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1 Executive Summary 

A total of 12 field days under the Kenya Market led Horticulture Program [KMHP] have been 
successfully conducted in 9 selected counties namely Nakuru, Kiambu, Nyandarua, Meru, Nyeri, 
Uasin Gishu, Laikipia, Bomet and Narok. 3 of the 12 field days were at Institutional sites i.e. 
Wambugu Farmer Training Center, Kenya Highland Seed Farm and University of Eldoret. The field 
days attracted a total of 2,852 farmers and 40 exhibitors. Mobilisation of farmers and exhibitors was 
done using various methods. The most effective methods of mobilizing farmers were road shows, 
agriculture officers, farmer groups as well as referrals from friends. Exhibitors had not only the 
opportunity to market their products and services but they also transacted business. A total of 16 
bank account were opened through family and equity bank, sales of over KES 30,000 were recorded 
by some exhibitors in 3 field days and 3 biogas plant installation deals were closed. 
 
The field days attracted more men than women but had a good representation of youth. More than 
half of the farmers interviewed indicated that they have been into vegetables farming for longer 
than 5 years and thus could relate to the content of the field day and the trainings very well. From 
the interviews carried out 93% of farmers indicate that they are willing to pay for future trainings. 
The most common crop cultivate farmer in the 9 counties are potatoes, cabbage, tomatoes, kales 
and carrots. 49.53% of all farmer interviewed indicated they had participated in one or more of KHS - 
HortImpact trainings, where training 1 and 2 attracted more participants than training 3 and 4. Early 
communication of the planned training and synchronising with the planting seasons was cited as a 
way to improve the attendance. Farmers’ follow up after training is necessary in order to increase 
adoption of the techniques and technologies they were trained on.  Incorporating more value chains 
such as livestock was recommended during the trainings and field days as most farmers have 
integrated farming practices. This provides an opportunity to link up to other development projects 
to compliment the efforts of KMHP. 
 
Farmers recorded improved productivity, quality and quantity of their produces; they also learnt 
more marketing strategies. The middle men (broker) are still dominant players in the market with 
most of the farmers indicating that prices are mainly dictated by the brokers. With good record 
keeping, on the quantity and quality of production is necessary for farmers to negotiate for good 
prices for their produce. Unreliable weather patterns still remains a biggest challenge for most of the 
farmers since they are not capable of planning there farming activities in advance.  This is an 
opportunity to explore for partnerships with insurance companies who can offer tailor made 
products for mitigating this risk. Several insurance companies participated in the field days an 
indication that partnership synergies in the future can be explored.  
 
In general the field days were rated as good but their room for improvements in the future. These 
include awareness of the field days and also provision of adequate time before the field day to allow 
smooth preparation.  
 

 



    
2 Background  

AgriProFocus Kenya spearheaded the planning and implementation of 12 field days [FD] in 
collaboration with the KMHP and its partners. Farmers under the program underwent through a 
series of practical on-site trainings offered by input supply companies at selected demo farms set up 
by Kenya Highland Seed with support from the program. The focus was mainly on production and 
good agricultural practices. The field days offered an opportunity to the farmers to meet, network 
and learn from value chain actors – including the market actors, financial institutions, insurance 
companies.  It was also an opportunity for KMHP to identify potential trainees for the follow up 
training programs. 
 
2.1 The objective: 
The overall objective of the field days was to demonstrate the link between production and the 
market through experience sharing, networking and learning.  
 
2.2 The target 

 Farmers and farmer groups both trained through the program and prospective trainees in 
the upcoming trainings. Target participation was 2400 farmers in the 12 field days.  

 Agro input suppliers in the locality; 

 Service providers including financial institutions, extension service providers, insurance 
providers, business development service providers.   

 
2.3 The structure of the field day  
The structure of the field day comprised of: 
1. Visit to the demo farm and open field demonstration 
2. Experience sharing on the benefits of the training program – stories from trained farmers 
3. Mini forums through a mini exhibition for the service providers and input suppliers to meet with 

the farmers face to face. This was also an opportunity for the input companies to introduce their 
appointed agro-dealers in these regions to the farmers.   

 
Below is the 12 field days schedule. Wambugu Farm and University of Chepkoilel highlighted below 
are venues for annual agribusiness fairs.  

