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	ABSTRACT:  Local and regional procurement (LRP) has been increasing in importance as donors transition from strictly tied food aid to more flexible forms of food assistance.  Since the modality choices for food assistance are increasing, there has been growing consensus regarding the importance of response analysis, and particularly the importance of market analysis, for making decisions regarding whether in-kind food or cash-based programming (including LRP) is the most effective.    Uganda has long been the hub for LRP in Africa, and yet little analysis has been undertaken of its impacts.   This paper documents a pilot study undertaken with the dual goals of piloting the use of MIFIRA in the field and contributing to our understanding of the implications of LRP in Uganda. Many lessons were learned pertaining to how better to employ a trader survey to address MIFIRA’s questions.  The study was able to develop preliminary responses to some of those questions in the context of Uganda’s maize markets. It also uncovered new questions relating to areas of potential impacts of LRP that have yet to have been explored.



I. Introduction

Tied food aid, or donated food that is sourced in donor countries, has been the primary response to food insecurity for over half a century.  This is changing rapidly, as donors have begun transitioning from exclusively tied food aid toward local and regional procurement (LRP) of food in affected areas, as well as cash and voucher distribution programs that allow recipients to purchase food themselves.  The share of LRP has increased significantly over the past decade, and is now nearly half of all in-kind food aid.  In East Africa, Uganda and Kenya have long been the hub for regional procurement of food aid; the significance of its markets for African food aid is growing (Furguson 2009).  Donor agencies have been relying on Uganda’s bumper crops to feed food insecure regions within Uganda and the broader region, including the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC), Burundi, Sudan, and Rwanda.
Since the modality choices for food assistance are increasing, there has been growing consensus regarding the importance of response analysis in deciding which modality option is the most effective in any situation.  In particular, consensus is building regarding the importance of market analysis as part of response analysis, particularly for making decisions regarding whether in-kind food or cash-based programming (including LRP) is the most effective.  The Market Information and Food Insecurity Response Analysis framework (MIFIRA) has been proposed by Barrett et al. (2009) as a tool to be used in response analysis for analyzing markets and answering pertinent questions about market response.   In the summer of 2010, Cornell University, Makerere University, and CARE Uganda undertook a cooperative study in Uganda with the dual objectives of piloting the use of the MIFIRA framework in the field and contributing to the understanding of Uganda’s role as a source for food aid in Africa and the past and future impacts of LRP on its markets.  
This paper discusses the findings of the pilot study.  First we present relevant background information on LRP, maize markets in Uganda, and food procurement in Uganda.  We introduce MIFIRA and the methodology employed for the study.  We then describe our findings, beginning with the structure of the maize market supply chain and nature of the flow between markets studied.  We discuss the nature of the different types of markets along the market chain, what was learned about margins received throughout the chain and the kinds of activities and actors in each market.  We then discuss the characteristics and profiles of each type of trader, describing the nature of traders’ activities and constraints as they address MIFIRA’s questions.  While we did not formally interview farmers’ associations and companies, we include our findings from key informants from these groups as well.  Farmers’ associations are discussed particularly in light of their potential role as market intermediaries.  We conclude by presenting other findings, current issues and lessons learned relating to LRP and its potential impacts on Uganda’s markets.  
II. Background

a. Local and Regional Procurement

Food aid accounts for only about 3% of Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) and a smaller proportion of global food commodity trade (Clay and Stokke, 2000). Food aid is, however, significant for a relatively small number of least developed countries and accounts for 30% of all humanitarian aid (FAO, 2006; Harvey et al 2010). Food aid was overwhelmingly supplied until the mid 1990s as direct transfers from donor countries. From the outset food aid was recognized as a potential source of trade distorting competition for other donors and exporters, and some weak mechanisms were developed to attempt to minimize impacts on recipient country markets (Clay 2010).  Increasingly research has been carried out relating to whether or not food aid creates transfer effects or insurance effects for stakeholders in recipient countries. Insurance effects entail crowding out (displacing) or adding to (filling in) existing safety nets. Both transfer effects and insurance effects, it is believed, can alter behaviors, and can generate positive dependency or trigger negative dependency (Lentz et al. 2005).

The role of LRP in food aid has become increasingly important as an alternative to the traditional direct provision of trans-oceanic food shipments from donor countries.  With the untying of food aid in many donor countries, LRP has increased significantly in value over the past decades, from 13% of all food aid in 1995/1996 to 22% in 2004/2005 (Tschirley and del Castillo 2007). Including triangular purchases, LRP constituted as much as 50% of all food aid in 2009 (WFP 2010b). The European Union got on board with LRP as well as cash and voucher food assistance programs starting in the late 1990s. By 2006, 97% of food provided by the EU was procured locally or regionally (Clay 2010). Up to 2005, Canada still allowed no more than 10% of its food to be provided through LRP. On signing the Paris Declaration in 2005, that figure was first increased to 50% and then to 100% as of 2008 (CIDA 2008b). Even US policies are starting to explore the advantages of LRP. The U.S. Farm Bill in 2008 provided the USDA with $60 million over 4 years to support pilot LRP programs (Hanrahan 2008) and supplemental appropriations in 2008-2010 provided roughly $200M to USAID for LRP. 

When it comes to implementation of LRP on the ground to date, WFP is by far the largest player (Tschirley and del Castillo 2007). WFP reports that the quantity it purchases has tripled since 1990. As of 2007 it was purchasing approximately 900,000 metric tons of food in Africa, and 1,700,000 between Africa, Asia, and Latin America combined (WFP 2009).  Purchases take place largely through national-level tender, opening to bids given contractual conditions that include quantity and price as well as quality and safety specifications (UNDP 2006). Other organizations, including NGOs, are starting to engage in local procurement of food for both emergency and non-emergency programs. Among these are Catholic Relief Services and Mercy Corps, who are implementing a series of USDA-funded pilot projects to assess LRP and compare its risks and benefits to those of traditional food programs.

While LRP is in itself a recent development, other notable changes in the realm of food assistance are worthy of mention. Donor agencies, especially the WFP, have recognized the role of procurement in their objective to support the development of local agriculture and livelihoods in recipient countries through LRP. In particular, the question of how to strengthen the participation of small-scale farmers in agricultural trade in the sub-Saharan region has been explored to a great extent.  In Uganda, WFP’s objective is to source up to 10% of the total food commodities purchased locally from farmer groups. Over the last three years WFP has procured 27,247 MT of maize and beans worth US$3,906,363 from these groups (WFP Technical Meeting on Food Procurement). During this period the WFP has also made efforts to acquire useful information about the limitations that hinder farmer groups’ successful participation in WFP’s tenders so as to adapt the system to ensure wider participation as well as minimum risk to farmers, the economy and recipients of food aid.

Another development is that of the Warehouse Receipt System (WRS). The WRS provide a service to producers by storing, processing and selling in aggregate quantities to achieve higher margins. When the producers bring their grain to the warehouse, they receive a transferable receipt that records the quantity and quality. The producer can collect payment at the bank using the receipt for a percentage of the price during harvest (e.g. , 70% of current sale price) if short term financing is required or is entitled to full proceeds from the sale when the grain after it is has been processed, dried, stored and sold in an aggregate quantity. On net, this should result in a higher overall price that the grain producers could not achieve without the necessary storage, machinery and without selling in a large quantity.
In Uganda, as in other sub-Saharan African countries, there is a great need to improve the performance of agricultural markets. The WRS could play a positive role in the development of more fluid and equitable agriculture markets. WFP, being the largest buyer in Uganda, has taken direct interest in establishing a WRS, both as a means of procuring grain more efficiently and as a way of providing a sound exit strategy in anticipation of the time when it will reduce or close its operations in the country. A lack of storage facilities results in lost trade opportunities and augments the risk of price slumps for producers and price spikes for consumers. The vision for the future is that small farmers would work with producer organizations (each one comprising 20-30 smallholders), which could be federated into larger associations and cooperatives, and deposit their commodities in licensed warehouses. They would still retain the option to sell to local middlemen. 
Furthermore, each farmer could sell commodities to end users through the Uganda Commodity Exchange (UCE) trading floor. Operationally, the UCE and WFP Uganda can achieve the outcomes cited above by working together. The UCE would take care of the regulatory compliance and would be responsible for advocacy and training whereas, with its procurement activities, WFP would stimulate demand for warehouse receipts factoring transport costs and quality into its procurement decisions. Risks to WFP could be minimized by a strict regulatory regime. The UCE could ensure regulatory compliance by means of screening of physical facilities, training, unannounced inspections, financial criteria, performance guarantees and “zero tolerance” subject to warnings (WFP Technical Meeting on Food Procurement). 
b. Maize Markets in Uganda

Maize is the primary staple food in East Africa and the most widely traded agricultural commodity (Blackie 1990). The grains sub-sector accounts for a large share of agricultural GDP, rural employment, and consumption, both in terms of calorie intake and the household food budget. While the share of agriculture in total GDP varies from 23 percent in Kenya to 43 percent in Tanzania, with Uganda standing at 31, the share of grains in agricultural GDP and in rural employment is large in all east African countries. Calculations based on social accounting matrices from these countries show that grains account for between 75 percent (Kenya) to 80 percent (Uganda) of agricultural employment (Salami et al 2010).  Of all tradable grains, maize is both an important food staple and a tradable commodity in the region. In Tanzania and Uganda, it is among the top five commodities exported in the intra-regional market of the East African Community (EAC 2008). 

Because maize is also an important source of income, the performance of grain markets has a significant impact on people’s welfare, particularly that of the poor in East Africa. Given growing urbanization and the high rates of poverty that limit dietary upgrading, East Africa’s market demand for food staples is predicted to grow dramatically in coming decades, from US$6.9 billion in 1997/99, to US$11.2 billion in 2015 and to US$16.7 billion in 2030 (Riddell et al., 2006). As a result, production of maize and other food staples for growing urban markets and deficit rural areas (often also across borders) would seem to represent the largest growth opportunity available to farmers in the region. The welfare benefits of linking food surplus zones with food deficit zones both within and between countries in Sub-Saharan Africa are well-documented in recent analytical work (Haggblade et al. 2008; Diao et al. 2008).

