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ABSTRACT

Urban Agriculture (UA) has become a contemporary issue, gaining prominence especially in developing economies because it has been discovered to be a viable poverty intervention strategy for the urban poor. 

The presence and potentials of UA in Nigeria especially in the big cities is not in doubt. Evidence from a pilot survey in Abuja verified the fact that UA is thriving and sustaining a large population of unemployed and employed people in Abuja and it is same for other cities in Nigeria. However, policy makers and government have deliberately neglected this veritable sector and has failed to acknowledge it and channel attention to it. 

The policy suggestion is to act immediately by integrating UA into the city system in a more viable and sustainable way. This will ensure food security and employment for the urban poor, thus making UA a veritable safety net for poverty reduction. 

URBAN AGRICULTURE (UA): A STRATEGY FOR POVERTY REDUCTION IN NIGERIA.

1.0
INTRODUCTION:

In recent times, urban agriculture seems to have gained importance especially in developing economies basically because it has been discovered to be a viable intervention strategy for the urban poor to earn extra income and therefore reduces their reliance on cash income for food by growing their own food. It is a major component of the urban foods system by providing the diversity needed to ensure dietary quality, which is an important aspect of food security. 

Conceptually, urban agriculture is not the same as but is complementary to rural agriculture; it is integrated into the local urban economic and ecological system. The term was originally used only by scholars and media, but now been adopted by even international agencies like the UN agencies such as the UNDP (Smit et al; 1996) and FAO (FAO, 1996; COAG/FAO 1999).  

Smit et al, (1996) claims that an estimated 800 million people are engaged in UA worldwide; of these, 200 million are market producers, employing 150 million people full time. Despite limited support and heavy losses, UA is generating produce valued in the tens of millions of US Dollars, year in year out, in major LDC’s urban centres (Mougeut, 2000).

It is an important source of supply in urban food systems and only one of several food security options for households. According to the most widely accepted estimate, about 200 million urban dwellers participate in urban farming (Nelson 1996). Similarly, it is one of the several tools for making productive use of urban open spaces, treating and/or recovering urban solid and liquid wastes, saving or generating income and employment and managing fresh water resources more effectively. 

Most of the food consumed in cities must be purchased, and poor families can spend as much as 60 - 80 % of their income on food (Tabatabai 1993, Max well et al. 1999). The ability to earn cash income is a significant determinant of poverty reduction and perhaps the biggest challenge urban dwellers face is that the majority of them work in sectors where wages are low, working conditions precarious and job tenure insecure. In urban sub-Sahara Africa, employment in sectors that pay regular wages accounts for less than 10 % of total employment.

In fact, most governments are awakening to one undeniable and gathering trend, but need to better cope with its far-reaching economic, social and political underpinning: poverty and malnutrition are becoming increasingly urban. More of the rural poor are migrating to the cities, more of the people in cities are being born in poor families and more urban middle class residents gravitate around the poverty line. If in 1988 at least 25 per cent of the developing world’s absolute poor were living in urban areas, by year 2020 these are expected to comprise 65 per cent of the world’s poor households (UNICEF 1993).

The case in Nigeria is not any better as the accepted socio-economic profile shows that about 70 per cent of Nigerians live below the poverty line.

The high rate of urbanization, weakened purchasing power, high incidence of poverty, retrenchments in public and private sector and high unemployment rate have curtailed the capacity of both the urban poor and middle class to purchase all the food they need. This is given the fact that most households in Nigeria spend an average of 50 – 80 percent of their income on food (NBS, 2006). 

However, despite the glaring facts on the presence and potentials of UA in Nigeria, especially in the big cities like Abuja, Lagos, Kano and Ibadan, policy makers and government have deliberately neglected a veritable sector and have not made concerted efforts to acknowledge it and channel attention to it. The evidence of urban agriculture in this paper, was derived mainly from a recent pilot survey carried out in Abuja to ascertain the main features of UA. 

There is need to act immediately so that communities and cities will capitalize on their collective experiences and integrate UA into the city system in a more viable and sustainable way. Given the level of poverty in Nigeria therefore, UA could be harnessed as a strategy for poverty reduction. 