Table 1: Field days schedule 

County Location Site Date 

Kiambu Limuru Bibirioni 10th June 2016 

Nakuru Kuresoi South Koindamet 14th July 2016 

Nakuru Njoro Mosop in Mauche ward 21st July 2016 

Laikipia Umande Umande 26th July 2016 

Nyeri Nyeri Central Wambugu Farm 29th July 2016 

Nyeri Kieni West Kiawara 3rd August 2016 

Nyandarua Olkalou Kanjuiri Ridge 9th August 2017 

Narok Oloropil Enaibelbel 17th August 2016 

Uasin Gishu Kesses Matharu 24th August 2016 

Meru Timau Nguchichi 30th August 2016 

Narok Katakala Kenya Highland Seed [KHS] site  7th Sept 2016 

Uasin Gishu Chepkoilel University of Eldoret  22nd & 24th Sept 2016 

 



    
3 Key Outcomes of the field days  

3.1 Farmers’ and exhibitors’ mobilization 
 
12 successful field days were conducted in the 9 selected counties. Several methods were used to do 
effective mobilisation, including: 
 

 Engaging with sub-county and ward agricultural offices,  

 Reaching out to other development partner projects in the respective areas – USAID dairy 
trainer participated.  

 Church announcements: atleast 2-3 announcements were done before the actual field day  

 Chief barazas  

 Roadshows: this was recommended by farmers in the Limuru field day as an effective way to 
reach farmers. This was done a day before the actual field day. 

 Posters at strategic places including the chief camps, sub-county offices 

 Lead farmer mobilisation through their networks and influence in community 

 One-way transport facilitation for farmers from far flung areas Farmer had to take care of 
their return transportation.  

 
The most effective means of mobilization based on the interviews conducted was through road 
shows, agriculture officers, farmer groups as well as referrals from friends. In general farmer 
participation was good across most field days with most field days meeting the target of between 
150 - 200 farmers per field day. The institutional sites despite attracting   low number of farmers 
during the trainings recorded significant number of farmers’ turnout.  This can be attributed to the 
mobilisation strategy used by the teams on the ground, as well as collaboration   with the sub-
county and ward agricultural officer from the regions to mobilise the farmers.  
 
A total of 40 exhibitors turned up 10 non institutional sites with an average of 8 exhibitors being 
recorded at each site. The exhibitors included partners within the program –KHS, Koppert 
Biologicals, Syngenta EA, SoilCares, Real IPM and  other actors in the value chain including financial 
institutions – Banks, SACCOs, 
Micro Finance Institutions 
[MFI], insurance companies, 
greenhouse service providers 
for instance Illuminum 
Greenhouses,  and soil 
testing companies such as 
SGS among others.  
 
 
 
A random sampling of 
exhibitors showed that the 
main reason for companies 
to exhibit in the field day was 
driven by the visibility of these field days at farm level giving them an opportunity to interact with 
farmers. Farmers made follow ups with these companies after the trainings to get more information 
on their products and service with some expressing interest.  
 
 
 



    
Mobilisation of farmers and exhibitors had its challenges. Some included: 

1. Limited time between field days to ensure ample time for mobilisation. However, the field 
teams adapted to the tight schedules and were able to cover all field sites in good time 
through division of tasks.  

2. Some of the partners in the program did not turn up for the filed days as exhibitors. Initially 
first priority was given to project partners. However after numerous attempts to get some 
with no success, mobilisation of alternative companies with similar products and services 
was done. This also gave an opportunity for KMHP to develop a database of companies it 
could work with in the future.  For instance Hortipro a key partner providing the 
greenhouses did not sustain active participation to the end. 

3. In some field days – Meru-Ngushishi for instance –the field day had a low turnout of farmers 
because the dates coincided with school opening dates and parents had to take their 
children to school. To avoid this in future when planning for such activities, probable key 
activity events such as school opening days and market days should be considered to 
enhance participation.  



    
A detailed breakdown of the attendance is highlighted in the table below. The State Department for Agriculture in the respective regions was represented 
in all the 12 field days.  
 

