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TRAINING NEEDS ASSESSMENT (TNA)

Urban Farming for Sustainable Livelihood: A Convergence Extension Program for Pantawid Beneficiaries in Urban and Peri-Urban Zamboanga del Sur


I. Purpose of the Training Needs Assessment

This Training Needs Assessment (TNA) was conducted to systematically identify the knowledge gaps, skill deficiencies, and capacity development needs of Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4Ps) beneficiaries living in urban and peri‑urban areas of Zamboanga del Sur. The findings are intended to serve as the foundation for designing a responsive, inclusive, and technology‑based training program that aligns with the priorities of the Agricultural Training Institute (ATI), the Department of Social Welfare and Development (DSWD), participating Local Government Units (LGUs), and JHCSC Extension Services. By grounding the extension program in actual community needs and existing capacities, the TNA ensures that training interventions are relevant, practical, and capable of contributing to improved food security, livelihood diversification, and sustainable community development.

The assessment focused on 100 Pantawid beneficiary households—50 in selected urban barangays of Pagadian City and 50 in peri‑urban barangays of Dumalinao—and 10 key informants from DSWD, DA/ATI, and LGU offices.


II. Methodology

The TNA employed a mixed‑method approach to capture both quantitative and qualitative insights into the realities of 4Ps households and the local support system. A structured household questionnaire was administered to 100 Pantawid beneficiary respondents, capturing information on livelihood patterns, access to space for gardening, current food production practices, awareness and skills in urban farming technologies, and interest in specific training topics.

Complementary qualitative data were gathered through focus group discussions (FGDs) with beneficiary groups in both locations and key informant interviews (KIIs) with 10 representatives from DSWD (City/Municipal Links and SLP Project Development Officers), DA-ATI (agricultural technicians), and LGUs (city/municipal agriculturists and barangay captains). These KIIs helped validate community‑identified needs, map existing or past interventions, and clarify institutional roles and constraints. Secondary data from LGU and DSWD reports were also reviewed to contextualize findings within broader trends on poverty incidence, food security status, and livelihood engagement among beneficiaries.


Table 1. Key Informants 
	Key Informant ID
	Agency
	Role
	Location

	KI01
	DSWD
	City Link
	Pagadian

	KI02
	DSWD
	Municipal Link
	Dumalinao

	KI03
	DA-/ATI
	Agricultural Technician
	Pagadian

	KI04
	DA-ATI
	Agricultural Technician
	Dumalinao

	KI05
	LGU
	City Agriculturist
	Pagadian

	KI06
	LGU
	Municipal Agriculturist
	Dumalinao

	KI07
	LGU
	Barangay Captain
	Pagadian

	KI08
	LGU
	Barangay Captain
	Dumalinao

	KI09
	DSWD
	SLP Project Development Officer
	Pagadian

	KI10
	DSWD
	SLP Project Development Officer
	Dumalinao



III. Profile of Target Beneficiaries

The primary target beneficiaries of this program are households enrolled in the Pantawid Pamilyang Pilipino Program (4Ps) residing in urban and peri‑urban communities of Zamboanga del Sur, particularly in Pagadian City and Dumalinao. Most of these families depend on informal or seasonal employment, resulting in limited and irregular income streams. While they generally have minimal access to agricultural land, many possess small household spaces—such as backyards, side yards, rooftops, or communal areas—that remain underutilized for food production. Exposure to modern agricultural technologies is limited, and many beneficiaries have little or no formal training in crop production, especially in space‑constrained settings. Despite these constraints, there is a strong willingness among many households to engage in home‑based food production and livelihood activities if supported with appropriate training, inputs, and follow‑through assistance.

Table 2. Socio‑Demographic and Livelihood Profile of Respondent Households (n = 100).

	Indicator
	Result

	Total households surveyed
	100 (50 Pagadian, 50 Dumalinao)

	Main livelihood activities
	Informal vending, seasonal labor, domestic work, tricycle driving, other informal jobs

	Households with irregular income
	68%

	Households with some garden space available
	79%

	Households currently practicing home gardening
	36%

	Households NOT currently gardening
	64%

	Households reporting high food security concern
	64%

	Households reporting high share of budget spent on food
	63%



As shown in Table 2, more than two‑thirds of respondents rely on irregular income, and almost two‑thirds report high concern about food security and a high proportion of their budget going to food. Although 79% have some space that could be used for gardening, only 36% are currently engaged in home gardening, indicating a significant gap between potential and actual practice.

