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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1. Fertilizer Marketing in Kenya Prior to 1971 

Kenya had in place a viable fertilizer marketing system prior to 
1975. At that time the private sector planned and made decisions 
relating to fertilizer imports, types and quantities to be imported 
and timing of such imports. The private sector arranged for 
distrib.Jtion and the Kenya Fertilizer Association worked cut 
selling prices which were submitted to the Government for 
approval. There was some competition and varirus services wer.: 
provided. Government involvement was limited to payment of 
subsidy, extension and rese?rch services. C\.Jring that t).~e, 
fertilizers were available pr~dominantly to the large-scale f ar~ers 
in time at the correct place. Availability and use by . small 
holders was limited and this was of some concern to the Ga<. 

2. GOK intervention in fertilizer marketing 

The oil crisis in 1973 caused turrooil in the fertilizer markets 
worldwide. The effects of the turmoil were felt in Kenya too. . The 
rapid escalation of prices as well as seria.is fertilizer s~rta~es 
caused a great worry to Kenya and partiOJ.larly the GOK. This 
situation triggered increased Government involvement and co~t:cls 
in fertilizer marketil'.'19. The GOI<' s interventions included: 

a) RigoriOJs applications of control on fertilizer prices. 
b) Direct importation of fertilizer in the form of aid-in-~;.r:::. 
c) Use of fertilizer received as aid to keep the local sellir.g 

prices of fertilizers low. 
d). Granting of monopoly to the inexperienced Kenya NatioGal 

Federation of Co-operatives and later to KFA (now KGGCU) for 
aid fertilizer distrib.Jtion. 

e) Introduction of fertilizer import quota allocation system. 
f) Unsuccessful attempts to set up domestic fertilizer 

marufacturing. 

All these factors increased Govern:ne!"lt involvement and controls in 
fertilizer marketing. Th)S led to: 

a) Reduced role of the marketing organisations (the majority of 
them private firms). Private sector marketing decisions in 
the fertilizer sector regarding types of fertilizers to be 
imported, timing of importations, atnd prices were removed. 

b) Price margins were kept too low, at times, and hence 
unattractive to fertilizer importers and distrib.Jtors. 

c) The KFA (now KGGCU) emerged as a virtual monopoly 
controlling over 80 per cent of the fertilizer market in 
Kenya. 
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. With these developrrents, t.he c::tnmercial marketing syst!:m was tnr:iwn 
int«l disarray. Availability of fertilizer to farmers in correct 
q.Jantities and in time bs:came a major pi;oblem, particularly ar..ong 
S.'Nlll holders. 

3. Aid Fertilizer 

Kenya received aid fertili2:er, for the fiJ~st time, in 1974. Today 
aid fertilizers acco.mt for over 60 per c:ent of fertilizer supplies 
to Kenya. In l987i88, 225,265 metric tons were imported to Keny:. 
cut of this, 142,315 metric tons (6 .. 3%) were supplied as 
aid-in-kind.· USA is a major supplier of aid fertilizer to Kenya. 

/ .. 
ThrOJgh U.S.A.I.O, the US first supplied 1"ertilizer to Kenya in 
1974. These fertilizers, as well as oth1i!r aid fertilizer., did net . 
reach the farmers in time or at comoetitive prices since the 
marketing system was in dis;array. 

4. Fertilizer Marketing Development Proaram 

By 1982, there was already serious con(:ern on the part of USAID 
about the inadequate fertilizer marketing system. It was therefc:<:? 
agreed that 14,200 metri.c tons of fertilizer supplied by US.~ID 
under 1982 Development Assi.stance Grant would be distribl.:ted 
thrOJgh private secto! firms. The fertilizer arrived in 1~83/5L1 
and was indeed distribt..Jted by 7 private S(!Ctor firms including tr.: 
Kf'A. The IFOC studies of 1984 and 1986 coomissioned by USAIDl~<erv'3 
conflrmed that the fertiliz:er marketing system needed :-ef:·~. 
USAIO therefore launched the Fertilizer Marketing Program as a 
COIJ1X>nent of the Development Assistance (DA) Grant and Econo:r.i= 
Support Fund Agreement (E'SF). Under this program, the US has, to 
date, supplied 134,301 metric tons of fertilizers worth us dollars 
39 million. 

The main objectives of' the Fertilizer Mal~keting Development Program 
are;-
a) to increase involvement of the private sector in fertilizer 

marketing in Kenya; 
b) to improve the capacity of the Government of Kenya in 

fertilizer planning; 
c) to encCJJrage those involved in agricultural inp.Jts 

distrib.Jtion to invest in retail marketing network ~nd 
services; 

d) to increase overall supply of fertilizers in the country; 
e) to increase farmers. a\'/areness of the value and proper use of 

fertilizer; 

The long term goals are:-

a) fljtting in place tl1e founcations of a viable commercial 
marketing .system; 
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b) ·assisting the Government of Kenya ta develop and implement a 
national policy on fertilizer marketing; 

c) increasing fertilizer availability and use in Kenya, 
particularly by smallholders in ru;ral areas, and; 

d) helping the Government of Kenya to better define and play 
its role in ensurin9 fertilizer availability to farmers as, 
and when required. 

The strategy for achieving the above goals and objectives was in the form 
of the Conditionalities and Covenants in the various ESF and DA 
Agreements promoted as policy and procedures charges since 1983. The 
sequence of policy and intended procedural chan1~es, and the goals and 
objectives to be achieved by them are illustrat1:0 schematically below. · 

.. 
Policy and Procedural Changes Year Goal/Objective 

l. Cancellation of GOK/KFA I 1983 Ii) To lead to wider 
sole distrib..Jtion Agency I I ge1::igraphical distritl.Jtion 
Agreement I I or fertilizer in rural 

I I arieas through increased 
I I nui'Tber or distributors 
I tii)To enca.Jrage competition 
I at wholesale and retail 
I levels 
I 

2. Establishment of I 19.84 To create and increase 
Fertilizer Committee I GOK's capability to 

I understand fertilizer 
I policy issues and ta plan 
I and develop changes to 
I improve fertilizer 
I marketing eff icie~cy 
I 

3. Development and Publication! 1984 To enable GOK to better 
of Fertilizer Import Plan I understand the ca.Jntry•s 

fertilizer reQ.Jirements by 
type and quantity and to 
plan ahead for timely 
delivery 

4. Review and Revision of 1984 i) To adequately compensate 
the Fertilizer Pricing fertilizer importers and 
structure as appropriate distrib.Jtors 

ii)To establish wholesale and 
retail prices on a timely 
basis to enable farmers, 
distrib.Jtors and importers 
to plan ahead 
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Policy and Procedural Changes Year 

s. Authorization of a I 1984 
surcharge on smaller I 
fertilizer bags other thanl 
SOkg bags to compensate I 
distrib.Jtors for : 
additional costs of I 
handling and baggirg I 

I 
6. Payment for· Government aidl 1984 

fertilizers either in casnl 
or by Bank Guarantee not I 
to exceed 180 days I 

I 

Goal/Objective I 
I 
I 

To serve the smallholder · I 
farmers better by of'ferirg 
for sale fertilizer and I 
roor·e affordable smaller I 
bags. This was expected I 
to increase fertilizer usa I 
by smallholder farmers. J_ 

I 

To ensure Gil<' s exact · I 
timing and collection D F I 

I 

cOJnterpart funcs an'd I 
ins.till accountability ar'1 ! 
eff'iciency both at GOK ar.j I 
dis1tri1'..Jtor levels I ·----;---

7. The r-· to make timely 1984 

. 8. 

·T 

reQ.Je:... . for donor 
financed fertilizers. The 
GO< to cormunicate re~est 
to donors by August 15, 
of each year 

Formation of National 
Fertilizer Association. 
The GCK was to facilitate 
the formation of the 
Association by assis~ing 
in its registration. 
The GOK was also to 
inform the Asso.cia tion 
about fornulation of 
imports plan and invite 
its conments on the 
import plan 

1985 

I 9. Development of eO.Jcational 1985 I 
I leaf lets on fertilizer use I 
I The leaf lets to be I 
I produced by the Minist~y I 
I of AgriQJlture in I 
I conjunction with research I 

1 
To eF"sure that donor ! 
fei:·tilizers are ::eli vered I 
in t.i!ne I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
To cr~ate a forum for 
fex·tilizer importers/ 
dis1tributors to v'Jice 
their needs and constaints 
to GOK and to enco~rage 
the1 development a f 
pol.icies and procerures to 
promote more efficient 
f ex·tilizer marketing 

To increase farmers I 
,awa:reness of the value and I 
prc1per use nf fertilizer I 

I 
I 

J ____ _.;;o~r,ga~n~i~s~a~ti~o~ns~~~~~~~-~-----'~~--~~~~~~~~· 
I 
I 
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Policy and Procedural Changes Year Goal/Objective I 
I 
I 

10. Enforcement ·or To 1ensure that all firms I 
distribution criteria by allocated fertilizers wer~ I 
~hich importers are genJine and willing to I 
legible to receive USAID I 1985 inv1est in distribution ! 
financed fertilizers. The I fac..ilities I 
Government of Kenya was I I 
to require that o~y I I 
distributors meeting I • I 
certain criteria would I I 

I 

receive USAID financed 
~ , 
/ 

fertilizers for selling 

11. Allow allocations to 1986 I To increase overall 
end-users to their proven I fertilizer supply and 
requirements. End users I increase access to it by 
were defined as I smallholders t:hrougr1 
co-operatives with I co-operatives and hence 
proven requirements of I increase fertilizer use 
l'OC>re than 2,000 metric I by smallholders. 
tons per year I· 

12~ Import allocation 1986 To give incentives to 
preference to be given to genJine importers ana 
proven importers distrib.Jtors to invest in 

retail services and ex~and ' 

distritl.Jtion to small 
holder I'\.Jral farming ar~as 

13. AnrcOJncement of fertilizer To en&Jre fertilizer 
import allocations and 1986 supply and timely 
prices by a specified availability by 
date, specification on encouraging importers to 
quota for each season and plan 2head and to make 
periodic review and timely deliveries 
revision of prices 

14. Implementation of a new 1986 To encOJrage effi~ient 
pricing For1T1Jlar importation and supply of 
establishing wholesale and fertilizers at competitive 
retail prices based on world market prices and 
Benchmark International ultimately reduce the cost 
Price (BIP) fertilizer to the farmers 

\ f : 

\ / 
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Policy and Proced.lral Changes Year Goal/Objective 

115. Establ:lshnent or Wholesale! 1986 To encourage fertilizer 
I and retail margins with I disitrioutors in rural 
I adequate incentives for I areas to invest in 
I .retailers to invest in I expansion of distribution 

retail marketing services I network thereby incrcas5 .. ng 
I fertilizer ~upply to 
I smil1llr.olcer fci rme:-s in 
I ru1~al areas ' I 

T ,, I 
116. Establishment of I I To enable the GOK to I 
I fertillzer ~tmitoring Unit I 1986 I better carry au t ·itr.por t 1 · 

I The unit was to r.Dnitor I I planning, price reviews I 
I the national and world I I ancj monitor the import of I 
I fertilizer situation zna I I poJLicy and proc~dural I 
I develop a fertilizer I I chimges and p_rodcec:tJral I 
I informatio~ system on I I nec:essary adjustments I 
I requirements, prices, I I I 
I imports, and cost/benefit I I I 
I studie:. I I I --,·--- -1 
17. Increase total fertilizer 1986 I To increaF! comr0 tition in I 

j 

supply thrOJgh commercial I fertiliz!: marketing and 
fertilizers imports and I \ : improve fertilizer 
carry over stocks in each I availability and use by 
ann.Jal plan consistent I srn1rallholder farmers 
with expected demand. I 

18. Undertake feasibility 1986 Ii) To enable t~: ~ Ga' to I 
study to review existing I re1ri.Jce its role in 1. 
import allocation I fe:rtillzer allocation and I 
proceGJres so as to I hflince rectJce I 
shorten time and reduce I aatdnistrative costs of I 
steps in the fertilizer I GOK's involvement I 
import licensing process lii)To imp!'Ove the efficiency I 

I of import allocations and I 
I licensing system I 

119. Fol'fl'IJlation and I To eliminate the negative 
! anno.Jncement of a policy I 1986 imports of donor 
I for improved co-ordination! fertilizers on corrrnercial 
I and management of donor- l importers willingness to 
I f i~anced and commercial ~ import and invest in 
I fertilizer imports I fertilizer distrit:ution 
I ~ network 
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-r 
I Policy and Procedural Changes I Year 
I I 

Goal/Objective 

I 
120. Removal of certain types I 1987 Inst1tuted by the GCK to 

reruc:e its control to only 
those fertilizer types 
considered cit.Jcial for 
agric:ultural oroct..:cticn 

I of fertilizers from import! 
I 
I 
I 
I 
121. 
I 
I 
I 
I 

allocation system and 
dere9Jlation of their 
prices 

Improvement in 
metnocologies and data 
base for making m:::>re 
accurate forecasts of 
annual requirements 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

1987 To lE~ad to more acrurate 
estimation of total · I 
national fertilizer I 
reqJ1rements , I 

I 

5. Observed Imoacts f:-om Charges~ 

~.l Impact on Availability to farmers 

Fertilizer availability to farmers and par1:iOJlarly to smallholder 
farmers in rural areas has improved over th~~ last 5 years. About 
40% of the farmers interviewed stated the1r fertilizer has tecol'T'~ 
more available. The distance! whict': the farmer hlls to travel to 
obtain fertilizers has been reduced cons1derably and 43% of t:-'.e 
smallholders are now aole to obta.in their i~ertilizer requirements 
within a kilometre from their location. 

While upto 4 years ago, 85%: of farmers obtained their ferUl.!.zers 
from KFA (now KGGCU) only 47 .1% of the farme!rs interviewed steited 
they were now obtaining fertilizers from KGGCU. Although KGGCU -~ 
still oominant due to its extensive distribution network, its share 
hc:is been reduced and the farmers now hctve a wide choice of 
suppliers and hence there is irore competitic>n than 5 years ago. 
About 31. 7' of the farmers interviewed s1:ated they had changed 
their suppliers. 

