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7 vernment Area has a populatiop of 1
oC, 2006). More than 80 percent of
3 engaged in small-scale farming,
ppi and ends in October each yea
Jugast. ;?me of t‘he cropﬁ grown
e, sorghum, maize, millet, groun
r:sZaVa- Animals reared includeg shee(:i;)],utg,ogtan;?trlld
) donkey and poul{ry (NSADP, 2001). ’ >
simple randC_>m sampling technique was uged in
glecting 7 villages/towns from the sampling frame
The selected villages/towns were Chancha:a Beji'
Bosso, Garatu, Maitunbi, Maikunkele ang ,Sabor;
Daga. In each village/town 18 farmers were randomly
selected, giving a total of 126 respondents for the
sudy. Interview schedule was used for data collection
and information were collected on socio-economic
characteristics, types of solid waste used and
constraints faced. Survey for data collection was
conducted between May to June, 2012. Data collected
were analyzed using descriptive statistics and probit
regression analysis.
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Results and Discussion
Socio-economic characteristics of respondents

» Ndani A .
48, 136 people anitsa, MLA., Olaleye, R. S., Ibrahim, M and Iliyasu, A.

The result of the socio-economic characteristics of the

respondent is presented in Table 1. It shows that more

than half of the respondents (54.0%) were between the

ages of 21-40 years. Therefore, the respondents can

still be said to posses the strength and vigor required

for farming activities. The table further reveals that
24.6 percent of the respondents had one form of
formal education or the other. The level of education

of the few respondents is expected to enhance their
farming activities and technology adoption. Earlier
study by Umar et al. (2009) showed that there is a
positive relationship between farmers’ level of
education and adoption of agricultural technologies
and innovations. The implication is that high level of
education promotes the adoption of new technology
among farmers. Average farm size of the respondents
was 1.7ha, while 49.3 percent of the respondents had
family size of 6-10 peoples. Furthermore, findings of
the study revealed that 51.6 percent of the respondents
had their farms located at a distance of between 4-6
Kilometers away from their homes. Also, 81.7 percent
of the respondents had farming experiences of 11
years and above, indicating that majority of the
respondents had long years of experience in farming
occupation.
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Table 1: Socio-economic characteristics of rcspoﬂdeW ——2ge

Variables Frequcn('.y._——————-"‘_"'——‘———__—w 87

Age (years) 1 54.0 |

Below 21

2140 68 ???

iy 3 100.0

Above 60 14 ‘

Total 126 25.0

Mean 31.5

Education 75.5

No formal education® 95 aids

Formal education 31 50.0

Total 126

Mean 63

Farm size (ha) 27.0
slow | 34 57.9

12 . 74 15.1

ol 19 100.0

Total 126

3!?3:1 420 3333

Family size (no)

Below §

24 19.0

6-10 62 49.3

Above 10 40 317

Toml 126 100.0

Mean 420 33.33

Farm distance (km) '

1-:: 49 38.9

f-g 65 51.6

7-¢ ' 12 9.5

Toml 126 100.0

Mean 42,0 33.33

Farming experience (years)

S : 183

g 56 44,

= 30 p

31& above 17 23.8

Mean 315 100.0

Source: Field survey, 2012 25.0

Types of solid wastes used by respondents :

The result of this study shows that the re : Production i the stud ion

the are2 used varieties of solid waste \\'}Sfi):llx]diengic;n ofthe respongens thatyllz::ila.fHowever’ . proposfgl‘-;d

homes’commercial refuse, abattoir waste anima? wvaste for CTOp  productiq ey hroduc 35? and

dung. farm by-product ang poultry litter, The’hi(’hli it Constituteq 20.6 percent Th'n a3 t‘he lowetSh‘ fact

of the result in Table 2 reveals that 38.9 percer?t usg d that farm bY"Pl‘oduct s oo WA qM1buted i L. e

homes/commercial refuse as 3 sofig Wasts i Crg the most yitay source a¥ Crop residues have becoxm

production, while 317 percent and 28,6 o, P © area. Howey of feeds for livestock ownﬁrs ’
. percent €T, comp] due

respecuvely used animal ang poultry litter for crop Can ageravate soil - ot con p0val of erop ted

. utrient depletion and cquse a ¥
t
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| q‘:{ultiple responses

esult of the determinants of solj
'srher in Table 3. It revealssotlilitwisc}: A
espondents had a p0§itive and significant rbelatiooixsg'le
with the usage Of solid Nigaic for crop production (PII<)
0.05) The positive and significant effect coylq be
explained DY the fact that older farmers have better
experience 0 1nd1geno_us soil fertility management
ractices, This finding is consistent with the previous
dudy by Aki_lu (20Q6) _which showed farmers’ age to
have positive s%gmﬁcant influence on  soil
management practices, As expected, the result
indicates that livestock ownership had a positive and
significant effect on the usage of solid waste (P <
005). This could be attributed to the fact that
. respondents with more livestock have available
| manure which could be used for crop production.

|
i
i
i
|
|
i

| Hence, increasing livestock  size would lead to
ncrease of manure application by the respondents.