The main objectives of this paper therefore are to identify the features of urban agriculture in Nigeria and to highlight the importance of UA as a tool for poverty reduction in Nigeria

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II is the Review of Literature and Conceptual Issue; Section III highlights urban agriculture and poverty reduction. Section IV dealt with the analysis of findings from a pilot survey of Abuja and highlights the constraints to the development of UA in Nigeria, while Section V is perspectives for the development of UA and proffered policy options. Finally, Section VI summaries and concludes of the paper.

1.1
JUSTIFICATION FOR THE STUDY

Urban Agriculture seems to be a viable intervention strategy for the urban poor to earn extra income and grow their own food. However, in Nigeria, policy makers and governments have neglected this veritable sector. There is need to highlight the potentials and constraints to its development so as to capitalize on the potentials and integrate it into the city system in a more viable and sustainable way. 

2.0
LITERATURE REVIEW AND CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

2.1
LITERATURE REVIEW

The first French geographical accounts of urban agriculture were published on Central Africa in 1960s, scattered and isolated surveys by individuals like Egziabher et al (1994) have giving way to institutional projects. Generally, several studies have been carried out on UA’s in all its ramifications but literatures on studies in Nigeria are almost none existent. 

The classifications of UA production systems are many in literature. Some studies have focused on specific categories such as production systems based at home (Lee-Smith et al, 1987, Chauca, 1999) and at open space locations (Freeman 1991, ENDA-ZW 1997, del Rosario 1999), others have developed classifications for specific production systems, such as market: vegetables (Abutiate, 1995, Centres, 1991) or animal husbandry production (Centres, 1991, Chauca, 1999). In fact, Abutiate, 1995, Kouvonou et al. 1998, classified them according to time dedicated in three subclasses. Example, part-time producers (urban night security men, artisans peri-urban absentee farmers) and full time and all year round producers (hiring labour). Lourenco-Lindell (1995) differentiates types of UA based on products destination: subsistence (self consumption) or market oriented. A more elaborate classification is based on a combination of tenure modality, time allocation and product destination, for Kampala Maxwell (1995) and Accra (Zakariah et al, 1998); similar classifications were used by Sumberg (1999). 

On external functionalities of UA, Smit et al (1996b) claims that an estimated 800 million people are engaged in UA worldwide; of these, 200 million are market producers, employing 150 million people full time. Denninger et al (1998) estimated that nearly 25 out of the 65 million people living in urban areas of Eritrea, Ethiopa, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Zambia currently obtain part of their food from UA and that by 2020, at least 35-40 million residents will depend on UA to feed themselves.  

UA tends to complement rural and foreign sources of food supply to cities. Despite limited support and heavy losses associated with UA, it is generating products valued in millions of US dollars every year in major less developed countries urban centers (Mougeot 1999a). Official support to UA is age-old, it is comparatively affordable, a source of income and savings and is more profitable than rural-based production. 

Many stakeholders are involved in UA but some carry it out in bigger ways than others. However, most urban farmers are low-income men and women who grow food largely for self-consumption and cash income, on small plots that they do not own, with little if any support or protection. Most literature has identified that the farmers tend to come from smaller towns and most are not recent arrivals. For example, a 1994 survey of three different sectors of Nairobi revealed that over 60% of 177 producers had moved to the city before 1985 (Mboganie-Mwangi 1995).

On UA as a tool for poverty reduction, studies by Zakariah et al 1998, Lourenco-Lindell 1995 have shown that self produced food in cities provides nutritious food otherwise unaffordable, replaces purchased food staples and affords savings as much as 20 % of income which can be spent on non produced food stuff or on others need such as school fees, transportation. It also generates supplemental or principal income, which can be, reinvested in other urban businesses e.g. sewing, machine, typewriter, and kitchen appliances. Self-production represents from 18 % (East Jarkarta) to 60 per cent (Kampala) of total food consumption in low-income households with simple percentages depending solely on self-production reaching 50 percent Nairobi (Mougeot, 1994).

2.2 CONCEPTUAL ISSUES

2.2.1
CONCEPT OF URBAN AGRICULTURE

There are no concise definitions of UA but it is widely acknowledged that efforts to define it should bear purpose in order to give it a distinct content and form. 

Mougeot, (1996) insists that UA definitions should uphold the critical trait that makes UA to be urban, which is that it is integrated into the local urban economic and ecological system, and stresses that unless this dimension is enhanced and made operational, the concept will be of no use on the scientific, technological and policy fronts. 