Table 2: Overall Attendance of farmers and exhibitors  

Site No. of 
Farmers 

No. of 
Exhibitors 

Profile of exhibitors 

    1 Bibirioni 113 8 KHS, Koppert Biologicals, Syngenta East Africa [EA], UAP insurance, Family Bank, Real 
IPM, Rabbit Farm wonder, Bibirioni Agrovet 

    2 Kuresoi 116 6 Koppert Biologicals, Bayer EA, Syngenta EA, KC seed, KHS, Lachlan  

    3 Mosop (Mauche) 154 5 Syngenta EA, Equity Bank, Visons ACCD, Mau-Narok Sacco, KHS 

    4 Umande 255 5 Illuminum Greenhouses, Kilimo Biashara, Siraji Sacco, Koppert Biologicals, KHS 

    5 Wambugu 682 6 1 KHS, Koppert Biologicals, Real IPM, Syngenta EA, SoilCares, Bayer EA 
    6 Olkalau 142 8 Kenya Biogas Program, Illuminum Greenhouses, KHS, Kenagro Ltd, Syngenta EA, 

Equity Bank, Koppert Biologicals, Organic Tech 

    7 Enaibelbel 311 6 Wamu Investment Ltd, Green Pot Enterprises, Yara EA, Koppert Biologicals, Bayer EA, 
KHS 

    8 KHS site 151 5 Cosmopolitan Sacco, Elite organisation, Amaco Insurance, Hygrotech EA ltd, 
Illuminum greenhouse 

    9 Kieni 123 9 Monsanto, Amiran, Mazao Plus Ltd, Neolite International, Koppert Biologicals, 
Biashara Sacco, Kenbip Enterprises, Organic Tech, KHS 

  10 Meru 932 8 Bayer EA, Siraji Sacco, Solutions Sacco, Koppert Biologicals, Capital Sacco, Farm Star, 
Equity Bank, KHS 

  11 Kesses 158 2 KHS, Syngenta EA  

  12 Universityof Eldoret 200 103 KHS, CropNut, SoilCares, Koppert Biologicals, UAP insurance, Bayer EA, Real IPM, 
Illuminum Greenhouse, Future Pump, SGS Kenya 

Total farmers reached 2852  

                                                           
1 This was an institutional site and thus participation was beyond the HortImpact field day. The 6 companies [KHS, Koppert, Real IPM, Syngenta, SoilCares and Bayer] offered 
on-site training within the KHS demo site and thus can be attributed to have shaped the content of the field day.  
2
 The field day incidentally coincided with the school opening dates for 3rd term and this adversely affected the attendance of farmers as they had to take back children to 

school. 
3
 Companies in the HortImpact tent at the University of Eldoret agribusiness trade fair that also participated at the horticulture seminar within the Dutch Pavillion 



    
 
3.2 Evaluation of trainings and field day activities  
A survey was designed together with the HortImpact team to evaluate the relevance and 
effectiveness of the trainings and the field days. The target was 50 interviews per field day. Farmers 
were randomly selected during the interviews between those who attended previous trainings and 
those who only attended the field day. The data represented in the following sections only 
represents 104 out of the 12 field days, but gives a general impression of the overall feedback from 
the 12 field days.  Inferences drawn from the data are presented below.  
 
3.2.1 Demographics 
533 farmers were interviewed from 10 field days. Of these, 165 were female while 368 were male. 
Table 1 below show the representation of male and female interviewed based on their age range.  
 

Table 3: Gender  representation  based on the age range 
 

Gender 

Age Range 

0-35 35 and above Grand Total 

Female 58 107 165 

Male 128 240 368 

Grand Total 186 347 533 

 
 
The representation of the women is an indication that despite the fact that many women are 
involved in farming activities they hardly get an opportunity to participate in the trainings session 
which is necessary to improve on 
their farming skills. Also notable 
from the data is that 186 of those 
interviewed were of 35 years and 
below, an indication that youth 
are indeed involved in farming and 
are interested in the field days to 
gain more knowledge.  

                                                           
4 Data for Kesses and University of Eldoret was not ready by the time the report had to be submitted. However 
data form the 10 out of 12 filed days is a good indication of the general responses and can be extrapolated to 
reflect the missing 2 data sets.  



