouse materials

5. Irrigation equipment
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Questionnaire No. 2

6. Capital Equipment Procured Locally

Non-Emplovee Service Providers 2001 Amount

l. Airfreight

2. Freight handling

3. Construction
4. Transportation
5. Maintenance/Repair
a. Vehicle
b. Farm infrastructure

6. Clearing Agents

7. Association Dues

3. Other outsourced services not covered above (Please list below)
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Questionnaire No. 3

IDEA Project
Flower Industry Impact Study
Community Development/Environmental Safeguard
Questionnaire

Farm 1.D.:

Farm Location:

Principal Trading Centres Surrounding Farm:

The following questions attempt to determine what efforts the farm has made to

develop the communities surrounding the farm and safeguard the environment.

Community Development

1.

Does the farm prm}ide financial assistance to local schools?

If yes, please describe all past and present programs (i.¢. building
construction, paying teacher salaries, providing text books, scholarships, etc.).

Has the farm helped establish or renovate any clinics/hospitals in the
surrounding community?

If yes, please provide detail of past and ongoing programs (building

construction, paying medical staff salaries, providing essential medicines,
etc.).

Has the farm dug any wells/bore holes that provide water to the residents in
the surrounding communities?

If yes, please provide detail. Are existing wells/boreholes regularly
maintained?

When the farm was established was it necessary to extend the power gnd to
reach the farm?

If yes, how far was it extended and what Jocal communities now have access
to power?
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Questionnaire No. 3

If surrounding communities are accessing power is it mainly for business or
residential use? -

Does the farm pay to maintain local feeder roads?

If yes, how often?

Is the work done using casual labour or heavy equipment?

What are the annual costs to maintain the road?

Environmental Safeguards

How does the farm dispose of pesticides and other crop chemicals?

Are the disposal areas routinely tested o ensure their integrity? Please provide
detail.

What methods does the farm employ to limit the run-off of chemicals and
fertilizers to ensure that fresh water sources are not polluted?

How often does the farm conduct soil and water tests to determine the levels
of pesticide and chemical residues in the areas around the farm?

How far from the farm are these tests conducted?

Does the farm recycle organic waste?

If yes, what are its uses?
Does the farm recycle rainwater?

Does the farm have any programs to help reforest the surrounding areas?
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Questionnaire No. 3

If yes, please describe. Do the programs encourage planting of indigenous

plants?
7. How does the farm dispose of solid waste?
8. Does the farm recycle used greenhouse plastic?

If yes, how is it used?
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Questionnaire No. 4

IDEA Project
Flower Industry Impact Study
Service Provider
Questionnaire

Organization Name:

Type of Organization:

Year of Incorporation:

Number of Employees:

Women:

I. What are the average monthly salaries for the following positions?

a. Managers/Accountants
b. Supervisors/Administrators
c. General Laborers

2. What specific farm supplies/services do you provide to the flower industry?

3. How many flower farms do you supply/service?

4, Did you establish your business specifically to service the growing flower
industry?

5. How has the business expanded its product lines/services to accommodate

growth 1n the flower sector?

6. What are your average monthly/annual sales (based on 2001 numbers) to the
flower industry?

7. What percent is that of total sales?

8. Have these figures increased/decreased since 1994 or the year of incorporation
(if after 1994)?
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Questionnaire No. 4

Category 1994(or year of 2001 Increase/Decrease
incorporation)
Annual Sales to
Flower Industry
Percentage of
Overall Sales
9. Are any of your products manufactured locally?

If yes, please list below.

If no, where are your products manufactured?

10. Do you employ university graduates?

If yes, how many and in what capacities? Please provide detail.
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s Questionnaire No. 5

IDEA Project
Flower Industry Impact Study
Surrounding Community Enterprise
Questionnaire

Farm 1.D.:

Organization Type:

Date Established:

Location:

Distance from farm:

Do you know the name of the flower farm nearest your business?

Please respond to the questions targeting vour specific organization type and
provide as much detail as possible

Retail Shop

1. How many people are employed in your shop?
a. Women
2. What is the average monthly salary for an employee?

3. What goods do vou sell?

4. Why did you select this location?
5. Was the shop located somewhere else before ?
6. What are your average monthly sales figures?

a. 50,000-100,000
b. 100,000-150,000
c. 150,000-200,000

d. 200,000+
7. Have sales increased since ?
8. Do most of your customers work at the flower farm?
9. What are the three best selling items in your shop?
)
3.
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Questionnaire No. 5

10. Do you sell condoms or other reproductive health products (i.e. birth control
piils)?

11.  Have you seen an increase in condom sales since 2

School
L. Is your school publicly funded (UPE) or privately funded?

2. How many people does the school employ full time?

a. Teacher:
b. Administrator:
C. Casual:
d. Women
3. What is the average monthly salary for the following positions?
C. Teacher:
d. Administrator:
e. Casual:
4. What is the current enrolment?
5. What was the enrolment prior to _?
6. How many students are female?
7. Has the number of female students increased since ?
8. Are most of your students’ parents employed by the flower farm?
9. Has the school received any direct assistance from the flower farm?

If yes, please describe the type of assistance.

10.  What are the school fees per term per child?

11.  Have the school fees increased simce ?

12. Do parents pay fees on time?

13.  Have you noticed a difference in payment timeliness since ?
14.  Have the average first/second division passes increased since ?

If yes, please provide data substantiating claim.

15.  Has the school been able to build any new buildings or renovate any old ones
since ?
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Questionnaire No. 5

16.  Is the school better able to provide its students with current education
materials than it was priorto 7

17. Do parents take a more active interest in their children’s education when
compared to ?

18. Do more students have school uniforms since 7

19. Do more students eat meals during school since ?

Church/Mosque

1. How many people do you employ?
a. Women

2, What is the average monthly salary of your employees?

3. Have you noticed an improvement in the general financial well being of the
congregation since ?

4. How many people are in your congregation?

5. How many people from your congregation are employed by the flower farm?

6. What are your average monthly donations from the congregation?

7. Has this amount increased since the establishment of the flower farm?

8. Has the increase in donations enabled you to begin new programs to help
develop the community?

9. Have you received any direct financial assistance from the nearby flower
farm?
If yes, what were the funds used for?

10.  Has the flower farm worked with your church/mosque on community

development programs?

If yes, please describe the programs.

Clinic/Health Centre/Drug Shop

L.

2.

Is your facility publicly or privately funded?

How many people are employed by the clinic/shop?
a. Doctor:
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10.

Questionnaire No. 5

b. Nurse:
c. Casual:
d. Women

How many staff members are full-time and fully accredited?
a. Doctor:
b. Nurse:

What is the average monthly salary for the following positions?

a. Doctor:

b. Nurse:

c. Administrator
d. Clerk

On average, how many patients/customers visit the clinic/shop in a month?
Are most of your patients/customers employed by the nearby flower farm?

Are your patients/customers able to afford the medication prescribed by the
doctors?

Is that medication regularly in stock at the clinic or a nearby pharmacy?
Is that an improvement from before the establishment of the flower farm?

Are your patients more knowledgeable when it comes to health matters than
they were before ?

Please feel free to add any general observations not addressed above in the space

provided below

40




Annex 7

Questionnaire No. 6
Employee Questionnaire




— Questionnaire No. 6

IDEA Project
Flower Industry Impact Study
Employee Questionnaire

Farm 1.D.:

Job Title:

Age:

Male ‘Female

Employment Questions

1.  How long have you worked at the farm?

2. Do you have an employment contract with the farm?

If yes, does the agreement address the following topics?

a. Position description Yes No
b. Compensation Yes No
c. Employment Terms _
1. Hours/day Yes No
a. How many hours do you work each day?
2. Days/week Yes No
a. How many days do you work each week?
3. Vacation/holidays Yes No

a. How many vacation/holidays do you receive each year?

4. Sick leave Yes No
a. How many days of paid sick leave do you receive each
year?
d. Salary increments Yes No
a. How often do you receive a salary increment?
e. Dismissal Conditions Yes No

3.  What is your monthly salary?

4.  Have you ever been promoted?
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

13.

16.

17.

18.

Questionnaire No. 6

If yes, what was/were your past job title(s)?
During your employment have you ever received a pay increase?
If yes, how often?

If you have received a pay increase, what was your salary when you first started
working at the farm?

Were you employed before you started work at the farm?
If yes, what was your job?

What was your monthly salary at your previous job?
Does the farm have any medical facilities?

Does the farm provide you with medical insurance or reimburse you for medical
expenses?

If yes, does that cover you and your family?

Does the farm pay NSSFE or provide other retirement benefits?

If yes, what do you contribute each month?

Does the farm provide you with meals while you are at work?

If yes, how many per day?

Does the farm provide you with housing or a housing allowance?
Does the farm assist with transport to and from work?

Has the farm ever provided you with any job-related training?

Has the farm conducted any HIV/AIDS awareness or reproductive health
programs?

Does the farm provide you with a mobile phone?

Does the farm provide maternity leave?

Personal/Family-Related Questions

1.

2.

What District are you from originally?

Are you married?
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10.

1l

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Questionnaire No. 6

If yes, is your spouse employed?

How many children do you have (Please list their sex and ages)?