However, Stevenson et al (1996) insist on the need to distinguish between agriculture ‘in the periurban zone and periurban agriculture.  The more common conceptual building blocks of UA identified are: types of economic activities, food/non food categories of products and subcategories, intraurban and periurban character of location, types of areas where it is practices, types of production systems, product destination and production scales. 

By far the element most common to reviewed definitions in literature is location in (within) and around cities or urban areas for example (Ganapathi 1983, Sawio 1993, Smit et al. 1996b, COAD/FAO 1999). Most UA field studies have been carried out in large urban centers, national capitals or secondary cities, thus, few can be assumed to have largely dealt with agriculture located in rural areas ‘typical’ of respective countries. However, few actually differentiate between intra and periurban locations. Those which did, used as criteria for intraurban agriculture, population sizes, density thresholds, official city limits (Gumbo & Ndiripo 1996, Murray 1997), municipal boundaries of the city (Maxwell & ArmarKlemesu 1998), agricultural use of land zoned for other use (Mbiba 1994), and agriculture within the legal and regulatory purview of urban authorities (Aldington 1997). 

In a comparison between rural and urban agriculture, Moustier (1998), defined UA as agriculture that is carried out within or on the outskirts of a city where a non-agricultural use of local resources is real option; rural agriculture is found in areas where this option is not an issue. In the Agri-Congo study of (open space) market vegetable farming in Brazzaville for example gardens within the city limit are known as ‘intraurban’ whereas that off-limit are called ‘periurban’ (Moustier, 1999). 

Basically, UA’s are conceptualized in a common framework of building blocks model (see Figure 1) identified as: 

· Types of economic activities; 

· Food/non food categories of products and subcategories; 

· Intraurban and periurban character of location;

· Types of areas where it is practiced; 

· Types of production systems;

· Product destination and; 

· Production scales.  

Figure 1: Urban Agriculture: Common Dimensions


Source: Urban Agriculture :Definition, Presence and Potentials and Risks, Mougeot L. J. A. (2000). 

Most definitions refer to production phase of agriculture; recent definitions add processing and trade to production and stress interactions between them.  

Under the food/non food categories and sub categories, the definitions embrace very many agricultural productions but more highlight food productions fit for consumption by either people or livestock; then, mostly cultivated or raised food products (grains, root, vegetable, aromatic and medicinal herbs and fruit crops and live stocks). A few deal with other plants such as ornamental and agro-industrial (e.g. silk worms, tobacco). In food crops, definitions stress the more perishable and relatively high valued vegetables and animal products and by products. Some studies consider food production exclusively, while others encompass both food and non-food production. But to exclude nonfood category from the general UA concept would truncate our understanding of the UA system at large. 

The character of location is the most common element to the various definitions of UA that is ‘in and around cities or urban areas’. Most UA studies were carried out in urban centres like national capitals, thus few can be assumed to have dealt with agriculture located in rural areas ‘typical’ of the respective countries. 

The type of areas where UA is practiced is another criterion. Such areas vary from author to author: location respective to residence (on–plot or off plot), development status of site (built up vs. open space), modality of tenure/usufruct of site (cession, lease, sharing, authorized or unauthorized-through personal agreement, customary law or commercial transaction; the official land use category of the sector where UA is practiced (residential, industrial, institutional, etc.) some authors have focused on home plot areas ( Lee-Smit et al 1987, Regis 1999), others have aimed their studies at off plot and open spaces locations (Freeman 1991, Mbiba 1994, Kiango & Likoko 1996, Dennery 1996, del Rosario 1999).

On the other hand, product destinations are another dimension of definitions. Most definitions embrace agricultural production for both self-consumption and some trade (sale, barter, gifts etc.) both destinations are usually found to be targeted to varying degrees by producers or households studied. Economic research recently has been aimed at specific (export) market-oriented production and has helped us to better understand the economic performance of UA and its comparative advantages over other supply sources, both at the producer and consumer level. On the self consumption level, relatively more care should be given to the contribution the economics of animal assets and the fungibility of supplemental food self consumption afforded by UA to households. Whereas in Accra for example little attention was paid to assets value of small livestock, a study in Cairo, a city thrice as densely populated as Accra and with only 3 per cent of its precipitation, revealed that nearly 30% of low income households in informal housing had live stock worth on average nearly a full month of income (GTZ, 1999).