    
 
Table 4: Farmers experience in farming vegetables (Years) 

Years 0-35 
35 and 
above Grand Total 

0-1 year (new) 30 7 37 

1-5 years (fairly new) 97 64 161 

5-10 years (somewhat old) 42 98 140 

Above 10 years (old) 17 178 195 

Grand Total 186 347 533 

 
More than half of the farmers interviewed have been farming vegetables for more than 5 years as 
highlighted in the table 4 above and thus 
could relate to the content of the field 
day and trainings. The most common 
crops that the farmers produced include 
potatoes, cabbage, tomatoes, kales and 
carrots among other vegetables.  And 
when asked if they would be willing to 
pay for future trainings 497 farmers out 
of the 533 interviewed indicated that 
they are willing to pay if requested to do 
so. This is indeed an indication of how 
valuable the trainings were to the 
farmers.  
 
 
49.53% of all farmer interviewed indicated they had participated in the KHS - HortImpact trainings 

while 50.47% had not. Of the 264 farmers 
that attended the trainings 1-4 offered by 
the program, 215 farmers indicated that 
they had attended training 1. 36 of the 
respondents had attended training 2, while 
trainings 3 and 4 had been attended by 11 
and 6 farmers respectively. Emphasis on 
complete training for farmers is necessary 
for optimal results from production to 
market.   
 
 
 

Some of the reasons cited for not being able to attend the training were for instance lack of prior 
information on the planned field training, other competing commitments as well as the long 
distance to the training venue where farmers lacked finances to facilitate the transportation to the 
venue. 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 
3.2.2  Technique and technology adaptation   
Technology adopted varied from farmer to farmer, with almost all the aspects introduced being 
adopted by atleast one or more farmers. Fertilizer selection and application and chemical selection 
and application attracted the highest number of adopters.  
 
The interviews also sought out to understand kind of technology the farmers are willing to invest 

and the support they would require in order to 
invest in these technologies, figures below shows 
the response. Finance was the support needed by 
most of the responded followed by information.  
This is an indication that future programs needs 
to collaborate more with financial institution for 
financial assistance as well as private and public 
institution where farmers can be offered 
extension service on the critical areas of their 
investments.  
 
 

Considerably high number of respondents (101) had not adopted any of the techniques or 
technologies in their farms citing a number of reasons.  
Lack of finance ranked the highest, 
followed by the timing of the training 
with many attributing to having planted 
or harvested their crop at the time of 
training. 
 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
Farmers indicated that support with access to finance, information and market linkages are 
important for them to be able to make the required investments into the techniques and 

technologies. This therefore offers an 
opportunity for the program to work with 
financial institution – banks, SACCOS, MFI 
and other value chain actors like the input 
companies to develop products that can 
support the farmers to adapt these 
technologies.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
Farmers also had a chance to learn new  techniques in regards to handling and harvesting of their 
produces.  
Observing Pre-Harvest intervals and stages of harvest were rated as the most learnt techniques in 
regards to handling and harvesting of tomatoes and other applicable crops. 
 

Table 5:  Technique for handling and harvesting 

Technique  Number of Responses 

Observing Pre-Harvest 
Intervals 

8 

Stages of Harvest 183 

Transportation  6 

Not attended the session 65 

Total 262 

 
 
Some of the additional techniques adopted by farmer that they learnt in other trainings included 
dairy farming and manure application. 
This is a relevant observation as it 
was also evident in some of the 
field days that there was added value to 
include complimentary value 
chains to the horticulture field day – 
for instance in the OlKalou and 
Enaibelbel field days the farmers 
went through a diary session and a 
biogas session with a dairy trainer from 
the KAVES program, the 
department of livestock at county level 
and the Kenya Biogas Program team of 
Biogas construction experts [BCE]    
 
Other actors offering training in the various regions include the ministry of agriculture offices, input 
companies like Bayer, AgriMech Africa Limited that offers training on mechanical cultivation, weed 
management and soil testing.   
 
Follow up on training   
40% of farmers made a visit to the demo site during off train. The individual drive of the farmers to 
do off training visits is indeed a positive response that the farmers were keen to learn more. The 
main interest of revisiting the demo farm was to: 

 Have a better understanding of how to farm potatoes and tomatoes,  

 Understand how chemicals are applied 
 
Farmers did several visits to the farm after training with 37 respondents citing having gone back 
twice, 26 respondents thrice, and 18 respondents 4 times and 10 respondents once. One of the 
areas that farmer cited as needing more training was on livestock, which compliments to the mixed 
farming methods of most of these farmers. Partnerships with programs such as KAVES would be of 
added value.  
 