Another indicator of availabil~ty is the timeliness of 
fertilizers. Nearly 75% of t.he farmers in1:erviewed stated tr.at 
timeliness in the availabi.lity and supply of fertilizers had 
improved, and 53.3% stated tr1ey were able to obtain as rruch 
fertilizer as they liked. 

The most preferred package is the traditicmal 50kg bag. However, 
the smaller packages of 2Skg and lOkg bagis are poPJlar with 
smallholders growing maize and horticultural crops. These 
smallholders can now afford t.o p.Jrchase the smaller packag;s of 
25kg and lOkg which reduce tr1e cash outlay needed. 

The improvement of fertilizer availability over the last 5 yea:s 
can be attrib.Jted to the foll.owing policy changes prorroted by 
USAID/Kenya: 
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a) 

b) 

c) 
d) 

Cancellation of sole distri!)Jtiori agency agreement between 
GoK·and KGGCU. 
Liberalization of tlie fertilizer marketing system and 
increased involvement and participati:- of the private 
sectcl in fertilizer distri!)Jtion. 
Authorization of su:rcharge on small fertilizer packages. 
Timely allocation of fertilizer import quotas. 

5.2 Impact on Use by Farmers 

About 95.5% of farmers stated that thc~y used fertilizers 
reg..ilarly. Abo.it 55% rei:iorteid that the:Lr use of fertilizers has 
been increasing. All wheat ano coffee crops were fertilized while 
90% of maize, potatoes and nortiOJltural crops received scme 
fertilizer. About 61% of the farrr:ers increased their fertiliLer 
use because it has been more available than it was 5 years ago, 

. while 12.4% were more awar~ of the benefits of.fertilizer use. 

Abo.It 45 .4% of all farmers stated that th1!ir use of USAID · OAP has 
been increasing over the last 5 years. The reasons given for 
increased use of USA!D DAP by the farm1ars were its ready 
availability, and that it was a good and :strong fertilizer. 

In su1m1ary, fertilizer use by fariners and in particular by the 
smallholder farmers in rural areas, has increa~ed over the last 5 
years. This increase has resulted m;tlnly from increased 
availability of proper types of fertilize:rs in adeQJate quanti ti~s 
and appropriate packages at the right time and at more ccmpetitive 
prices which come about as a result of th1e various policy changes 
promoted by USAID. 

5.J Impact on Farmers' Knowledge of .Fertilizer Tyoes, and Benefit~ 

Advice from the Agricultural extension service is the main source 
of knowledge of reason for use of fertilizers by farmers. Only 
23~81 of the farmers interviewed reported that they received 
information from fertilizer dealers and only 21.1% said that they 
were_being·ec:tJcated by fertilizer dealers. 

About 391 of the farmers were more aware of the benefits of 
fertilizers use now compared to the previous 5 years. About 73% 
are today aware of the differences between vario.is fertilizer 
types. Farmers are also aware of the corsequences of using v1ror.~ 
fertilizers on their crops. About 85% stated that their knowledge 
of fertilizers had increased and 87.21 had improved their farming 
practices. There has, therefore, been an increase in farmers' 
knowledge ~bout fertilizer use in the last 5 years. 

5.4 Impact on Proper and Safe Use of Fertilizers by Farmers. 

About 91% of the farmers stated that fertilizer use increased their 
yields. This is an indication that fertilizers are being us~d 
properly. About 73% of the farmers were aware of the differences 
between various types of the fertilizers and their use. They we:!:'e 
also aware of the consequences of using wrong fertilizers e.g. tney 
stated that use of top-dressing fertilizer for planting would 
result into reduction of yields. 
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5.5 Impact on Oistri:-U:ion OUtside Ma ior ~Aarket Centres. 

The rumber of retailers (stockists) in th,e rural trading centres 
whO stock fertil~zers has increased markedly in the last 5 years. 
Rural trading centres now have 3-4 fertilizer stockists whO also 
stock other agrirultural inputs. Moreover, there are numerous 
"seasonal" stockists who deal in fertiliz,ers and other inputs only 
when the season is on. The various distributors reported that t~ey 
had increased the rumber of stockists. 

Co-operative Unions have also increased their involvement in 
fertilizer distribution through Co-operative Societies in the n.1ra1· 
areas. The increased willingness and ability of distrit:utors to 
appoint or use stockists tJ aistribute fertilizers is a result ~f 
increased supply of fertilizers with better margins now compared · to 
5 years ·ago. Thus, fertilizer is now more available in the.main 
market centres and the surrounding rural trading centres.-,, This 
increased availability in the last 5 years is partly due to 

· increa1ed participation of the private sector in ferfilizer 
distrit:ution; a policy prc1moted by USAID. 

5.6 Impact on Distrib.Jtors to Invest in Distrit:ution Facilities and 
Services. 

Nearly 90% of the distritutors interviewed operate a distritx.Jtion 
network. As stated abc1ve, however, the network is mainly the 
various stockists •. Only 50% of the distrib.Jtors actually cperate 
branches or sub-branchesi. About 57% of' tt\e distributors have r.~t 

done any investment in thei distrib.Jtion capacity such as stora;e 
warehouses, lorries, etc:.; and 18% reported that they had reduced 
their distrib.Jtion capacity. The reason given by distrit:utors for 
this non-investment in new capacity or its reduction is increased 
competition from the new eintrants in the market in the last 5 
years. New entrants, t1owever, view their new b.Jsinesses in 
fertilizer and agri0Jlturc:1l inp.its distri.bution as new investments; 
and rightly so. 

While 95% of the distrib..1tors stated the!y were providing essential 
advisory services comparec1 t'J only 76% wt10 did so 5 years ago, the 

service provided is mainly the selling c1f fertilizers and adv ice on 
its use. Orl.4y· 2 distrib.Jtors operated a soil analysis laboratory 
and only 10% of the distrib.Jtors made field visits to clients. 
Th.Js, altha.Jgh there have been some inve!stment in distribut:i.cn 
network and services, the main investmeint has been in the form of 
new agro-inp.its businesse!> which have come up across the cwntry in 
the last 5 years as a i~esult of the opening up of the market; a 
policy pro1TYJted by USAID. 

5.6 Impact on Wholesale and Retail Prices 

About 35% of the stockist1s interviewed stated the profitability cf 
fertilizers was higher and 30% said ttiat such profitability had 
improved over the last 5 years. Increased profitability nas 
enabled stockists to stock more fe~tilizers and attrac~ea new 
stockists to sell fertilizers. About 43% of tne 
importers/distrirutors found it easier to give discounts compared 
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to 5 years ago. This is cue to increased profitability/mar;ins 
obtainable on aid fertilizers and direct allocations to 

·. distr.ib.Jtors who previ<~usly cruld not obtain direct allocations 
from the Governrrent. 

The majority of the farmc!rs paid the full Maxirrum Retail Price for 
fertilizers. Only 12.:5% of the farmE!rs obtained discounts and 
these were the largescale farmers. It appeared that the majority 
of the farmers, partiaJlarly the smallholders, are not even aware 
of the Maxirrum Retail Pr:Lce. There is f'ertilizer price ccmoeti tion 
at wholesale level and <it major market centres. There is, however, 
little price competition at retail level in the rural areas. 

5. 7 Impact on Imoorters to Irncort Correct ar'd Sufficient OJ anti ties -:f 
Fertilizers at tne Right Time and at Comcetitive Prices 

/ 

About 92% of the importers are better able to plan their im~or~s 
compared to only 50% fiv1e years ago. Importers also n::;,w aoply 
competitive methods of prorurement 1:0 obtain fertilizers at 
competitive prices. Thi:s he?s beP.n brou\~ht about by the cipplication 
of the 6IP Pricing Syst~n. 

However, importers hav1! not been al:>le to import sufficient 
quantities of fertilizers in time. The main reason for this has 
been GoK's involvement in determining Maxim..:m Retai1 Pric~s which 
are often annc:unced late. Although the demand forecasts are done 
in time and imports tiargets are set, and allocations issued l.n 
time, the targets are not met due to pr:Lce uncertainty. 

5.8 Impact on the GOK to dev1alop and Irnplem1!nt I:n?roved and Useful 
Policies and Procedures 

The study fo.md that tlie following improved and useful procect,;res 
had been developed ovar the last 5 year:s: 

a) The estimates of requirements art! based on more realistic 
data COl11)iled by the Inputs Mon.itoring Unit. Five years ago 
the estimates wer1e theoretical. The Ministry of Agricult:..;:::-e 
prepares the Fertilizer Anrual Plan. 

b) The Ministry of Agriculture cl1:isely monitors stock levels, 
sales and performance of the imp::>rters. The Central Bani< of 
Kenya is informed well in advance of the import 
requirements, and allocations i~ order to ensure timely and 
adeq.Jate availability of foreign exchange. 

c) The GCJ< has encouraged the fon11ation of the Kenya National 
Fertilizer Association which it registered in 1986. The 
Association is proving to be an effective forum for dialog~e 
between the Fertilizer Trade and the GoK on fertilizer 
matters and allows the importers/distributors to speak with 
one voice. 

d) A standing steering committee on the Movement of Urgent 
Public Traffic (in=luding fertilizers) has been formed. Th~ 
Co.ivnittee ensures that fertilizer arriving at the port of 
Mombasa is transported to strategic points of consumpticn as 
soon as it arrives. 
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e) The.GOK has recently published a National Fertilizer Policy 
Paper in which tt1e importance of fertilizer is clear 111 

'recognized. In the policy paper, the problems of the 
fertilizer industry and marketing are well artiOJlated and 
positive solutions to these problems are stated. 

The GOK is clearly better able to assume a more positive role in 
fertilizer policy and proceci.Jral matters to increase fertilizer 
availability and use. 

5.9 Impact on GOK to Imoroved Planning 

GOK's planning on fertilizer has improved tremenda.Jsly over the 
last 5 years. This is a result of the following measures: 

a) The formation of the Fertilizer Corrmittee whOs~ merngers have 
focussed a lot of attention on fertilizer matters and 
thereby gained considerable experience and knowledge on 
fertilizers. 

b) The establishnent of the Inp.Jts Monitoring Unit in the 
Ministry of AgriOJlture has ensured improved availability of 
reliable data on imports, stocks, prices, requirements etc. 
Five years ago, such data was not readily available. 

c) The training of Government staff involved in fertilizer 
matters through USAID sponsorships. 

5.10 Impact on Donors ta Finance Fertilizer Imports and Foster Marketing 
Development through their Programs 

The n.Jmber of fertilizer donors and q.iantities of aid fertilizers 
to Kenya have increased. Whereas in 1983/84 only 4 donors (USA, 
Netherlands, Japan and F.A.O.) supplied 21,548 metric tons to Ke~ya 
as aid, 11 co.mtries are Sl.tpplying over 140,000 metric tons of aid 
fertilizers today. Italy, whieh did not supply aid fertilizer ir. 
the past, started doing so in 1984/85. west Germany, which had 
stopped supply.i.ng fertilizers in 1978/79, resumed its aid supplies 
in 1986/87. The share of ctid fertilizers has risen from 36% in 
1984/85 to 6.3• o~ total fertilizer imports in 1987/88, 

ThrClugh the lnitiative of USAIO, there has been better donor 
co-ordination. Following the example of' USAIO, there have been 
attempts, albeit varied, t1y other donors to pranote some fertilizer 
policy changes. Japan, West Germany an~ Finland have agreed that 
th9S& t~tilizer aid be supplied in the same system promoted by 
USAID. The Netherlands have agreed to ~' ot their fertilizers aid 
supplies to be distrib.Jted in the same manner. Th.ls there is 
increased support, by other donors, of the policy and procedural 
changes prom::>ted by USAID. It is clear that USAID has provided 
important leadership in th1s context and t:hat many donors look
forward to the success cif the AID Fert1lizer Market Development 
Program. 

A recent notable developmerlt is the apparent unanimous agreement 
within the donor comrrunity that the most effective way to recuce 
Ga< involvement is to phase out aid-in-kind supplies of fertilizer 
and replace it with other type of assistance, such as balance of 
payment support which would greatly in:rease the role of the 
p~ivate sector in fertilizer marketing. 
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5.11 Impac~ of ·oonor Fertilizer on Commercial Fertilizer 

bonor fertilizer is of great benefit to agricultural development in 
Kenya. However, it cOJld hamper the development of a self 
sustaining commercial fertilizer system. There is evidence that as 

' a result of the policy and procedural changes promoted by USAIO, 
Government's fertilizer management and planning have improved. 
Such improvement has reduced the negative impact of donor 
fertilizers on commercial fertilizers. 

6. Progress Towards Meeting Objectives 

There has been expended private sector involvemsnt in the~ 
fertilizer sector in Kenya, improved GOK capacity to collect and 
analyse fertilizer sector data for better planning and ~ 

. 
decision-making; increased fertilizer retailing; increased farmzrs' 
awareness of the benefits and proper use of fertilizers and 
increased overall supply of fertilizers in the country. The 
objectives of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing Development Program 
have therefore been broadly achieved. There is, however, need for 
further attention to be given to encouraging distrib.Jtors to invest 
in retail marketing capacity anct services since opening up of the 
market has tended, in the short :ru~, to discourage such investme~t. 

7. Progress Towards Meeting G~ 

Significant progress has been made towards achieving the goals of 
USAID Fertilizer Marketing Program. Specifically, fertilizer 
availability in rural market centres and use by smallholder f ar~ers 

has increased. The GOK has developed a National Fertilizer Poli~y 
on fertilizer marketing and is better able to define and carry c1Jt 
its role in .the fertilizer sector. Im~eed, the foundation of a 
viable cannercial marketing is taking fo:r:m. 