Production systems or scale of production is another dimension of definition. Few definitions include or exclude specific types of production systems a priori. Most surveys collect data on the different types of systems found in areas under study. Generally, research efforts have focused on individual/family micro, small and medium enterprises as opposed to large, national or transnational undertakings. However, recent studies show that the bigger interact in more than one way with smaller market oriented units, often even to the expense of units primarily geared to self-consumption (peri-urban areas). Corporate outsourcing has been practiced for some time in UA, particularly in Asian cities, but trade liberalization is also making it attractive in growing number of types of production and cities in Africa and Latin America.

2.2.2

POVERTY IN NIGERIA

Poverty can be defined as the inability to take adequate care of the basic needs like food, clothing and shelter. The income or expenditure level that can sustain minimum standard of living usually measures it. 

In Nigeria, the incidence of poverty has been high and upward swinging since 1980. In fact, the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), using its Human Development Index (HDI), ranked Nigeria 142nd among the 174 countries listed in 1997 and 146th in 1998. The Federal office of Statistics (FOS) on the profile of poverty in Nigeria (2005) revealed that the national incidence of relative poverty increased sharply both between 1980 -1985 and between 1992 and 1996. The national incidence of relative poverty dropped from 65.6 per cent in 1966 to 54.4 per cent in 2004 representing 11.2 per cent decline over the period. The disaggregation by sector showed a sharper decline in the urban areas between 1996 and 2004. In the urban areas it declined from 58.2 per cent in 1996 to 43.2 per cent in 2004, which represented a decline of 15.0 per cent. In the rural areas, it declined from 69.8 per cent in 1996 to 63.3 per cent, representing 6.5 per cent decline.

The subjective measure of poverty, which was a self-assessment, indicated a national incidence of poverty of 75.5 per cent, which disaggregated into 70.7 per cent for urban areas, and 79.2 per cent for rural areas. This measure generally increased poverty results because it is based on perception of the people.

The causes of poverty have been identified as lack of employment opportunities, inadequate access to physical assets e.g. land and capital, inadequate access to social and infrastructural facilities among others. It has also been established that the incidence of poverty is higher in the rural area than in the urban centers but the urban slum dwellers form one of the more deprived groups in Nigeria. 

Over time, some poverty reduction programmes have been instituted. They consist of series of purposive acts and measures designed to address the poverty problems through the provision of basic needs such as education, water supply, housing and food. However, none of the measures seem to target the growing population of the urban poor. This is despite the fact that the stagnation in agricultural growth and the rural economy continues to drive poor people into towns. In Nigeria this accounts for 30 per cent of urban growth (DFID, 2002]. If left unmanaged, increases in urban populations will adversely impact on economic development and urban poverty, which could lead to intense competition and conflict over land. However, the distinction between rural and urban is no longer a clear one since people seasonally migrate between rural and urban areas, for instance a farmer during the farming season and a security man at the city at off farm periods. The urban poor have become significant players in agriculture in response to declining employment opportunities and inadequate urban food systems. The Nigerian 2000 participatory poverty assessment found that access to agricultural inputs was a higher priority for urban poor than it was for rural poor (DFID, 2002).     

3.0 URBAN AGRICULTURE AND ITS ROLE IN POVERTY REDUCTION 

The overall objective of the poverty reduction efforts of government is to eradicate absolute poverty. In Nigeria, given that about 70 per cent of Nigerians live below the poverty line, the eradication of poverty is mainly to ensure that all Nigerians are provided with steady source of income, high purchasing power and abundant good quality and high nutritious food amongst others. This means in essence to ensure food security and employment opportunities. 

In Nigeria, not much has been done to empirically study the urban agricultural system in order to ascertain and evaluate its impact on households’ food situation as well as income. But there is no gainsaying the fact that the features and effects of urban agriculture can be felt by urban dwellers all over Nigerian cities. Data on urban agriculture is very scarce and not well documents. However, an informed guess would estimate that in Lagos and Abuja, about 60 - 75 per cent of the cities fresh vegetable consumption is from production within the cities.