 



    
 
3.2.3 Changes in productivity 
 
63 farmers at the time of the field days had harvested 
their crops. Most of the farmers observed an increase 
in yield to as much as 3 times.  
Other observations included; improved quality in 
terms of size, appearance- less spots on tomatoes and 
cabbages as well as attractive bright red colour for 
tomatoes. Garden peas were bigger and better as one 
farmer noted.   
In some cases though due to erratic rains, the crop did 
not perform too well and in some case it was 
destroyed due to frost.  
 
 
 
 
 
3.2.4 Marketing  
For farmers that had harvested their produce, various marketing channels were explored. The table 
below show the various routes to market used by the farmers. 

Table 6: Route to market for harvested produce 

Route to market  Frequency 

Brokers 35 

Directly sold to consumers from the farm 2 

Local market 17 

Local market and Brokers 6 

Local market and Directly sold to consumers 
from the farm 1 

Processors 1 

Schools 1 

Grand Total 63 

 
Various methods were used by farmer to reach at their selling prices for the various routes to 
market. These included: 

1. Brokers prices – some did a survey of what the brokers prices wer and set these as their 
selling prices.  

2. Market prices – some related their prices to the market prices at the time of harvest  
3. Price based on cost of production through prompt record keeping through out the 

production cycle  
4. Price based on quality of produce  



    
3.2.5 Overall Rating of the Field days 
 
Farmers rated the quality of the day looking at various parameters including relevance of the 
training offered during the field day, day of the week, methods used to train among others. The 
table below highlights the ratings. In general, the field days were rated average and good by most of 
the farmers.  
 

Table 7: Rating of the field days 

Rating  Average  Good  Poor  

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the relevance of 
the training content. 

11 521 1 

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the season of 
farming. 

37 492 4 

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the day of the 
week 

47 474 12 

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the methods 
used to train 

26 506 1 

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the information 
given by service providers 

18 514 1 

Please rate the quality of the field day based on the language 
used 

28 501 14 

 

Despite the appreciation of the field days farmers felt there were areas that could be improved in 
the future. These included but were not limited to:  

 Advertise the field day early in advance for farmers to plan accordingly  

 Some farmers felt the need for the days of the field day to be increased while others 
recommended more frequent but similar in design. For some weekends were better days 
than weekdays. 

 Broaden the scope of crops during training and look to incorporate more livestock trainings 
alongside horticulture  

 Avail more free samples to farmers especially if introducing a new crop variety to farmers 
during the training and field days.  

 Continuous follow up by the companies after training to follow up with farmer on the 
adaptability of the trainings.  

 Involve more stakeholders to provide a wider range of products/services for farmers. This 
will give them an array to make comparison and select the best based on the quality and the 
prices.  

 Have more in-depth mini forums on specific topics for instance soil testing and spraying 
techniques.  

 Use of a translator or local language in some cases was cited as an area to improve on 
especially with the trainers and representatives of service providers.  



    
4 Key Recommendations  

Some of the recommendations to consider in future when planning similar field days include: 

 Better planning of the field days with enough space between field days to allow for 
mobilisation of farmers and also enough time for planning for exhibitors.  

 Continuous engagement with county governments and exploring partnerships with other 
development agencies in the regions to build more cohesion with other ongoing initiatives 
for bigger and better impact. 

 Better cohesion with complimentary projects like the Kenya Biogas Program in advance to 
explore synergy with the initiatives of the program and planning of the field days. This also 
applied to livestock related programs which compliment the horticulture farming of the 
farmers.  

 Design more long term learning activities between farmers in the program to enhance 
experience sharing between farmers form the different sites.  

 Work more complimentarily with financial institutions, market actors and insurance 
companies to provide holistic solutions to farmers. In the field days, the market component 
was not as strong as the production aspects.  

 Deliberately target more women and youth in subsequent trainings and field days by 
working with women and youth related departments, or programs in the area. 

 Good and persistent communication is key to maintaining participation especially for long-
term training. 

 Practical/ hands on training are preferred by majority of the farmers hence the program 
needs to consider incorporating more practical training involving farmer participation in the 
future. 

 Involve more the participation of the private sector; this is because they contribute to the 
sustainability of the project impact since they develop relationships with farmers that last 
beyond the activities. 

 