8. The Strategy for Future USAID Programsi Aimed at Cantin.Jed 
lill01'Qvement of Fertlllzer Marketing, Aval.lacillty ano use in r<enya 

A viable comnercial marketing system is emerging in Kenya. There 
is an increased involvement of the priVCite sector firms who are 
expanding their distribJtion network. This has resulted in 
increased availability ancl use of fertilizer by the smallholcer 
farmers. The GCJ< has be~~n to liberalize the market. Although the 
cc:untry is still far from having the same fertilizer marketing 
system which was in place upto the mid-l970s, there have been 
significant, beneficial, policy changes implementeu since 1983 
which, if contirued with the same momentum, will result in a viable 
convnercial marketing system. 
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Remaining Constrain~s: 
. 

. a) 

b) 

c)_ 

d) 

e) 

f') 

The supply of fertilizer aid-in··kind has necessitated 
increased and coritinued involvement of. GOK in fertilizer 
management. This t1as denied thE~ private sector the 
opportunity to make the crucial marketing decisions on 
importation and distrib.Jtion of fe!rtilizers. It has created 
uncertainties whic:h have mitigated against investment and 
development of the marketing syste!lll. There is therefore, 
need to supply a.id fertilizer in forms tnat minimize GOK' s 
involvement, such as in the form of balance of payment 
support. 
Whilst the decision to open the market is sound, it has led 
to allocations being granted to end-users. Allocations to 
end-users have taken away the large-scale sector from the 
distributors and l1!ft them with the, less profitable 
smallholder market segment. The smallholder marl<et segment 
is limited and exp1!nsive to servic:e and cannot a1o·ne support 
a meaningfully lar1~e fertilizer private sector. 
Price control remains a major constraint. GOK has r")Ot been 
able to announce f1!rtilizer sellir1g prices on time. · This 
has often resulte<j in non-importation of fertilizers. It is 
therefore desirablE! that fertiliZE!r price control should be 
removed. In the meantime, efforts should be made to 
announce fertilizer prices sirrultaneously with import 
allocations befor1! J.Jly 15 of eac:h year. These prices which 
should be reviewed at least twice a year to take care of 
changes which migtit ocOJr in the world market prices, should 
incorporate adequate whOlesale ancj retail margins. 
The Inputs tJonitoring Unit in the Ministry of Agria.Jlture, 
thrugh already est<~blished, does not seem to be fully 
integrated in the civil service adequately enough to 
guarantee staff terure and contin.Jity. It is presently we:at<: 
and needs s trengthiming. 
Lack of credit is a problem. The stockists play a crucial 
role in distributing fertilizers to the farmers who have no 
access to credit. With an effective credit system, rural 
stockists would stc)ck and distrib.Jte more fertilizers to th~ 
smallholder farmers. The credit issue, partio.Jlarly c:edit 
to fertilizer stocl<ists, demands lJrgent attention. 
The increased use of fertilizers t1as brooght into foe.is tr.e 
need for improved soil management practices to reduce any 
negative effects of fertilizer on soils and environment. 

Desirability and/or Scace for Contirued USAID Involvement in 
Fertilizer Marketing in Kenya 

ar Validity of D..Jrrent Gcals and Objectives 

All goals and olJjecti ves of USAID Fertilizer Marketing 
Development Program remain valid. Significant progress has 
been made towards their achievement, but a lot of scope 
still remains. USAID has provided ITl.JCh needed leadership in 
initiating and promoting the reform process necessary for 
eventual full development of fertilizer marketing system in 

/ '1) I 
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.Kenya. The GOK seems to fully appreciate USAID's efforts :o 
this end and ~ost other donors a:e gradually supportir.g GC~ 

towards this. USA:ID's contirued .leadership will therefore 
be crucial in ensuring that the devt!!lopment of a commercial 
fertilizer marketing system remains on a firm foundation. 

b) Areas Needino ContinJed, Refined or Expanded Attention 

1) The other donors sha..Jld be e1icouraged to review the 
nature of their fertilizer assistance to Kenya, so 
that such assistance promotes the development of a 
viable commercial fertiliz~r marketing system. 

ii) Prices of all fertilizers should eventually be 
decontrolled. In the short I\Jn, prices snou.kd.be 
announced on time and prices at stockist level in 
the rural market centres be liberalized immediately 
since there is no proper basis for setting such 
prices. 

iii) Opening up the market has resulted in a wide 
private sector participation. The foOJs should now 
be shifted from further expansion to strengthening 
of private sector fir=ns that have so far 
demonstrated interest in contirued involvement in 
the sector. 

iv) There is need for the Government to appreciate the 
need for, and to ensure, continuity of the InP'.Jts 
Mani tor ing Unit. · 

c) Indications from GOK, Other Donors and Private Sector for 
Contirued USAID Involvement in the Sector 

The Ga< welcanes contin.Jed involvement by USAID subject to 
the nDdalities of such involvement being worked 0~1t and 
clearly understood by both parties. lhe donors are 
generally supportive of the policy and procedural chan;es 
promoted by Ga<./USAID to develo~1 a fertilizer marketing 
system. Indeed, thE!Ie is evidence that donors a.:ipreciate 
USAIO' s leadership in this a"al. The farmers who have 
benefited greatly from USAID Fertilizer Marketing 
Development Program are happy with USAID's OAP. Although 
the main distrib.Jt:ors are concemed with "unfair 
canpetition" from non-geruine dlstrib.Jtors who receive 
allocations, the private sector has benefited immensely fr:::::i 
the program and looks forward to USAID's contirued 
involvement in the sector. 
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9. Strateoy for Future USAID Involvement 

The USAID Fertilizer Marketing Program has progressively evolved 
from one promoting improved GOK fertil.izer management to one 
promoting a viable commercial fertilizer marketing system 
development. Significant progress has been made towards 
achieving the objectives and goals of the program and a 
fa.Jndation for a viable commercial marketing system nas teen 
laid. The main obstacle to the development of this marketing 
system, nowever, is the supply of fertilizers in the form cf 
aid-in-kind by various donors which has necessitated aeeper 
GOK's involvement in fertilizer sector partiOJlarly in 
allocation and pricing. , 

"" 
It therefore seems clear that the best strategy for the future 
is for the donors to provide assistance in the form of foreign 
exchange for p.Jrchase of fertilizers while progressively and 
selectively phasinG out supolies of fertilizers in tne form of 
aid-in-kind. In doing so, however, a sy~tem of disbursement of 
fertilizer aid funds should be carefully designed and 
implemented so as to avoid possible disruption of fertilizer aid 
supplies. This strategy sha.Jld be implemented in such a way 
that it supports and complements GOK's fertilizer policies as 
articulated i~ the National Fertilizer Policy Paper. 

ti 'i-'J I 
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CHAPTER I 

A. 9ackgra .. md 

1. The Fertilizer Sector 

1.1 Growth and use: 

The use of fertilizers in Kenya can be traced back to the 
l950 1 s. During that period, t1oweve:r, fertilizer 
availability and use was restricted to plantation crops 
such as coffee, tea and suga.rcane grown on large estates. 
It was not until independence in 1963 that fertilizer use · 
arrong smallt1olders started. Demand for fertilizers by the 
smallholder African farmers grew renarkably foll6wing~the 
introduction of hybrid maize, improved smallholder. access 
to land with sub division of European owned estates and 
approval to grow cash crops like coffee and tea. The 
growth in f'ertilizer consumption during the 1960' s was 
estimated at 10 percent per year. 

l. 2 Market Structure - Historical Perspective: 

The Government of Kenya (GOK) recognised the importance of 
increased fertilizer use and in 1963 established a ~orking 
Party to identify constraints to fertilizer availabili~y 
and use by smallholder African farmers (Macl<enzie Report 
1963). Tr-1e major impediments were seen to be poor 
distrib..Jtion (particularly to meet the growing demand by 
_.nallholders) and prices. The existing distribution 
system catered mainly for the large scale farmers. A 
fertilizer subsidy together with distrioJtion by 
co-operatives and stockists were instituted. Thus the 
first attempt by the government to riddress tile constraints 
to increased fertilizer availability and use throug11 the 
development of marketing system began. · 

Growth in fertilizer use during 1970s and early 1980s v1as 
variable but attained an average rate of 5 per cent ;:er 
anrum from 1975 to 1982. The major cash crops, incJ.u ding 
coffee, tea and sugarcane, accru~t for over 65 per c~nt of 
the fertilizer used in Kenya. Another 19 per cent to 
maize, 12 per cent to wheat while t1orti0Jltural produc~s 
such as beans account for another 4 per cent. 

There are two dlstinct categories of fertilizer end users 
(market) in Kenya i.e. a) the large scale farms and 
estates and (b) the small holders. \'lhile the large scale 
farmers and estates accrunt for the b..Jll< of fertilizers 
used in the country, the sl1are of smallholders has gro.·:n 
dramatically from 15 per cent in the 1970s to 42 per cent 
of the totul consumptions in the 1980s. However, U1e 
percentage use by small1"1olders cruJ.d and should be rruch 
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Table l.l 

~I 
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higher as the inc:reased amount Clf food needed to feed 
Kenya's growing population, will come from smallholder 
production. 

AlthOJgh fertilizer use in Kenya is high by Sub-Saharan 
African standard~;, it is still J.ow compared to Latin 
America and Asia. However, the Government of Kenya set a 

· growth target of 20 percent per annum in Sessional Paper 
No: 4 of 1981 on National Food Policy. The present 
consulJl)tion of fe!rtilizers is sJ.igl'ltly over 200,000 metri:: 
toAs compared to a potential or 650,000 metric tons per 
year. As will be~ discussed latE!r, this gap is large! y ·i::Lie 

to policies and marketing constraints which limit tt)e 
availability or fertilizers in the Co.mtry. ;, 

Owing to a great diversity in sc1il conditions and crop 
types many types and grades of 1'ertilizers are used in 
Kenya. Kenya soj.ls are generally def'icient in Nitrogen 
and Phosphate but have an adequc1te supply of Potassium. 
The f erUlizers 1.1sed are therefc1re of high nitrogen and 
phosphate con.tent:. In 1986/87 the composition of 
fertilizers used were calculatecl to be as follows: 

Straight Phospriatic 
Straight Ni tro~1enous 
Anm:mium Phospr1ates 
~lex (N?Ks) 
Straight Potassic 

7.0% 
27.oi 
29.2% 
36.0% 
a.a" 

Table l below sh::1ws the different types of fertilizers 
used in Kenya in 1986/87: 

Types of Fertili2:er used in Kenya 1986/1987 

TYPE QUANTITY 
(~RIC TONS) 

Sulphate of Amrronia (SA) 21% .1 3,000 
C.A.N. 261 48,000 
A.S.N. 261 8,400 
lJ£A 461 8,750 
Single SuperphOsphate 18% 4,000 
TSP 46% 8,000 
D.A.P. 18-46-0 63,500 
M.A.P. ll-52-0 l,000 
N.P.K. 20-20-0 18,000 
N.P.K. 20-20-10 23,000 
N.P.K. 25-5-5+5%5 36,175 
N.P.K. 17=17-17 4,500 
N • .P.K. 6-l8-4Mgo+0.18 l,000 
M.Jriate of Potash 6m~ 1,500 
Sulphate of Potash 50~ 1,000 
Others (Trace Elements) 40 (' 

'} (.,. v· 
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.All the fertilizers used in Kenya are imported 
commercially by various organizations including the 
private sector and as aid suppliecf by various donors. Mo 
fertilizer is 1narufactured in Kenya, although a small 
plant to prod.Jee Single Superpnosp11ate (SSP) will begin 
operation in Thika this year. 

The trend in commercial imports and aid imports from 
1982/83 to 1987/88 is presented in Table 2. The sha=e of 
aid imports has risen from 27 per cent in 1982/83 to 63 
per cent 1987/88. Table 3 shows total imports by 
fertilizer types. Table 4 presents the detailed breakc~~n 
of aid fertilizer imports by co..intry and the share of 
USAIO supplies ~gainst total aid fertilizers imported ayer 
the years. Table 3 in particular polnts out the , 
significance and variability of aid imp6rts which leads to 
potential problem in rationalising a marketing syst"em as 
described in this report. 

The fertilizer selling prices are controlled by the 
Government through the Price Controller who issues the 
approved Maxinum. Retail Pr ices f ram time to t.ime. Since 
1977, the prices have been based on the C & F cost price 
at Mombasa and are calculated using a for1T1Jlar of : (C & F 
+30% + kShs. 100.00 = Selling Price F.O.R. Mombasa). The 
Maxi1TUm Retail Price for different centres is arrived at 
by adding transportation (mainly by rail) costs and 
differs from one district centre to another. 

Prior to 1972, there was little Government involvement in 
fertilizer marketing. Tile role of the Government was 
limited to approval of a Selling Price List submitted by 
the then Kenya Fertilizer Association, payment of 
fertilizer subsidy, and promotion of fertilizer use 
through extension, training and research services. 

Fertilizer importation and distrib.Jtjon l'lere carried out 
by several private sector organisations and the Kenya 
Farmers' Association wllich was registered and operated 
both as a Co-operat.ive and a private company. The main 
features of the system were: 

(a) There was no fertilizer import quota allocation 
system. Importers ca.ild import the quantities 
and types they thought tl1e market could bare 

(b) Price control on fertilizers was not applied 
rigorously. Tl1e Government, througl1 the Ministry 
of Agriculture, merely approved the Price List as 
worked out and submitted by the then Kenya 
Fertilizer Association. 

(c) The recommendations of Kenya Fertilizer 
Association, which drew its membership from the 
main fertilizer importers were a major influence 
in the government's decision on fertilizer 
marketing policies. 
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(d) There was the Fertilizer Advisory Committee 
consisting of Government officials and 
representatives from the fertilizer trade. 

(e) Fertilizer importers had first to be recognised 
and registered by the Ministry of Agriculture. 
The recognition and the registratioh were 
accorded on the basis C)f the following criteria: 

i. that the importer (organisation) rust have a 
distribution network, (Jr show evidence that it · 
was endeavouring to establish such a network, 
particularly in the renoter areas of the c6untry. 

ii. that the importer org~iisation rrust have 
qualified personnel capable of advising the 
farmers on fertilizer tJse and benefits. 