Does your family stay with you near the farm or do they live in the village?
Do your children attend school?

What are the school fees per child per term?

Could you afford to pay school fees prior to employment by the farm?

Are you able to send your children to better quality schools as a result of your
employment by the flower farm?

Do all your children have school uniforms?

Does the farm assist you with school fees?

Since your employment by the farm have you bought land or built a house?
If ves, how long did it take you to save the money for the purchase?

What materials did you use to build your house (i.e. mud, bricks, cement, iron
sheets, etc.)?

Have you made any improvements to your house since you began working at
the farm?

If yes, please describe.

How far is your house from the farm (kilometres)?

Does your house have electricity?

How far away 1s the nearest water supply (metres)?

What is the water source (i.c. borehole, well, tap, etc.)?

When was it installed?

Do all members of your household have beds and mattresses?

If yes, did everyone have mattresses before you began working at the farm?
Does your family sleep under mosquito nets?

If yes, did you sleep under mosquito nets before you began working at the
farm?
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19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

Questionnaire No. 6

When was the last time someone in your family had malaria?
Is there a clinic/hospital near your home?

How far is it from your house (kilometres)?

Are you able to afford medical treatment as needed?

If yes, were you able to afford treatment before you began working at the
farm?

Have you had any medical problems since you started working at the farm
(please describe)?

Are you able to save money each month?

if yes, how much do you save?

Do you have a savings account with a bank?
Does the farm offer a savings scheme?
What are you saving your money for?

In general, do you feel that you and your family are better off than you were
before you began working at the farm?
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Uganda's Investment in Daveloping Expart Agriculture {1DEA) Project
Socin-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Flarfculure Induslry
Emplaver Quastiannaire (Questionaaire No. 1)

<
8
g
a Information Requested Farm No. 1 Farm: No. 2 Farm MNo. 3 Farm No. 4 Farm No. 5 ALL SURVEY
For Yes/No Questions 1=yes ﬂd g=No Numbﬁr FveTageenercentages Number Averages/Percentages HNumbar Averages/Parcanlagas MNumiber Averages/Parcantages Number FveragesPercanlages Aﬂregates Avaragaaﬁemmfsges
F Unlvarsity Graduates Emplayed (YesiNo) 0 1 0 0 1 2 40%
Tolal No. 7 4 " 0.83%
G Madical Facllitias on farm (Yes/No} 1 1 1 0 1 4 B80%!
H Medical Insurance/Medical Gast Retmbursement (Yes/Noj 1 ' 1 1 o 1 4 B0%
Tatal No. of Employeas Covered 203 242 25 7
Empioyea Qriy 1 1 1 3 5%
Emproyee and Family 1 1 25%
| NSSF/Retlrement Benefits {Yos/Ne) t 1 1 1 1 & 100%
J Meals [YasiNe) i 1 1 i 1 5| 100%
No. meals per person per day Kl 2 2 1 2
Menthly cost per parson 36,000 10,500 15,000 2,000 15,0041 16,3001
Tataf Monthly Cosl {o Farm 9,945,000 2,541,000 5,700,000 35g,000 10,530,600
K Houslng Altowances {YesiNa)
No. of empioyses receiving on-farm housing 35 45 20 a3 143 6.13%
No of employees receiving housing allowance 188 380 548 274
Housing Allowance Per employes 5,000 8,135 13,135 8,568
Tolal Meonthly Housing Allwance Costs 540,000/ 3,001,300 3,831,300 1,685,650:
1 Transperiation Allowances {Yes/No} ¢ 0 ) [+] o 1 20%
Ne. of employees recetving transportalion each day 300|
Cost per person per day 250
Tolal ronthly cost 2,250,000
M Education Aflowances (Yes/Ns) 0 0 0 { 9 4 20%
No. of employees receiving education slluwances 18
Annusl average per reciplan! 20,000
N Savings Programs (Yas/No} a 1 1 aQ ] 2 40%
O Training Programs {Yes/No} 1 1 1 1] 1 4 80%|
P Sports and Recraalion Fagilities (Yes/No) 1 1 1 1 1 1 100%
Q HWAIDS Awarensss Programs (Yas/No) 1 1 3 1 1 & 100%
R Mobile Phones for Managament {Yes/No} 1 i 1 1 1 5 100%
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Direct Costs
Summary Data




__ROE=§1:Ush1750 _

et

e Annual Peyments for Uliliies
1. Elecmmty
2 Telephons

B Feﬁlllierszgrochemlcals
3 Fuel
4. GreenhduseMaterials

D Non-Employee Service! Providers

Farmio, 4

Farm.No. 2 ]

Farm Ng. 3

Farm No. 4

Farm No. &

ALL SURVEY

Average -

21,000,000
100,000,000
53,000,000
500,000

42,000,000
34,000;000

8,184,650

16,000,000

42,961,261
22,695,475

106,000,000 03,660,242
475,000,000 273,220,527

40,000,000 - 30,000,000
180,060,000 1 115,539,562

110,600,600
00,50

48,000,000
131,500,000

217,000,000
483,000,000
18,200,000

96,000

777,000

34,275,600
14,232,000

55,357,350
237,079,600
15,470,400

a0 L 0w

11,788,800

5,478,300
16,665,500
400,000

' égﬂgregates‘

| 51,066,490
: 129,478,300
| 74,342,500
3,110,000

28,626,000
33,008,000
370,000

86,805,000
190,000,000
25,618,000

, 195,862,691

370,600

1.658,300,027
128,288,400
- 322 579,662
154 670,600

4,729,233,795

132,336,475

550022692

10,218,208 -
25805660
14 868 500

9,172,572
26,467,006

331 860,008
-+ 26,857,660

1. Airfreight 1,070,000,000 124,621,795 2,148,750,000 828,873,000 762,089,000 945,846,758
2. -Fréight Handling 183,750,000 18,495,750 30,346,000 " 232,561,750 46,618,350 -
5 Construclion 70,000,000 43,750,600 45,300,000 156,080,000 31,890,000
4 i 27,600,600 1,124,000 9,688,200 37812200 7.562,440
& ‘
“Vohidle 40,000,000 98,724,562 34,500,000 7,854,500 32,475,000 210,654,062 42,110,812
. Farm Infrastructure 130000000 78,000,000 2,671,600 8,912,000 " 211,583,800 42,316,720
5,000,000 3,000,000 15,671,850 3,897,600 27,569,450 5613800
3,500,000 3,510,000 3,500,000 4,500,000 3,296,000 | 18,306,000 3,661,200
119,340,000 30,492,000 68,400,000 4,296,000 126,000,000 1 348,528,000 60,708,600
6,000,000 19,200,000 25,200,000 5,040,000
4,800,000 4,800,000 ° 50,000 -
13,550,000 113,660,000 2,710,000 -
10,000,080 10,000,000 o2 000,000
{"2,675,340000 '} _ BBZ. 777014 | 3408600000 - | 1004288650 | 1.418.115400 6,435, 206 504 T HRT.6A1.173

S/ -




. Annex 10

Surrounding Community
Development/Environmental
Safeguard
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Uganda's Investment in Developing Export Agriculture (IDEA) Project

Soclo-Econemic Impact Study of Uganda's Floricuiturs Industry

Surrounding Community Davelopment/Environmental Safsguard Questionnaira (Questionnaire No. 3}

O

Individual Farmn Data ALL SURVEY
g
i
5 Information Requested Farm No. 4 Farm No, 2 Farm No. 3 Farm No, 4 Farm No, 5 Aggregates Averages/Percentages
Surrounding Communtty Development
A Assistance to Area-Schools 1 1 o] Q 0 2 40%
1. Programs
a, Building Construction 1 1 2
b. Paying Teacher Salaries 1 1
¢. Providing Text Books/Supplies 1 A 2
B Financial Asslstance to Area Clinics/Hospltals +] 0 o} 0 0 0 0%
C Water Supply Installation 0 0 0 1 1 2 40%
1. How many? 1 1
2. Are they maintalned by the farm? i 1 2 1
D Pawer Grid Extension Q 1 1 1 1 4 80%
1. How far was i extended? (km) 3 2 8.5 14.5 288
2. Primarlly Business or Residential Use? RESIDENTIAL RESIDENTIAL |RESIDENTIALIBOTH
E Dees the Farm Maintain Local Feedar Roads? of 1 1 a 1 3 680%
1, How oftan are they gradad? QFTEN OFTEN ONCE
2. Is the work performed by casual Jabour or contracted out? BOTH BQTH CONTRACTED QUT
3. Cost? 41,000,000 4,000,000 30,000,000] 75,000,000 25,000,000
Envirenmaental Safeguard
A Disposal of Chemicals and Pesticides* 1 1 1 1 1 5 100%
1. Disposal Method SOAKPIT SOAK PIT SCAKPIT SO0AK PIT S0AK PIT
2, Dlsposal Area Testing N N N N N
B Chemical/Pesticids Run-Off Prevention” 1 1 1 1 1 [ 100%
1. Methods SOAK PIT SOAK PIT SOAKPIT SOAK PIT SOAK PIT
C Soil and Water Testing (Yes=1) 0 0 i 1 0 2 40%
i. Frequency TWICE A YEAR |JANNUALLY
2, Number of Sites Tested 1 1
3, Distance from Farm ON-FARM ON-FARM
D Orgaric Waste Recycling (Yes=1)* 1 1 1 0 4 4 aos)
£ Rainwaler Recyclad ¢ o o 0 o 0 0%
F Reforestation Programs 1 1 0 s} 1 3 60%
G Solid Waste Dispesal 1 1 1 1 1 5 100%
1. Mathod CUMP SITE SEWAGE SYSTEM JLATRINES BURNING PIT
‘| H Greenhouse Plastic Recycled 1 0 0 0 1 2 40%
1, Uses GIVEN TO_EMPLOYEES GIVEN TO.EMPLOYEES