UA provides the avenue for employment and income generation of jobless population, which is a core objective of the poverty reduction efforts. The ability to earn cash income is a significant determinant of urban food security, and perhaps the biggest challenge urban dwellers face is that the majority of them work in sectors where wages are low, working conditions precarious and job tenure insecure or none existent for a vast majority. This is clearly obvious when considering the up and downstream effects of UA on the urban economy.   UA requires inputs and human resources for activities like fencing, crop management, storage, transportation and processing (milling, cooling, drying, cooking and packaging). Income from UA is used to buy processed food, appliances, clothing, and services and can be invested into other small businesses in order to generally improve standard of living.

Many studies from other countries have proved that urban agriculture contributed in no small measure to food security of many major cities, both as an important component of the urban food system and as means for vulnerable groups to minimize their food insecurity problems. Nelson, (1996) estimated that about 200 million urban dwellers now participate in urban farming, providing 800 million people with at least some of their food. A conservative estimate suggests that, in 1993, between 15 and 20 per cent of the world’s food was produced in urban areas. It is further estimated that as much as 40 per cent of the population in African cities and up to 50 per cent in Latin America are involved in urban agriculture (Mougeot 1994). 

City case studies indicate a considerable degree of self–sufficiency in fresh vegetable and poultry production as well as other animal by products. Using a productivity level of 10.7 t/ha, London is estimated to produce around 232,000t of fruit and vegetables (Garnett 2000). Sofia’s daily sales of produce at its open markets are estimated at about 1000 tonnes (Yoveva et al. 2000). Dakar produces 60 per cent of its vegetable consumption, whilst poultry production amounts to 65 – 70 per cent of the national demand (Mbaye & Mouseir 2000). In Accra, 90 per cent of the city’s fresh vegetable consumption is from production within the city (CENCOSAD 1994). In Dar-es-Salaam, more than 90 per cent of leafy vegetables coming to the markets have their origin in the open spaces and home gardens (Stevenson et al. 1996). 

UA has also helped in meeting household food need for instance in Harare, urban agriculture is estimated to provide families engaged in the activity with staple food for up to four months in a year (Mbiba 1993). Data from Accra range from between one and eight months (Zakariah et al. 1998). Kampala residents living within a 5 km radius of the city centre produced about 20 per cent of the staple food consumed within that same area (Maxwell 1994). 

The actual measurements of the impact of urban agriculture on food security have been undertaken to generally support the hypothesis that urban agriculture improves the food security of vulnerable households. Mwangi (1995) compares farming and non farming households in low-income neighborhoods in Nairobi and notes that, or mean consumption i.e. well below estimated requirements in all cases, farming households are better off in terms of both energy and protein consumption, and that farmers participating in an organized urban agriculture support program are significantly better off in both categories. The farming households produce 20 – 25 per cent of their food requirements and are significantly less dependent on gifts and transfers. Sawio (1995), reported that nearly 50per cent of 260 Dar-es-Salaam residents indicated that urban agriculture provided 20 –30 per cent or more of their household’s food supply. In Kampala, 55% of 150 producers obtained 40 per cent or more and 32 per cent obtained 60  per cent or more of their household food needs from their urban garden (Maxwell & Zziwa1992). In Harare, a disaggregated profile of self produced food consumption and its variation by income indicated that 60% of food consumed by a quarter of the low income group was self produced (Bowyer-Bower & Drakakis- Smith 1996).

In fact, urban agriculture makes a vital contribution to food self- reliance of many major cities. According to Mougeot (1994), food self-reliance is not self – sufficiency, but it can go a long way towards reducing the food insecurity of vulnerable groups. Most of the time, urban agriculture does not satisfy the urban demand for staple crops like cereals and tubers, which can easily be stored and transported with limited losses from rural areas. What must be made clear is that urban agriculture, with limited support already supplies a significant share of food, especially the more easily perishable vegetables and poultry products, to many cities. Fresh vegetables, for example, constitute an important component of diversified diets, improving dietary quality. They also are one of the most expensive items in the urban consumers’ food basket, given the costs incurred in their marketing, in terms of transportation from producing areas and the quantities that perish during transportation. The marketing channel is an important part of the cost of food and the location and extent of local food production may shorten the path of distribution from producer to consumer. 

Thus, being mindful of the fact that food security encompasses quality and not only quantity, local food production is an important component of food security and a veritable tool for poverty reduction. 