IV. Key Findings

The assessment reveals several interrelated gaps that affect the ability of 4Ps households to achieve food security and sustainable livelihoods. In terms of livelihood and economic conditions, the majority of beneficiaries depend on informal or seasonal work, with few opportunities for stable, home‑based income generation. This makes them highly vulnerable to economic shocks, such as price increases, illness, or loss of temporary employment. Food security remains a major concern: households rely heavily on market‑purchased food, and rising food prices directly affect the quantity and quality of meals they can afford. At the same time, the practice of household food production is limited, even where small spaces could be converted into productive gardens.

Significant knowledge and skills gaps further constrain progress. Many beneficiaries have low awareness of urban farming technologies such as hydroponics, vertical gardening, and container farming, and lack technical skills in managing crops in small spaces. Knowledge of organic and low‑cost input production—such as JADAM formulations (JLF, JMS, natural pesticides), composting, and soil health management—is also minimal, leading to continued dependence on commercially available fertilizers and pesticides that may be costly or inaccessible. Resource constraints compound these challenges: households report limited capital for farm inputs, difficulty accessing affordable and quality seeds, seedlings, and organic inputs, and underutilization of available household spaces due to lack of know‑how and confidence.

Enterprise and marketing capabilities are similarly weak. Many beneficiaries have limited understanding of basic business planning, costing, and marketing, and do not yet view small‑scale farming as a viable enterprise. As a result, even when gardens are established, surplus produce is often not optimally utilized or monetized. Finally, the assessment highlights systemic issues in service delivery: support from various agencies tends to be fragmented, with training, inputs, and technical assistance not always well‑coordinated. Beneficiaries and local officials alike expressed a clear need for more coordinated, convergence‑based approaches that provide integrated training, continuous technical support, and clear linkages to markets and other livelihood resources.

Table 3. Awareness and Self‑Rated Skills in Urban Farming and Related Areas (Scale: 1 = Very Low, 5 = Very High).
	Competency Area
	Mean Score (n = 100)
	Interpretation

	Awareness of hydroponics/soilless farming
	2.03
	Low awareness

	Awareness of vertical gardening
	2.09
	Low awareness

	Awareness of container gardening
	3.04
	Moderate awareness

	Self‑rated skill in crop production
	2.12
	Low to moderate skill

	Self‑rated skill in organic input production (JADAM, composting)
	1.47
	Very low skill

	Self‑rated skill in business planning and costing
	1.46
	Very low skill



Table 3 shows that awareness of hydroponics and vertical gardening is particularly low, while container gardening is somewhat more familiar but still not well understood. Self‑rated skills in crop production are modest, and skills in organic input production and business planning are very low, confirming the need for foundational, hands‑on training in these areas.


Table 4. Interest in Specific Training Topics (n = 100).

	Training Topic
	Number of Households Interested
	Percentage

	Hydroponics and soilless farming systems
	74
	74%

	Organic input production (JADAM, composting, etc.)
	68
	68%

	Agripreneurship and enterprise development
	61
	61%



Despite low current skills, interest in training is high: 74% of respondents expressed interest in learning hydroponics and soilless farming, 68% in organic input production, and 61% in agripreneurship and enterprise development. This suggests strong motivation among beneficiaries to adopt urban farming if supported with appropriate capacity building.





Table 5. Selected Indicators by Location (Pagadian vs. Dumalinao)

	Indicator
	Pagadian (n = 50)
	Dumalinao (n = 50)

	Households with garden space (Yes)
	~40 (80%)
	~39 (78%)

	Households currently gardening (Yes)
	~18 (36%)
	~18 (36%)

	Households with high food security concern
	~32 (64%)
	~32 (64%)



Table 5 indicates that Pagadian and Dumalinao face broadly similar conditions in terms of space availability, current gardening practice, and food security concerns, supporting the design of a unified but context‑sensitive training program for both urban and peri‑urban settings.

V. Training Needs Identified

Based on these findings, several priority training needs emerged. In the area of technical skills, beneficiaries need hands‑on training in hydroponics and other soilless farming systems, container gardening, and vertical farming suited to small urban and peri‑urban spaces. Competence in seedling production and crop management—including variety selection, planting schedules, pest and disease management, and harvest handling—is also essential. Given water constraints in some areas, training in smart irrigation and water‑efficient systems is equally important.