*Supplemental information obtained from the Nalional Code of Practice audits conducted by IDEA/UFEA staff

-48 -
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Uganda's Investment in Developlng Export Agricullure (IDEA) Project
Fiower industry Impact Study

Servica Provider Questionnaire (Questionnalre No. 4)

o

Quest

Information Reouested

Organization i | Organlzation 2

Qrnanization 3

2] Averape/Percentane

Greanhouse
Type of Organlzation Chemical Frelght Handling i b
Year of Incorporation 1883 1999 1998
-A'|Na. of Permanent Employess 7 28 52 51
Casuals 5 150 31
B |No. of Women 2 3 8 17.65%
_Percenfage of Permanant 28.57% 11.54% 15.38%
:C |What are the average monthly salaries?
- a. Managers/Aceountants 1,000,000 800,000 1,200,000 900,000
b. SupervisorsfAdminisirators 500,000 200,000 500,000 360,000
c. Permanent General Laborers 100,000 140,000 350,000 160,000,
d. Casuals 160,000 160,000 120,000,
D {How many flower farms do you supplyiservice? 12 i9 19 17,80}
E |Bid you blish your bush pecifically to service the growing flower industry?
YES 1 1 1 80.00%
NG 20.00%|
-F fWhat arg your average annual sales (2001} o the flower Industry? 2,100,000,000 29,165,500 4,725,000,000 1,567.333,100
G [What percent is that of total sales? 8§0.0% 100.0% 67.5% 66.50%,
H {Have these figuras Increased {1 Mdecreased since 1994 or Year of Incorporation? 1 1 H 100.00%,
&. Annual sales to flower indusiy
1994 ar Year of incorporation 1,275,000,000 125,400,000 700,200,000
2001 2,180,000,000 360,000,000 1,260,400,000
Increase/Decrease 40.97% 85.17% 44.4%|
b. Peicentage of overall sales \
1894/Year of Incorporation 100% 50.00%
2001 80% 55.33%)
Increase/Decrease -26% $.6%
| |Are any of your products manufactured locally?
YES 50.00%
NO 0 0 50.00%|
i yas, please list.
J 1Do you employ university graduates?
YES 1 1 1 160.06%;
NO ' 0.00%,
If yes, in what capacity?
a. General Manager 1 1
b. Stores Manager 4 1
. Sales Manager 1 2 3
d. Salas Adminisirator 1 3 4
e. Cperations Managar 1 4 g
{. Adminlstrator 1 2
g. Supervisor 3
h. Agronomist 1 1
i. Englnear 1 1
j» Accountant 2 2
k. Researcher k)
TOTAL 3 3 6 25
42,86% 11.54% 11.54% g

Fercentage of Tolal Employess

-40=~
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Uganda's lavestment in Develaping Export Agriculture (IDEA) Projest
Socie-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Floricufture Industry
Surrounding Community Enterprise Questionnaire (Questionnaire No. &)
All Farm Summacy

Farm No. 1 Farm No. 2 Farm No. 3 Farm No. 4 Farm No. & ALL SURVEY
Z
%
s} Infarmatinn Requested Count AveragestPercantages Count Avprages/Parcentages Counlt AvaragesiPerceniagas Count AveragesiPercentages Caunt AveragesParcentagas Count AveragesiPercentages
| 1 | |
Distange from farm 1.5: 3.91 24| 0.5l 375 2.41
i 1 3
Do you know the name of the nearest lower farm? 12 : 13 ; 12 | " i 12 51 160.00%
i
RETAIL SHOPS ; ; ; :
1 How many people ara employed in the shop? B 2{ " 2.2; & 12: 7 1.4' 15 3 45 1.86|
MNo. Women N 4 ES.G?%l 6 54‘55%1 4 66.67%| 6 85‘?1%I 1 73.33% 3 69.39%
| §
2 What s the average manthly salary for an employes? | : : 3
QOwner 1 5,000} 3 38,8671 4 22 5001 3 38,867} 4 40,000 15 28,567
Laborer t 5,0001 0 1 1 45,0001 1 10,0004 ¢ 3 12,000
I i | I
3 What goods do you sell? [ i | 1
Foodstuffs 4 80.00%l 4 80.00%! 5 100.00%I 5 100.00%§ 5 100.00% 25 82.00%
Household Supplies (seap, etc.) 4 80.00%! 3 60.00% 5 100.00%] 5 100.00%| 5 100.00% 22 BB.00%
Hardware 2 40.00%} 2 40.00%! 1 20.00%! 3 60.00%! 1 20.00% 9 36.00%
Clolhes 2 40.00%} 1 20.00%3 2 40.00%} 1 20.00%: 1 20.00% 7 28.00%
4 Why did you salect this lacation? (Anecdota! responses. See indlvidual fanm surveys) : I : :
5 Was the shop located somewhere else before? YES 1 20.00%: 1 ‘20,00%' 1 20.00%: 2 40.00%; 3 60.00% g 32.00%
NO 4 80.00%; 4 80.00%) 4 80.00%) 3 60.00%) 2 40.00% 17 68,00%
| | | i :
& Average monthly sales ligures ] I | 1
£0,000-99,990 ] 0.00%] 0 0.00%]| 1 20.00%]| 1 20.00%] bl 0.00% 2 8.00%
$00.000-149,969 0 0.00%] 1 20.00%| 0 .00%I| o 0.00%] 0 6.00% 1 4.00%)
150,000-199,999 1 20.00%] o 0.00%] 1 20.00%] 0 0.00%] 0 0.00% H 8.00%
200,000-499,090 2 40.00%: 0 D,UU%I 1 20.00%: 2 '10.00%1 0 0,00% 5 20.00%
500,000-899,999 0 0.00%: 2 40.00% 2 40.00% 2 40.00% 1 20.00% 7 28.00%
1,000,000+ 2 40.00%: 2 40.00% 0 0.00%] 0 o.oo%§ 4 80.00% 8 32.00%
7 Have sales increased sinze the establisnment of the flower farm? YES 5 WOO.DG%I 4 GD,DD%I 0 U.UU%I 3 50.00%] 4 80,00% 16 64.00%
NO ] 0.00%; 1 20.00% 4 80.00% 0 0.00%; 1 20.00% ] 24.00%
NiA 0 0.60%; 0 0.00%) 1 20.00%) 2 40.00%] 0 0.00% 3 12.00%)!
i | | |
8 Do most of vour customers work at the fower farm? YES 4 80.00%1 3 50.00%| 3 60.00%| 0 0.00%| 1 20.00% 11 44.00%
NO 1 20.00%] 2 40.00%] 2 40.00%]| =) 100.00%1 4 80.00% 14 56,00%
1 | | 1
S What are the best selling tems? (uxury=1 or essantizl=0) 1 | | |
1. 4 80.00%] 5 100.00%! ] 00.00%! 5 100.00%] 5 100.00%) 24 95.00%
2, 5 100.00%! 5 100.00%! 4 80.00%| 5 100,00%] 5 100.00% 24 96.00%
3. 5 100 oo%} 5 100.00%: 4 80.00% 5 10&00%3 5 100.00% 24 96.00%
Total No. luxury/non-assential ilems 1 : 0 I 1 : 0 : 0 2
Percentage of hivury/nan-essential ltems 6.67%, 0.00%| 8,87%1 0.00%! 0.00% 2.87%,|
1 1 1 i
10 Does the shop sell condomsieproductive health products? {YES=1) 3 80.00% 3 60.00%| 2 40.00%| 1 20.00% 5 100.00% 14 56.00%
| | | i
1 Has thera been an increase in condom salas since the establishment of the 1 | | i
flower farm? YES 3 100.00%] 2 66.67%| a 0.00%l| 0 0.00%] 3 80.00% 8 57.14%
NO 0 0.00%| 1 33.33%] 2 100.00%| 1 100.00%1 2 40.00%} § 42.85%)|
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Uganda's lnvestment in Developing Export Agricutture {IDEA) Project
Socio-Econamiz Impast Study of Uganda's Florisufture Industry
Surreunding Cammunity Erterprise Qastionnaite [Questionnatre Na, 5}
All Farm Summary

i

Farm No. 1 Farm No. 2 Farm Ng. 3 Farm No. 4 Farm No. 5 ALL SURVEY
k]
g
s} Information Requested Count Averages/Percentagas Count Averages/Percentages Count AveragesiPercentages Count Averages/Parceniages Count Averages/Percentages Caunt Averages/Percentages
SCHOOLS
] 1 1 ]