Cross border trade with neighboring countries, mainly Kenya, the DRC and Rwanda, accounts for significant amounts of maize leaving Uganda.  Uganda is an important provider of food to its neighbors, while exporting very little beyond into global markets. By quantity, maize exports ranged from 14%-29% of total food exports from the period 2004-2008 (UBOS 2009). For over a decade, Uganda has been exporting maize mainly to Kenya both through formal and informal cross border trade. The Kenyan market, which accounts for about 50% of total exports, is the most significant export market for Uganda’s maize, although this market is occasionally hampered by unfair trading practices (Rashid 2004). Kenya imports an average of 55,000 MT of maize, valued at US $3 million, from Uganda through the official channels, but the informal channel is thought by many to be dealing with larger amounts (even by value) of maize (Technoserve 1999).  Uganda’s food markets are clearly of importance not only for its own food security but for that of the surrounding region. 

c. Local and Regional Procurement in Uganda

With an annual per capita consumption of only about 30 kg (owing to plantains being the main staple in Uganda), the consumption of maize in Uganda is less than one half of the corresponding figures in Kenya and Tanzania (Haggblade 2010). Though maize plays a relatively moderate role in consumer diets in Uganda, increasing purchases by WFP (and other donor agencies) have encouraged a supply response from farmers in producing more maize and from traders in establishing facilities in Kampala to supply the WFP (Sserunkuuma and Associates 2005).  WFP started procurement in Uganda in 2000, and from 2004 reports that between 79,000 and 160,000 MT have been available for sale to WFP and for export.  The primary commodities procured by WFP in Uganda are maize and beans, with 79,083 MT and 15,110 MT procured in 2008, respectively (WFP 2009a).  WFP is the single largest food purchasing organization in Uganda; in 2009 the value of its total procurement reached $50 million (WFP2009b), and it is set to triple in 2010.
  Other important purchases are made by the Red Cross and the UN High Commission for Refugees (UNHCR) for food aid programmes in nearby African countries. These purchases are sometimes made directly from large Ugandan grain merchants, but more often through multinational grain conglomerates such as André in Switzerland and Cargill in the United States. Large domestic purchases are made by government-controlled Tender Boards who supply the army, police, schools and hospitals, and by local millers and processors. The country’s agricultural market dynamics and the history of LRP of maize make studying maize in Uganda an ideal choice for this pilot.  
III. The Study and Methodology

a. MIFIRA Overview
In June of 2010 Cornell University, Makerere University, and CARE Uganda undertook a cooperative field study in Uganda funded by USAID to pilot the Market Information and Food Insecurity Response Analysis (MIFIRA) framework.  MIFIRA is a theoretical framework proposed by Barrett et al. (2009) as a tool for understanding which modality of food assistance is the most appropriate response in a given food-insecurity context.  It presents a logical sequence of questions that need to be addressed in order to assess whether cash, transoceanic food, or locally or regionally procured food is most appropriate.  These questions stem from the basic decision-tree proposed by Barrett and Maxwell (2005) in Figure 1.  The first question, whether local markets are functioning well, addresses whether or not cash is a viable option given the demand and supply conditions in the affected region.  In order to answer this question we need to consider both the supply and demand sides of the market equation.  MIFIRA here breaks the question down into:

1a. Are food insecure households well connected to local markets?

1b. How will local demand respond to transfers?

1c. How much additional food will traders supply at or near current costs?

1d. Do local food traders behave competitively?

1e. Do food insecure households have preferences over the form/mix of aid they receive?

Assuming that the answers to the above questions point away from cash transfer options, the next actionable question is whether or not there is sufficient food available nearby to meet the needs assessed.  It is not enough to know where markets are; we also need to understand their nature and likely impacts of procuring from them.  MIFIRA proposed the next sequence of questions hence as:

2a. Where are viable prospective source markets?

2b. Will agency purchases drive up food prices excessively in source markets?

2c. Will local or regional purchases affect producer prices differently than transoceanic shipments?

The answers to these questions guide the process of deciding where food can be procured most efficiently while not leading to unintended impacts that inflict harm (Barrett et al. 2009).  
b. MIFIRA in Uganda
Food procurement in Uganda presupposes that neighboring destinations have been identified as having a food need that is best met by in-kind transfers. Uganda’s markets are then the response to MIFIRA question 2a: “Where are viable prospective source markets?”  The purposes of the study in Uganda were simultaneously to advance the operational methodology of MIFIRA in the field and to contribute to the understanding of the past and potential impacts of LRP in Uganda.  The methodology was to build on existing secondary sources by developing a trader survey designed to address the analytics that stem from MIFIRA’s source market questions.  Investigating the maize demand-side considerations is also quite relevant for Uganda, both for the communities who receive food aid and for consumers, even if they are by and large food producers. While the majority of Ugandans are farmers, they are smallholders who, as suggested by prior literature, are still predominantly net food buyers (Benson et al 2008).  As such, we believe that the demand side considerations exist and must be researched. However, given Uganda’s established role as a source market, the focus of this study was to address the questions that are concerned with the supply side.  The survey was designed in particular to address the following:  
2a. Where are viable prospective source markets?

2b. Will agency purchases drive up food prices excessively in source markets?
c. Developing a Trader Survey

In order to operationalize MIFIRA we need to build on these questions by applying them to analytical concepts or market characteristics, and then in turn to specific indicators that can be used to describe or measure those analytics.  For example, for question (1d) the key analytic is market competition.  Indicators that can describe or measure competition include the number of traders and their market share, and the levels of mark-up and how they are determined.  Examples of how our survey questions address MIFIRA’s analytics are included in Figure 2.  

Development of such a survey is not a trivial task.  The survey was first designed analytically and then piloted for two days, followed up by further revisions, before it was taken to the field.  There exists a tension between keeping indicators broad and as such comparable between programs and studies and making a survey particular to a context and hence more precise and informative in the given context.  Similarly, it is important to include a great deal of nuance, while still obtaining usable data that can be entered into a database and effectively analyzed.  There is an additional tension between wanting to obtain as much information as possible while also not wanting to excessively tax the time and patience of traders, both out of respect for survey respondents and because the quality of information declines with respondent fatigue.  Our final survey instrument struck a reasonable balance between these factors.  However, over the course of the survey we learned more about how to ask questions in ways that would both be easier for enumerators to ask and traders to answer, and that would lend themselves better to data entry.  Our final survey, with notes on the revisions we made after the fact, is included in the Appendix.
As with any survey process, it is important with trader surveys to pay mind to respondent expectations and assumptions, both out of respect for respondents and to avoid ‘skewing’ of the data.  In this case, this meant making our research intent as clear as possible and emphasizing that we were not affiliated with any government or NGO.  We were told early by others with trader survey experience that if traders feared we were associated with the government and/or may reveal information to the government for taxation purposes, they would treat us with suspicion and understate volumes and prices. Inversely, if they assumed we were associated with an NGO or UN organization that might want to procure goods they would treat us as potential buyers and over-state their capacities and prices.  In particular in our case, we had to be clear that we were not affiliated with the World Food Programme; this was a common hope/assumption by traders, on sight of wazungu (foreigners), that we had to specifically refute in some cases in spite of having never stated otherwise.

The other question to consider in any survey is whether or not to offer some kind of payment (or ‘incentive,’ as our enumerators called it) to respondents.  We received advice that this was appropriate in our case, so offered respondents a “token of appreciation” for their time (of USh 10,000, about 4.5 USD) at the end of the survey.  We found on the whole that this was appropriate.  Firstly, there is precedent among traders for some kind of compensation, so it would potentially be counter to expectation to offer nothing.  It also necessarily takes at least an hour to complete the survey, in order to include even a good portion of what we would want to know, so some compensation seems appropriate.  Additionally, unlike in the case of many NGO evaluation surveys, the purpose is not to directly offer assistance to respondents or their families or communities, which might otherwise justify the use of their time.  We also do not need to be concerned as many non-profits are with a longer-term relationship and perpetuating the expectation of direct payment for participation in programs, that is counter to the need for recipient buy-in and sustainability objectives.  Finally, providing the token seemed to differentiate us as researchers and re-assert the notion that we are not planning to either tax them or purchase maize.  The main risk in offering such a token is that when others learn of it they may be compelled to “become” maize traders for an hour or so in order to receive the money.  There was talk of this in one small trading location (along the lines of “tell them you’re a maize trader, you’ll get 10,000 shillings!”) that was overheard by one of our enumerators.  However, in most cases the sum was not significant enough to induce such behavior.  This should enter into consideration for future surveys, in that the sum should be decided so as to be a pleasant surprise, but not enough to start rumors or to be ‘worth’ up to 2 hours of answering tiring questions.

d. Field Study Overview

A key decision to be made upon arrival in Uganda was which commodities and over which markets to cover. Given that the goal was to assess the supply responsiveness in light of a ‘demand shock’ from an outside buyer, the key procurement commodities were the necessary focus of interest.  We were interested initially in encompassing the three main procurement commodities for WFP, maize, beans, and vegetable oil. However, due to time constraints, aided by a previous study that used market analysis in the western part of Uganda (Sserunkuuma 2005), and source markets for WFP procurement of maize, we chose to survey in the eastern part of Uganda. We learned quickly that vegetable oil is commercially produced and not amenable to a study of this nature, which left us with beans and maize.  Beans are grown in western Uganda and given that we chose to survey in eastern Uganda, any beans traders we encountered were sourcing through beans markets in Kampala.  Since we were seeking to study source markets and the supply chain, and, in light of the shortness of time and the trade-offs discussed above, we decided to focus exclusively on maize.  Focusing on maize allowed us to maximize the depth of the study in the paucity of time available.   
We initially piloted and developed the survey in Kampala.  We then followed the supply chain through both space and market levels, and interviewed 119 maize wholesalers, brokers, and aggregators in large and small markets up the Eastern marketing belt from Kampala to Lira.  The numbers of traders interviewed in each category, by district, are presented in Table 1.

In addition to the formal surveys we interviewed key informants.  These included traders as well as several chairmen of traders’ and farmers’ associations.  For the key informant interview we covered similar areas as the survey, but focused on the informants’ areas of expertise and asked more open-ended questions to facilitate a broader range of learning and develop lessons for future studies.
e. The Markets

The markets we surveyed range from source markets to wholesale and export markets; several play multiple roles.  While not random, the types of traders interviewed (as reflected in Table 1) roughly reflect the types of traders dominant in each of these markets.  Please see Figure 3 for a map of Ugandan maize markets. Dokolo is uniquely a source market, where aggregators from larger markets travel to purchase maize.  The same is largely true for Lira, although it also serves as a wholesale and export market for the northbound route to Sudan.  Soroti and Iganga are both very close to source regions and at the same time serve as wholesale markets for traders who come from and/or who travel to larger markets to sell maize.  Kampala, Jinja, and Mbale are predominantly wholesale and export markets.  Kampala, one of the main areas to which maize flows from various regions of Uganda, is a maize deficit district because little maize is grown there, but it is an important market to study given its importance in export and aid markets.  Jinja is also a major milling and processing market for maize purchased for aid and export.  In the broader Jinja district, however, we interviewed traders in the smaller markets of Buwenge and Kasambira, both source markets that feed into Jinja, Iganga, and Kampala. While Busia in the far Southeast is the most significant market for exports to Kenya, Mbale also plays a significant role in cross-border trade.  
Market integration is an important component of choosing a market and can be determined by a correlation matrix between prices in different markets. Please see Table 2 for the correlation matrix of our market prices of interest. As is apparent, Kisenyi in Kampala, which is the major center of maize trading in Uganda, is highly integrated with even markets further away. Mbale, which is one of the larger trading centers north of Kampala, is also highly integrated with the other markets visited. In fact, the correlations are relatively high for all the markets, which seem to be well integrated. The markets that have the weakest price relationship are often far away from each other and serve different purposes, such as aggregation versus wholesale. This may explain a lower relationship because prices of maize in Uganda are not adjusted by quality or link in the market chain. 
IV. Findings
In most contexts, MIFIRA is used as an ex-ante tool to identify 1) whether a community should receive cash or food and whether local markets can handle the increase in demand from a cash aid choice and 2) if a community should receive food, is it more appropriate to supply with transoceanic shipments or LRP. In the context of this study, we are using MIFIRA more as an ex-post tool to study a market that has already been chosen for LRP. 