In organic input production, there is a strong need to build capacity in JADAM technology, including the preparation and use of Java Liquid Fertilizer (JLF), Java Microorganism Solution (JMS), and natural pesticides, as well as composting and basic soil health management. Emphasizing the use of locally available materials for inputs can significantly reduce production costs and improve sustainability.

Agripreneurship and enterprise development training is another critical area. Beneficiaries would benefit from modules on basic business planning and costing, simple record‑keeping, value addition (such as bundling, basic processing, and packaging), and marketing strategies tailored to urban produce (e.g., selling to neighbors, local markets, school feeding programs, or barangay events). Finally, practical application and demonstration are vital: training should be anchored in hands‑on activities through demo farms, exposure visits to ATI‑accredited Learning Sites for Agriculture (LSAs), and support for establishing household‑based production systems that can serve as ongoing learning hubs for the community.


VI. Training Gap Analysis

The gap analysis underscores the distance between current competencies and desired levels across key areas. In urban farming technologies, most beneficiaries currently have low awareness and limited practical experience, whereas the program aims for them to become skilled practitioners capable of independently managing small‑scale urban farms. 

In organic input production, knowledge is minimal at present, but the desired outcome is for households to be able to produce their own organic inputs, reducing dependence on external purchases. Similarly, in smart agriculture practices—such as water‑efficient irrigation and simple protected cultivation—there is almost no exposure now, yet basic operational knowledge is needed to improve productivity and resilience. 

Agripreneurship competencies range from limited to very basic understanding, while the target is for beneficiaries to develop functional micro‑enterprise capabilities, viewing their gardens not only as sources of food but also as potential income generators. Finally, in resource utilization, many households currently underutilize available spaces; the goal is to transform these into efficient, productive household production systems. Across most competency areas, the gap is rated as high, indicating a strong need for structured, progressive, and practice‑oriented training.

Table 6. Summary Training Gap Analysis

	Competency Area
	Current Level
	Desired Level
	Gap Level

	Urban farming technologies
	Low awareness, limited practice
	Skilled practitioner
	High

	Organic input production
	Minimal knowledge
	Able to produce own inputs
	High

	Smart agriculture practices
	No/very limited exposure
	Basic operational knowledge
	High

	Agripreneurship
	Limited understanding
	Functional micro‑enterprise capability
	Moderate–High

	Resource utilization (space, inputs)
	Underutilized spaces
	Efficient household production
	High




VII. Implications for Training Design

The results of the TNA have clear implications for how the training program should be designed and delivered. First, the program must prioritize hands‑on, practical learning approaches rather than purely classroom‑based lectures, ensuring that beneficiaries can immediately apply what they learn in their own homes and communities. ATI‑accredited Learning Sites for Agriculture (LSAs) in District 1 and District 2 can serve as training hubs and demonstration farms, providing real‑life models of urban farming systems. The training should be modular and progressive, moving from basic concepts to more advanced techniques, so that participants can build confidence and competence over time.

Second, the curriculum should integrate technology, livelihood, and enterprise components, so that technical skills in urban farming and organic input production are coupled with basic agripreneurship and marketing knowledge. Third, post‑training coaching and monitoring are essential; one‑off trainings are insufficient without follow‑up visits, troubleshooting support, and peer learning mechanisms to help beneficiaries overcome challenges as they establish and maintain their gardens. Finally, the technologies and practices promoted should be low‑cost, scalable, and easily replicable, using locally available materials and simple designs that ordinary households can adopt without heavy capital investment.


VIII. Conclusion

the Training Needs Assessment confirms a strong and clear demand for an integrated urban farming training program among Pantawid beneficiaries in urban and peri‑urban Zamboanga del Sur. The identified gaps in technical skills, organic input production, agripreneurship, and resource utilization point to the need for a convergence‑based extension program that combines capacity building, input support, and continuous technical assistance. Addressing these needs through targeted training on hydroponics, JADAM technology, smart agriculture practices, and agripreneurship will not only improve household food security and nutrition but also create new income opportunities and strengthen community resilience. In doing so, the program will contribute meaningfully to the broader goals of poverty reduction, sustainable livelihoods, and local food system development in Pagadian City, Dumalinao, and surrounding areas.







