1 Total No. Employees 4 11‘001 13.(:0: 4 17150'[ 3 11.33} 3 37.67 80.50 18.19)
Teacher 4 s‘zsl s.00] 4 10750 3 a‘oo: 3 7| s7as 11.47
Administratar 3 2.67| 2.5U| 3 267 3 2.33|- 3 a.69) 13.17 2.63'
Casusl 2 1501 1‘50| 4 475 3 1.ET| 3 13.33 2275 4.55

1 | 1 0.00
Women 4 4.25: 4.75) 4 8.75| 3 6.87¢ 3 15.00] 40.42 8.08]
Percentage of total 38.64% 36.54% 55.71%| 58.82%)| 39.82% 44 86%,
i | I 1
1 | 1

2 Average Monthly Salary | | | |
Teacher 4 60,0001 91,2501 4 94 2501 3 101.8671 3 146,667 18 104,767
Administrator 3 100.0001 160,0001 3 266,6671 3 176,667 2 250,000 15 180,867
Casual 2 22.500{ 35,2501 4 52,500} 3 st‘ssrl 3 55,000 18 45,583

3 Current Enmaiment 4 250} 380] 4 41| 3 297} 3 sl 20 428

4 Enrciment prior to establishment of flower farm 4 212} :!07: 4 SOQE 3 289: 3 633 1750 350,
Net Incresasef(Decrease] 4 48 53 4 143y 4 i 4 106 354 I
Pergant Increase 0 21.79%} 17.08%) 0 46.15%) 2.147% 16.74% 20.20%

] | | i

5 No. female students 4 1259 175] 3 213] 3 1661 3 387 1,075 215
Percertags of total 4B.26%] 48 51%l 35.35%! 55.89%| 51.20% 50.19%

| f | |

& Has that rumnar Increased since the establishment of the flower farm? YES 3 75.00%]| 100.00%]- 4 100.00%] 2 66.67%! 3 100.00% 16 68.69%)|

NO 1 25.00%} o.oo%il 0 o.oo%: t 33.33%: 0 2.00%, 2 11.11%)

7 Are most studants’ pamats amployed by the flawsr famm? YES 1 28.00%) 0.00%] 2 50.00%! o 0.00%! 2 86.67% 5 27.78%

NO 3 75.00%| 100.00%| 2 50‘00%| 3 100.00%| 1 33.33% 12 72.22%
& Has the school received any direct assistance from the ower farm? YES 2 50.00%: D.ﬂu%i 0 (),00%l 0 O‘OO%I o} 0.00% 2 11.11%)|
NO 2 50.00%| 100.00%; 4 100.00% 3 100,00%) 3 100.00% 16 88.89%
i 1 | 1
9 Average per term school fees 4 20.50M 22,500] 4 46,250] 2 60,250 3 48633 17 39,827
1 | : |
| 1 |
10 Have schoo! feas increased since the astablishment of the flower farm? YES 4 0.00%] 25.00%4 2 50.00%! 2 100.00%| 3 100.00% 8 47.06%
NO 4 100.00%: 75‘00%: 2z 50.00%} 0 n.on%: 0 0.00% 9 52.84%
11 Do parents pay fees on tima? NO 4 100.00%: 1UU.UU%]| 4 100.00%: 2 100.00%: 3 100.00%! i7 100,00%




Uganda's Investmant In Developing Export Agricutture (IDEA} Project
Saclo-Econemic Impact Study of Uganda's Floriculture [ndustry
Sumounding Community Enterprise Questannaire (Questionnaire No. 5)
All Farm Summary

Farm No. 3 Farm No. 2 Fam No. 3 Farm No_4 Farm No. 5 ALL SURVEY
5
7
8
& Information Requested Count Averages/Parcentages Counl AveragesiPercentages Count AvaragesiParcentages Couny AveragesiPercantages Count Averages/Parcentages Count AvaragesiPercantages
12 Mave the average firstsacond dlvislon passes increased?
D1 {2001) 4 ol 1t 4 71 3 4l 3 28 37.87 8
D2 {2001} 4 sl al 4 31l 3 18k 3 54 115.50 23
Total Number Sitling 4 16: zz‘l 4 59} 3 31: 3 sgl 21847 43
D1 and D2 a5 % of okal 29.693"0' 39.7?%| 54,96%| 72,83%| 88.14% 70.86%,
D1 (Year Farm Eslablished) 4 1: 1 : 3 3|[ 2 3: 3 28, 36,33 7
D2 {Year Farm Established) 4 5) 174 3 18 2 10) 3 3 77.58 16
Total Number Sitting 4 21] 47) 3 35( 2 28} 3 81 212.67 43
D1 and D2 as % of total 28.05%| 38.71%] 53.27% 43,10%] 72.43% 53.57%
1 | 1 1
D1 Increase/Decrease 4 -100.00%] 50.00%]| 4 190.00%| 4 100.00%1 3 -8,33% 3.67%
D2 Increase/Decrease 4 0.00%l1 -5.88%l 4 161.70%] 4 189.47%] 3 75.00% 48.87%
Total Number Sitting Increase/Decrease -z1.95%l .5‘33%: 4 ue.sa%l 4 58.62%: 3 9.88% 1.85%
13 Has the sehoo! biilt any new bulidingsremadeted old bulldings? YES 3 75.00%! 75.00%} 3 75.00%! 3 100.00%F 3 100.00% 15 83.33%
NO i 25.00%| '25.00%" 1 25.00%| [ OAOO%I ] 0.00% 3 16.67%!
14 |5 the schoo! belter abte to provide current education materials? YES 3 75.00%‘ 100 DD%I 4 100.00%: 2 66.6?%] 3 100.00%)| 16 88.80%|
NO 1 25.00%, 0.00%y 0 a 00%1 ] 33.33%| 0 0.00%| 2 11.11%|
| 1 I I
; | | 1
15 Do the parents take a more active interes! in their children's' education? YES 2 50.00%| 75.00%] 3 75.00% 2 BB.B7%]) 2 86.67% 12 86.67%
NO 2 50.00%] 25.00%] 1 25.00%] 1 33.33%] 1 33.33% [ 33.33%
1 | | |
Do more studants have schaol unifarms since the establishmant of the flawer | E | |
16 farm? YES 4 100,00%] 100.00%! 4 100.06%| 3 100.00%}F 3 100,00% 18 100.00%)
NO 0 o.uu%{ 0.00%! 0 u.oo%‘ 0 0'00%= 0 0.00%) 0 0.00%
17 Do more students eal meals during school? YES 1 25.00%I ?5.00%' 2 SO‘OO%I 2 Eiﬁ.e'.’%i 3 100.00%)| i1 B61.11%|
NO® 3 75.00%, 25.00%, 2 50.00%, + 33.33%, Q 0.00% 7 38.85%

52 -




Uganga's invastmant in Develnpging Export Agriculture (IDEA) Project
Socio-Econamic Impact Study of Uganda's Flariculturs Industry
Surcaunding Communily Entarprise Quastinnnairs (Questionnaire No, 5)
All Farm Simmary

Farm Na. 1 Farm No. 2 Farm No. 3 Farm No. 4 FarmNo. 5 ALL SURVEY
S
8
3 tnfarmation Requested Count AveragesiPercentages Count Averages/Paccentages Count Averages/Percentages Count Averages/Percentages Count | Averages/Percentages Count Averages/Percentages
— "
CHURCHES H i | i
§ How many people does the church employ? 2 12: 2 1 : 2 4: 2 12: 2 45 10 2
wormen 2 5! 0 ol 1 25! i 25! 1 240 5 50.00%
Percentage of Total 41,57%: G.OO%I 62‘50%| 20.83%| 44 44%,
| 1 1 1
2 Average Monthly Salary I | ] 1
Minlster 70,000 70,000 40,000 20,0001 208,000 208,600] 150,000 150,000| 65,000 32,500 534,000 96,300
Casuals 1 0 #D1VIO! 1 | ]
' i | | |
Have you noficed an Improvement in the general financiat well being of the 1 ! | E
congreqation since the establishmant of the flower farm? YES 2 100.00%| 2 100.00%| 1 50.00%]| 0 0.00%k 1 50.00% 8 60.00%
NO 0 0.00%| 0 o‘oo%ll 1 sc.oo%: 2 100 00%1 1 50.00% 4 40.00%
|
Are most of the pacpts in your congregation employad by the flower farm? | I | I
4 YES o 0.00%! 8 0.00%! 0 0.00%) 0 0.00%! o 0.00% 0 0.00%
NO 2 190.00%) 2 100.00%] 2 100 00%] 2 100.00%] 2 100.00% 10 100.00%
I
5 What ara the gvarang monthly donations fram the congregation? 2 40000: 2 27500: 2 47‘500: 2 17 500 2 1858,000F 317,500 63,500
| | [ i
& Has that amour! ingraased sinca the establishment of the Nlower farm? YES 2 100.00%1 2 100.00% 1 50.00%0 o 0.00%| 0 0.00% [} 50.06%,
NG 0 0.00%| 1] 0.06%! 1 50.00%1 1 50,00%] 2 100.00% 4 40.00%
NiA 0 o‘oo%lg o 0.00%: o 0.00%: 1 50 on%: 0 0.00%, 1 10.00%
If yes, has the increase in donations anabled you to undertake new 1 I : II
7 community davelament programs? 0 o.oo%‘l 1 5000%} i 100.00%] 0 0.00%} 0 0.00% H 40.00%
| [ ] 1
! 5
8 Has the church recefved disect finansial assistance from the flower farm? YES 1 50.00%' 1 50‘0_0%| Q D.OO%' [ 0.00% 0 0.00%)| 2 20.00%
NO 1 50.00% 1 50.00%3 2 100.00% 2 100.00%) 2 100.00% 8 80.00%
i | ! |
1f yes, what were the funds used for? 1 | | {
| | |
Has the flawer fasm warked with yaur chuseh on community devealoprment | | [ {
¢ programs? YES 0 0.00%I i 50.00%! ] 0.00%E 0 0.00%] 0 0,00%! 4 10.00%
NO 2 100.00%{ i sc.eu%: 2 100‘00%; 2 100.00%| 2 100.00% g 90.00%