Many of the MIFIRA analytics developed to address the MIFIRA questions answer multiple questions. For example, when answering questions 2a and 2b, supply responsiveness is an important component to consider for both questions. Analytics that address supply responsiveness should be used to answer both questions. For clarity, we include supply responsiveness results in the section answering question 2a and then refer to them in the section addressing 2b. Similarly, level of competition may help answer whether a prospective market is viable, but we include most competition analytics in the section that answers question 2b. We learned that in Uganda competition not a concern only at the market level, but also at different links along the supply chain and so a brief discussion of competition is included in the section describing the supply chain for maize in Uganda.

MIFIRA Question 2a: Where are viable prospective markets?


Using secondary sources, as described below, we determined where production and marketing of maize is currently taking place in Uganda. The choice of prospective markets depends on the supply responsiveness of the source markets and whether traders can supply food at or near current costs. Following a discussion of maize production, we provide an overview of the supply chain and then present the supply responsiveness analytics.
a. Production and Marketing of Maize in Uganda

Maize is as discussed the most highly cultivated crop in Uganda. Statistics from the 2005-2006 Uganda National Household Survey (UNHS) show that maize was cultivated on an estimated 1.54 million hectares by about 86 percent of Uganda’s 4.2 million agricultural households (Uganda Bureau of Statistics 2009).  The crop is the primary source of income for most farmers, primarily in eastern, northern and north‐western Uganda (Robbins and Ferris 1999). Within Uganda, the eastern belt is important for two reasons: it has the highest concentration of maize producers, and it serves as an important hub for maize marketing, for local consumption as well as for aid and export purposes. 
Table 3 portrays the geographical distribution of major food crops in Uganda.  It is evident from this that the highest percentage of maize-producing households are in the Eastern zone of Uganda, and within the Eastern zone maize is the primary crop grown. The main source markets are likewise in this region. Being that this is also the primary market that feeds formal and informal exports to Kenya, this choice also fits in well with the complementary pilot study recently undertaken using MIFIRA focusing more on the household level in Kenya (Michelson et al. 2011) and the work employing MIFIRA in Northern Kenya in Spring 2009 (Mude et al. 2011).  

According to the 2005-2006 UNHS report, between 1999/2000 and 2005/06 the number of plots under maize have increased over five fold from 1539 to 8422 million, but average plot size has declined (Okobi 2010). Given the farm size and the fact that markets for maize can be divided on a district level into maize surplus and maize deficit areas, we decided that it was practical to look at markets on a district level.  Most of our data is hence divided by district.  However, in some districts we surveyed at markets of different types, which we discuss separately in the discussion sections that follow.
b. Supply Chain Overview

Maize in Uganda follows two distinct supply channels.  Within the commercial chain, maize from very large commercial farms is processed for export at processing plants (drying and cleaning) and/or milled and sold for export or retail by large wholesalers, mainly in Kampala and Jinja.  However, the vast majority of Uganda’s maize is sourced from small holder farmers (Sserunkuuma, 2005). Our study hence focuses on the small holder supply chain.

Part of our survey asked traders from whom they purchase and to whom they sell.  The sketch of the supply chain resulting from the agglomeration of these questions is presented in Figure 4.  From the farmer level, maize is purchased by aggregators or purchasing agents.  From that point upward it passes sometimes to other aggregators and sometimes to wholesalers.  Some wholesalers sell grain, while others mill.  Maize sold to the domestic market almost all passes through these millers, while the majority for export and aid is sold as grain.  As seen in Figure 4, many transactions are brokered.  It would take more detailed questioning and a larger sample to assess what percentage of these transactions at different levels pass through brokers.
The classifications used in Figure 4 are described in detail below and often differ across the markets that we visited. Aggregators and wholesalers may differ in size and capacity, but we defined them according to the role that they play in the market chain. Whereas brokers appear to take on differing roles within the chain depending on the market they participate in.
1. Aggregators

We categorize as an aggregator any trader who makes numerous purchases of varying sizes that are then resold in bulk to other aggregators or to wholesalers.  The average prices, volumes, and general characteristics of aggregators are presented in Table 4.  This is a broad category of traders that might merit division into sub-categories in future surveys, especially in order to better understand flows of credit and market power.

The roles and names of aggregators vary along the chain and throughout the country.  In some markets traders differentiate between “stores” in the village (which are stationary and aggregate maize from sometimes hundreds of farmers, who often bring their maize to the stores themselves), “transporters” who are usually large aggregators with their own capital who purchase and deliver maize, and “purchasing agents” who are aggregators to whom traders give funds and effectively hire to purchase maize on their behalf that they then go to collect themselves when it reaches a certain quantity.  Often these purchasing agents were all just referred to as “traders” or “stores,” without differentiation until further questioning as to whether these were individuals with their own capital or who were given capital.  Since it took some time to figure out these distinctions and to ask questions accordingly, our data are incomplete with respect to from whom each trader purchases (and to some degree to whom they sell), as well as into which category each of the aggregators in our sample belongs.

Smaller village aggregators tend to deal with small quantities at a time and rely on bicycles as the main means of transport to and from remote locations. Other commonly used means of transport include hired labor, donkeys, and pick-up trucks. Village-level traders are an essential link in the product chain, aggregating supplies from small and dispersed farmers before selling to medium-size traders and millers operating in local marketing centers and district headquarter towns. This saves on the time it would take higher-level traders to assemble the required quantity of grain as well as on the opportunity cost of closing down business to travel to surplus areas, procure and aggregate, and to travel back.


The aggregators in our sample range from those who buy directly from farmers in quantities as small as a few kilograms at a time to those who fill 40-ton trucks from a handful of farmers and traders to take to large market centers.  While many of the larger traders handle transportation costs themselves, there are other small aggregators who do not.  
2. Wholesalers

We identify as wholesalers traders who purchase grain in relatively large quantities, from aggregators or other traders, and then either re-sell the grain in the same or a different market or mill the grain and sell maize flour.  Many wholesalers in Uganda are willing to and occasionally resell small quantities of grain to individual customers.  However, we excluded traders who primarily sell small quantities as well as those who buy and retail maize flour, who are all retailers.  The average prices, volumes, and general characteristics of wholesalers are presented in Table 5.  

Wholesalers often transport maize and/or stock it to sell at higher off-season prices.  We observed that stocking seems to be looked down upon by many, and/or wholesalers suspected that we would look down upon stocking, hence traders were hesitant to admit to stocking. There was nothing in our survey methods that would have given this impression and we never asked any follow up questions to help us understand why traders would feel compelled to hide this information. However, it is clear that this behavior is common.  When asked to report monthly volumes and prices of sales by season, traders reported different quantities bought and sold over the same time period. The trend of purchasing more after the peak season in July/August (when prices tend to be low) and selling more during the off-seasons from February to June still emerges clearly in our data, strongly indicating (in spite of traders’ reports to the contrary) a tendency to stock and wait out higher prices.  

While the differences across types of wholesalers are not quite as extreme as across aggregators, there are still interesting differences between their size, activities, and constraints.  Some of them trade in massive quantities and clearly stock during parts of the year to benefit from the increased off-season prices.
3. Brokers

Those who we identify as brokers sometimes self-identify as “brokers” and sometimes as “agents.”  Their role varies in prevalence, nature, and importance between Uganda’s maize markets, and between levels in the market chain.  We broadly consider those brokers who run very low-cost operations and add no value to the product, but simply connect buyers and sellers and take an agreed-upon fee (usually per kilogram) in the process.  Some brokers we spoke to literally reported no costs associated with their business other than perhaps air-time on their cell phones.  Some store grain temporarily and/or pay for transportation costs. But the vast majority merely connects buyers and sellers, never actually touching the grain.  The average prices paid and received, volumes transacted, and general characteristics of brokers are presented in Table 6. 
Not only does the role and prevalence of brokers vary, but the degree of power that they seem to have in the market over who buys from whom also varies widely.  In Lira, for example, brokers were almost entirely absent; no one could quite explain why they were not present.  In Soroti and Mbale, there were several brokers present, but other traders reported that they were not commonly used.  Traders in these markets, especially in Mbale, reported that they go through brokers when they have a need of them, but otherwise buy directly from aggregators or other traders.  One might need the service of a broker for language purposes; given the linguistic diversity of the region, they often serve a necessary linguistic or cultural role.  For example, the people of Kapchorwa, a source market outside of Mbale, speak a unique language.  The head of a farmers’ association in Kapchorwa, when asked to what degree traders who buy from farmers in Kapchurwa use brokers to sell to Kenya or to Mbale, stated that they use brokers if they don’t speak the language of the buyers, but otherwise have no need of them.  For traders in Mbale, the need for brokers arises mainly through scarcity; several traders reported that they use brokers to find sellers when their contacts ‘dry up’ in the scarce season, but in the peak season they have sufficient sellers that they don’t need brokers’ connecting services.


The role of brokers in both Jinja and Kampala was very different.  In Jinja we spoke to the Jinja Produce and Millers’ Association, strictly an association of 30 brokers with a strong role in the Jinja market.  They reported themselves that sellers who come into the Jinja market are required to sell to millers and other wholesalers through the brokers’ association.  The main reason is that the off-loaders are strictly paid by the brokers out of the brokers’ fee, and hence the off-loaders will not offload maize for anyone unless one of the brokers is present.  Traders in the surrounding area confirmed this, reporting that they sold to a diverse range of clients unless they sold in Jinja, in which case they had to go through the brokers.  The roles of the brokers here were primarily to connect sellers with buyers of the appropriate quantity and quality, as well as to manage off-loading.  The brokers also claimed that one of their main roles was to assure quality; they hire men who poke the bags to verify the quality of grain.


Brokers seemed to have a very similar role in Kampala’s markets.  Several millers reported initially buying from “aggregators” or even “farmers,” but upon pressing it became clear that they were actually giving their money to members of “the association” who connected them to the sellers who came into the market.  Companies in turn have brokers who work explicitly for them, finding them sellers of the quantities they need when they need them.  

4. Companies
Companies in Uganda that supply maize tend to operate in very large quantities. The companies with which we were able to speak also trade hundreds of other commodities. We were only able to talk to representatives from four different companies. One company in Lira bought and sold maize grain as is, essentially acting as a very large aggregator or wholesaler of maize grain. The CEO told us that he sells primarily to companies that are based in Kampala. The companies in Jinja and Kampala bought maize grain and then processed it for export or to sell to WFP directly. 