The importers individually planned, sClJrced and arranged 
for the distribution of the fertilizers. D.Jring that 
period, fertilizers were imported and were available to 
the farmers on time. There was, indeed, some competition 
in the market although it has been arg.Jed that the t<enya 
Fertilizer Assoc:iation enco.iraged non-compe:itive 
tendencies or pi:·actices. Individual companies conducted 
fertilizer promc1tional progrannies. There were serious 
initiatives by the fertilizer importers to establish arid 
develop stockist distriwtion networks on an exclusive 
basis throughClJt the country. Fig.Jre l shews the existing 
marketing chanm!ls during the early 1970s. 

Table 1.2: Total Fertilizer Imports into Kenya 1982/83 - 1987/88 (Metric Tc~s) 

TYPES Cf' Ifwf>ORTS 1982/83 1983/84 1984/8.5 1985/86 1986/87 1987/83 

COnmercial 150,500 188,160 133 ,~i24 199,552 148,049 82,950 
Aid (donated) 54,671 25,148 73,100 145,589 82,000 142,315 

TOTAL 205,171 213,308 206,1,24 345,141 23u,049 225,265 

AID AS % OF 27% 12% 36% 42% 37% 63% 
TOTAL IMPORTS 

SOURCE: Ministry of Agriculture - Nairobi 

i'\ 
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TABLE l. 3: Total Fertilizer Imports 0to Kenya 1983/1984 - 1987/1988 
~Metric Tens) 

T Y P E 1983/84 1984/85 1985/86 1986/87 1987/88 I 
I 
I 

5.A. 21% 14,426 27.,974 12,974 3,000 3r500 I 
CAN 26% 44,506 27,000 40,700 4,800 36,500 i 
ASN 26% 28,791 9,500 11,200 8,400 15,000 I . 
UREA 46% 5,494 15,600 38,500 8,750 6,509 I 
SSP 18% 3,000 7,000 4,000 _,,, I 
TSP 46% 12,562 4,000 J 5 '900 8,000 6,300 I 
OAP 18-46-0 40,574 48.,000 67,538 63,500 76,500 I 
MAP 11-52-0 16,045 8,500 1,000 4,953 I 
f'FK 20-20-0 24,700 191

, 750 45,349 18,000 18,000 I 
NPI< 20-20-10 .901 191,000 40,500 23,JOO 15,110 I 
NPK 25-5-5+55 22~098 25,500 44,000 36,175. 26,000 I 
NPK 17-17-17 4.,100 6,440 4,500 5,252 I 
NPK 6-l8-20+4Mgo 2,000 1,000 l,ooo I 
NPK l5-15-6+4Mgo 1,600 1,500 1,500. I 
MCf> 2,600 2,100 1,040 4,030 I 
SCP 1,368 1,000 2,000 40 I 
NPK 21-7-14 2,300 I 
Hyperphosphate l,000 2,000 2,000 I 
Other 843 800 42() 184 1,238 I 

I 
TOTAL 213,308 206,424 3~5,141 230,049 225,265 

SOJRCE: .-1.!.nistry of AgriOJl tu1e - Nairobi 
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T.ta.£ 1.4: Ferti.l.i.zer Aid 9 fPl ie:l to Kerya l.979/l.S6:l - l.987~1988 (J.J.ly - A.Jg.Jst) Mrt.ric Tcrs 

CX}.[R I 

CllNTRY 79/fJJ 
...,.. ,,.., 

81/82 8:2183 83184 84/85 I 85/SS &!J/5'1 I a718a I 

I J • I ,,,, 

fltltway 940J 4700 ;a-,u ~ I Z2CID l:.aD I l71l0 I . 
ISTraI1< u~ I l7!CD - I - I 

S...a:Bi 'i'OJJ I iam lClIO I l:Oll I 

FWcn::I . iaD I JSlD - I - I 

N!tterlds 40lD um l8ID 4Cr:m 24'ACD I 20lD lDD I xan I 
.l:pn 8l52 7:m am llD 2!lD LtJJl) I 8J70 - I 87tD I 

Italy ;o:o I 2'lID - I - I 

w.~ I - 7IXD I 20DJ I 

F.A.O. .td]) l.IID I - - I - I 

U.S.A. 4JlfJl 2XB l42l8 21.IID I 2921.9 2DDJ I si.:cc I 
I I 

lOTA.. 57552 6Z217 53586 SldlJ 21.548 J.;UC:O I~ 82CID I 142315 I 

I I I 

LEA AS% I 
10 10"'1 .. l 

.AID 6.'91 ::91 D 29.k ~ 

'l~\ 
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FIGURE l: KENYA FERTILIZER r.!.l\RKETHlG CHAt·;~:EL UPTO 1975 

OVERSEAS SUPPLlEKS 

SUBSIDIAHY UR HEPPESENTATIVE CFFICE 
CF OVERSEAS SUPPLlER/MAt~t.:~ACTURER 

It.P~TERS/01STRlBUTCRS 

(trEM3ER OF KENYA FEf<TILIZER ASSOCIATION)* 

I STOCKlSTS/CO-OP'S 

'---~-----~~---~-
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 
LARGE SCALE FAR~EllS . 
ANO LARGE ESTATES 

NUMEROUS SMALL SCALE 
FPRMERS 

* See Annex VII for List of Members of l<enya Fertilizer Association 

Despite these early initi~tives growth of fertilizer use 
aroong smallholders only increased slowly and in 1972 the 
Government established a worl<.:.ng Party (The Havelock 
Report) to make further observations and recommendations 
aimed at enhancing fertilizer avail.ability and use by the 
smallholder. The major constraint!i at this time were seen 
to be lack or competition which lecl to high prices. The 
report called for a major restructuring of fertilizer 
marketing. 

In 1972, the recomrrendations of the Havelock Report were 
accepted by the Government. Arong other things, it 
recommended the abolition of t11~ l<enya Fertilizer 
Association arguing th.it it was a cartel wt1ich encouraged 
non-competitive tenclencies. It also recommended the 
abolition of the rec:ognition anq rt'!gistration of 
fertilizer importers on set criteria stating that this 
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requirement mitigated against competition as it tended to 
bar new entrants into the market. The report stated that 
it was, in any case, the duty of the Government extension 
and research service to provide the farmers w-ith the 
necessary advise on fertilizer use. 

Beginning 1973, the oil crisis brought with it a turmoil 
in the fertilizer market worldwide. Shortages of 
fertilizer became rampant and prices were escalating at a 
rate never known before. Kenya was not spared tnis 
experience and the-Government, with little information oh 
the market, became suspicious of the importers who we1."e 
now increasing prices in line with the world market'trends. 

The Government reacted to this sJ.tuation by: 

(a) applying rigorous price control procedures on 
fertilizer prices; 

(b) atternptir1g to enter intc1 direct importation of 
fertilizeirs through the Kenya National Trading 
Corporations (KNTC) a pc1rastatal concern, fully 
owned by the Government; 

(c) req.Jestir1g, for the fir~it time, fertilizer. 
donation~i through the 1arious aid programmes, to 
be distrHl.1ted by the Kemya National Federation 
of Co-operatives ( ·;re) and later by Kenya 
Farmers' Association (KFA) as the sole 
distribution agent; 

(d) forming c:1 joint venture company for the 
establistwent of a fert:llizer marufacturing 
complex; and 

(e) introducing fertilizer ;Lrnport Q.Jota allocation 
system 

'• 
Certain Government actions at th1! time threw the existing 
marketing system into disarray. Delays in releasing 
selling prices crE!ated uncertainities and reSJlted in 
delays in importation hence late arrival of fertilizers. 
Although the Government did not 1:arry out any direct 
importation, aid fertilizers started arriving in late 
1974. These incllJded those from USAID. The Kenya 
National FederatiCJn of Co-operatives (Kl'FC), despite its 
inexperience in ft!rtilizer b.lsiness, was appointed to 
distrib'Jte aid fe:rtilizer. It was also envisaged that 
KNFC would remain the main agent for the distribution of 
GOK aid fertilizer. Early in 1975, the Government 
announced selling prices for ~id fertilizers which were 
30I below the prices of convnercially imported stock~. 
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H.Jge losses were incurred by the private sector fertilizer 
traders including the Kenya Farmers' Association (KFA) and 
also by KNFC. It had also been agreed in the joint 
venture agreement that the ill-fated Ken-Ren Chemicals and 
Fertilizers Limited, which was involved in the 
establishment of a fertilizer complex at Mombasa, wruld 
become the sole importer of fertilizers ore year prior to 
the commissioning of the fertilizer plant. 

By 1975, it was therefore obvious that Government 
involvement and controls in the market were increasing and 
would contirue to do so. The commercial importers react.ea' 
by: / ,,,, 

(a) not importing fertilizers unless prices had been 
approved at acceptable levels prior to entering 
any importation commitment; and 

(b) reducing or stopping investment in fertilizer 
marketing or b.Jsiness because of uncertainties 
created by Government interventions. 

By 1983, the negative impacts of Government interventi·.;n 
on fertilizer marketing cruld be s1Jnrnarized as follo·"'s: 

STATUS IMPACT 

Mackenzie (Kenya) Ltd Importer/Distrib.Jtor Ceased trading in 
fertilizers and 
closed all its 
branches 

Kenya Merchants 9.Jpply 

Intag Limited 

Sapa Chemicals Ind. 

Windmill E.A. Limited 

Albatros E.A. Ltd 

l<enya National 
Feceration of 
Co-operatives 
(Kf\FC) 

Distrib.Jtor 

Importer/Distrib.Jtor 

Importer/Distrib.Jtor 

Importer (Subsidiary 
of overseas Company, 
Windmill Holland) 

9..Jbsidiary of overseas 
Company (UKF of 
Holland) 

Importer/Distrib.Jtor 

Ceased its operations 

Under receivership 

Under receivership 

Sold its interest in 
Kenya 

Closed its offices 
in Kenya 

Under receivership 
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At the same time tliere were no proper arrangements for the 
distrib.Jtion of aid fertilizer consignments arriving in 
the Ca.mtry. Aid Fertilizer consignments changed hanos 
three to f OJr times among clearing agents ano some less 
known distrib.Jtors. There was total lack of 
accOJntability and large CJ,Jantitias worth millions of 
shillings were lost and co..ild not be acco..inteo for. 

It can be seen fron the abave that a viable commercial 
marketing system with little government involvement was 
operating prior to 1975. Marketing networks set up by 
ptivate sector distrib.Jtors made sure correct types of 
fertilizers were available to farmers at the rignt ~ime at 
the right place at competitive prices. The ins'titudon of 
government controls on importation pricing and .. 
distrib.Jtion p..it the system in disarray. Marketing 
networks were no longer in place, and the growth of 
fertilizer availability and use stagnated. The aim of 
USAIO's involvement in the fertilizer sector in Kenya was 
to address these problems. 

2. Overview of USAID involvement in the fertilizer sector prior to 1983 

USAIO first supplied fertilizers to Kenya thrCXJgh the AgriOJltural 
Sector Program Loan signed in 1973. The fertilizers started arriving 
in 1974. From then on United States supplied fertilizers to Kenya as 
shown in Table 5. 

TABLE 1.5: USAID Fertilizer Supplies to Ken~a 1974 - 1982 

YEAR Tilt.E I, AMOUNT PRODUCT QUANTITY I ARRIVAL 
I US$ METRIC I DATE 
I TONS I 

1974 Program Loan I 10 million TSP 10,500 I December, 1974 
I OAP 5,250 ·I Jaruary, 1975 
I TSo 5,000 I February, 1975 

1980/I Economic ., 20 million OAP 31,924 I Jaruary, 1981 
1981 I 9.Jpport Fund I MAP 10,216 I March, 1981 

I (Fertilizer I TSP 20,910 I October, 1981 
I Grant) I I Jaruary, 1982 

1982 I Developnent I 4. 4 milli.on I OAP 9,200 I 1983/ 
I Assistance I I MAP 5,000 I 1984 
I Grant (Agric I I I 
I Sector Grant) I I I 
I I I I 

SOURCE: USAIO/KENYA 

In these earlier programs, prior to 1984, USAID supported the 
fertilizer sector simply beca1use using rr.one3 to supply fertilizers 
satisfied several objectives sirrul tanews.ly· • USAID financing for 
fertilizer imports was used mainly for balance of payment ano 
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budgetary support. There were no substantial policy issues raised in 
these p1·ograms. Whilst the lack of inputs was cited as a constraint 
to agricultural prod.Jction plans to im~ediately address the inputs 
problems were not offered. Thus between 1980 and 1983 the prcgram 
assistance agreements were non-conditional and there were no lcng 
term objectives or a strategy to address marketing constraints. 

In 1983, a detailed study was commissioned by USAID to determine what 
could be learned from earlier experience with financing fertilizer 
imports. The following issues emerged from the study: 

(a) There was poor accountability by the GOl<'s distribution agent, 
the KFA, for the fertilizers it sold and the local rurrency 
generations which shoulcl have been deposited to the Treasury: 

/ 

(b) Suspicion and mistrust existed between the Government and the 
private Companies involved in fP.rtilizer business, resulting in 
no constructive dialog.Je to make changes. 

(c) Several private sector firms were withdrawing from distribution 
because of the uncertainties in the marl<et and deteriorating 
profit margins. 

(d) D.Je to initial pricing problems where some aid fertilizers were 
more expensive than commercial fertilizers initially, the KFA 
scld little aid fertilizer and was left with large stocks and 
carrying charges into ttie next season. This problem was later 
resolved. 

(e) The granting of tie monopoly on aid fertilizers '·'J l<FA was 
probably the deat11 blow to private sector marketing system 
development. The aid fe?rtilizers were distrib.Jted by KFA on 
very favourable term~ not obtainable by other commercial 
importers and distributors. This resulted in restricting the 
market and retarding it~ development. 