Uganda's Investment in Developing Export Agriculture {IDEA) Project
Sotiv-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Floriculture industry
Surrounding Community Enterprise Questionnalre (Questionnalre Ne. §)
All Farm Surmemary

1 ClinicfOrug Shop Surveyed

Farm No. 1 Fanm No, 2 Farm No. 3 Farm No. 4 Farm No. 5 ALL SURVEY
<)
2
&
a3 Infarmation Requested Count AveragesiPercentages Count AveragesiPercentages Count AveragesiPearcantages Count AveragesiPercentages Count Averages/Parcentages Count Averages/Percentages
CLINICS/DRUG SHOPS
1 ! |
1 Is your faclity publicly or privatety funded? Private 1 50.00%l 1 50.00%| 2 100.00%! 0 0.00% z 100.00% & 50.00%
Public 1 Sﬂ.ﬂﬁ%l 1 50.00%1 0 U.UU%: 1 100.00%1 0 0.00%] 3 40.00%
2 How many people are employed by the clinic? 2 3.50' 2 3.50: 2 2.Snl 1 2.00{ 2 2.00 14 2,70
Doctar 2 1.00 o] 0.00 2 1.60 1 1.00 1 1.00 b 0.99
Nurse 2 2.00; 2 G.OOI 2 1.00 1 1,00| 2 1.00 8 1.80)
Casual 1 1.00) 1 1.00] 9 0.00) 0 0.00) 1 1.00 3 0.80
1 I 1 1
Women {percentage of total employment} 2 2.501 V4 2.001 2 1.601 1 1.00] 2 1.50 8 1.60
Percentage of Total 71A43%; B7.14%l 40.00%1 50.00%) 75.00% 5%.26%
1 | 1
3 How many stalf are full time/fully accredited? 1 | | |
Doclor 50.00%] 0.00%! 33.33% 0.00%! 0.00% 16.67%
Nurse mo.oa%l ioouu%l u.oo%: 10000%} 100.00% 80.60%
| f t L
4 Average monthly salary
Doctor 2 19&00[.‘!l 0 Ql 0 OI 1 300,000‘ i 400,000 4 296,687
1 ; 1
Nurse 2 110,000 2 76,0004 0 ] 1 60,000‘ 2 5,000 7 85,000
Casual 1 30,0004 1 15,000) 0 0) 0 0) 1 70,000 3 38,333
| | | |
5 On avarage, haw many patients vislt the ¢linic/drug shop each month? 2 570| 2 344| 2 500] 1 800 2 255 2,569 513.8
I t i |
B Are most of your palients employed by the Rower farm? YES 2 100.00%E i) 0.00%I 1 50.00%1 0 0.00%] 2 100.00% 5 65.56%
NO 0 o‘oo%: 2 mn.oa%: 1 50,00%: 1 wu.uu%‘ [ 0.00% 4 44,449
Are your patients gble lo afford the medication prescribed by the doctors? I | I |
7 YES 2 100.00%! 0 0.00% 3 50.00%! 1 100.00%! 1 50.00%) 5 62.50%
NG 1] 0.00% 1 50,00% 1 50.00%. 0 Q.00% 1 80.00% 3 37.50%)
b
NIA Q 0.60%) 1 50.00%) 0 0.00%) 0 0.00%) 0 0.00%: 1 11.11%|
8 |s that medication reqularly in stock? YES 2 100.00%] 2 100.00% P4 100.00%] 1 100.00%1 2 100.00% 9 100.00%
NO 0 0.00%]| 0 0.00%1 0 0.00%]| o] 0.00%] 0 0.00% Q 0.00%
| | I |
Have you sean an improvement since the establishment of the flower farm? 1 t I 1
9 YES 2 100.00%} 1 50,0091 1 50.00%]1 1 100,00%! 2 100.00% 7 77.78%
NO [} a.oo%!l 1 50.00%: 1 su.au%: 0 o.oo%} [ 0.00% 2 22.22%
Are your patients more knowledgeable when It comes ko health matters than l It l t
they were before the establishment of the fiower farm? YES 2 100.00% 2 100‘00%I 1 SO,UO%I 0 0.00%, 2 100.00% 7 77.78%
NO L] 0.00% 0 0.00%, 1 50.00%, 1 100.00%, 1] 0.00% 2 22.22%
Full Survey full Survey 1 Clinle/Drug Shop Surveyed 3 Schools Surveyed 2 Schools Surveyed




| Annex 13

| Employee Questionnaire
Summary Data



‘ Uganda’s invesiment in Developing Export Agricuiture {IDEA) Project
Soclo-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Florculture Industry

Empioyes Questionnalre {Questionnaire Ne. 6) =Average =Percéntage =Standard Daviaticn
Al Farm Summary . . L S . . . . . I
S FARMNO.1 o FARM ND. 2 FARM NO. 3
- AVERAGES/P ERCENTAGES_I§TANDARD DEVIATIONS . AVERAGES.- A ERAGég‘_
Q. .
§- : Supervisor La‘pnrgr Supervisor  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer Farm
o information Requested Manager Average Average Farm Average Manager . Average.. . Average . Averagd § ' Manager .. Average  Aversge  Average

(MALE)
{FEMALE}

D |Employment Contrast  (YES=1)
1. Positior Description )
. Compensation
. Emplayment Tarms
@, Hours per Day

-ol: Slek Leavy

Balary Horemanis
. Dismissal Conditions

F |Promotions {YES=1}
| {Past Positions

G jBalary Increase - (YES=1)

100.00%
0.00%

100:00%
100.00%
100.00%

100.00%

10,00%:
100.00%

100.00%

100.00%

00%
25.00%

100.00%
100:00%
106.00%
106.00%

~50.60%
100.00%

35.00%

B3:33%

i3

106:00%  50.0 145.00%
0:00% 0% BA.C0%

100.00%  ABO0% . 56
0e.00% i

55 -

0.00%
$00.00%

Q.00% -

PP

100:60%

100:00%

75.00%



Uganda's investment in Daveloping Expart Agriculiure (IDEA) Project
Socio-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Floricuiture Industry
Employee Questionaaire (Questicnnalre No. 8)

Ali Farm Summary

=Averaga =Percentage

~i=Standard Deviation

K [On-Farm Medical Faciltles (Y=}

L [Farm. provided Medica In
- 1. Dboes i sovaren

M |NSSF/Retirement benefits

N Farm-provided meals (Y=} ..
1. Nedday 1% Moal) :
i {2 Mgaig)

{3 Meais

Housing:{

£

Transparttofromwors  (Y=1)

o

Jab-refaleddraining {Y=1)
Describe

HlVfAi_E?SfBEQfQﬂUQuVﬁ HeplthPrograms {Y=1)

W

{Mabile Phone. (Y=1)

100,00% 75.06%
0.00% 180.00%
100.00% 0.00%
1060.00% 100.00%
100.06% 100.00%
0.00% :
160:00% 50.00%
0.00% 28.00%
0.00% 78
0%

0.00% 26.00%
0.00% 76.00%
2.00% 0.00%
0.00% 50.00%

90.00%
94.44%
5.58%

96.00%

100.00%
50,00%

45.00%

5.00%

35.00%

95.00%

16.00%

0.00%

BEG%:
90:91%
9.00%

92.00%

32.00%

92.00%

12.00%

0.00%

180.00%
0.00%
000%

000%

100:00%
100:00%
0.00%
0.00%

0:00%

6.00%

0.00%

0:00%

56 -

T5.60%
75.00%
0.00%
100.60%
100:00%
25.00%
T5.60%
0.00%
50.00%
0.00%
2500%

15.00%

0.00%

0.00%

50.00%
50,00%
.00%

5.00%.