Companies may have influence over the market because of the quantities that they purchase. Companies supply capital to aggregators and usually have large networks of “stores” in the source markets. In Jinja and Kampala, companies also have multiple brokers associated with them who help them to acquire such large quantities of grain at a time. At this time, WFP is primarily procuring grain from companies due to the scale and quality of grain that companies can supply. 
5. Farmer’s Associations

In the past 10 years, farmers’ associations have begun to play an integral role in Ugandan agriculture. There are district and local level associations which help farmers access improved inputs and often serve as a mechanism for educating farmers about efficient farming methods. Most associations began to empower farmers to have access to credit, hybrid seed and fertilizer. These inputs are often expensive and the associations can get bulk access and improved prices. There are multiple NGOs and governmental agencies which use these associations to enhance the agricultural system in Uganda. The World Food Program is using the farmers’ associations to roll out their “Purchase For Progress” (P4P) initiative. We spoke to the chairmen of four such associations during key informant interviews. Our initial thought was to gain information about farmers groups and learn how they work, but it became very clear that their primary goal and concern is to gain access to contracts with WFP. As these associations gain access to better markets through processing their grain, education, higher yields and circumventing the traders to sell directly to buyers, they are likely to make a larger impact on the market in future years. 

c. Markets and Supply Responsiveness

To give a precise depiction of where the main source markets are is difficult, given that the structure of the markets is intricate and most markets serve multiple purposes.  A key way to identify the different roles of markets is by from whence traders within them source their maize.  We asked traders to identify their sources. While this information differs by type of trader, there are broad trends within markets that help to classify them.  
Across all markets the sources were numerous, at a minimum over 20 and as many as 60.  What differed the most, however, was the proximity of these sources.  Traders in Kampala listed sources ranging in distance from the immediate vicinity of the city (30 km away) to Gulu (336 km away).  Traders in Jinja listed 29 markets from the immediate vicinity to Hoima (at 280 km), while those in Buwenge and Kasambira, source markets nearby, listed over 60 markets, the vast majority small village markets in the immediate vicinity.  The very few traders we spoke to in Dokolo, likewise, listed about 40 markets mostly within the immediate region, while in Mbale markets listed ranged from the immediate vicinity to Gulu and Hoima (about 340 and 430 km away, respectively).  Hence it can be seen that markets serving as wholesale and export centers are the destination for maize from all over the country, while source markets are points of aggregation for maize in the surrounding area.
Supply responsiveness is an important component of determining viable source markets. Analytics to consider include processing capabilities, capacity constraints, market integration, transportation costs and the information we elicited about quantities traders wished to supply at current prices. An attempt is made to determine transportation costs and mark-ups via a series of questions in Survey Instrument question B10 (page 49-annotated appendix). The goal of the question is to determine price / unit, in comparable units across traders, including costs incurred after purchase and required to make the commodity ready for the next stage of the supply chain. Transportation costs, however, were very difficult to elicit accurately and are hence not reported here. Adjustments have been made to our survey instrument, including this question, in hopes that future surveys will be able to accurately assess transportation costs in source markets similar to Uganda.
In Ugandan markets, prices for maize do not differ across the varying levels of quality. However, the quality grain that is dried and processed is often removed from the market and exported or sold to WFP. Differences exist in the types of processing that happen in each of these markets, and the degree to which quality differences are recognized.  Table 7 shows what traders reported regarding testing for quality, paying more for higher quality grain, and drying after purchase.  Dokolo typifies a source market; aggregators tend to test for quality differences, but don’t necessarily pay for differences.  This reflects the fact that farmers don’t necessarily know about quality differences and/or cannot demand different payment for different qualities.  While relatively high proportions pay a difference for quality in Iganga, Soroti, and Lira, nearly all reported paying a difference in the pure wholesale markets of Kampala, Jinja, and Mbale.

The minimal level of processing is to dry after purchase, which is also reported in Table 7.  This tends to happen closer to the source, as reflected by the fact that more of the Dokolo traders reported doing this.  By the time maize reaches Kampala, it is generally already dried and ready for milling or sale.  While more intense fumigation and cleaning happens almost exclusively at large processing facilities in Kampala and Jinja, some degree of milling for retail occurs in most markets, in our case all but Dokolo.   
One of the primary capacity constraints is access to credit. While many large aggregators access credit through a variety of sources; even small aggregators have access to credit from their buyers, small farmers rarely have access to credit.  Farmers, therefore, demand payment on sale in order to meet immediate needs. Several aggregators remarked that the best times to buy are right around the holidays or when school is starting, when farmers urgently need cash and so will accept almost any price a trader offers.  This leads to seemingly irrational behavior such as selling commodities when prices are really low and potentially even buying them back when prices are high.  This behavior may not be irrational but rather a sign of displaced distortions, a natural reaction to the lack of credit; farmers, lacking credit, are effectively taking loans out by selling low to traders, and paying in quasi-interest the difference between the low price they receive and the price that they could otherwise have received if they waited (Barrett 2007).  In this case the asymmetry of information is irrelevant.  Even if farmers know that prices will rise in time, or that they are higher if the grain is dry and clean, or that they are higher in more distant markets, the information does not help them; they cannot wait to sell or invest what it takes to process their maize or transport maize to other markets.  Their individual quantities are too small and their needs too immediate to merit such costs in money or time.
When asked how much more they would want to sell at the same prices almost all wholesalers indicated very high quantities.  This is an indication that many of their costs are fixed so they can easily expand capacity at these costs.  However, there is no way to accurately check the truthfulness of this response in a situation when maize may be scarce.  They also seem to view their suppliers as relatively ‘elastic’, willing to supply a great deal more quantity at going prices.  When asked what would constrain them increasing this desired quantity, very many indicated that the only issue was the price; the higher the price they could offer, the greater the quantity that they could purchase from their suppliers. This again indicates that sourcing higher quantities may be costlier in a situation where maize has become scarce, forcing us to question whether traders can truly sell higher quantities without driving prices higher. 
From our survey, we found the markets in Uganda to be plentiful and fairly responsive to increases in demand. An agency could easily choose any of the markets we surveyed as a source market for procurement of maize. Currently most of the procurement occurs in Jinja or Kampala due to the strict procurement standards of highly processed grain. If an agency wished to procure from another area and then use the processing plants in Kampala or Jinja, this would certainly be a viable option. As we will discuss in the next section, markets are fairly competitive, but there may be some competition concerns at different levels in the market chain due to increased market power close to the producers and at the level of the companies.
MIFIRA Question 2b: Will agency purchases drive up food prices excessively in source markets?
Prices and mark-ups systematically differ between types of traders.  The prices, mark-ups, and volumes by trader type are presented in Table 8.  These are blended geographically and show that mark-ups are higher for traders closer to farmers.  Other trader characteristics, such as gender and years trading, as well as knowledge of quality and processing activities, are presented for all traders in Table 9.  
It is interesting to note that the prices and mark-ups between markets differ less across space than by the nature of the markets and distance from farmers.  Table 6 shows average purchase and sales volumes and prices, as well as mark-ups, for all traders across markets.  The margins are on average the highest (50 USh/kg) in Dokolo and Iganga, dominated by source markets, and the lowest (22-27 USh/kg) in Kampala and Mbale, dominated by wholesale/export market.  The fact that the margins are in between in Jinja, Lira, and Soroti is consistent, in that each of these districts contains both aggregators and wholesalers.  In fact, if we break down the markets in Jinja, the average mark-up for traders in Kasambira (a source market) is 50 USh/kg, while in the Jinja Industrial Area it is only 18 USh/kg. Higher margins in source markets account partially for moisture content in the maize, which inflates quantity levels and partially for transportation from remote locations to trading points.
This, along with other indicators and observations, leads us to suspect that the degree of competition varies significantly at different levels in the market chain
.  A walk among the millers in Kampala’s maize wholesale markets gives one the feeling that competition is not an issue. There are hundreds of sellers, each with minimal market share, and no single trader likely has any influence over prices. 
 Moving up the chain to the brokers, even within the same market, the story is different.  Brokers are relatively few in number compared to the aggregators who come in from the rural areas, and collusion (in light of their cultural affiliations and associations) is not unimaginable.  
In turn, competition seems to suffer the most in markets that are more remote and closest to farmers.  This is the location at which the margins are highest, don’t correlate necessarily with costs such as payment for transport, and are reported to change the most with fluctuations in prices.

For example, in Chwagere, traders, referred to either as “stores” or “purchasing agents”, rent, possess, or simply man for larger traders small stores to which farmers in the immediate vicinity bring their maize to sell.  When the quantities gathered are sufficient, the larger traders come or send trucks from market centers to pick up the maize.  There were only 4 “stores” in Sawagere, in a zone which they reported has several thousand farmers.  As such, it would seem that these small aggregators have significant control over prices offered to farmers, since farmers, even with adequate price information, have limited options as to where and to whom to sell their maize (particularly in such small quantities).  

Several aspects of our findings point to the asymmetry of information between farmers and traders.  For example, an issue of interest is the lack of scales in rural markets and widespread use of the cup measure.  While farmers commonly do not know how many cups make a kilogram, traders who travel back and forth to markets do; they also know how the number of cups per kilogram changes as the grain dries.  This could work to the advantage of the trader, which while only representing tiny amounts per kilogram could on the aggregate make a significant difference in the value farmers receive.  The integrity of the scale is another issue mentioned.  Even where a trader has a scale, if it is the only one in a broad region there is nothing to keep him from weighting or altering it in some way so that it understates (overstates) quantities purchased (sold).  Some traders reported that this is occasionally an issue; they are sometimes cheated by faulty scales when only the other trader possesses one, and listed scales as a key constraint in dealing in larger quantities.  Farmers are likely to have even less access to verification than traders and so to be cheated.  

An aggregator in Buwenge, a small source market in the Jinja district, revealed a different information asymmetry in the market.  When asked when he made the most profit, he reported that it occurs when there are region-specific shortages that cause prices to increase somewhere in Uganda or a neighboring country.  For a time, farmers remain uninformed about the price increase, and traders like him are able to make significant profits until the prices gradually equalize.  This kind of arbitrage is more likely undertaken by traders with their own funds, while purchasing agents being given funds by larger traders have narrower scope for increasing their margins.  In examining the margins in Table 8 it is telling that for wholesalers and brokers the margin is larger for those who bear transportation costs than for those who don’t.  However, this difference is not consistent among aggregators.  Similarly, the difference between these margins is more consistent in markets further away from farmers (Table 10).  While in Kampala, Mbale, Jinja, and Soroti the margin for those who pay transport is between 7 and 30 shillings per kilogram higher than for those who don’t, this margin nearly disappears (or goes in the other direction) in Lira, Dokolo, and Iganga.

We elicited that entry into the market at most levels in the market chain is relatively easy. But across all the markets it appears that becoming a broker is not an easy task; if it were we would expect entry, since there are profits to be made.  The barriers to entry relate to the need to build contacts, networks, and trust.  An Mbale broker reported that while there had been a brokers’ association before and it was not currently very active, one still needed “approval” to become a broker.  When asked if they were all of the same ethnic group he didn’t answer the question directly but replied that they had all “taken the same roads” to get here.  The Jinja brokers explicitly said that you have to become a member of and be approved by the association to work in the market.  The Kampala brokers were, as pointed out by one of the enumerators, predominantly Lusoga and Muslim
.  They also emphasized that the trust of their suppliers was the key, and according to some the only, constraint on the size of their operation; they could fill as many contracts with buyers as they had sellers who trusted them.  It is notable in Table 9 that trust was the primary factor for a choice of supplier for more brokers than for any other trader.  A couple in Kampala clarified specifically that this trust was more a factor for their suppliers of them than the other way around.
For the most part, competition does not appear to be an issue in the markets of Uganda. With this observation, any sourcing in Uganda is not likely to raise prices unnecessarily without some distortion in the market. Maize is chosen by agencies based on quality, not price and so there may be an implicit increase in costs with the procurement of maize in Uganda, but this increase would not stem from a lack of competition in these source markets.
i. Record Low Prices
Maize prices in Uganda during the summer of 2010 hit a record low. Most traders who we spoke to stated that their lowest selling price in the last year was the price at which they currently sold their maize. When we were in Uganda, there was a new harvest coming in and there were already large quantities of maize in the market, which meant that prices were likely to drop even lower. We constantly heard the phrase “maize is floating,” and traders told us that even farmers were trying to hold on to their maize and were resisting selling in hopes that the price would increase. It became clear that most traders were not buying any new maize due to the prices and that they were waiting for prices to hit bottom. A lot of traders we spoke to said that they were selling at a loss because they bought their maize during the previous harvest at around 400 USh/kg and the price was now down to around 200 USh/kg. 