3.1
EXPERIENCES FROM THE FARMERS

This study was particularly concerned with the impact of UA on the poverty situation of the farmers. To make the invisible visible, the details of the effects of UA on their lives are examined below:

Employment: all the farmers and the people involved in the downstream UA activities are involved because of its production role, which comprises of work done for cash or other forms of payment (any activity, whether it be a part time job or full time, that generates income is considered to be productive work). About 80 % of the farmers are in it full time, while 20 % are involved in formal paid low income jobs but practice UA to augment their income or for food produced.  As one of the respondents put it, UA is helping us because how many jobless youths would be absorbed in the formal market for employment? 

Most of the farm hands (workers) are youth aged 13-27 who are indigenes of the Federal Capital Territory. They never went to school but were displaced when the federal government took over their family lands for the development of the federal capital territory. It is pertinent to note that though they were compensated and they do not have any other training or source of livelihood, so UA gave them an opportunity to do what they know how to do best while earning an income instead of being unproductive. Some others were people who were retrenched from the civil service but could not go back to their villages because of the low level of development and infrastructural facilities in the rural areas. They choose to rent land for N5, 000 - N10, 000 per hectare of land per annum to land owners or “Abuja Municipal Area Council” to practice UA.

Income generation and Sustainability: One of the respondent farmers estimated that assorted vegetables and other crops produced within his farming area was worth about N 11 Million and that ” we are the largest vegetable producers throughout the whole F.C.T. we have no season here this is my 15th year in Abuja as a farmer’. Some of us have made huge capital investments like sinking of boreholes and wells for irrigation purposes. All the people involved in the UA generate income, from the farm owners to the farm hands to the income who weed and the harvester as well as the seller in the market all from a “close at curtain that is an integral part of the poverty reduction. An informed estimate is that, the least earning from the UA chain is put at about N200 per day for weeding or watering the farms, women and children mainly do this job. The youth who carry out other agriculture labor like digging and hedging etc earn between N400-N600 per day. While the middlemen i.e. between farmers and sellers earn incomes of their own for instance a respondent (vegetable middleman) interviewed said he earns an average of about N50,000 a month from the activities. Other income generating activities from UA are pest control/fumigation, harvesting, transportation, small scale industries e.g. plantain chips and groundnut and popcorn selling and corn roasting activities. 

Table 1. Socio-Economic Characteristics of UA Farmers in FCT.

	Farming System
	Sex

Male
	Female
	Mean annual income before the practice of UA

(N)
	Mean annual income from farming. (N)
	Proportion of harvest consumed. %
	Average Years of Education 

	Crops Farming 
	9
	4
	N 72,000
	 N320,000
	36.8
	9

	Vegetable Growing
	21
	7
	N 120,000
	N1,000,000
	20.7
	10

	Small Ruminant/poultry
	-
	7
	N65,000
	N200,000
	74.1
	12

	Commercial Livestock.
	2
	-
	N 180,000
	N 1,000,000
	5.6
	16

	Total
	32
	18
	
	
	31.8
	10.3


Source: Field Survey, 2008. 

4.0
ANALYSIS OF FINDINGS FROM SURVEY

4.1
URBAN AGRICULTURE IN NIGERIA EVIDENCE FROM ABUJA

The survey was designed to generate information on the activities of urban agricultural farmers in Abuja. Due to financial and time constraints but balanced by the need to ensure good coverage, the location was purposively sampled. Also, given the definition of UA adopted for this paper, the result obtained from the sample can be said to represent the population of UA in Nigeria. The preliminary survey was carried out in 2007 to identify the study area and a pilot survey was subsequently carried out in 2008 in order to collect the data. A total of 50 respondents (farmers) made up of 32 males and 18 females involved in UA from Kuje and Garki area of the Federal Capital Territory, Abuja were studied. The results gave an indication of the overview of urban agriculture, even though the number of respondents was few.

· The socio economic characteristics of the respondents showed that the farming system could be classified into four broad categories; crop production, vegetable farming small ruminant/poultry and commercial livestock farming. An analysis of the respondents revealed that 13 of them were engaged in crop production, 28 vegetables growing, and 7 small ruminant/poultry while only 2 were involved in livestock production.

· The mean income earned by the farmers ranged from the highest mean annual income of N1 million (One million Naira) earned by vegetable and commercial livestock farmers to N200,000 (Two Hundred Thousand Naira) earned by small ruminant and poultry farmers.

