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Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have an hour for this call but it would boring to just listen me talk for 60 minutes. Questions are welcome at any time. I’ll go over the study, the methods, the results, and a few preliminary discussions points on the call, but stop me at any point to ask a question. By the end of the call, I hope you all will have a better understanding of the land, environmental, livestock and water context in Managua and Thika/Chania sub-catchments of the Upper Tana.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Let me give you an overview of the study methods for a few slides and then we’ll get to the results. Baseline study was partnershipUsed ipads and quicktapsurvey software for data collection.After two days of training and a pre-test of the questionnaire, we started the data collection.



Field team 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This survey would not have happened without the help of a lot of people. If I named them all, we’d spend half our time on the list and I would still miss a few. But I do want to introduce you to the field team who did the data collection. We had 3 enumerators from SACDEP and 3 from KENFAP, two TNC helpers, and two field supervisors.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
We did the two sub-catchments of the upper Tana river.One feeds the Masinga reservoir and hydroelectric dam and controls the cascade of dams that provide more than half of Kenya’s electricityThe other feed the city of Nairobi.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Randomized choice of wardsThanks for the map



Presenter
Presentation Notes
How did we choose who to interview?Voter listsSelection of HHs to interviewCluster sampling, Increased the number of people interviewed because it was not a truly random samplelocal guides



Results 
• n = 730 interviews 
• Reliability 

– 95% confidence interval 
– Internal consistency: asked key questions such as 

land size, irrigation and water sources two slightly 
different ways 

– Inter-enumerator reliability: no out of range data 
could be entered in the iPads; tracked time taken 
for each interview automatically 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reliability= if you did the same study again, would you get the same results?Known issues with reliability: cluster sampling (not truly random so need a larger sample). High degree of inter-cluster correlation socially, linguistically, and economically. Yet lots of small variations at the village level.



Results 
• Validity 

– Margin of error = 5.1% for each sub-catchment 
sample and 3.4% for total sample 

– Male = 53% and female = 47% 
– Average age of respondents = 48 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Validity= how well does the study measures what it claims to measure? Is it accurate?Known validity issues



Results 
• Sample overview 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not going to go over the results for all 104 questions but instead highlight some of the more interesting ones.



Results 
• Respondent characteristics 



Results 
• Asset ownership 

98% 
93% 

87% 

76% 

62% 

43% 

26% 
22% 20% 

12% 
5% 5% 

1% 1% 1% 1% 
0%

10%
20%
30%
40%
50%
60%
70%
80%
90%

100%
n = 730 



Results: land use 
• Landholdings 



Results: land use 
• Crops cultivated in last 12 months  

Presenter
Presentation Notes
97% of respondents self-identified as farmers. 100% of respondents grew crops.



Results: land use 
• Cash-crop characteristics of each ward 



Results: land use 
• Colour intensity of the local river after a rain 
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Results: land use 
• How long does it take for the colour of the 

local river water to clear after a rain ? 



Results: land use 
• Slope of respondents’ land 



Results: land use 
• Differences among wards for steep + very 

steep land 
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Results: Environmental issues 
• Quarrying and brickmaking 



Results: Environmental issues 
• Erosion issues 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
29% said erosion issues were common in their area. Surface erosion was the most common. Nginda ward was the standout for most number of respondents noting erosion issues. 85% felt erosion issues were common.



Results: Livestock 
• Free range livestock 



Results: Water use 
• Respondents’ water sources 



Results: Water use 
• Irrigation of crops during the dry season 

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This table shows it is better for KENFAP to work in Maragua as they are than in Thika/Chanai



Results: Water use 
• Status of rainfall now compared to five years 

ago 
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Results: Agriculture 
• Do people cultivate on steep land in your 

area? 



Results: Water use 
• Average number of trees on respondents’ land 
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Results: Local participation 
• Participation in local organizations 



Results 
• Willing to participate in a land and water 

conservation project? 



Discussion 
• Larger farms in Thika/Chanai than Maragua; 

thus need fewer farmers to participate 
• Lower diversity of crops in Thika/Chanai than 

Maragua; thus need fewer solutions to water-
quality issues 

• Farm land is steeper in Thika/Chanai than 
Maragua; thus activities have greater impact 
on water-quality issues 
 



Discussion 
• More people were born in the local area in 

Thika/Chanai than Maragua; thus may have 
deeper ties to the land. 

• Fewer trees in Thika/Chanai than Maragua; 
thus more opportunity for agro-forestry and 
reforestation 

• Greater existing participation in 
environmental groups in Thika/Chanai than 
Maragua; thus easier to build on what already 
exists 



Conclusions 
• Some sub-catchments will be easier to work in 

than others. 
• In the medium-term, the water fund should 

consider focusing on the sub-catchment 
where we have the greatest chance of 
demonstrating success and then expand to 
other sub-catchments. 



A good start to our partnership 
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