Unfortunately, there is likely more than one cause related to these low prices, and it is also difficult to determine actual causes versus those that are perceived. The traders we spoke to stated multiple reasons for the low prices. Some said that the reason was that there are no large buyers.  Traders reported variously that buying was diminished because Sudan and other surrounding countries did not experience famine or other severe food shortages this year, Kenya was not buying as much as they had previously, and WFP was not buying this year as they were waiting to get the P4P project up and running. Most traders complained about the lack of market from WFP. Given that WFP, in years where they bought large quantities, only purchase approximately 10% of the market, it is difficult to corroborate the traders’ claims. We did discover some evidence that Uganda had closed its borders to export due to a food shortage within Uganda in 2009, and there were reports that the government was beginning to lift the ban on exports. Although we do not know the reasons, Kenya bought approximately 450,000 metric tons of maize from Tanzania in 2010, which is the quantity purchased from Uganda typically and could contribute to crowding out typical Ugandan imports.  Another reason for the large quantities of grain in the market seemed to be attributable to rainfall. 2010 had record quantities of rain and so the spring harvest that usually ends by March or April was still being harvested in July. There may also be supply increases due to increased use of hybrid seed and fertilizers that lead to larger yields than in previous seasons. There seems to be evidence that the traders who stock held maize longer than normal and then began dumping maize on the market when it became clear that prices were not going to rise. This further depressed prices over the period that were doing our survey.
The low prices meant that traders were not doing a lot of business while we were in Uganda. This was beneficial for our efforts due to their willingness to lend us the time for our survey, but it was certainly not ideal for the traders themselves. We believe that this means that the quantities and prices that were reported to us are certainly not representative of a typical year during the same time period. The low prices certainly reduced the quantity of maize entering the market because farmers were holding onto the new harvest instead of selling.  In addition, some traders were not currently doing business at all. We heard from farmers and traders that due to the lack of market for maize, farmers were beginning to plant other crops for the next harvest. In the Busoga region, farmers were switching to sugarcane. In the Dokolo-Lira region and also in Kapchorwa, farmers were switching primarily to millet and some to cassava. 

As farmers move away from maize, this will likely cause a reduction in the quantities produced in the future. If in future years there is less rainfall and famine occurs in surrounding areas, Uganda may face significant price hikes in the market for maize. This is mostly troublesome for consumers and the farmers who are net-buyers.  These findings are not conclusive or prescriptive, but should in any case be taken into account over the next season and years, particularly in planning for procurement of increased quantities of maize. 
V.       Conclusion
Using a MIFIRA analysis in Uganda, we were able to assess questions 2A and 2B. To answer 2A the team used secondary sources to determine where production and marketing of maize in Uganda took place. The choice of prospective markets depends on the supply responsiveness of the source markets and whether traders can supply food at or near current costs. The eastern belt of Uganda exhibited importance for two reasons: it has the highest concentration of maize producers (table 3), and it serves as an important hub for maize marketing, for local consumption as well as for aid and export purposes.

In response to 2B, the pilot study revealed that agencies could procure in all of the markets visited and would likely be safe to procure from any of the markets in Eastern Uganda. From our analysis, the concerns for procurement are not across markets, but are more specific to the level in the market chain that an agency chooses to procure at. Currently, WFP is procuring from companies, which are the least competitive portion of the market. In our assessment, choosing to procure from larger aggregators may be a more responsive and less competitive area of the market chain. Pursuing this procurement strategy is not likely to increase prices explicitly in the Ugandan maize markets, but implicit prices are likely to increase as agencies procure a higher quality of grain. 
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	Table 1: Sample Overview
	 
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Trader Type
	 
	 
	 
	 

	District
	Aggregators
	Brokers
	Wholesalers
	Total
	Percent

	Dokolo
	5
	0
	1
	6
	5%

	Iganga
	4
	0
	6
	10
	8%

	Jinja
	4
	8
	12
	24
	20%

	Kampala
	1
	13
	12
	26
	22%

	Kapchurwa
	0
	0
	2
	2
	2%

	Lira
	5
	0
	10
	15
	13%

	Mbale
	0
	7
	18
	25
	21%

	Soroti
	4
	2
	5
	11
	9%

	Total
	23
	30
	66
	119
	100%

	Percent
	19%
	25%
	55%
	100%
	 


	Table 2: Correlation Matrx Across Markets

	 
	Kisenyi
	Iganga
	Jinja
	Lira
	Mbale

	Iganga
	0.88
	
	
	
	 

	Jinja
	0.85
	0.89
	
	
	 

	Lira
	0.84
	0.67
	0.60
	
	 

	Mbale
	0.81
	0.83
	0.81
	0.72
	 

	Soroti
	0.69
	0.83
	0.76
	0.61
	0.82


[image: image4.emf]Table 3: Number and Percentage of Agricultural Households, by Type of Crop and by Region

REGION

Crop

Central Eastern Northern Western Total

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent

Banana (food) 1031 24.8 729 17.6 23 0.6 1253 30.2 3036 73.1

Cassava 966 23.3 847 20.4 546 13.2 726 17.5 3085 74.3

Maize 953 23 1231

29.7

363 8.7 1015 24.5 3562 85.8

Beans 873 21 719 17.3 335 8.1 1425 34.3 3352 80.8

Coffee all 708 17.1 570 13.7 24 0.6 427 10.3 1729 41.6

Sweet Potatoes 650 15.7 603 14.5 152 3.7 564 13.6 1969 47.4

Banana beer 299 7.2 146 3.5 6 0.1 509 12.3 960 23.2

Groundnut 156 3.8 194 4.7 163 3.9 261 6.3 774 18.6

Banana sweet 144 3.5 110 2.6 17 0.4 222 5.3 493 11.9

Irish Potatoes 53 1.3 4 0.1 3 0.1 185 4.5 245 5.9

Finger Millet 35 0.8 78 1.9 108 2.6 467 11.3 688 16.6

Sorghum 25 0.6 146 3.5 248 6 209 5 628 15.1

Soya Bean 10 0.2 71 1.7 7 0.2 21 0.5 109 2.6


Source: appendix VI, page 1viii, UBOS (2006)
[image: image5.emf]Table 4: Trader Characteristics: AGGREGATORS

District

Dokolo Iganga Jinja KampalaLira Soroti ALL Markets

Sample Size, by Market 5 4 4 1 5 4 23

Purchase Price

Average Current 162 193 205 180 195 180 185

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 200 250 240 270 200 270

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 150 150 180 150 160 150

Sales Price

Average Current 218 223 245 260 244 243 236

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 280 250 260 300 300 300

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 180 180 220 180 200 180

Mark-up

Average Current 56 50 40 80 48 63 53

Average, Pay Transport Costs 43 50 40 80 53 63 52

Average, Don't Pay Transport Costs 75 N/A N/A N/A 30 N/A 60

Volume Purchased

Average, past 30 days 11 37 40 30 8 40 26

Maximum, past 30 days 30 120 80 25 88 120

Minimum, past 30 days 0 2.5 3 1 7 0

Volume Sold

Average, past 30 days 10 47 30 30 10 40 25

Maximum, past 30 days 30 120 60 25 88 120

Minimum, past 30 days 0 8 0.3 1 7 0

Proportion Who Pay Transport Costs 0.6 0.75 1 1 0.8 1 0.82

Proportion Who Own Vehicle 0 0.25 0.25 0 0.2 0.5 0.22

Proportion Who Own Store 0 0 0.5 0 0.2 0 0.13

Proportion Who Test for Quality 0.8 1 1 1 1 1 0.95

Proportion Who Pays More for Quality 0.4 1 1 1 0.8 0.75 0.77

Proportion Who Dry After Purchase 0.6 0.67 0.75 1 0.4 0 0.5


[image: image6.emf]Table 5: Trader Characteristics: WHOLESALERS

District

DokoloIganga Jinja KampalaKapchurwaLira Mbale Soroti ALL Markets

Sample Size, by Market 1 6 12 12 2 10 18 5 66

Purchase Price

Average Current 180 198 227 278 340 248 258 246 250

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 220 280 300 360 300 300 350 360

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 170 180 260 320 200 180 200 170

Sales Price

Average Current 200 254 266 308 375 278 295 274 283

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 260 160 350 400 350 340 380 400

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 250 20 270 350 230 250 240 200