· On the contrary, the highest mean annual income prior to UA was N180,000 (One Hundred and Eighty Thousand Naira only) which was earned by commercial livestock farmers who could earn that because of their level of education and exposure. But these farmers where able to earn a mean income of N 1million from UA. The lowest mean annual income of N65,000 was earned by small ruminant farmers who were mainly women and school teachers, and they were able to earn more than double of this income through UA. 

· Staple crops like maize, millet, yam and cassava are the most common crops, but vegetable production ranked higher with species like green, garden eggs (white variety) pumpkin leaves (ugu), ewedu, okro, pepper, lettuce and cabbage being the most widely grown. A wide range of others crops is grown in small amounts like bananas, pawpaw and plantains and some of them are gathered in the wild.

· Poultry is the most commonly kept livestock. Over 70 per cent of those keeping livestock kept chickens, snails, pigs, goats and sheep. In all cases, the animals were kept for commercial purposes. 

· Crop farming ranked second as a primary livelihood activity category for most of the respondents, though it was first for a few of the respondents. Other activities in which farmers engage include skilled and unskilled labour, petty trading and teaching.

· Few patterns of income generating activities emerged from the analysis. Men combining a daytime activity like farming with a nighttime job such as watchman were one of the few that did emerge. Women most often combined agriculture with petty trading or teaching in primary schools. 

· For most vegetable growers, men domination was prevalent, most of them were young school leavers who could not find jobs and they cut across all the ethnic groups in Nigeria. For most of them including the part-time vegetable growers, farming is their main source of income.

· Educationally, the average number of years spent by the farmer in school was estimated at 10 years and 3 months for all the respondents. The commercial livestock farmers were the most educated group because the two of them spent an average of 16 years in school to get a first degree from the university. The least educated group was crop farmers who spent about 9 years only in school. The small ruminants’ farmers consisting mainly of women were well educated with most of them having the National Certificate of Education (NCE) certificates and working as schoolteachers.  

Generally, the farming systems were diverse but most of the farming was on household property, but informal access to land was rampant. They have an unregistered association with no clear defined marketing strategy for the produce of its members. They farm mainly along streams and valleys in the FCT, and each farmer has only a small plot of land and practice intensive crop rotation to maximize the use of land and maintain soil fertility. They prefer the use of cow dung and poultry droppings as fertilizer because they are cheaper and readily available. Some use agrochemicals to treat crops while mulching is also practiced. Their produces are almost entirely for sale, though a few local crops like maize and yams are for own consumption. Usually, farmers have women vegetable sellers who are the farmers’ regular customers; they buy whole beds of vegetables even before the crops mature. This allows the farmers to plant subsequent crops quickly and avoid extra costs of delay. In some cases, these market women give capital credit to the farmers and, when the crops are ready, buy them. 

For the Small ruminant and poultry farming system, Women assisted by their children are the major players in this farming system. Hired labour is not used rather household members provide it. The livestock kept includes chickens, goats, sheep and snails. In some cases it provides a regular source of income and a source of supplementary food for the households. In majority of cases, small livestock represents a kind of asset strategy. The animals can be readily sold for cash if a crisis arises such as major expenses like school fees, medical emergency or a funeral.         

4.2 CONSTRIANTS TO THE DEVELOPMENT OF URBAN AGRICULTURE IN NIGERIA

The main constraints to the development of urban agriculture in Nigeria have been identified. The constraints include:

· Land both in terms of access and tenure security;

· Prohibitive urban policies and regulations; 

· Limited access to productive resources and agricultural inputs;

· Lack of support services;

· Harassment by local/state government tax and environmental authorities;

· Theft of crops grown far from the farmer’s households and high cost of providing security on the farms;

· Marketing, both physical space for the activity and the organizational arrangements necessary to permit and promote direct farmer-consumer selling; 

· High production costs coupled with lack of credit facilities because most agricultural based credit are targeted towards rural farmers without paying adequate attention to farmers in the urban areas. 

· Lack of organization among urban farmers. Though they have an ‘official’ association, they have not been able to organize themselves in such a way as to attract official recognition in order to benefit from some government and corporate incentives such as credit and other financial assistance as well as input subsidies.  