100.00%
40.00%
55.00%
5.00%
16.00%
0.00%

5.00%

80.00%

10.00%

0.00%

56100%)
52.00%)
4.00%)

24.00%

100.00%F"

40.00%)
56.00%
4.00%

H0.00%

0.00%
100.00%

0.00%
100.00%

¢.00%
100.00%
0.00%
0.00%
G.00%
0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

0.00%

100.00%
50.00%
50.60%
75.00%

160.00%
50.00%
50.00%

0.00%

100.80%

0.00%

§0.00%

100.00%

. 26:00%

106.00%

i © FARMNO.1 FARM NO. 2 FARM NO. 3
AVEﬂGES.'PERCENTAGES.’STANDARD DEVIATIONS - AVERAGES AVERAGES
g - -
§ Supervisor Laborer . Supeivisor  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer Farm
[<] Manager Average Average Fam Average Manager Average Average  Averape Manager Avarage Average Average
T TUUTOR0% UUB0B0%  BU0W 0 oo00%ml  0.00% | 50.00% | B000%  7200% 000%  0.00%  55.00%  44.00%
] 0.00% 0.00% 33.33% 28.57% 0.00% 50.00% 6250% 61.11% 0.00% 0.00% 653.64% 63.64%

25.00%
60.60%
A000%
16.00%
100.00%
0.00%
90.60%
10.00%
5.00%
0.00%
95.00%

S0.00%

30.00%

0.00%

40.00%
50.00%
50.00%
38.00%

100:00%
C B00%

- BAN0%
8:00%

24.00%
H

B4/00%

92.00%

28.00%

6:00%



Uganda's Investment in Devaloping Expornt Agdculture (IDEA) Project
Soclo-Economlc Impact Study of Uganda's Flaricullure Indusiry
Employee Questicnnalre (Questicnnalre No. 8}

All Farm Summary

=Average

=Percentage

=Slandard Deviatlon

[ you huve childran

g1 e 6. youny
3 N0 sehipl - T

Could you afford sehootfees prionfo working atfarm-YES
sy ; A e
|

B(eH'I’ES_

H LA your children attending betlerschaols S

Do all childson-have schootuniforms=-YES

[

=53

Dows the faim assist with schoal

04, 00%

100,00%
0.00%

10000%
0.00%

" 100.00%
0.06%

100.00%

0.00%

1.00%
100.00%

€009
100.00%

0.00%
100.00%

G.00%
106.00%

b
S6.67%
26,67%

8.67%

B80,00%
20.00%

44 44,
55:55%

80.00%
20.00%

6.00%
100.00%

86.00%

70.59%
23.55%
6.86%

71.43%
2857%

45.45%
64.55%

75.00%§

2500%

8.33%
91.67%

57

106.00%

100.00%
0.00%
0.00%

100.00%
0.00%

100.90%
0.00%

100:00%
0.00%

180.00%
0.00%

G6.67%
0.00%

0.00%
100.00%

100.00%
6.00%

106.00%
§.00%

0.00%
106.00%

60.00%

16:67%:

0.00%

57.14%
42.86%

58.00%
50.06%

70.00%
30.00%

0.00%
100.06%

55.56%F
4443

58.33%
§167%

7e00nf
25.00%]:

8.33%}

25.00%)
G.OO%}

91.67 %)

R e FARM NG 2 FARM NC._ 3
AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES/STANDARD DEVIATIONS AVERAGES AVERAGES
g
g Supervisor Laberer . Supervisor  Laborer Farm «f, -« Superdger  Laborer Farm
=] Informalien Requestad - Manager Average Average Farm Average Manager Average  Average  Average | Manager Average  Average  Average
PERSONAL/FAMILY QUESTIONS ’ ’ )
A-BWhat Disirict are yo .
L 3 6.00% 25.00% 65.00%. 56.00% 100.00% J.00% 25.00%  24.00%) 106.00% 75.00% 65.00% 68.00%
B 10088 your tamly st
: fra 0.00% 0.00% 53.85% 50.00% 106:00% 1.00% 60.00% G66.67% 100.00% 66.67% 3% 41.18%
S [Maried (Y1) 100.00% 50.00% 65.00% 84.00% 106.00% S0.00%  2500%  32.00%): “100:00% 75.00% B0I00%  BO.O0%
© 1 ls spouss employed (2 income hougehold) {Y=1} 8.00% 0.00% 38.46% 31.25% 106.00% 50.00%  4000%  B0.00%). 100:00% 0.00% 50.00%  45.00%]

A00:00%

100,00%
oh6%
0.00%

26.00%
(1.00%

55.58%
5.56%

0.00%.  50.00%  60.00%
Q00%  S000%  40.60%
10086%  10000%  71.43%
0.00% 0.60%  28.57%
100,00%  100.00%  85.71%
0:46% 000%  14.20%
0.00% 0:00% 0.00%
10000%  100.00%  100.00%

#:
38.88%

57.14%
42 86%

81.82%
18.18%

80.91%

9.09%}-

0.00%
100.00%




Uganda's investment in Develaping Expor Agriculiure (IDEA} Project
Socio-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Floricuiture Industry

Employee Questionnalre (Questionnaire No. ) i  =Average =Percentage " =Standard Daviation
All Farm Summary — . i
= "~ FARM NO. 1 FARM NO. 2 + FARM NO. 3
AVERAGES/PERCENTAGESISTANDARD DEVIATIONS AVERAGES © AVERAGES
=
£ i
§ Supervisor Labarer } Supervisar  Laberer Farm Supenvisar  LLabarer Farm
J Information Requested ! Manager Average Average Farm Average Manager Average Average Average | Manager Average Average  Average
¥-18inca ... have you bought land-or-buill & house 1 -
1, Baoughtland-YES : L 100.00% 25.00% 25.00% 28.00% 0.60% 0.00% 25.00% 29.00'% G.00% 0.00% . 2800% 20:00%%;
wND 0.00% 75,00% 75.06% T2.00%, 100.00% 100.00% 76.00%  80:00% 106.00%  100.00% 75.00% §0.00%:!
2. Bull ahouse-+YES 100.00% 50.00% 16:00% 24.00% 0.00% 25.00% 6.00%  B00%| G.00% 0.00% 15.00%  12:00%
4 : : o o .60 o 5 ) i D 1 9,

build.your houss7(YES) ¢

M Hava yot) made any improvemenls {o:house slnce..A(YEél '

N {Eipetrcity (YES)

PiBeds and Maltresses (YES)
1. Did:avervane before... (NO)

Q [Mosguito nets 4YES)
{7 Did you slegp.under riets bafosg... (ND)

R:{Whan was e last ime.somsona in your famiy ad malataONTHS AGO)

0.80% 0.00% 33.33% 16.67%
100.60% 100.00% 66.67% 83.33%
100.00% 0.00% 66:67% 50.00%
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100:00%

0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
100.00% 0.00% 15.00% 16.00%
100,00% 75.00% 36.00% 44.00%

0.00% 25.00% 65.00% 56,00%

8.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
1.00%

0:00%

108.00%

0.00%

0.00%
100.00%
100.00%
106.00%

0.00%

0.60%

75.00%
25.00%

000%
100°00%
100.06%
160:06%

G0G%

5.00%

30.60%
T0.00%

0:00%
100:00%
100.06%
100:00%

0.00%

4:00%

40.60%
60100“.?

| 100.00%  7500%
. 0T %

0:00% 0.00%
0400% G.00%
0.00% 0.00%
0.00% 0.00%
0.05% 0.00%

100.00% 50:00%

100.00% 7500%
0.00% 25.00%

33.35%
BE.67%
33.33%

0.00%
33.33%

5.00%

45.00%
55.00%

3Z06%3
G

33.33%
§8.:67%
33.33%

0.00%
33.33%

15:00%

52:00%
48.00%

3
AL AR RE 84 ks )
100.00% 25.00% }00¢% 0.00% 0.00% 000%  2600%  S0.00%  d4.00%4

0.00% 50.00% BO.00% c.od%  5000% . B5.00% : 0.60%  2500%  3000%  2B0%
0.00% 25.00% 19,60% 12.00% 10600%  5000%  4500%  48.00% 100:00%  5000%  2000%  2B.00%
109.00% 100:00% 70.00% 7E00% 100.00%  100.00%  70.00%  76.00% 10G.00% - 100.00%  O500%  96.00%
£.00% 0.00% 57.14% 42.41% 0.00%  50.00%  57.14%  52.63% 0.00% . 0.00%  36.84%  20.17%
100,00% 50.00% 20.00% 28.00%  100.60%  100:00%  60.00%  68.00%) 10000%  50.00%  4G00%  44.00%
0.00% 50.00% 100,00% 71.43% 0.00%  7500%  50.00%  52.94% CO0% - 5000%  6250%  54.55%

1 z 5 5 2 14 11 11 o z 5 5

58




Uganda's Investment In Developing Export Agricullure (IDEA) Project
Socio-Econemic Impact Study of Uganda's Flariculiure Induﬁlw
Employee Questiznnalre (Questionnaire No. ) !

i

 ~Average =Parcentage V. =Standard Deviation
All Farm Summag ' - . :
: 1 . FARM NO. ™ e . FARM NO.}E FARM NO. 3
AVERAGES/PERCENTAGES/STANDARD DEVIATIONS AVERAGES AVERAGES
S - - " >
=
§ Supervisor Laborer Supervisor  Laborer Farm, Supervisor  Laborer Farm
[«] Information Requested ' Manager Averags Average Farm Average Manager Average Average  Avarage Manager Average Avelage  Average
& {Is ware a cliniphospital near youchome? (YES) P 100.00% 106.00% 95.00% ©6.00% 100.00% 50.00%  100.00%  S200%f 100.06% 50.60% 85.00% 80.00%
3 PR ¥ . {NO} 0.00% £.00% 5.00% 4 Q0% 0.00% 50.00% 0.00% B.00%)| 6:00% 50.00% 15.00% . 20.00%