The KFA marketed more than 85 per cent of all fertilizers in the 
ca.mtry. The balance was imponed and distributed by 3-4 commercial 
firms which sold mainly to estates and large scale farmers. 
Fertilizer availability to smallholders was restricted to those areas 
having KFA branch and the maxi!Tl.Jm allo\'/able retail price was chaqed 
due to lack of competition. 

3. OJrrent Programs (1984 and beyond) 

With this experience USAID began a "policy dialcgue" to liberalize 
Kenya's fertilizer marketing system and improve availability and use 
throogh greater private sector participatior1. The first step was to 
incorporate conditional.ities into USAID/l<enya's 1982 Agrirultural 
Sector Grant and subsequent proyrams. 

3 MADIA f{[POHT NO. 8 
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The 1982 program under which fertilizers were imported in October, 
1983, introduced the concept on a trial basis of allocating aid 
fertilizers to private firms to sell to farmers under payment by bank 
guarantees. Allocation to a number of private firms expanded th~ 
geographical distrib.Jtion of fertilizers and payment by bank 
guarantees instituted acco.i.ntability. The system worked extremely 
well. · 

Whilst previously all aid fertilizers were being distribJted by KFA 
on exclusive basis the Gove!rnment cancelled its agreement with KFA in 
1983. All.USAID financed fertilizers were allocated to a rumber of 
private sector firms for distribution. In addition all .othe;_ • 
fertilizers were to be allocated in a similar manner. The n.Jmber of 
private sector firms involved in the distribution of aid fertilizers 
has increased markedly from l in 1982/1983 to 65 in 1987/1988. Table 
6 shows the various program agreements since 1984 to date. Table 7 
shows the trend in private sector participation in USAID fertilizer 
distribJtion. Since 1984 USAID has financed the importation of over 
167,000 metric tons of fertilizers, mainly O.A.P., worth US Dollars 
49 million. 

• 

·' 
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TABLE L6:. USAID Fertilizer SuopliP.S ta Kenya 1984 - 1988 

YEAR AGREEMENT ALLUCATION DISBURSED" I PRODUCT QUANTITY ARRlV.C,[ 
US$ I MET. TONS 

1984 Agricultural 147243114 14724314 OAP 20828 I Apr 35 
Development 28500 I Oct 85 
Program (615-0230 I 
a DA loan I - I 14724314 1472431'4 49328 

I 
~ug cs 1985 Structural AijJ- 85ouuuu 85UUUUU l.)AJ-> 152526 I 

ustment Program 13656;, • I Cct 87 
(615-0213) 1000 I Aug 88 
Economic Support I 
Fund Grant I - I 850000J 8500000 29912 

I 
1986 Structural Adj- l441~l900T 14441900 OAP 4571 1 -Aug a6 

us trnent Program I 19000 I Aug 88 
(615-0213) I 21993 I Dec 88* 
Economic Support I I 
Fund Grant I I 

14441900 I 14441900 45564 I 
I I 

~ Structural Adj- ll29SUUO I 11295000 UAP 31490 I Jan eu 
us tinent Program I 8007 I Dec as"' 
(615-0240) I 2771 I Jan 89* 
Economic Support I I 
Fund Grant I I - I 11295000 1 I 11295000 42268 

I I 
GRAND TOTAL 48961214 I 46961214 T 167432 I 

I I 
SOORCE: USAID/l<ENYA • 

* To be shipped later 

,, 
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TABLE 1.7: Trend in Aid Fertilizer Oistributicn by orivate Sector in 
Kenya 1982/1933 - 1987/1988 

Y E A R QUANTITY (METRIC TONS**) NO. OF PRIVATE SECTCR 
DISTRIBUTORS 

1982/83 20910 l* 
/ 

1983/84 14200 7 ~ 

1984/85 20808 16 

1985/86 28500 24 

1986/87 19827 13 

1987/88 51436 65 

.. 
lss7ol 120 

KFA (Co-~p) Ltd only (now KGGCU) 

In lJly 1987, the IFDC (William and Allgoo<:j) was commissioned to 
conduct an evaluation of the 1984 Agricultural Development Program. 
The evaluation fa.md that the Kenya fertil.izer industry was "drif :.:.r.g 
aimlessly". They stated that a complete fertilizer marketing system 
did not exist in Kenya, and recommended the development of a 
marketing strategy which ~ould support intergrated marketing systems 
with several centrally managed, autonorrcus, profit oriented self 
sustaining distrib.Jtion firms responsible for all marketing 
decisions. It was fo.Jnd that the USAID fertilizer program had not 
addressed this issue. The program was primarily formed for expanairg 
availability and use through private secu:ir distribution but was not 
creating a self sustaining marketing system. 

The report further pointed out that the Government had a key role i~1 

enco.Jraging the development of a fully intergrated fertilizer 
marketing system and recommended that USAID take the leadership in 
Kenya to make it happen. The USAID responded to this by shifting 
emphasis from availability and use to the development of a fertilize~ 
marketing system. 

The goals of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing Development Program were 
refined to accomplish the following in the long terms: 
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i} . p.Jtting the foundations of a viable corrmercial marketing sys tern 
in place; 

ii) assisting the Government of Kenya to develop and implement a 
national policy on fertilizer marketing; 

iii) increasing fertilizer availability and use in Kenya, 
partia.ilarly by smallholdE~rs in areas rutside the major market 
centres in the remoter areas; 

iv) helping the Government of Kenya to better define and play its 
role in ensuring fertilizE~r availability to farmers as and wr.en . 
reQ..Jired. 

/ 

In order to achieve these long term goals, the following objectives 
had to be directly addressed in the USAID pro~iram: 

(a) to increase involvement and participation of the private sector 
in fertilizer marketing in Kenya; 

(b) to improve the capacity of the Government of Kenya .i.n fertilizer 
planning; 

(c) to enccurage those involved in agric..iltural inp.its distrib..Jtion 
to invest in retail marketing network ancj services; . 

(d) to increase the overall s1Jpply of fertilizers in the ca.Jntry; 

(e) to increase farmers' awareness of the value and proper use of 
fertilizers. 

The strategy to achieve the above goals and objectives were 
articulated in the form of a number of conditionalities and covenants 
in each agreement. These condi tionali ties arE:! reviewed from year to 
year and necessary adjustment or new comitionalities made to effect 
better achievement of goals and objectives. 

The strategy elem~nts are outlined in Chapter IV of this report. 

4. Linkage between USAID Fertilizer Marketina Oevelopnent Progranme ar.d 
increased agricultural Production in Kenya · 

Agriculture is the daninant sector of Kenya's economy. It acccx.ints 
for abaJt one-third of Gross Dorrestic Product, 70% of the co.Jntry's 
employment and abOut 60% of the export earnings. In addition, 
agriculture provides nearly all the ca.Jntry's food. Kenya's 
pop..Jlation has been increasingly very rapidly, the growth rate being 
4% per ann.im. Agriculture has to meet the challenges of providing 
adeQJate food for the t:urgeoning pop.Jlation, employment generation 
and foreign exchange earnings to fuel the econcmic growth. Moreover, 
increased agricultural growth has to be act1ieved in a less favcx.irable 
environment of a declining land base. Kenya is short of good 
agricultural land. 
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OJt of a total land area of .57 million hectares, less than 20% is 
arable. Based on agro-ecological characteristics of rainfall, so::: 
and slopes only 7% of total land can be said to be good agria..iltun: 
land which can support arabl 1e agriculture withOJt irrigation. 
Another 4-5% of the land can support cropping tl.Jt there are high 
risks of crop failure cue to drOJgnt. The rest of the land is 
suitable for livestock keep.ing with varying degrees of intensity. 
The cOJntry's pastoralists and game parks are to be fOJnd there. 

The gover~~ent of Kenya has chosen land use intensificaton as the 
best strategy of developing agriculture to meet the existing 
challenges. (Kenya, National Food Policy Paper 1981 and Sessional 
Paper No. l of 1986). Fertilizer use is central to the land use· . . ,, 
intensification strategy. It is also one of the most important 
inp.Jts accOJnting for 18% of total value of agriOJltural inp.Jts in 
1984, 27% in 1985 and 22.6% in 1987. (Annex III Table 1). 

The national food policy Sessional Paper or· 1981 ~alled for an anr...ic:. 
growth rate of 20% in fertilizer use which has not been aehieved to 
date. Sessional Paper No. l of 1986 has re!-emptlasized the importar.: . 
of fertilizer and stressed that fertilizer use is econc:rnically 
beneficial. There is clear evidence frcm :x:·esearch of the correlat:::
between fertilizer use and higher yields pe1r hectare. In 1983/84 : : 
was estimated that one KShs spent on fertilizer yielded KShs 10 t8 ~

in reven.ie to tea and coffee growers, KShs 4 to wheat growers and 
KShs 3 to maize farmers. The benefit-cost ratios of economic ret~ -
to fertilizer use in Kenya have been estimalted to be l. 7ti for ma.:..:. 
27. 7 f- ·· coffee, 1. 24 for tea and l. :'9 for wheat. USAID involve,... · -
in the -~riOJltural sector and part:._.Jlarly in fertilizer sue:-.. 
of great importance. Fertilizer has direct effects on increc:5.:. 
food prod.Jction. It has potential income t>enefits for smallhc2.-: 
and the COJntry. 

Rightly, USAIO has recognised that the grec1test ;Jtential inc:_ 
from agriOJltural productior1 from increased fertilizer u~e is :o. 

smallholders. D.Je to supply and availabil.1. ty cons train ts, tr.~ 

smallholders do not always aipply fertilize1~ at recaMlended le,,::_ 
while others do not apply fe?rtilizer at alJ. when growing certa: · 
crops. The largescale farme1rs and plantaUons receive nearly 
adeq.iate supplies beca.ise tl"1ey constitute t:he most lucrative ;:. .... -
the fertilizer market. Tha largest gap in fertilizer use between 
present and recOl'Mlended leveils is in smallt1older proci.lced maize v.:-.:. 

varies between 5 and 43% of recaTmended n.itrient levels. For 
smallholder tea and coffee, it is abOUt 33 and 35% of recommenaec 
levels respectively (World Elank, 1985). TI1e targetting of increc.s~ 
fertilizer availability and use by smallholder farmers and efforts -
improve the distrit:ution and supply by inpJt distrib.Jtors to 
smallholders has great potential of contril::..Jting to increased 
agricultural production in Kenya. The new governnent fertilizer 
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policy paper identifies three principal constr:iints on fertilizer use 
to include lack of availabillty, lack of information on use and 
insufficient effective demand from farmers. The USAID programme is 
geared to address these problems through the clevelopment of efficient 
colMlercial agricultural input marketing system. 

The commercial agricultural in~~t marketing system which the ~SAID 
Fertilizer Marketing D~velop1nent Program aims to assist ttle 
government to improve is one element which contributes to increased 
food production. Other elements incluce rainfall, producer prices, 
outp.Jt marketing policies, research, extension, etc. An efficient 
agria.iltural inixit marketing system is needed to provide critical 
inputs for farm production, inc:luding seeds, fertilizers and , 
agricultural chemicals, to farmers at the rig~it time, in sufficient 
Q.Janti ties of the right type, ait competitive prices, and with. . 
effective prorrotion to encoura~ie proper use and increased farmer 
demand. 

Bl. Purpose of the Study and How Presented 

The purpose of this study was firstly, to appx·aise the impacts on the 
availability, use and distribution of fertilizer caused by policy and 
procedural changes promoted by IJSAID, the GoK and other donors since 
1983. Secondly, to evaluate trie strategy of t:he program and its 
progress toward creating an efficient commerci.al marketing system and 
thirdly, to propose new directions for market development thrust. 

The Scope or Work of the study was adopted completely as stipulated 
in the contract (No 615-0510-C-·00-8058-- Item III). The study has 
therefore attempted to: 

A. Describe all changes in putllic and privatet sector policies and 
actibns since 1983 which have affected or were intended to affect 
fertilizer imports, prices, avaiilability and use in Kenya. 

B. Identify factors, both inte?rnal and external to Kenya, which have 
inf'luenced these changes. 

c. Assess the relative permanence of tl1ese cr1anges and the 
desirability of keeping them in place over the! short-run (l-3 years) 
and long-run (3-6 years) and ic:enti fy the potential factors which 
cruld or shruld rrodify them. 

D. Determine the Impact that these changes hc:tve had on the attitudes 
and actions of GoK policy makers, private sector 
importers/distritl.Jtors, and donors to pursue c:ontirued changes within 
their control to influence improved fertilizer use and distribution 
in Kenya. 
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E. Identify the changes whi.ch have had a positive impact on 
increasing fertilizer use arid distrib.Jtion,. and provide 
recommendations on how donoz·s cOJld help support or rrodi fy the 
continuation of harmful pol1cies and actions. 

F. Analyse the impact or al.l changes in p..1blic and private sector 
policies and actions since J.983 on availaotlity and use. 

The detailed Terms of Refere!nce are coverecl by items F and G as . 
indicated in Annex I. Spectf!.cally the study adoresses tne policy 
and administrative chang~s i.n trie area of fertilizer marKet :... -
development resulting from -c:onditions and c:ovenants·-in tne 1984 
Agricultural Development Prc1gram a:id the fE!rtilizer marketj,ng 
components of 1985, 1986 ancl 1987 Agreemen1:s. 

An important aspect of this study was to a!~$ess private sector 
involvement in fertilizer ms1rketing including importation, 
distrib.Jtion, investment in retail outlets and price competition. 

02. Methodology ' 
The study began with a thorcugh review of oxisUng literature 
relating to policy and administrative chan~;JeS in fertilizer imports, 
distrib.JUcn and use. The literature cons.lsted of various reports of 
the USAID, Government of Kenya, world Bank and other donors. 