Mark-up

Average Current 20 50 55 30 35 30 38 28 38

Average, Pay Transport Costs 20 48 60 43 35 30 40 25 42

Average, Don't Pay Transport Costs N/A 60 20 17 N/A 30 35 30 31

Volume Purchased

Average, past 30 days 2 30 64 941 8.9 72 65 22 218

Maximum, past 30 days 64 580 10000 16 279 305 50 10000

Minimum, past 30 days 10 0 10 1.7 1.2 4 5 0

Volume Sold

Average, past 30 days 2 34 7 220 7.4 70 57 42 64

Maximum, past 30 days 64 25 900 13.5 270 300 150 900

Minimum, past 30 days 18 0 10 1.2 7.2 0 50 0

Proportion Who Pay Transport Costs 1 0.67 0.67 0.33 1 0.7 0.39 0.4 0.53

Proportion Who Own Vehicle 0 0.33 0 0.17 1 0.5 0.06 0.2 0.2

Proportion Who Own Store 0 0.17 0 0.08 0.5 0.1 0.06 0 0.08

Proportion Who Test for Quality 1 1 0.91 0.92 1 1 1 1 0.97

Proportion Who Pay More for Quality 1 0.67 0.91 1 0.5 0.89 0.94 0.8 0.89

Proportion Who Dry After Purchase 1 0.17 0.45 0.08 1 0.67 0.29 0.6 0.38


[image: image7.emf]Table 6: Trader Characteristics: BROKERS

Jinja KampalaMbale Soroti ALL Markets

Sample Size, by Market 8 13 7 2 30

Purchase Price

Average Current 232 253 254 265 249

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 250 280 270 270 280

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 200 210 250 260 200

Sales Price

Average Current 246 267 264 285 262

Maximum, Aug 2009-July 2010 260 290 270 300 300

Minimum, Aug 2009-July 2010 235 250 260 270 235

Mark-up

Average Current 14 14 10 20 13

Average, Pay Transport Costs 18 27 12 20 19

Average, Don't Pay Transport Costs 11 10 5 N/A 11

Volume Purchased

Average, past 30 days 274 573 232 3 376

Maximum, past 30 days 1200 1500 600 0.7 1500

Minimum, past 30 days 30 11 10 5 0.7

Volume Sold

Average, past 30 days 273 560 232 3 370

Maximum, past 30 days 1200 1500 600 0.7 1500

Minimum, past 30 days 30 11 10 5 0.7

Proportion Who Pay Transport Costs 0.38 0.23 0.29 1 0.33

Proportion Who Own Vehicle 0 0.07 0 0 0.03

Proportion Who Own Store 0 0 0 0 0

Proportion Who Test for Quality 1 0.92 1 1 0.97

Proportion Who Pay More for Quality 1 0.84 0.86 1 0.9

Proportion Who Dry After Purchase 0.57 0.15 0.29 1 0.34


[image: image8.emf]Table 7: Traders' Experience with Quality, by Market

Percent who report: KampalaJinja Iganga Mbale Soroti Dokolo Lira

Tests for quality on purchase 93 95 100 100 100 83 100

Pays more for better quality 93 95 78 91 82 50 86

Dries after purchase 15 54 33 29 45 67 57

No. of Observations 27 22 9 24 11 6 14


[image: image9.emf]Table 8: Prices (USh) and Volumes (MT), past 30 days

AggregatorsWholesalersBrokers

Avg. Purchase Price 185 250 249

   Max Purchase Price 270 360 280

   Min Purchases Price 150 170 200

Avg. Sales Price 236 283 262

   Max Sales Price 300 400 300

   Min Sales Price 180 200 235

Avg. Mark-Up 53 38 13

   Pays Transport 52 41 19

   Doesn't Pay Transport 60 31 11

Avg. Volume Purchased 26.4 218.3 376

   Max Volume Purchased 120 10000 1500

   Min Volume Purchased 0 0 0.72

Avg. Volume Sold 25 64.5 370

   Max Volume Sold 120 900 1500

   Min Volume Sold 0 0 0.72


[image: image10.emf]Table 9: Characteristics and Quality, by Trader Type

AggregatorsWholesalersBrokers

Percent Women 13% 81% 3%

Average Years Trading 8.9 13.6 12

Percentage Muganda 0% 18% 23%

Trust as primary choice of supplier 17% 44% 53%

Tests for quality 95% 97% 97%

Reports that quality costs more 77% 89% 90%

Dries after purchase 50% 38% 34%


[image: image11.emf]Table 10: Prices (USh), Mark-ups (USh), and Volumes (MT), past 30 daysBy District, All Traders

By District

Dokolo Iganga Jinja Kampala Lira Mbale Soroti

Avg. Purchase Price 165 196 225 262 233 258 225

   Max Purchase Price 200 250 280 300 300 300 350

   Min Purchases Price 150 150 180 180 150 180 160

Avg. Sales Price 215 243 253 279 267 284 265

   Max Sales Price 280 260 400 350 350 340 380

   Min Sales Price 180 180 220 250 180 250 200

Avg. Mark-Up 50 50 35.5 22 35 27.4 39.1

   Pays Transport 37.5 48.6 45.4 41.4 35.4 31.3 42.5

   Doesn't Pay Transport 75 60 12.5 11.5 33.3 24.5 30

Avg. Volume Purchased 10 33 130 722 54 114 25

   Max Volume Purcased 30 120 1200 10000 270 600 88

   Min Volume Purchased 0 2.5 0 10 1 4 0.72

Avg. Volume Sold 9 39 118 432 50 122 34

   Max Volume Sold 30 120 1200 1500 270 600 750

   Min Volume Sold 0 8 0 10 1 0 300

Observations 6 10 24 26 15 24 11


VI. Appendix: Annotated Survey Instrument
Trader Interview: Individual Competition and Characteristics

Wholesale and retail food staple traders 

Interview only food traders who sell at least food commodities (e.g., maize, posho, beans, sugar, oil). It is important to speak with the person who understands how this business operates and regularly manages the affairs of the business in this market. 
  This person will likely be the business owner or co-owner / co-operator (e.g., spouse or family member).
Oral Consent
Thank you very much for your willingness to participate in our study. The goal of this study is to understand issues around livelihoods, markets and relief during periods of food insecurity in this community. We are talking to traders to see how markets are affected and respond to emergencies. Your answers will help us understand how markets impact food insecurity in this community and help us to develop better programs for poor and ultra-poor households. We are, specifically interested in learning about:

•
Your career as a food trader and the conditions of markets where you operate, 

•
What your costs are, and 

•
Whether you think you can increase your trade in food, if there was additional demand.

The interview will take approximately 1 hour.  There is no direct benefit to you for participating in this survey. However, this survey can help us to understand how markets operate in this area.

You may ask questions now or anytime during the interview. All the information you give will be strictly anonymous and confidential. Your name will not be associated with any of your responses or given to anyone outside our project. Please answer questions honestly. If you do not know an answer, that is ok. Please tell us you do not know the answer. If you would rather not answer any questions, just say so. You may opt out of this interview at any time you wish. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated, as it will help us to understand the problems that face markets in this area. Do you have any questions for me? May we proceed with the interview?

	interview date:
	SURVEY #:

	start time:
	end time:

	Market name:
	District name: 

	Business Name:
	Respondent NAME:

	Owner Name:
	Respondent Contact number:

	NATURE OF TRADE:

	INTERVIEWER:
	Primary Language of Interview:

	Reviewer:

	 DATA ENTRY COMPLETED DATE:
	data entry clerk:


A. TRADER CHARACTERISTICS
1. Please tell us some basic information about you and your business

	Name of respondent:
(Family Name, Given Name)
	Respondent’s relation to owner:

0: Owner

1: Family Business

2: Spouse

3: Relative (specify) 
4: Non-relative manager

5: Non-relative employee
	Gender:
1= Male 
0= Female


	Primary language used by trader:
	Primary Ethnic Group:
	Number of years trading experience
(years)
	What percentage of owners’ income is trading?
0: 0%-25%

1: 26%-50%

2: 51%-75%

3: 76% - 100%

	 
	
	
	
	
	
	


2. Approximately how many different types of food products do you sell? [_________]
3. For what fraction of your total sales revenues does your trade in each of the three food commodities account?
	Commodity
	Percent*

	Maize grain
	

	Maize flour
	

	Beans
	



*This column may add up to less than 100% (but should not exceed 100%)

4. For maize traders who sell maize flour, indicated which grade(s) of maize flour you sell (if grades are locally divided separately or called by different names, note the local name; identify how they correspond to the most prevalent ‘standard’ grades as sold in Kampala).

Grade 1 _____________

Grade 1.5 ___________

Grade 2 _____________


5. For bean traders, what percentage of your trade in beans is Nambale Long?__________
Enumerator Note: If the respondent trades only in beans and does not trade in Nambale Long, thank the trader for his/her time and end the survey.  If beans account for the highest percentage and Nambale Long is traded, proceed with the rest of the survey only for beans.  For volumes purchased/sold and prices, ie through Question B1, refer only to Nambale Long; for transport, storage and stocking costs, answer for all beans generally.  If maize grain and/or maize flour are the highest percentage, proceed with the rest of the survey only for maize grain and flour.

Commodity chosen for remainder of survey:   MAIZE  /  BEANS  (circle)

6. Identify your suppliers (circle the primary supplier, by volume purchased).  Complete the questions on the right for indicated suppliers.

	Supplier
	Do you buy maize / beans (circle) from this group of suppliers? (Circle primary supplier; use codes for transport)
	Do you buy maize / beans from this group of suppliers through a broker? Tick as appropriate.
	Usual mode of Transport from this group of suppliers

	
	Tick if yes
	Always
	Sometimes
	(Use Codes)

	Wholesalers who sell in the same market as you, and buy from aggregators
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who sell in the same market as you, and buy from wholesalers
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who sell in a different market from yours, and buy from aggregators
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who sell in a different market from yours, and buy from wholesalers
	
	
	
	

	‘Purchasing Agent’ (Aggregator without personal capital) who buys from farmers
	
	
	
	

	Other Aggregator who buys from farmers
	
	
	
	

	Aggregator who buys from purchasing agents
	
	
	
	

	Brokers (do not know identity/role of seller)
	
	
	
	

	Farmers
	
	
	
	

	Farmers’ Associations
	
	
	
	

	Transporters
	
	
	
	

	Other (specify)____________________
	
	
	
	


	Codes for mode of transport used (check all that apply)

	1= Within the market (no transport)
	4= Rent small vehicle
	7= Own Lorry

	2= Bicycle
	5= Own small vehicle
	8= Supplier arranges for delivery

	3= Motorcycle
	6= Rent Lorry
	9=Other (specify): _______


7. Do you primarily use your OWN funds (/capital) or other traders’ funds (/capital) to purchase maize / beans? (circle)

OWN     /    SUPPLIERS’    /     BUYERS’



8. In what month(s) was most of the maize that you are currently BUYING harvested?
___________________

9. In what month(s) was most of the maize that you are currently SELLING harvested? ___________________  
[Note: in following questions, specify prices and volumes for the maize from this harvest.]



10. Please tell us about your purchasing and selling activity during the past 30 days.

	
	Maize grain/Beans
	Maize flour

	
	
	Grade 1
	Grade 1.5
	Grade 2

	Current Purchasing Price (Sh/ quantity)
	                   /
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Total volume purchased in last 30 days
	
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Current Sales Price (Sh / quantity)
	                   /
	           /
	           /
	          /

	Total volume sold in the last 30 days
	
	
	
	


	Codes for Quantities

	1= KG
	3=100 KG bag 
	5=Other: ________

	2= 50 KG bag
	4= Metric Ton
	


11. Is your current sales volume of the above food commodities over the past month low / normal / or high for this time of year? Tick appropriate box. 
	Commodity
	Low
	Normal
	High
	Why? (use codes below)

	
	
	
	
	Reason1
	Reason2
	Reason3

	Maize grain
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Maize flour
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Beans
	
	
	
	
	
	


	Codes for Lower or Higher than Normal

	0= No change
	5= Onset of food relief supply in community
	9=Insecurity (conflict)

	1= Change in demand (stable prices)
	6= Delayed arrival of food relief in community
	10=Change in transport

	2= Change in prices of this commodity
	7= Availability of commodity at source market
	11=Policy uncertainty / 

        change in policy

	3= Change in other food prices
	8= Drought
	12= Other (specify):____

	4=Change in competition
	
	


12. In a business activity, there are generally ‘seasons’—periods with peak, moderate, and low business.  For maize grain / beans, which periods would you consider peak (/ moderate / low)?  What characterizes each season?  
What were your monthly average purchases of maize grain / beans by season (in physical quantities and prices) over the past year?  
What were your monthly average sales prices and volumes for maize grain / beans and maize flour over the past year?  For maize flour, ask about prices for dominant grade sold; indicated which grade.  (Use unit codes for volumes and SHs / unit)



	Maize Grain / Beans
	Maize Flour: Grade______

	Season

(From month To month)
	Description of Season 

(use codes below)
	Monthly Average VOLUME PURCHASED 
	Monthly Average PURCHASE PRICE in 
SH / unit
	Monthly Average VOLUME SOLD
	Monthly Average SALES PRICE in 
SH / unit
	Monthly Average VOLUME SOLD
	Monthly Average SALES PRICE in 
SH / unit

	From_______To________
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	From_______To________
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	From_______To________
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	From_______To________
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	


	Unit Codes
	

	1= KG
	2=50 KG bag
	3=100 KG bag
	4=Metric Ton

	
	

	
	