U Y you afford machcal realment o8 nooded ¥ YES) 100.00% B0% 84.00% 100.00%  7500%  80.00%  50.00%] - i00:00%  100.00%  €500%  SE00%
“3EE Gouid ou alkrd it batof 5 (ND) : 0.00% 65.00% 52.00% 000%  2500%  40.00% 3600%| . 0.00% 50.00%  4500%  4d4.00%)
V- fHive vou had sy naior 100:00% 100:00% 55,00% B4.00% 100:00%  10000%  BOO0%  8400%2 - - 000%  $00.00%  BG00%  80.00%
B RN ) 0.00% 0.00% 45.00% 38.00% 0:60% Goow  2000%  1E00%E. . 40000% . 000% | 2000%  20.00%
0.00% 0.00% 1111% 11% 0.00% L:00%  2500% " 2500%F L 000% C000% - 000% . 000%
£.00% 5.00% 88.89% B8.88% 0:00% W00%  7B00%  FHO0%| - 10000%  ondw  {00.00v  100.00%

100,00% 44.00% 6.00% 50.00% 5:00%  12.00%
0.00% 3 ; &

_000%  5000% 35.00%. 36.00%
95.00%. . 55,004 i T ; i B 00,

SR IL
89000%

X1bo you have u-savings acount with.a bank7{YES) 4. 100.00% 75.00% ; 160.00% 50.00% - 00! 20,00
. PR : ) . ' {NG) 56.00% 0.00% 2600% 10.00% 12, 09% 006% 50.00% 96.00% 80.00%
| Goos the farm offer a savings scheme (NO) ) | 106.00% 100:00% 100.00% 100.00%E 0.00% 50.00% 45.00% 44.00% 100.100%  160.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Z:AWhat are:you saving your mmonay for? | ‘ )

u Y LT 0:00% 0:00% 30.77% 28.57% 100.00%  10000%  47.37%  53.55% 0.00%  100.00% 46.15%  50:00%,
: 0.00% 0. 0% 38.48% 35.71%, 0.00% 50,00% 31.66%  3182%). +00.00% G.00% 23.08% 25.00%
0.90% 0.00% 3077% 28.57% 3.00% 0.00% 522_6% 4.65%] 0% 0.00% 15,38% 12.50%
0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 10:53% 9.00% T 0% 50.00% 23.08% 25:.00%
160:00% C.00% 30.77% 38.71% 0.00% 50.00%  36.84%  36:36%3 7. .000% 0.00% 46.15%  37.60%
©0.00% (:00% 30T77% 28.57% 0:00% 0.00%  47.37%  40:91% 0.00% 0.60% 15.38%  12.50%
AAFD vou feel you ang yﬁu; ram»ly are batler oft than' £YES:I 100.00% 100.00% 85.00% 88.00% 160.00% 100.00%  100.00% 0B00%  7A40% 90.00%  BB.GO%
you Whth befoi’ﬂ NEH 1:00% 0.00% 15,00% 12:00%) 0.00% 0,00% 0.00% -G.00%. 28 50% 10.00% 12.00%




Uganda's Investment in Developing Export Agdculture (IDEA) Project
Soclo-Econamic impact Study of Uganda's Florcullure industry

Employea Questionnaire (Questionnaire No. 6} =Average =Percentage . ":=Slandard Deviation
All Farm Summary T :
FARMNO, 4 FARMNO. 5 “TOTAL SURVEY AVERAGES
AVERAGES AVERAGES
s
§ Supervisor  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer Farm Supenrisor  Laborer Farm
G Information Requested Manager Average  Average Average Manager Average  Average  Average | Manager  Average  Average  Average

8 |gex {MALE)

(FEMALE)

Employment Conteact  (YES=1)
1 1. Postion Dastription

2. Compensation

3. Employvinent Ternm

- il Hours per Day.

G| Salary Incraase (YES=1}

0.06%

100.00%  25.00%

0.00%

100.00%

45.00%
55.00%

4800%
52.00%

k
0.00%
0.00%

0.00%)

100.00%

0:00%

100:00%
100.00%
160.00%
100,00%

100 00%:

8%
106.00%

106.00%

100.00%

75.00%
25:00%

00%
TH.00% 4
75.00% 14

3
+

100.00%

80.00%

100.00%

: bjg:
45.00% 52.60% 60.90% 7000%  53.00%
55.00% 48.60% 40.00% 30.00%  47.00%

70.00%
00.00%
00.00%
00.00%
00.00%

76.00%
94.74%
84.74%

100.90%

100.00%

14, LA
O 65%

5.00%

456.00%

60.00%
60.00%
60.00%

4
43.00%
80.00%
78.89%
8000%

75.00%
T5.00%
75.00%
80.00%
7

00%  BETHY
§0.00%  55.24%

TTEBYT 00,3287
7O.00%  26.00%

80.00% . 83.00%

44.00%

4
48.80%
78.95%
78.08%
80:00%

0

58,74
56.34%3

60

5




Uganda's Investment in Daveloping Export Agricult::lrs (IDEA) Projgct
Socio-Economle Impact Study of Uganrda's Floriculture Indusiry

Emplqyée CQueslionnalre (Questionnaire No, 6) =Average =Percentage {andard Deviation
All Farm Sumsiary
e TR T FARM NG, 4 FARMNGC. & © " TOTAL SURVEY AVERAGES
AVERAGES ™ AVERAGES T '

v -

=

g

é Supervisor  Labarer Famm Suparvisor  Laborer Farm Supervisor Laborer  Farm

g Infarmation Requested Average Average Average Manager Average Average  Average Manager Average  Average Average:

e 25I00% Y rgenos] o fonoun 000%  45.00%  4Bp0%n|  20000%  2500% BE.00% . 56:80%
=) %l 0.60% ¢.00% T7.78% T0.00% 9.00% 30:00%  59.21% - S6.HE%

P Transporttoffrom work . {Y=1)

Q:|dobrelated training  (Y=1)
Describe

A

qHiviAIDSIReprodustive Health Programs {Y=1)

w

{Mobile Bhane. (Y1)

0.00%
6.00%
0.50%
0.00%

100.00%

0.00%

0.60%

0:00%

0.00%

0.00%
06%
0.00%

100.50% 15.00%

0:00% 0.00%

50.00% 95.00%

2500% 5.00%

25.00% 0.00%

32.00%

100:00%] ..

0.00%

a4.00%

8.00%

0.00%

100:00%
“A00%
“6100%
0100%
106:00%
£.00%

100.00%
6.00%

0.00%
0.00%
0,00%

0.00%

0.00%

E000%  40.00%
10000%  B7.50%
006%  12.50%
100:00%  70.00%
10000%  100:00%
000%  40.00%
100.00% 60.00%
0.00% 0.60%

090%

10000%

100.00%

0.00%

0.60%
5.00%
§5.00%

95.00%

0:00%

44°00%
90.91%
£.09%
76.00%
100.00%
32.00%

68.00%
0.00%

8.00%

84.00%

96.00%

0.00%f

0.00%

60.00%

80.00%
26,00%
75.00%

100.60%

100.00%
40,00%
60.00%

0.00%

0.00%

20.00%

0.00%

Q.00%

0.00%

60.00%

60,00%
83.33%
16.67%

85.00%
100.00%
40.00%
55.00%
5.00%

20,00%

80.00%

30.00%

35.00%

60.00%
41.00%
8024%
8.76%
39.00%

100.00%
44,80%

52:00%

"0 -

12.00%

28.00%

83.00%

 31.00%

0.00%

15:79%

60.00%

45.60%
351 %

50.40%

100:00%
43,20%
52.80%
4.00%

31.20%

G.00%|




Uganda's invesiment in Develeping Export Agriculture (IDEA) Project
Socio-Economic impact Study of Uganda's Floriculture Industry

Employee Quastionnaire (Questionnaira No. 6) § ~Average =Percentage! . =Standard Deviation
Al Farm Summrary .. ; . - . . S
FARM NO. 4 . FAEQA NO. 5. ... _TOTAL SURVEY.AVERAGES
AVERAGES AVERAGES. 1 . L s . .
S
S
§ Supervisor  Laborer Farm Supenrdsor  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer Fam
[ - Information Requestad Managear Average Average Avarage Manager. Averzge.  Average. Average Manag_er Average, . . Average Average
PERSONAL/FAMILY QUESTIONS
A {What District are you From
) outsitle Waklso/Mpigl 0.00% 100.00% 80,00% 64.00% 0.00% 75.00% 75.00% 72.00% 40.00% 56.00% 58.00%  58.80%
B {0ces your family stay near tha farm or In the village ,
' ) from outside and famlly lives In village 0.00% 50.00% 86.67% 62.50% 0.00% 33.33% 40.00% .3B.89% 40.00% 45.45% 46:28%  49.30%
C |Marrted {Y=1} 100.00% 75.00% 40.00% 48.00% 10000% . 75.00% 65:00% 66.006% 100.:00% B6.00%  55.00% 8B.40%
1. Is spouse employed (2 income househeld) -{Y=1) +00.00% 33.33% 75.00% B86.87% 0.00% 0.00% 61.64% A7 08% $0:00% 15.38% B273%  46.58%
D |00'you have children 100.00% 100.00% 60.00% 88.00% 100.00% 100.00% 75.00% 100.00% 80.00% 74.40%
E |De Chitéren attend school 1. YES 100.00% 100.00% 66.67% 76.47%: 100.00% -50.00% 40,00% 45.00%, 100,00% 68.75% 56.94%  61.20%
2. Children too young 0.00% 0.00% 25.00% 17.65%! 0.00% 50.00% 28.67% 30.00%| 0.00% 31.25%  31.94%  30.14%
3. No schoot 0.00% 0.00% 8.33% 5.88%| 0.00% 0;00% 33.33% 26.00% 0.00% 0.00%  1141% 8.60%