B. TRAINING NDS ASSESSMENT (TNA) SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE


“Urban Farming for Sustainable Livelihood: A Convergence Extension Program for Pantawid Beneficiaries in Urban and Peri-Urban Zamboanga del Sur”

Part I. Respondent Profile (Please check (✔) or fill in the appropriate answer.)
1. Name (Optional): __________________________    2. Barangay: _______________
3. Municipality/City: __________________________   4. Age: _______
5. Sex: ☐ Male ☐ Female          6. Are you a Pantawid (4Ps) Beneficiary? ☐ Yes ☐ No
7. Primary Source of Income: ______________________
8. Monthly Household Income:
   ☐ Below 5,000	☐ 5,001–10,000	 ☐ 10,001–15,000	☐ Above 15,000
9. Do you have available space for gardening at home?	☐ Yes ☐ No
10. If yes, what type of space is available?
    ☐ Backyard ☐ Rooftop ☐ Open lot ☐ Container space ☐ Others: _________

Part II. Current Knowledge and Skills Level (Rate your current level of knowledge/skills using the scale below:)
	Scale
	Description

	1
	No Knowledge

	2
	Basic Awareness    

	3
	Moderate Knowledge

	4
	Good Knowledge

	5
	Very Knowledgeable



	Area
	Description
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Hydroponics (soilless farming)
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Container/Backyard Gardening      
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Vertical Farming
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Seedling Production
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Crop Management  
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	Organic Farming Practices
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	JADAM Technology (organic inputs)
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Composting
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Smart Irrigation Systems
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Basic Business Planning
	
	
	
	
	

	11
	Marketing of Farm Products
	
	
	
	
	



Part III. Level of Need for Training (Instruction: Indicate how much you need training in the following areas.)
	Scale
	Description

	1
	Not Needed

	2
	Slightly Needed   

	3
	Moderately Needed

	4
	Needed

	5
	Highly Needed

	
	Training Area     
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	Hydroponics System Setup and Management
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	Container and Urban Gardening Techniques
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	Vertical Farming Systems
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	Seedling Production Techniques
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	Organic Farming Methods
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	JADAM Input Production (JLF, JMS, etc.)  
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Composting and Soil Fertility            
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Smart Irrigation Systems                 
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Agripreneurship / Business Planning      
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Marketing and Value Addition
	
	
	
	
	



Part IV. Perception and Interest (Rate your level of agreement with the following statements.)
	Scale
	Description

	1
	Strongly Disagree

	2
	Disagree  

	3
	Moderately Needed

	4
	Needed

	5
	Highly Needed

	
	Training Area     
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5

	1
	I am interested in learning urban farming technologies
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	I am willing to participate in training programs
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	I am willing to establish a home-based garden/farm
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	I am willing to adopt organic farming practices
	
	
	
	
	

	5
	I am interested in earning income through farming
	
	
	
	
	

	6
	I am willing to attend training in designated training sites (District 1 or 2 LSAs)
	
	
	
	
	

	7
	Composting and Soil Fertility            
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Smart Irrigation Systems                 
	
	
	
	
	

	9
	Agripreneurship / Business Planning      
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	Marketing and Value Addition
	
	
	
	
	



Part V. Preferred Training Arrangement
1. Preferred training schedule:		☐ Weekdays 	☐ Weekends
2. Preferred training duration:  ☐ 1–2 days 	 ☐ 3–5 days 	    ☐ More than 5 days
3. Preferred learning method:  ☐Lecture   ☐Hands-on   ☐Demonstration   ☐ Combination
4. Are you willing to be part of a demo farm project?   ☐ Yes      ☐ No

Part VI. Open-Ended Questions

1. What challenges do you face in food production or livelihood?
_____________________________________________________________________

2. What specific skills do you want to learn from this training?
_____________________________________________________________________

3. Suggestions for improving this program:
_____________________________________________________________________








C. OTHER DOCUMENTARY ATTACHMENTS (TO FOLLOW)

A. Abstract or copy of the action research output used as the basis for the extension program.
B. Comprehensive assessment report and related paraphernalia (e.g., survey questionnaire)
C. Consent form from target beneficiaries
D. Location map of the project site.
E. Sample copy of the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with partners and sponsors.
F. Other relevant documents, as required.


image1.jpeg




image2.png