J : : Umar,
able % Type of solid waste used for ¢rop, . S- L, Ndanitsa, ML.A.,, Olai
~id waste i F ; » Olaleye, R. S., Ibrahim, M and iyasu, A.
: S‘; mes/commerclal refuse 49” uenc
B ir waste Percentage
- pbatto 32 =
. mal dung 389
AN oduct 40 25.4
parm DY 26 317
 poultry I 36 206
Jree: Field survey, 2012 8.6

Furthermore, farm size of the respondents had a very

high positive and significant effect on the use of solid

waste (P<0.05). Some of the respondents reported that

because of their farm sizes, the amount of chemical

fertilizer supplied to them was not adequate; thus, the

need to use solid waste to supplement chemical

fertilizer. Moreover, town residence had high
significant relationship with farmers® usage of solid
waste for crop production (P> 0.05). This is likely
because farmers who reside in towns have more access
to solid waste collection sites such as commercial
refuse sites and abattoirs than the farmers who lives in
the rural areas. However, educational level of the
respondents had significant inverse relationship with
the use of solid waste for crop production. The negative
effect could lead to the conclusion that respondents
with higher educational levels focus more on chemical
fertilizer than the indigenous fertilizer of solid waste
and manures.

i
| Table 3; Probit regression analysis for determinants of usage of solid wastes

Variables Estimated S.E Z-value p-value
coefficients
i 267 061 4372 000%*
: 345"
Farming experience .004 .004 29‘;3 ; % 32 R
Livestock ownership .022 010 339 180™
Gender .140 .104 l874 _ .000***
Farm size 023 004 541 1 es1™
Marital status .004 o 1(5) 3.449 001**
Tow residence 155 -ggg 1.863. 062 ‘
Cooperative member .071 y 3.135 002%*
 Education -769 235

§°“’°e= Computed from field data, 2012
N=Signiﬁcant at 5%
- STNM significant

solid waste usage

Constrains by respondents t0 6% of the

Rt iy Taple 4 reveals that )1 lid
z.tsspﬂndents faced challenges of bandling lzfnzg of
Yagts, while 44.4% of the respondents comp

nriate
?mg‘q“ate knowledge on selection of approp™

; . «milarly,
Hlig Waste materials for crop productiof- SIS

ndents claimed that some solid

o4 of the respo :
37.3tA)hz(:rbor seeds and pest/insects that cause diseases
e in the farms. Other constraints include

blems of smelling (25:4%), bulkiness (19.0% and
o ati (16.7%) of solid waste.

Scanned with CamScanner



Umar, S. L, Ndanitsa,

. b M oand 1iya..,
) §,, Ibrahim, b A
leye, B 5
MIA" (,'H

JOTER Vol 6, No, 1, June, 2013 i) Production s Percentage

Table 4: Problems of Solid Wastes Usage for Agﬂ%‘m— T
Constraints* %5 16.7
Handling difficulties gl 44 4
Transportation difficulties 56 19.0
Inadequate knowledge id 499
Bulkiness 47 26 4
Harbors weed/pest/disease 12 e nii—
Smelling S

Source: Field survey, 2012
*Multiple responscs

Conclusion

From the findings of this study, it can be concluded
that more than half of the respondents were between
ages of 2140 years. Commonly used solid wastes for
crop production in the area were home/commercial
refuse and animal dung. Age, Livestock ownership,
farm size and town residence had positive significant
effects on the usage of solid for crop production. Some
of the challenges faced by the respondents were
problems of handling and inadequate knowledge on
the selection of appropriate solid waste materials for
crop production. If these constraints are tackled, it will
help boost the usage of solid waste by farmers for crop
production in the study area.

commendations , B
Rec Government  in collaboration  win, .
i

stakcholders should put in  place OF ganizes
measure of urban solid waste collection 4,
distribution, in order to make solid wase 1o _
available to farmers for crop production

ii. Extension efforts should be made to en shap
farmers on the selection of appropriate <4 Wies
materials for crop production.

iii. ~ Farmers should be encouraged to practice - ras
farming (crop and livestock farming) 10 engii
them generate enough solid wastes in form -
animal dung for crop production to supplemes
chemical fertilizers.
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