	Codes for Description of Season
	

	1= First Harvest Period
	4= Between Second and First Harvest
	7=Lower prices for other staple food commodities
	10=School term

	2= Between First and Second Harvests
	5= Peak Purchasing Period
	8=Higher prices for other staple food commodities
	11=No activity

	3= Second Harvest Period
	6= Peak Selling Period
	9=Storage
	12=Other:_____________


13.  What are the maximum and minimum prices paid and received during the past 12 months?

	
	Maize grain / Beans
	Maize flour

	Maximum purchase price paid during the past 12 months
	                        /
	N/A

	Month the maximum purchase price was paid
	
	N/A

	Month the grain bought at this price was harvested
	
	

	Minimum purchase price paid during the past 12 months
	                        /
	N/A

	Month the minimum price was paid
	
	N/A

	Month the grain bought at this price was harvested
	
	N/A

	Maximum sales price received during past 12 months
	                        /
	                  /

	Month the maximum sales price was received
	
	

	Month the grain sold at this price was harvested
	
	

	Minimum sales price received during past 12 months
	                       /
	                  /

	Month the minimum sales price was received
	
	

	Month the grain sold at this price was harvested
	
	


	Codes for cost units

	1= KG
	3=100 KG bag 
	5=Other: ________

	2= 50 KG bag
	4= Metric Ton
	


For Maize only:
14. Do you test for maize moisture content prior to purchase?  Yes  / No (circle)

15. Does higher quality maize cost more? Yes / No (circle)

16. Do you sometimes dry maize after purchase? Yes / No (circle)

B. SOURCE MARKET CHARACTERISTICS
1. We would like to learn about the characteristics of all food markets you use to buy maize and beans. Please describe the characteristics of the locations where you purchase these commodities, which may be the same market where you sell or may be other markets.

	What markets/locations are you purchasing from 
(for aggregators: name of locations)
	Percent of your maize purchases by source market
	Percent of your bean (Nambale Long only) purchases by source market
	What markets / locations are your suppliers purchasing from (if known)?

	1.


	
	
	

	2.


	
	
	

	3.

	
	
	

	4. 


	
	
	

	5.


	
	
	

	6.


	
	
	

	7.


	
	
	

	8.


	
	
	

	9.


	
	
	

	10.


	
	
	

	11.


	
	
	

	12.


	
	
	


2. Select the top two markets (by volume purchased) above, and answer the following.

	Markets chosen from above
	Distance to the market you purchase from (one way)
	How do you usually transport goods from this market to the market where you sell? (use codes below)
	Rent / Own (circle)
	Volume in vehicle (specify actual volume packed in vehicle, NOT official volume of vehicle)
	Cost / unit

	1. 


	
	
	Rent / Own
	
	

	2.

 
	
	
	Rent / Own
	
	


	Codes for mode of transport used

	0= Within the market (no transport)
	4=Small vehicle
	7=Supplier arranges for delivery

	1=Bicycle
	5=Lorry
	8= Other: ________________

	2=Motorcycle
	6=Truck
	


	Codes for transportation costs units

	0= Within the market (no transport)
	3=100 KG bag
	6=Other:__________

	1=KG
	4=metric ton
	

	2= 50 KG bag
	5= per vehicle
	


3. Using only the primary market selected above, answer the following questions for that market.
	Commodity
	From above: Name of primary market 

(for aggregators: name of location)
	In the past year, how frequently did you purchase this commodity from this source market in the peak season?

(use code below)
	Current number of wholesalers of this commodity at this source market

 (for aggregators: farmers—if exact number not known, use ranges below)
	How many sellers of this commodity do you buy from in this market? (If exact number not known, use ranges below)

	Maize grain


	
	
	
	

	Beans


	
	
	
	


	Codes for frequency of visit to market

	1=At least once a week
	3=At least once a month
	5=Others (specify):______

	2=At least once every two weeks
	4=At least once every three months
	


	Ranges for number of wholesalers/farmers/retailers/buyers (if exact number not known)

	0-5
	11-25
	More than 100

	6-10
	26-100
	


4. What are the main factors that influence your choice of supplier?  (Enumerator: first allow traders to identify factors freely.  Then read out those selected and ask them to rank the top three (3)). 
	Factor
	Tick if relevant
	Rank top three 

(1= most important)

	Price
	
	

	Diversity of products available
	
	

	Reliably stocks the products/quantities I need
	
	

	Trustworthy
	
	

	Provides credit
	
	

	Quality
	
	

	Proximity
	
	

	Accessible by transport
	
	

	Security
	
	

	Provides transport
	
	

	Provides market information
	
	

	Friend or relative
	
	

	Other (specify):
	
	


5. How difficult would it be to purchase the same volume and quality from suppliers who are different from the ones you regularly rely on? Tick Appropriate Box.

	Commodity
	Easy
	OK
	Difficult
	Extremely difficult

	Maize grain
	
	
	
	

	Beans
	
	
	
	


Please tell us about a typical restocking trip / purchase.
6. What is the total weight of goods typically purchased? 
Peak season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)

Lean season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)

7. What is the weight of maize typically purchased? 
Peak season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)
Lean season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)

8. What is the weight of beans typically purchased?
Peak season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)
Lean season: _______KGs / Metric Tons (circle)

9. How often do you typically purchase?
	Commodity
	Peak: times per month/year (circle)
	Lean: times per month/year (circle)

	Maize
	___________  times per month / year
	___________  times per month / year

	Beans
	___________  times per month / year
	___________  times per month / year


10. Please tell us about your average costs for one typical restocking event in a peak season that included maize and/or beans:

	Average costs on a typical restocking trip
	Cost (in SHs) / unit (use codes)
	Quantity in Unit
	Unit (for quantity)

	One-way transport costs from your supplier to your business
	
	
	

	Security Costs and bribes
	
	
	

	Loading / unloading if not done by your employee
	
	
	

	Driver or other labor costs (e.g., minding store) not paid on a monthly basis
	
	
	

	Losses (breakages, leakages, damages during trip etc)
	
	
	

	Dues
	
	
	

	Cleaning Costs
	
	
	

	Bagging
	
	
	

	Other (specify):
	
	
	


	Codes for Cost Units

	1=Bag 
	3=Trip (flat rate)
	5=Person / Employee

	2=Vehicle
	4=Distance
	6=Other: ___________


	Codes for Quantity Units

	1=KG
	3=Kilometer
	5=Other: ___________

	2=Mile
	4=Metric Ton
	


11. What is your typical processing / milling cost? 

Grade 1:   
[___________] SHs  per KG / 50 KG / 100KG / metric ton (circle)
Grade 1.5: 
[___________] SHs  per KG / 50 KG / 100KG / metric ton (circle)
Grade 2: 
[___________] SHs  per KG / 50 KG / 100KG / metric ton (circle)
12. Please tell us about your average costs for running your business. 

	Average Costs (per week / month / year)
	Cost (in SHs)  / unit (use codes)
	Quantity in unit (if applies)
	/ Time (use codes)

	Rent, mortgage and building maintenance costs relating to the business (also includes utilities such as electricity, water etc) for shop 
	
	
	

	Rent, mortgage and building maintenance costs relating to storage facilities (also includes utilities such as electricity, water etc) 
	
	
	

	Fees (license, tax, council, etc.)
	
	
	

	Security Costs
	
	
	

	Bribes
	
	
	

	Bags
	
	
	

	Other general supplies (specify:_______________)
	
	
	

	Credit and interest costs or loan repayments
	
	
	

	Transformation / processing
	
	
	

	Employee costs 
	
	
	

	Other (specify):
	
	
	


	Codes for Cost Units

	1=Bag 
	3=Trip (flat rate)
	5=Person / Employee

	2=Vehicle
	4=Distance
	6=Other: ___________


	Codes for time period for average costs

	1=per week
	2=per month
	3=per year


C. DEMAND MARKET CHARACTERISTICS

1. We would like to learn about the characteristics of all food markets where you sell food commodities. Please describe characteristics of the locations where you sell maize grain, maize flour, and/or beans, which may be the same market where you purchase or may be other markets. 
	Names of markets where you sell 
	Commodity sold in this market
	Percent of  sales of each commodity by market
	Current number of wholesalers who also sell at this location (If exact number not known, use ranges below)
	Current number of retailers who sell at this location (If exact number not known, use ranges below)

	1.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	3.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	4.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	5.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


	Ranges for number of wholesalers/retailers (if exact number not known)

	0-5
	11-25
	More than 100

	6-10
	26-100
	


2. If a new trader wanted to start a business in the markets where you work, how difficult/easy would it be? (use code below)

	Commodity
	Retailer
	Wholesalers
	Transporters
	Aggregators
	Brokers

	Maize grain
	N/A
	
	
	
	

	Maize flour
	
	
	
	N/A
	

	Beans
	
	
	
	
	


	Codes for entry into business
	
	

	1=Easy
	2=OK
	3=Difficult
	4=Extremely difficult


3. Please identify your main customers by volume sold. (Enumerator: first allow traders to identify customers freely. Tick their customers. Then read out list and ask to indicate the most important (circle))

	Customer
	Do you sell maize grain / beans to this group?

Circle most important customer.
	Do you sell maize flour to this group? 

Circle most important customer.
	Do you sell maize / beans / maize flour to this buyer through a broker? (tick as appropriate)

	
	Tick if yes
	Tick if yes
	Always
	Sometimes

	Individual households
	
	
	
	

	Hotels or restaurants
	
	
	
	

	Retailers who sell in the same market as you 
	
	
	
	

	Retailers who sell in a market different from yours
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who sell in the same market as you
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who mill and sell in the same market as you
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who sell in a different market from yours
	
	
	
	

	Wholesalers who mill and sell in a different market from yours
	
	
	
	

	Aggregators
	
	
	
	

	Exporter
	
	
	
	

	School / school feeding program
	
	
	
	

	Other Institution
	
	
	
	

	Company (specify name(s) if known)
	
	
	
	

	Broker (do not know identity / role of buyer)
	
	
	
	

	Others (Specify):
	
	
	
	


4. Do you sell any of these commodities for export?  If so, what percentage of your trade in this commodity do you export, and to what countries?

	Commodity
	Export Directly? (Yes/No)
	Percentage 
	Do your customers export? (Yes/No)
	Countries

	Maize grain
	
	
	
	

	Maize flour
	
	
	
	

	Beans
	
	
	
	


5. In the last 7 days, how many customers did you serve? [_________]

6. Approximately how many of those were buying from you for the first time? [________]

7. Have you sold to WFP before?  Yes/No (circle)

8. If YES, what was the first year of sales to WFP? ___________
9. From 2005 to 2009, what was your most profitable year? [__________](YYYY)

10. Why? (use codes below)

If more than one applies, rank in order of importance.