Primary data were gathered ait variws levels including:-

a) Farm level data pertair1ing to both small-scale and large 

scale farmers. 

b) Importer/distrib.Jtors a1nd retailers o1' fertilizers, including 

private anc;t cooperative! unions. 

c) Government officials in the Ministry,. c>f agriculture, 

COnlnerca, Finance, Offlce of the Presldent, and parastatals. 

d) USAIO, World Bank and either donors, including the 

Nether lands, Sweden, Nc1rwa y, Germany and Finland. 

A structured interview schec!ule was developed separately for farmers, 
importer/distributors and rE!tailers (Annex II). The questionnaires 
were developed after the complete identification of impact indicators. 

\ ·. 
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Fzi.::111t:i:S ·,,c;re interviewed in 11 districts including Meru, Emb..J, Nyeri, 
M..Jrang 'a, Trans Nzoia, Uasin Gish.i, ~Jakuru, Ker icho, Nandi, ~<akarr.ega 
and Kisii. This list covers both large-scale and small-scale 
districts. They also provide! a wide ecologi.cal variation frcm low to 
high rainfall. From each chosen district a minimum sample of 15 
farmers were interviewed, giving a total sample of 227 farmers. 

The study sought to interview all the main i.mporter/distrib..Jtors ar.c 
retailers. At least 21 irnporter/distribJtors were interviewed 
together with 69 retailers/st:ocl<ists. The latter were spread out in 
the same districts as the faI'rners. 

Erumerators were hired 
and were supervised by 
importer/distrib..Jtors. 
$=>SS program. 

Presentation 

; 

/ 

to interview the farmers and some stockists 
the core consultants, who also inter~iewed the 

The clata were codea and analysed using an 

Ths report is presented in five main parts. Part I consists of the 
Executive 5.Jlffilary of the enUre report. Part II presents the 
background of tt1e study including a brief desi:ription cf the 
evolution of the fertilizer sector in Kenya,. and an overview of USMD 
·involvement and rurrent prograrrroes in the SE!Ctor. It also presents 
the study p.Jrpose. Part III is divided into three secti0ns. Secticn 
A presents a description of the changes in GoK, USAID and other 
donor, and private sector policies and proce!r..~Jres since 1903, then 
the rationale and expected impacts on fertilizer marl<eting 
availability and use from thE!Se changes. Se!ction 8 deals with tt1e 
observed impacts from changes;, while Section C presents an analysis 
of the impacts. The last part of the report, Part IV outlines a 
strategy for future USAID prcigrarmles geared to improved fertilizer 
marketing, availability and Lise in Kenya. 

..__, \/ 
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CHAPTER II 

DESCRIPTION ANO ANALYSIS OF I~>ACTS. 

A. Policy and Procedural Changes Introduced since 1983 

lhis section OJtlin~!s the ~lements of the strategy carried 
out by USAIO to achieve the goals ana objectives of its 
Fertilizer Marketing Oeveloi:ment Program as outlined in section 
II A. 3 of this report. It includes tr.e :rationale for the 
changes, and their expectE~d impacts on f1ertilizer marketing; 
availability and use. 

l. Cancellation of Government of Kenya's so.le agency .agreement with 
the Kenya Farmers Association (KFA) 

In November 1983, tt1e GOK on reQ.Jest frcm USAIO, dissolved 
its sole agency agreement with the KFA. This change was fully 
implemented with the 1984 Agricultural Development Program. 
Prior to this, the KFA di:strib.Jted all donor financed fe:r:tilizer 
for the government. Ccmbined with its own commercial imports, 
the KFA distrib.Jted more than 85% of all fertilizer in the 
ca.mtry. The rest was imported by 3-4 firms which sold mainly 
to estates and largeholde:r farmers. The sole agency agreement 
had, inadvertedly, increa!sed KFA's market share at the expense 
of' other fertilizer dealers in the cOJntry. There were also 
problems wi tr; the KFA tdpayment of counterpart funds. 

lhe dissolution was expected to lead to a wider 
geographical distrib.Jtion of fertilizers in the rural areas 
throu~ an increased rumbier of distrib.Jtors, and to encourage 
canpetition at the wholesale and retail levels making fertilizer 
more affordable by farmers. The opportunity for new firms to 
distribJte donor fertilizer wa.Jld give them experience in 
marketing agriOJltural inp..its. 

As a result of this char.ge, 7,000 ton.l"les of OAP imported 
under the 1982 Agria.iltural Sector Grant. Agreement was sold 
directly to 6 private sector firms for distrib.Jtion and the 
balance (2,000 tonnes of OAP and 5,000 tonnes of MAP was sold to 
the KFA). In March 1985, a total of 16 private firms 
distrit.uted 20,500 tonnes of USAIO - fir1anced OAP, and a further 
-2a,ooo tonnes was distributed by 24 firms in October 1985. The 
rumber of firms distrib.Jting donor fert1lizer is o..irrently more 
than 40. 

2. Establistvnent of Fertilizer Committ~e 

A condition precedent under the 15~84 Agricultural 
Development Program Loan Agreement reQJired the GOK to establish 
a ~ertilizer Committee (FC) to implement and monitor fertilizer 
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·sector policies, and to develop a national fertilizer import 
plan specifying types, quantities and timing of fertilizer 
imports, as well as anticJ.pated donor financing. The FC was a 
response to the need to create and increase the GOK's 
capability to understand fertilizer policy issues and to plan 
and implement changes to improve fertilizer marketing 
efficiency. It was expected that the Gl'l< would be able to 
better understand the constraints to increased fertilizer 
availability and use, develop reforms in the fertilizer sector 
once it had a core team of technical and managerial personnel in 
key ministries who cOJld advise policy makers. 

3. Fertilizer Import Plan 
;. 

A 1985 evaluation of fertilizer marketing in Kenya found 
that actual fertilizer demand by type, nutrients, seasor~lity 
and regions had not been established in Kenya. 

As a result, fertilizer StJpplies were not reaching distrib.Jtors, 
retailers/stockists and farmers in time for proper use. Poor 
coordination between commE!rcial and donor fertilizer imports, 
oue to the lack of national import plan, made forward planning 
by commercial importers in what types and amounts of fertilizer 
they shruld bring imp:issitlle. 

Consequently, the FC was required to develop and publicise 
an annu~l Fertilizer Import Plan (FIP) showing current stock 
levels, donor financing intentions and commercial import plans. 
The FIP was promoted by USAIO·, and its p..Jrpose was to en.:3ble the 
GOI< to better Anderstand the cC'Untry' s fertilizer r~quirements 
in terms of types and quantities and to plan ahead for timely 
supply to the farmers. 

4. Review and Revisicn or tht! Fertilizer Pr.icing Structure as 
necessary 

A covenant for the 1984 Agricultural Development Program 
(ACf>) Agreement required tl1e GOK to revit~w and revise, if 
necessary, the then current fertilizer pricing forrrular in or~e:
to adequately compensate fertilizer importers and distributors, 
and to institute incentiv1~s for retail' marketing. The 
objectives of such a review would be to 1~stablish w11olesale and 
retail prices on a timely basis to enable~ farmers, distrib.Jtors 
and importers to plan ahead; to implemen-t a standardized price 
structure for fertilizer of tl1e same typ19 arriving at different 
times; and to establish price levels both wholesale and retail, 
for various types of fert.llizer buyers. The price reviews and 
revisions were expected to enable the Ga< and donors to 
understand the constraints to tl1e existing system and to make 
recommendations for improvement. 

{ l l 
""~\ \ 
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s. Policy Authorising a Surcharge on Fertilizer sold in smaller bags 

U'lder the 1984 ADP Agreement, tt1e GOK was ta develop a 
fertilizer packaging pc1licy incorporating the establisr.ment of a 
policy authorizing a surcharge on fertilizer sold in smaller 
bags (smaller than the SOkg oags) to c:ornpensate distrioutors for 
additional costs of handling and baggtng. This change was 
pro~ted by an observeci need to serve the smallholder farmers 
better. The promotion of sales of thE! more convenient and rr.ore 
affordable smaller bag~; was expected to prorrote increased · 
fertilizer utilisation ~Y the smallholder farmers. . / 

6. Payment for Government Fertilizers either in cash or bank 
guarantee not to exceecj 180 days. 

In 1984, it was agreed between USAIO and the GOK for the 
latter to ensure that cUst1·ibutors al.located C-overnment 
fertilizers pay either in cash or witli bank g.Jarantees not to 
exceed 180 days. This would not only ensure the GOK of exact 
timing and amounts of counterpart fum:ls, rut would also 
encourage acca.mtability and eff!cien1::y by distri111tors. A key 
reason for switching to this system wi!ls because or previous 
problems with the KFA l"IOt accrunting tor counterparts, tnus 
making it difficult for USAID to monitor its deposit and end use. 

7. The GCJ< to make timely request for do1ior financed fertilizer 

A covenant under the 1985 ESF Agreement between USAID and 
the Gil< required the GIJK to determine the quantities and types 
of fertilizer to be firianced by each donor country, and to 
cormunicate such requests to dOnors by 15th of May each year for 
the short-rains, and tl"le 15th of Aug.Jst for the long-rains. 
This requirement was expected to ensure that donor fertilizer is 
delivered in good time for planting. · 

8. Formation of the National Fertilizer Association (!\FA) 

A covenant for the 1985 Structural Adjustment Program 
Grant Agreement required the GOK to facilitate the formation of 
National Fertilizer Association by assisting in its 
registration, informing it about the fornulation of the import 
plan, and providing it with an opportunity to submit its 

· reconvnendations on the plan. The association was expected to 
create a forum where private sector f~rtilizer 
importers/distributors can voice their needs and constraints to 
the GCJ< technical managers and policy makers, and to encOJrage 
the development of policies and procedures on the private sector 
to assist in increasing t11e overall availability and use of 
fertilizers through retail marketing development. 
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'9. Development of educational leaf lets on Fertilizer use. 

Lack of educationc1l and pranotional programs was 
acknowledged by both the GOK and USAID (GGK Sessional Paper r;o. 
1, 1986 and USAID, 1985), as one voi'1 1n the fertilizer 
marketing system. The c1evelopment and distribution of the 
educational leaf let was a covenant under the 1985 Sturctural 
Adjustment Program (SAP). The leaflet~; were to ti~ ;::rucucec by 
the Ministry of Agriculture in conjunction with research 
organisations, and were expected to increase farmers awareness 
of the value and proper use of fertilizer, and to stimulate 
increased demand. •. 

10. Enforcement of a Distritlution Criteria by which Distribufo;s are 
Legible to Receive Allocations of USAID Financed Fertilizer to 
sell. · · 

As a covenant unde~r the 1985 S/JP Grant Agreement, the GCK 
was to ensure that only distributors mE!eting certain retail 
distribution tequirements could be allclcated USAIO - financed 
fertilizer. This was to ensure that all firms allocated 
fertilizers were genuirn! and willing tc) invest in distribution 
facilities, and was expE~cted to lead to investment in such 
facilities. Too many traders and speclJlators were allocatec· 
fertilizer who resold their allocation~; to genuine distributors 
at reduced margins. This change \'las intended to encourage 
legitimate distributors to invest in r1~tail marketing facilities 
and services. 

11. Allow Allocations to Encj-Users to their Proven Requirements 

This was pre.meted by USAID as a covenant for the 1986 
Grant Agreement l:Jy which the GOK was ttJ allocate USAID f inancecJ 
fertilizer to major end·-users, defined as Cooperatives importing 
more than 2,000 tonnes per year, up to their proven 
requirements. The intention was to increase overall fertilizer 
supply and increase acc1:!ss to fertiliz1:!r by the smallholder 
farmers through cooperatives. It was 1:!xpected that this would 
lead to increased fertilizer utilisation by the smallholder 
sector. 

12. Allocation Preference to be given to Proven Importers. 

This change, pranoted by USAID under the 1986 Grant 
_ Agreement, was expected to give incentives to genuine importers 

and distributors to invest in retail facilities and services, 
and to expand their distribution to smallholder farming areas. 
This would help in achieving the objective of encouraging 
distributors to establish retail marketing programs and to 
distribute fertilizer to smallholder farmers in rural areas. It 
was also expected to leaa to the opening-up of new retail 
outlets, and reduce the number of traders and speculators 
receiving allocations. 
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13. Arviouncement of Import Allocations and Prices by a Specified 
Date, and Perioaic Review ana Revision of Prices as World Market 
Prices change. 

14. 

This change, promJted by USAIO, was to reduce uncertainty 
in fertilizer supply availability by encouraging private 
importers to plan ahead and make timely fertilizer oeliveries 
bearing in mino the crop seasons, ano to improve the realisaticn 
of the co1TVT1ercial import ccmponent of the annual fertilizer 
import plan. Commercial importers were not importing tr.eir 
allocation quotas due to the late announcement of prices and 
allocations. At times when prices were finally anncunce~ tney 
were outdated by world market prices which increased the costs 
of importing fertilizer to Kenya beyond the costs useo·in 
establishing the retail ceiling prices. This policy change was 
expected to improve the timeliness and availability of 
fertilizer in the country. 

Implementation of a Pricing Fol'fl'-lla Establishing Wholesale and 
Retail Prices Based on a Benctvnark International Price (BIP) 

A covenant for the 1986 ESF Grant required the GOK to 
implement a pricing formula establishing wholesale and retail 
prices based on a SIP. This was expectea to encourage efficient 
importation and supply of fertilizers at canpetitive world 
market prices, and to ultimately reduce the cost of fertilizers 
to 'armers. The policy would also reduce the tendency for 
importers to over-invoice their consigrunent, creating 
artificially high fertilizer prices in Kenya. 

15. · Establishnent of Wholesale and Retail Margins with Adequate 
Incentives for Retailers to Invest in Retail Marketing Services. 

The purpose cf this change, prO'liQted by both GOK and USAID 
(Ga< sessional Paper No. l, 1986 and SAP, 1986), was to 
encourage fertilizer distribution in t:he rural areas by giving 
retailers adequate prof it margins to 1nvest in fertilizer 
marketing facilities and services. Olstributors would be able 
to cover their increased costs to market fertilizer outside the 
major marketing centres. This change. together with increased 
supply of fertilizer, was expected to lead to an expansion of 
the retail network. 