5.0 PERSPECTIVES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF UA IN NIGERIA AND POLICY OPTIONS

5.1
PERSPECTIVES FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF UA IN NIGERIA

Current employment situations in the urban areas do not generate any/adequate income for the poor urban population. Thus, urban agriculture should be regarded as an integral component in urban income, employment and food systems. Therefore, the average income from farming may be low but for those whose primary livelihood is farming, income from farming can be appreciable. 

The following recommendations if implemented will go a long way towards protecting and promoting urban agriculture in Nigeria, and there are below:

· Integration of urban agriculture into land use planning

Urban agriculture is not in most planning designs because of the false idea that ‘real’ agriculture takes place in the rural areas. There is need to integrate urban agriculture into urban planning by establishing a greenbelt zone to halt urban development activities especially in cities like Abuja and Lagos.

· Urban agricultural land management 

Technical advice and training for farmers by agricultural extension workers should be offered on a sustainable basis. Aspects of training should include soil erosion control techniques and bio-intensive farming practices to enhance soil fertility and check soil degradation.

· Water resource management

The Environmental Protection Agencies in collaboration with the Local/Municipal and water resources should ensure that there are measures to minimize the pollution of water sources to farming. This could be achieved though the provision of guidelines and standards for the industries. At the farmers’ level, awareness of water pollution and the benefits of water conservation and source protection should be promoted.

· Control of wastewater discharges into surface/ground water

 It should be made known to the farmers that it is an offence to water crops with effluent from drain, but most of the urban farmers are guilty of using polluted water from canals and wastewater from factories to water crops. Alternative approaches to these problems such as the use of boreholes to provide safe water for irrigation is advocated. Intense public education on both acceptable environmental and food hygiene practices should be a priority and farmers should be encouraged to use groundwater sources instead of surface water. 

· Promoting use of organic manure
The Federal Ministry of Agriculture in collaboration with environmental experts should sensitize more urban farmers on the advantages of using organic manure.

· Adequate provision of farm inputs

The sectoral agricultural policy should emphasize the need to give UA farmers easy access to farm inputs like pesticides and fertilizers and services that could raise productivity and output. The tendency is to ignore UA farming when provisions are made for the supply and distribution of farm inputs.

5.2 POLICY OPTIONS 

Currently, there is no explicit policy for urban agriculture in Nigeria. A first step towards promoting this veritable source of diet and income in order to harness its potentials for poverty reduction would be for the Federal Ministry of Agriculture to create an office for Director of urban Food and agriculture. This will give urban agriculture the official recognition it deserves. The proposed office should co-ordinate a strong and viable farmers association. 

A policy to maximize re-use and recycling of city organic waste should be vigorously pursued with the Waste Management Department in order to make organic manure available, safe and cheap.  

 Finally, there is an urgent need to integrate UA into the city system in a more viable and sustainable way. To achieve this, there is need to conduct a comprehensive study of urban agricultural systems in Nigeria in order to gather data for planning and research.

6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

6.1
SUMMARY

This paper is an expose on urban agriculture in Nigeria. Conceptually, urban agriculture is not the same as but is complementary to rural agriculture; it is integrated into the local urban economic and ecological system. It is an important source of supply in urban food systems and only one of several food security and income options for households. More of the rural poor are migrating to the cities, more of the people in cities are being born in poor families and more urban middle class residents gravitate around the poverty line. The evidence of urban agriculture in Nigeria was derived mainly from a pilot survey carried out in Abuja. Given the level of poverty in Nigeria therefore, UA could be harnessed as a strategy for poverty reduction. 

Finally, the perspectives for development of urban agriculture in Nigeria and policy options were proffered. 

6.2
CONCLUSION

The main thrust was to identify the features of urban agriculture in Nigeria and to highlight its importance as a tool for poverty reduction in Nigeria

There is general agreement that urban dwellers food production has a role contributing to the welfare of some urban dwellers. UA provides employment and income for a large population of workforce in the downstream and upstream systems through farm labour, trading in produce and small-scale food processing industries. It is about time to give recognition to this veritable strategy for poverty reduction. More importantly, governments in many cities and towns in developing countries are beginning to recognize that food production may be an important component of urban food systems and food security. 

In conclusion however, the nature and success of any intervention aimed at developing urban agriculture in this country will to a large extent depend on the awareness and above all the political will of the various stakeholders. Finally, there is need to carry out further studies on UA systems in Nigeria. 
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