	Reason
	Rank

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


	Increased Profit
	
	

	1= Higher volumes sold
	5= Business expanded to sell into new markets
	7= Food security shock

	2= Higher profit margins for unit sold
	6= Business expanded to sell more products 
	8= Other:__________

	3= Higher volumes and higher profits
	7=Improved access to credit
	

	4=Decreased competition
	8=Worked harder than before
	


11. From 2005 to 2009, what was your least profitable year? [__________](YYYY)

12. Why? (use codes below)  If more than one applies, rank in order of importance.

	Reason
	Rank

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


	Decreased Profit
	
	

	1= Lower volumes sold
	5= Business contracted to sell fewer products
	8= Worked less

	2= Costs too high/lower profit margins
	6= Business contracted to sell to fewer customers
	9=Other:_________

	3= Lower volumes and lower profits
	7= Decreased access to credit
	

	4=Increased competition
	
	


D. CONSTRAINTS: STORAGE AND CREDIT

1. Please tell us about your storage facility: 

	What are the types of storage facilities that you have? 

(use code below)
	What is your storage capacity at this location? 

KG / 50 KG bags / 100KG bags / metric tons (circle)
	What is your current stocks of maize / beans? 
KGs / 50 KG bags / 100 KG bags / Metric Tons (circle) 
	If all of your stocks of maize / beans were sold today, how many days would it take to rebuild your stock to the current level? 

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


	Types of storage
	

	0= No storage
	2=Own business 
	4=Rented warehouse or store

	1=Own home
	3=Own warehouse or store
	5=Other (specify):_____________


2. Is the current stock of maize / beans (circle) lower than normal, normal, higher than normal for your business for this time of year?  L /N / H (circle).  

3. If lower than normal, why? [______________]  (use codes for lower than normal) 

	Codes for lower than normal

	1= Poor harvest
	3= Demand shock (unexpected buyer, etc.)
	5= Other (specify):__________

	2= Source out of stock
	4= Purchasing prices too high
	

	3= Personal financial constraints
	5= Other cost increase
	 


4. If you are not currently selling maize grain, in which month do you expect to sell? ___________

5. At what price do you expect to sell? [_________] SHs per KG / 50 KG / 100KG / TON (circle)

6. If you are not currently selling maize flour, in which month do you expect to sell? ___________

7. At what price do you expect to sell? [_________] SHs per KG / 50KG / 100KG / TON (circle)

8. If you are not currently selling beans, in which month do you expect to sell? ____________

9. At what price do you expect to sell? [_________] SHs per KG / 50 KG / 100KG / TON (circle)
Please tell us about your business’ experience with access to credit.

10. In the last five years, have you received loan or credit (including supplier credit)? [_____] 0=No 1=Yes. (Enumerator: If NO, proceed to Question 11. If YES, proceed to Question 12)
11. If NO, what are the main reasons? (use codes below) [_______]  

No loans code

	1 = Do not need any loan or credit
	3= Applied for loan or requested credit but did not receive it

	2 = Need loan or credit but do not meet their minimum requirements (e.g., having share in FSA, minimum amount of assets)  
	4= Other (specify): ________________________



(Enumerator: proceed to Question 13 after Q11)

12. If YES, from which sources did you receive a loan or credit (circle main source)?
Source 1: _______
Source 2:________ 
Source 3:________ 
Source 4:_______

	Codes for Source of loan
	

	1 = Relatives /friends/neighbors
	5 = Merry go rounds

	2 = Taking goods on credit from store (Supplier credit)
	6 =Transporter Credit 

	3 = Banks
	7=NGOs

	4 = Groups/credit cooperatives/MFI
	8=Other (specify):___________________


13. Credit perception: Please tell me about your opinion on where you would go for a loan and the difficulty of getting loans for each of the following amounts. 
	Loan amount
	Main source of loan (use codes below)
	Difficulty of getting it (use codes below)

	Less than 400,000 SH in Uganda
	
	

	400,000 – 2,000,000 Sh in Uganda
	
	

	Greater than 2,000,000 Sh in Uganda
	
	


	Codes for Main Source of loan
	

	1 = Relatives /friends/neighbors
	5 = Merry go rounds

	2 = Taking goods on credit from store (Supplier credit)
	6 =Transporter Credit 

	3 = Banks
	7=NGOs

	4 = Groups/credit cooperatives/MFI
	8=Other (specify):___________________


	Codes for level of difficulty
	

	1 = Easy (almost always get it)
	3 = Difficult (less 50% chance of getting it)

	2 = OK (about 50% chance of getting it)
	4= Extremely difficult (less than 10% chance)


E. SUPPLY RESPONSE
1. If demand increases such that you are able to sell all that you want at current prices, what is the maximum amount of maize grain / beans that you would want to sell? 
a. Maize grain (Max volume)
[___________________] in KGs or Metric Tons (circle)
b. Beans (Max volume)    [___________________] in KGs or Metric Tons (circle)

2. How much time would it take to procure the maximum amount specified in question 1? 

a. Maize grain in peak season:
[___________________]  days / weeks / months (circle)
b. Maize grain now: [___________________]  days / weeks / months (circle)

c. Beans in peak season:   [___________________]  days / weeks / months (circle)

d. Beans now: [___________________]  days / weeks / months (circle)
3. What are the key factors that may affect how fast you are able to source this maximum amount of each commodity? (Tick all that apply; circle most important).
	Factors affecting speed of sourcing 
	Maize grain
	Beans

	Availability of cash
	
	

	Availability of credit
	
	

	Availability of transport
	
	

	Availability of commodity
	
	

	Availability of your time
	
	

	Availability of labour
	
	

	Proximity to source
	
	

	Insecurity
	
	

	Communication problems
	
	

	Other (specify)___________________
	
	


4. What factors would have to change in order for you to sell more than the amount specified above? (Indicate all that apply, using codes; circle the most important). 
	Maize grain

(use codes below)
	Beans 

(use codes below)

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	

	
	


Capacity change codes

	0= I do not want to increase my capacity
	6= Lower transport costs
	12= Lower credit costs

	1= Increased selling price
	7= Require licenses 
	13= Improved security

	2= Lower purchase price
	8= Require additional storage
	14= Fewer requests for credit

	3= Require more of own time for business
	9= Require access to credit
	15= Other (specify):___

	4= Require more trustworthy employees
	10=Improved infrastructure
	

	5= Require greater transport availability
	11= Availability of cash/capital
	


Enumerator Note:  At the end of the interview, ask the trader if he/she would mind providing us with additional contacts (and cell phone numbers if possible) for:

1. A trader from whom he/she purchases goods

2. A trader to whom he/she sells goods

3. A trader who engages in trade of similar commodities and at a similar level as him/her (ie a competitor)
Indicate the type of trader the contact is, and his/her relationship to the respondent (using numbers above).

	Name
	Type of Trader
	Location/Address
	Phone Number

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


� Reported by Daniel Molla, Director of VAM for WFP in Uganda.  July 2010.


� This conclusion is consistent with Barrett (1997) findings from Madagascar.


� This is consistent with findings of strong ethnic trader networks that generate significant barriers to entry in Northern Kenya (Mahmoud, 2001). 


� This will usually be the main market where the trader is currently selling, especially if the trader participates in multiple markets or is itinerant





�This type of question would vary by commodity; ie, for processed goods it would be different grades, but if we were focusing on beans it might be different varieties of beans.  The purpose is to be able to compare volumes and prices across traders, and hence we need to be as precise as possible about exactly what commodity we’re asking about.


�Note rows added reflecting different types of aggregators.  It is key here for the enumerator to understand that we want to understand the chain link by link, hence it is important to ask questions in such a way that all indicated distinctions are understood.


Along similar lines, the column added indicating whether or not the transaction is brokered is to avoid hearing that people buy from “brokers” without knowing who the “true” seller is.


�This helps us understand the nature of the trade that the trader we are talking to does.  It is particular important if we are concerned about flows of credit, which may have implications for participation in food procurement.


�These questions are a way of finding out to what degree traders STOCK and sell later.  It also allows us to better compare prices; since the price of maize changes with age, combining prices of new and old maize could lead to inaccuracies.  We can resolve this by knowing for each trader when the maize he buys/sells was harvested.


�Note the addition of the different grades.  In this manner we can obtain ALL volumes and consistent prices/comparable prices for different grades.  For the rest of the survey, it seems to us to be less important to obtain separate information here; we could focus if necessary on prices for a particular grade (eg. 1.5), that is the most common an/or the most relevant for the underlying objectives of the study.


�One issue that can come up here is that some traders are inclined to give information for a “typical” year as opposed to THIS year.  It is important here, we feel, to make it very clear that this question applied to THIS year; this gives us comparable responses, and also allows for useful data collection in the case that the survey is repeated in multiple years.


It might make sense to include a follow-up question regarding how THIS year compares to TYPICAL years (as in our case, the year of the surveys, 2009-2010, was markedly different from typical years).  However, much of that information can be gathered from key informants.


�We added rows for the month of that harvest; this may or may not be interesting enough to include in all cases, but again it allows for more accurate comparisons between prices given by different traders.


�We removed the “Distance to this market” question; that information could be gathered through other means if necessary, and was otherwise cumbersome to ask and not necessarily relevant.


�We dropped the notion of obtaining the furthest market here, although having TWO markets listed may still make sense.  We then added the “distance to market” column HERE.  The goal of this question is to get at transportation costs, so ideally we want to be able to use it to calculate “Price per Unit per Kilometer.”  There may be other questions or methods that are better at obtaining this.


Another issue to consider that was not addressed in this survey version is that many traders DO NOT transport from the markets from which they BUY, but DO transport to the markets in which they SELL.  If it is transportation costs in general that we care about, we want this information on both ends.  It may make sense to move this question down in the survey, and ask it more broadly, ie for “Main markets to/from which you transport goods.”


�The goal of this change is to allow us to get price / unit, in comparable units across traders, with the least hassle for enumerators.  The enumerator can hence indicate directly whatever cost given to him in the first column, then use “unit” codes for whether that cost is per Vehicle, Bag, Trip (flat rate), Kilometer, Person/Employee, or Other.  The Quantity in Unit can then flexibly be used for quantities, and the last column for the unit of that quantity.   For example: 500—BAG—130—KG gives us 500 per 130 KG bag; 20,000—TRIP—10—TONS gives us 20,000 for each 10-ton load.


�This is a simple expansion to include the costs of milling different grades.


�The idea is the same as above, except that in some cases here we will only have costs per unit of TIME; we want, however, to capture variable costs (ie bagging or spot-labor costs) if that is how they are paid.


�This question was not very informative; it may provide a general impression of how traders perceive the difficulty of different tasks, but it didn’t reach any nuances as to what constraints they face.   That may be fine, but if one is interested in obtaining a better idea of specific constraints faced in may be more appropriate to ask the trader ONLY about his/her business, and ask a more open-ended question.  Possible alternatives could include:





 “If someone from a neighboring town decides to set up a business exactly like yours in this market, would it be easy for him/her to do so?” (YES / NO; if not, why?)





“What factors make it difficult to engage in the type of trade you engage in (including in similar volumes and prices)?”





[Codes for common factors/reasons could be developed with survey pilot testing, and/or these could remain open-ended.]


�Added columns here now include the distinction of wholesalers who MILL and those who don’t.  This is to fix the issue that many traders indicated “millers” here, when generally pure millers do not buy maize, but rather some wholesalers run milling operations and/or mill before resale.


It may or may not be appropriate to divide out types of aggregators; generally since we’re talking about customers, we know that they are selling to aggregators who buy from traders, and we already asked whether or not they buy with their own capital, so we can leave this as simply “aggregators”.


As with A6, we add the column asking if transactions are brokered so as to understand the actual nature of the supply chain.
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