16. · Establishment of a Fertilizer Monitorj.ng Unit. 

As a covenant in the 1986 SPP Agreement between USAID ana 
the GOK, the latter was to establish a unit to monitor the 
national and world fertilizer situaticln and develop a fertilizer 
information system covering national f~ertilizer needs, prices 
imports, sales, stocks, importers' pe1~formance and recent 
information on fertilizer response trials and cost/benefit 
studies. Such information would be he!lpful in developing the 

. \ 
'·: \ 
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alYl.Jal import plan. The? establishment of the unit was to enable 
the GOK to better develop import pla'15, prepare and review 
fertilizer prices, and monitor the impact of policy changes arc 
make necessary adjustments. It wOJld also create and strengtnen 
a technical body in the government v1hich would advise policy 
makers on proper policies to promote ir1creased fertilizer use 
and availability and commercial marl<eting. 

17. Increase Total Fertilizer SJppJ.y. 
'· 

In 1986, USAID rec~ired that the GOK increases overa~l 
fertilizer supply thrOJ~l11 commercial importation, donor ;.., 
fertilizer and carry-over stocl<s in eac:h anrual plan cons is tent 
with expected demand. This was expecte!d to increase tNe 
likelihood of competition in fertilizer marketing and improve 
fertilizer availability and efficiency to smallholder farmers. 
As fertilizer supplies increased, the incentives to retail 
marketing wOJld also increase as the o.1rrent situation w.:is a 
seller's market dUe to limited supplies. 

18. Undertake a Feasibility Study to review existing Import 
Allocation Procedures so as to shorten the time and reduce the 
steps in the Fertilizer Import Licensing ProcedUre. 

The p.irpose of this change, pronoted by US/UD (SAP, 1987), 
was to enable the GOK tc> rewce its role in fertilizer 
allocations, and hence reduce the administrative costs of the 
GOK's involvement in the! fertilizer market. The c11ange 1·12-.; 
expected to improve the efficiency of 1mport allocations and 
licensing proced.Jres. 

19. Forrrulation and Announcement of a Polic:y for Improved 
Co-ordination and Managemient of Donor-Financed and Ccmnercial 
Fertilizer Imports. 

The intention of this change, pranoted by USAID (SAP, 
1987), was to eliminate the negative impact of donor fertilizer 
on commercial importers' willingness.to import and invest in tr.e 
fertilizer distrill.Jtion network. The policy was expected to 
ensure that Lhe presence! of donor-financed fertilizers helped 
pranote the developnent of a self-sustaining fertilizer 
marketing system. 

20. ··Removal of certain types of fertilizers fran the import 
allocation sclied.Jle and dereg.Jlation of~ their prices. 

This change recently instituted by tile GOK (GOI< Fertilizer 
Policy Paper, 1988), was to reduce GOI<' s control on alloca t.icr.s 
and pricing to only tl1ose fertilizer types considered crucial 
for the agricultural sector, and to remove unnecessary 
distortions resulting fro:n blanl<et controls. Because of tt1e 
sensitivity of decontrol of this str.at1~gic inp.Jt, this change 
wOJld have to be introll.Jced gradually. 
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21. Improvement in methodologies and data base for making mo=e 
accurate forecasts of anrual reQJiremerits. 

SUch improvement, entailing greater use of direct field 
surveys of anticipated demand by large enc-users and/or 
organisations through which most fertilizer passes before 
distrib.Jtion to farmers (eg. Kenya Tea Development Authority, 
British American Tobacco, the National Irrigation eoara ana 
Co-operative Unions), was prcmoted by the GOK (The GOK 
Fertilizer Policy Paper) and was expected to lead to more 
acOJrate estimates of tc1tal national f~!rtilizer reQJirements. 
ThJs, there would be bet.ter planning fc>r proper fertilize; types 
and QJantities. 

II. B. OBSERVED It-FACTS FROM CHANGES 

l. Impact on availablli ty to f armeris 

As disOJssed in ttie introc1.Jction, the supply' of cc:mmercial 
and doror fertilizer has been increasing in the period 
under review. ThJ.s has been trarislated to increased 
availability amon~~ farmers. Ava:Llability to large-scale 
farmers and estates has never bei!n a problem and this has 
hardly changed. The supply or 1'1!rtilizer to this 
sub-sector is the most lucrative to the 
importer/distrib.Jtors and hence the tendency to serve 
these "3rmers fir~;t. In addition, the large-scale farmers 
and estates apprec:iate the importance of fertilizer and 
seek cut available! supplies. 

OJring the period under review the situation concerning 
large-scale farms and estates has hardly changed. 
COnseq.Jently, all the large scal1e farmers in Nakuru, uasin 
Gistu and Trans Nzoia did not have any dif f iOJlties 
obtaining fertilizer. 

Availability or f1ertilizer among co-operatives and hence 
am:>ng small-scale farmers whO are cooperatives has 
improv~. The increased supply or fertilizer as a result 
of the fertilizer program has been translated into greater 
availability among cooperators. Cooperative Unions have 
been rather well treated in allocation of import quotas 
and donor f ertili.zer (including USAID' s) for dis tr it:u tion 
to their members. In OJr study, we interviewed a total of 
eight cooperative unions including M.Jranga, Kirinyaga, 
Nyeli, MeIU Central, Emb.J, Machakos, Nandi and Kisii. 

These unions have extensive networi<s through primary 
societies and coffee factories. The unions retail 
fertilizers and other inp.Jts to cooperators and 
non-cooperators in their retail shops. Machakos 
cooperative union has five consllmer shops through which it l\ · 
sells inp.Jts including fertilizer (accOJnting for 25% of \\(\ 
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total sales) and 35 cotton and coffee societies scatterec 
all over the district (and acco.Jnting for 75% of the 
total sales of fertilizer). By contrast the Kirinyaga 
Union has fa.Jr retail shops and eight societies with a 
total of 68 outlets for inp.Jts. The M.Jranga Union, on the 
other hand, has four retail shops and 18 coffee societies 
with a total of 128 outlets for agriOJltural inp.Jts. The 
Unions have been increasing their distrit:ution network 
through the societies. Prior to 1984 orly M.Jrar.ga L~:Jn 
was importing fertilizer tut for the 1987/88 season ~ 

total of eight Unions have teen allocated import q~c:~s 
these are M.Jranga, Machakos, Mat.nira, M:ru Central, r.:::-.ru, 
Kirinyaga and Meru South Cooperative Union. Not all 
however will be able to i~port. The Kirinyaga Oist~itt 
Union imported 2,000 tor.nes of CAN and 1,000 tonnes of QAP 
in 1986/87. It pooled its import with M.Jrang'a Union 
which had greater experience in the tl.Jsiness. 

J.Jst like the cooperators, the smallholder tea farmers 
have been well served. The Kenya Tea Development 
Jluthority just like the District Cooperative Unions has 
had a good treatme!nt in fertilize!r allocation. ThrOJgh 
its extensive network of tea tl.Jy1ng centres, it has been 
able to reach the smallholder tea producers. On 1986/87 
the KTDA was allocated a total of 37,000 tonnes nearly all 
of its reQ.Jirement. 

In rur interviews,, we used various impacts indicators to 
establish whether there ras been a change in fertilizer 
availability. When farmers who had increased fertilizer 
use in the last 5 years were askE~d to explain their 
increase in fertilizer use, 38.8% in all areas stated, 
inter alia, that fertilizer has IJeco:ne more available. 
Increased availability to farmer~; has stemmed from 
increased f~rtilizer supplies nationally, from increased 
rumber of stocl<ists and supply iii more appropriate bag 
sizes. 5ome 43.2~~ of the farmers also indicated that they 
had changed the choice of fertilizer types that they 
used. Of those wtio had changed Fertilizer types , 13. 7% 
reported that the new types ware now more available. 

Another indicator of availabili1:y is the distance which 
the farmers had to travel from the farm to obtain 
fertilizer which is surrrnarised in Table 3.1. Rift Valley 
North was defined to include Trans Nzoia, Uasin Gish.J, and 
Nakuru, while Rift Valley South included Nandi and Kericho 
districts. Over 43% of all farms are located within a 
Kilometre of a fertilizer dealer. Distances tend to be 
longer in areas of large-scale farms and smaller within 
smallholder areas. The distances to stockists have 
declined c~~pared to the period prior to 1984. As 
disOJssed below importer/distrit:utors have increasea thei= 
distrill.ltion of fertilizer via stockists. The opening up 

of the market throuGn USAiu program has led to a greater 
n.Jmber of stockists than hithe~to. 
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TABLE 2.l: Location of farms f rcm fertilizer supplier by distance & 
Area ~PercentJ 

Oistar1ce (Km) 
Area l - .5 6 - 10 l.l - 12 21 - 30 Over 30 
Eastern 66.1 2.8 14.0 16.0 0 

Central 51.JI 12.1 21.8 9.7 4.8 

Rift Valley North 21.l. 21.3 28.7 2.3 13.6 

Rift Valley ~th· 51.2 20.9 2.3.5 2.3 2 .3'· 

Western 

All Areas 

41.!i 12.2 29.0 14 .6. ;, '"2. 4 

4.3.4 15.4 24.9 10.9 5.4 

The respordents were reQJested to state the type of dealer 
fran whom they p.irchased fertilizers. Overall 47.1% of 
all respondents obtained their fertilizers frcm the KGGCU, 
28.lt from stockists, 14.5% frcm Cooperatives and 6.2% 
fran Mea Ltd. A stockists is cl retailer who p.Jrchases 
fertilizers froo1 import/distritlJtors and sells it to the 
farmers. Usually he/she is inclependent and sells other 
prod.Jct lines. The KGGCU is still daninant given a wiae 
distrib.Jtion network b.Jt increa1sif"lg competition ter.ds to 
red.Jee its market t share. 

\ 

When respondents. were asked whether there had been any 
change. of fertilizer dealers in the last five years, 31.7% 
or the respordents replied in the affirmative. Of these 
abo.Jt 16. 7% stated that tl1e di~•tance to suppliers has 
becane shorter or nearer while a mere 2 .6% s·tated that 
distances had increased. On average, there were abrut 
fClJr· fertilizer dealers in the areas where f arrners 
p.Jrchased their supplies. Less than 20% had 3 to 4 
dealers and 41% had more that '·fwr fertilizer vendors to 
choose fran. On the whole, the average rumber of dealers 
has been increasing in the last five years as more and 
more stockists f"1ave established b.Jsiness. 

Another indicatc1r of availabil1.ty is the timeliness of 
fertilizer availability a.irrently when canpared to 5 years 
ago. The responses are surrmarised in Table 2.2 
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TABLE 2.2: Timeliness of fertilizer supp2.y, 1988 versus 5 years earlier 

Responses Absolute f re(,\.jency Relative freQ-Jercy 

Increasingly more timely 
Increasingly less limely 
No change 

170 
23 
14 
20 

74.9% 
10.1% 
6.2% 
8.8% Don't know 

Nearly 74.9% of &11 respondents stated that timeliness .:.'.i 
the supply of fertilizer had improved. TI-tis means tnat 
the majority of farmers could obtain fertilizer in gooa 
time for planting season to benefit from the rains. ·,, Cnly 
a small proportion of the farmers (10.1%) complained tr.at 
fertilizer was less timely (Table 3.2.) The greater 
timeliness in fertilizer supply is as a result of 
increased fertilizer supply generally, better planning by 
the GoK and the USAIO prograrrme. 

The farmers were asked whether they were able to use as 
fTIJCh fertilizer as they wruld have liked, and abrut 53.3% 
respondea in affirmative. As to reasons for not using as 
fTIJch as they wruld have liked abrut 18.9% blamed high 
prices, and another 32.1% stated that they were short cf 
cash. Ho\Yever, 88.1% stated that the right types or 
fertilizer we~e available. 

A final indicator of availability has to do with 
appropriateness of the sizes of fertilizer packs and the 
pricing of the product. Fertilizer has been made 
available in smaller packages of 10 and 25~gs, in addition 
to the traditional 50kg pack. Availability of fertilizer 
in smaller packs has reduced the cash outlay needed to 
p.Jrchase fertilizer by small-scale farmers. This has led 
to greater affordability by the smallholaers. The smaller 
packages were also said to be useful in planting odd 
corners of large-farms. A few smallholder farmers wanted 
still smalj,er Q.Jant.i ties of Fe:tilizer and hence PJ rch'l:ieC 

fertilizer loose by tne Kilogra~. 

Table 2.3. sho\·1s the farmers' pref'erred fertilizer package 
size. 

TABLE 2.3: Farmers preferences of' fertilizer pac:kage size 

Pacl<age 
Loose 
10 kg 
25 kg 
50 kg 

Total 

No. 
21 
14 
2£-i 

166 

227 

Per cent 
9.2 
6.2 

11.5 
73.l 

loo.a 



- 30 -

Agriconsult 

The most preferred package is the tradit.ional 50kg package whicn 
is preferred oy large-scale farmers and smallholder coffee and 
tea farmers. Smaller packages of 25kg, lOkg and loose are 
preferred by smallholders growing maize and other horticultural 
crops. Fertilizer was sold loose in Central d.istricts and went 
to the proOJction of hortiOJltural crops. 

In surrmary, fertilizer availability has generally improved in 
the last five years, part:iOJlarly in rural areas of the 
cClJntry. Increased availability has arj,sen from a general 
increase in fertilizer supply co..mtrywicje, fran more , 
distrib.Jtors, stockists and cooperatives. This has resulted in 
greater timeliness of supply. Ir. addi t.ion, fertilizer ha~ teen 
less- costiy for farmers to obtain and ttie_sti.Jrulated price _.,. 
canpetitio·n (see below) ~ias led to -sane reO.Jction in pr-ices in 
certain areas. The 5Upply of fertilizer in more appropriate 
packs has increased affo1:dabili ty by smiiillholders. 