62 -

G [Could you afford school fees prior to working at farm--YES 000%  10000%  100.00% 100.00% 100.00% . 8,00%  3333% 33.33% 60.60% 30.00% 65.10%  B3.30%
NO 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%  100.00% 56.67% 66.67%) 0.00% T0.00%  33.80%  38:.51%)
H [Are your children attending belter schoaols then before—YES 0.00% 50.00% 50.00% 46,15% 0.00% 0:00% 33.33% 22.22% 80.00% 50.00% .49.84%  50.50%|
" HO 100.00% 50.00% 50.00% 53.85% 108.00%  100000% 66.67% 71.78% 40.00% 50.00% 50.16%  48.20%
I |De 21 chitdren have schoal unlforms--YES 100.00%  100.00%  100.00% 100.00%§- 100.00%  10000%  100.00%  100.00%F  100.00%: 80.00% B7.14%  66.18%|
'--NO 0,00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%| 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 20.00% 12.88%  11.82%
J_|Does the farm assist with school fees-YES 0.00%  400,00% 25.00% 45.15% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 000% 40:00% 36.36% 4.88%
NG 100.00% 0.00% 75.00% 53.85% 100.00%  100.00%  {00.00% 100.00%fF  &C.00% B3.64%  95:12%

2
#

g



Uganda's Investment In Daveloping Export Agriculture (IDEA) Project
Socio-Econamic Impact Study of Uganda's Floriculture Induslry B
Employae Quesllnnnalre {Questionnaire No. 6) =Average =Percantage =8tandard Deviation
All Farm Summary | .
““FARMNQ. 4~ FARM NEQHE TOTAL SURVEY AVERAGES . ]
CAVERAGES © AVERAGES " . ’
5 - —
§ Supenvisor  Laborer Farm Supervisar  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer Farm
G !nformahon Requesled Manager Average  Average Average Manager Average  Average  Average | Manager  Average  Average  Average
|8inoe i hava you buugm Taiid bwit ahousy o -
YES 100:00% 2500% 5.00% 12,00%! 100.00% 26.00% 5.00% 12.00% 60.00% 15.00%  17.00% - 18.40%
_ 1 0.00% 7500% 95.00% 88.00% 0.00% 7500% 85.00% 86.00% 4{1.00% B5.00%  83.00%  81.60%
25.00% 500%  12:00% 40.00%  2000%  B.00% 11.20%
: . ) " ) 50 )

tHave you image aiyimprgvaments 1 house since.. (YES)

N {Eleciricity (YES)

CetTap

o]

1Beds and Mathesses {YES) oo
R ..‘(NO}

Q: Mosqm!a nels {YES): . T
7LD vou skeep undar ne ) tmiore (N,G.]_

0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.60%

G.06%

100.00%
0.00%

0.00%
0.00%
100.00%

106.00%
0.00%

100.00%
0.00%

0.00% ooo%

0.00%

0.60%

0.00% X S

0.00% 6.00%
25.60% 5.00% 8.00%
100.00% 64.00%] .

6.00% 36.00%]

5., 20/00%
-25200%
100.00% B5.00%
10000%  8000%  52.00%f
25.00% 44.45% 39:13%
25.00% 20.00% 24.00%,
160.00%  100.00% 83,33%|

.0.00%
100.00%

100.00%

0.00%
100.60%

=000%
100.60%
H000%

100.00%
0.00%

160.00%
{00%

-25.00%
b

0.00%
100.60%

100.60% -
100:60%

0.60%
0.:00%

75.00%
28:00%

25.00%
25.00%
50.00%

75.00%
100.00%

7500%
33.33%

5.00%:

0:00%
+00.00%
100.00%
100:00%

0.00%

G.00%

3500%
65:00%

20:00%
50.00%
306.00%

60.00%
26.00%

36.00%
50.00%

0.06%
160:00%
160.06%)
100:00%}

006%

400%

40.00%
60:00%)

20:00%
4800%
32.00%
64:00%
37:50%

40:06%
40.00%

4

CO0%  GUU%  1333%
4w00%  B50.00%  6667%
4000%  40.00%: 6G'00%
4600%  S0.0U% - 60/00%

GO0%  GO0%  6.67%
60.80%  15.00%  6.00%
BOO0%  BO.LO%  40.00%
2000%  20.00% 60.00%

2000% , 16500%  F100%
20:00% © 3000% 46.00%
BOO0%  55.00%  33.00%
0:00%  85.00%  77.00%
000%  35B%  44.16%
160.00%  600G%  §4.00%
000%  9833% 647i%
1 __8 [:]

10.06%

70.06%
BB:6T%

£0.00%
6.67%

9.60%

48.60%
52.00%;

20.60%
42.40%
37.80%

BO.80%|
39.60%,

44.80%
56.86%

8|

B Phon wag the Jara(MONTHS AGO}

g

5 s 5

o}

4

4
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Ugarda's Investment in Developing Export Agriculture (IDEA) Project

Sodlo-Economic Impact Study of Uganda's Florcutture Industry

Employee Questionnalre (Questionnalre No. 6) =Average =Parcentage =Siandard Deviation
All Farm Summary . . : : -
FARM MO 4 FARM NO, & TDTA_L.SUR\JEY- FVERAGES: )
AVERAGES. AVERAGES.- - -
3
§ Supendsor  Laborer Fam Superdsor  Laborer Farm Supervisor  Laborer”  Famm
<] information Reguested Manager Avgrage  Average.  Average Manager Average.  Average . Average | Manager - Average, Averdge Averge,
§ |15 thera a ciniehospitat near your homa? (YES) . CAGOH0% - 100.00%  95.00% 96:00% 100.00%  10000%  0500% - 95.00%f . 10000% - 80.00%  94.00% . 92.00%
- : R Ny 0,008 0. 00%: 5.00% 4.00% G.00% 0.00% 500% U CA00%[ o T0.00% - 2000% 0 6,00% R D0%

Can you atinrd medical reatmant as baedad 3 YES)
<A, Gould yon aiford 1t hidkora L {NOY -

L

<:

{YES)
niajar -
Minor

te vou able 10 :ave money pa:'h manth?{NOY
: YES

X B s Watver -savings aceount willh 2 bank7 FYES)

-

Does the fam offer 8 savings scheme (NO)

S

What are you @avina ol
o Hotige

3. Bithbo] Fées

- Sipport Refativs
‘aticariant

8, Blsiipss

Have vou hac! any major medfital prob!em‘i sinea. {NO)

(1]

. 30.00%

%L EDN0Y . D.00%
G00% O BE00W 100.00%

C100.00%  100.00%  100.00%

. 65:00%
40008 -

S TO00%:
TA0I00%
BRI
3:33%

35.71%.

. 72.00%
3B,00%
- TB.00%
(U
4B ET%
. BAAAY

46.00%
_60,00%
12.00%)
a6.00%

100,00%

. 4000%] ..
Ry

100.00% £0.00% 70406%
100.00% 0.00% 30.00%

2.00% 75.00% 80.00%:." -
H0.00% 25.00% 20.00%:
0.00% 0.00% 50.00%; -
18800%  160.00% 50.00%

100.00%
- 0.00% -

100.00% 75.00% - 0.00%
0.00% - 2E.00% - 180:060%

100.00%  100.00%  100.00%

0.00%  BBETH 1111%
Sho% o 3333% 3333%

0% 000% - 0.06%
Cog0m - 22209
CA3NI% - 4444%

L Othvar £.04%, 000%  3333%
AAIDG you feal vou and vour. hmk!v ate: beuero:fmm (YES) Lo tzogwf o 100.08% to000%  sooow d2obgfl
- |yoil werd bafore |, ©{NOY J000% o BO0%E o 0.00%. . 000% . . 10.00%

5500%::'5
B:00%

- 68.00%) T 100.00%. < - 85.00% - ¥6,00% - .78.40%
i+ 2R.00%) 57 20.00% U 35.PEY% 1 55 20% 7 50.00%

R &

00

BO.00% .50
401.00%

100.00%

40,000

H0000% 76 o0t
000 R00% L YA00%

CBOAG% o000%  BO.O0Y%  BB.A0%

-20,00% .

100 boss

60,00

b8