2. Impact on Use by Farmers 

About 95.51 or a.Jr respondents stated ~l"lat they used- f.ertilizer 
reg.Jlarly and this inclucjed both large-scale and small-scale 
farmers. About 54.6% reported that the.Lr use of fertilizer r,as 
been increasing in the last five years while another 33.5 stated 
that their use has remained the same. ·nie farmer were 
encruraged to increase tl1eir use of fertilizer by several 
factors including greateJ~ availability, a bigger rumber of 
distrib.Jtors, smaller ba1~s, better pric,es and greater knowledge 
and appreciation of benefits from fertilizer use. The group 
which did not increase tl"leir use consists of the large-scale 
farmers whose fertilizer use is nearer optimal, and hence did 
not need to use more and small-scale farmers \'lhO felt that the 
sibJation had not changed dramatically, particularly with 
respect to procl.Jction incentives to warrant rruch change. The 
increased fertilizer use in Kenya, therefore, is prevalent 
strictly aroong the targetted smallholde·r farmer pop.ilation, and 
among this grou~ slightly more than one-half who use fertilizer 
have increased t1"1eir consumption. 

' 
FertiliZer use among all types of rarmeirs is widespread and 
farmers appreciate its usefulness. Whein the farmers who had 
increased fertilizer use were asl<ed to explain why their use has 
been increasing, 12.4% stated that fertilizers are more 
available (as documented in the previo..1s section) while another 
11% felt that their farm needs had increased. Another 4.8% had 
reci.lced the use of marure in favour of fertilizer. 

Abo.Jt 45.2% of all farms·rs stated that their use of USAID OAP 

has been increasing oveI· the last 5 years while another 6.2% 
stated its use has decreased. Table 3.4. shows the pattern of 
fertilizer use by area. The planting types DAP and 20:20:0 arc 
·the most pop.Jlar f ertil1zers. 
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· 1he type of fer wilizer used de~ends On thE~ cropping pattern on 
tne crop mix. Maize was tl1e most corruron crop gro\'/n by nearly 
all farmers. Table 3.5 shows the rumber and propl)rtion of 
far1n9rs who applied fertiLlzer to the gi VE~n crop in the previous 
season. One h.mdred per-cent of wheat anc1 coffee received 
fertilizer while ovrr 90% of all tea, maize, potatoes and 
vegetables received ::iome fertilizer. The otlier crops category 
comprised a wide ran']~ of crops including sis~l, sugarcane, 
pyrethrum, grasses, and some fruits. About 51.2% of these crops 
and some fertilizer applie<j in the previO\JS season. 

TABLE 2. 4: I.xP.e cf fertilizer used by area (Per cent) 

Type 

DAPl 

20.20.0 

25.5.S+s 

20.10.10 

17.17.17 

ASN 

Urea 

CAN 
SSP 
TSP 

Other NPI< 

None 

Base2 

Eastern 

22.2 

2.8 

16.7 

2.8 

8.3 

41. 7 

2.8 

2.8 

36 

Central 

31. 7 

48.8 

2.4 

4.9 

9.7 

2.4 

0 

41 

Rift 
Valley 
North 

1.5 

l.5 

7.6 

1.5 

l.~5 

7.6 

7 .15 

66 

Rift 
Valley 
South 

69.8 

20.9 

4.7 

2.3 

2.3 

0 

43 

Western 

39.0 

19.5 

14.6 

7.3 
2.4 

12.9 

4.9 

41 

AlJ.. • 
Areas 

40 

19.8 

5.7 

0.9 

0.4 

1.8 

1.3 

11.0 

2.2 
3.9 

3.5 

227 

1/ Diarnronium phosphate, which is a planting fert.ilizer is more popular 
in the.Rift-Valley and Western Provinces where it is used on maize 
and wheat. In Cent.ral and Eastern Province it rs also used in 
planting Irish potatoes. 

2/ The base represents the absolute rumber of farms used to calculate 
the percentages. 

•. 
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TABLE 2.5 ProQortion of farmers whO crow various crops and applied 
fertilizers to tne cr~ps ~%~ 

Crop Absolute No. % of Farmers Fertilizer (%) 
of Farmers Growing Crop 
Growing No. 

Maize 213 93.a 92.5 
Beans 79 34.9 62.0 

Coffee 54 23.8 100.0 

Tea 74 33.5 91.9 

Wheat 13 5.7 100 
/ , ,,, 

Potatoes 60 28.6 92.3. 

Vegetables 36 15.8 91.6 

Other crops 67 29.5 51.2 

In sumnary the use of feirtilizer aroong farmers, particularly 
ar.ong small-holders has increased. The! increase is explained by 

greater availability of the COl'lllT()dity, greater n.11nber of 
distrib.Jtors, smaller pa1ckages and henc:e greater affordability, 
rrore timeliness in supply and rrore knowledge and understanding 
of benefits among farmers. 

3. Impacts on users knowlec!ge of fertil_.:~~r types, application and 
benefits 

The farmers whO used fertilizer were ai;ked to explain what 
influenced their decisicm to use the f1~rtilizer types which they 
reported. Their responses to this cµe:stion are presented in 
Table 3.6. 

Table 2.6: Farmer explanation of the factors which influenced their 
decision to 1Jse fert.ilizers b~ Area. {Per cent~ 

i 

Reason Ea stem Central Rift Rift Western All 
Valley Valley Areas 
North 5o.Jth 

Received Extension 38.9 63.4 51.S 14 22.0 39.2 

Prices FavOJrable 2.8 19.5 4.5 14 7.3 5.7 

Types available 16.7 14.6 9.1 27.9 36.6 20.7 

Other Reasons 41. 7 2.4 25.7 44.2 22 28.6 

N/A a 0 9.l 0 12.2 5.7 

Basel 36 41 66 43 41 227 

1 Total rumoer of farms in each area. 

' '--...'; 
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·The most common reason for using the gi v1:!n fertilizer is 
extension advise. In the last five years, the Ministry of 
Agriculture under the National Agr ic.Jl tu.ral Project has t::een 
extending the Training and Visit (T and V) extension programme 
to most of the districts. The new extension strategy has proved 
more effective .:han the previrus strategy of one agent, one 
farmer contact which also tended to be concentrated among 
progressive farmers and which did not reach most small-scale 
farmers. The extension service has also become more 
knowlecgeable abrut fertilizer (gi'len the training ccmprJnent). 
T!1ere is however inadeQ.Jate soil analysis to enable the 
extension service to tailor individual farmer advice on nis SQil 
conditions. / 

Another indicator on the knowledge of the use and benefits of 
fertilizer use is the explanation given by the farmers for the 
increase in their fertilizer use in the last S years. Table 3.7 
shows the proportion of farmers who stated that there ~ad been 
an increase in fertilizer use and the proportion citing 
increased awareness of fertilizer benefits. 

Table 2.7: Pro~ortion of farmers reporting fertilizer increase and 
increased awareness of benefits 

Eastern Central Rift Rif't Western All 
Valley Valley Areas 
North SC\Jth 

Proportion 
reporting 
increase 63.9 56.l 51.2 23.3 51.2 54.6 

More awareness 
of benefits 100.0 31.7 54.5 l~~ .o 29.3 38.8 

.l.Jst over half the respondents reported tt1at fertilizer use was 
increasing and 38.8% of all the respondE!nts stated that they 
were more aware of the benefits. TI1e situation however, varies 
fran region to region. From this table we conclude that 

_improved knowledge of a fertilizer is a major factor 
contrit:uting to increase(:l use and that the extension service t1as 
played a major part i~ providing tt~ information. 

A further indicator of farmers knowlec;!gt~ was gained when farmers 
were asl<ed \Vl1ether tl1ey t1ad ct1anged the choice of fertilizer 
types in the previous 5 years. For those who had c11anged the 
types the reason for the change was srugl1t in order to establish 
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whether it was due to increased knowleclge about appropriate 
types. About 14.9% of the respondents stated that previously 
they could not get the appropriate typE!S and switehed to more 
appropriate types as they becam~ available. 

Another 13.7% of the farmers stated that they switched to new 
types because the supply was increasin~~ while another l. 7% 
wanted to experiment wit:h new types. ()verall 43.21' of the 
farmers had Changed to a new fertilizer. while another Sl.~% 
maintained the same tyJ;:m of fertilizer. The latter we:e a•·.are 
that they were using thE~ right types and were happy with the 
effects: 

; "' 

The farmers were asked whether they knt!W that there were ,,, 
differences between the various fertil:Lzers as a fui·ther gauge 
to· their knowledge. About 72.7% answered in the affirmative. 
Another 7.0% answered in the negative while another 15.4% stated 
that they did not know. The knowledge concerning the 
differences in variOJs types of fertil.izer had been increasing 
in the last five years cind this helped the farmers to pJrchase 
right types. This explains why for in:stance, the oi:mand for OAP 
has increased as farmers have sought a·rter it. Table 2.8 
sunvnarizes the information on knowledg1e or fertilizer types. 

Table 2.8: i<nowled9! of Differerice in f ertiliz1er t:i:pes 

Eastem C1:mtral Rift Rift Western Jl.ll 
Valley Valley Areas 
North Sruth 

Any differences: Yes 94.5 65.9 6J.6 88.4 58.s 72.7 

II II No 5.6 12.2 7.6 7.0 14.6 7.0 

Don't know 19.5 18.2 4.7 24.4 15.4 

N/A 

Base 

0 2.4 . 2.4 4.8 

36 41 66 4.3 41 227 

In addition, the farmers were also asked to explain what wc.uld 
happen if planting fertilizer was usecl for top dressing. Table 
3.9 shows how the farmers resporded. 
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Table 2.9: What happens when ~lantinrJ fertilizer is used for toe dressinq 
by area and total 

Response Per cent 
Eastern Central Rift Rift Western All 

Valley Valley P.re::is 
North Sa.Jth 

Reci.Jction in 
yield 30.6 29.3 43.9 90.7 41.5 47.6 

·"'. 
Destruction of 
crop/soil 9.8 ~ 

,,. 
7.6 9.7 / 5.7 

RedJced 
future yield 2.4 3.0 1.3 

Never tried 2.8 12.2 9.1 4.7 4.9 9.0 

Other 63.8 19.5 4.5 7.3 14.2 

DIK, No answer 2.8 26.8 31.8 4.7 36.6 10.2 

Base . 41 68 4.3 227 -

The most common gJess of farmers is red.1ction in yield. Ott1er 
reasons included the obs1Hvation that it wculd be wasteful to 
use planting fertilizer for top dressino. Some farmers thought 
that it may also not affect the yields. 3.Jch was the case of 
19.4% of respofldents Fran Eastern region. Overall only '•% of 
respondents thcught so. This indicates that farmers \'tho are 
using fertilizer have a good understanding of its properties. 
The data shows that this type of understanding has improved in 
the past S years ci.Je to c~xtension 5 advice and learning by doing. 

The farmers were asked to state their information sources 
concerning fertilizer use and the ben~f:lts to use. The Ministry 
ot Agrirulture ranks highest. Fertilizi!r dealers were reported 
as scurces of information by 23.8% (Table 3.10). Dealers are 
not prominent as a source of information except in the Rift 
Valley; partiOJlarly in Nandi and Kericl10 Districts and in the 
large-scale districts of Trans Nzo.ta, Uasin Gish.I and Nakuru. 

ie dealers are better placed to provid1e information to the 
large-scale farms and estates. 
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. 
Table 2.10: Swrces of information 

So.Jrces Eastern Central Rift Rift Western All 
Valley Valley Areas 
North So.Ith 

Fertilizer 
dealers 11.l 12.2 27.2 48.8 11.6 23.8 

Ministry of 
Agr iru l tu re 69.4 75.6 54.5 41.9 48.8 57 .3 

Neighbours 2.8 7.3 l.5 7.3 ,,. - 3.5 ,,,, 

Others 

N/A 

Base 

12.0 2.4 7.6 9.3 2.6 

2.8 2.4 9.1 29.3 a.a 

36 41 66 43 41 '227 

lhe study also attempted to probe from those who reported 
dealers as their swrce of information whether the dealers .,,ere 
eo.icating farmers more 110w about fertilizer use as opposed to s 
years ago. About 21.1% of the farmers responded in affirmati'.'e 
and another 10.6~ in th1! negative. Thi! fertilizer dealers 
themselves claimed to b1e pr~viding an .information service and 
advice on fertilizer use. As disrussed below at least two of 
the importer/distritutors have soil an.alysis capabilities. 

Overall, the study trie1::i to ga.Jge whether there had been an 
·increase in the farmer's knowledge aboJt fertilizer use in the 
last S years.- About 84.61 of the respondents claimed that their 
knowledge had increased and 87.2% reported that their farming 
practices had improved. Table 3.11 sumnarizes the perception of 
the farmers concerning their change in knowledge abOJt 
fertiliZer use. 

Table 2.11: Chana! in Fertilizer knowled9! in the last 5 ~ears 

Change Eastem Central Rift Rift Westem All 
Valley Valley Area$ 
North South 

- 90.7 84:6 Increase 97.2 92.7 8.03 65.9 

No change 2.8 2.4 3.0 4.7 26.8 7.0 

NIA, D/K 0 4.9 16.7 4.7 7.3 8.4 

Base 36 41 66 43 41 227 

(l~ 
V) I 
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According to farmers perception, their knowledge about 
fertilizer use and the benefits to use has increased as over the 
last 5 years. 

Farmers knowledge on proper and safe use has increased over the 
last five years as discussed above. The information on proper 
and safe use has been provided by the Ministry of Agriculture 
under the T and V extension prograrrvne, by fertilizer 
distrib.Jtors and from special crop development programmes. The 
Kenya Tea Oeveloprr.ent Authority prorrotes fertilizer use arrong 
smallholder tea growers wl1ile private companies 3uch as Keny~ 
Breweries Ltd provide advice on barley; Oil Crop; Development 
Ltd of East African Industries (EAI) on sunflowe ~ and .rape:;.seed 1 

and British American Tobacco (BAT) on tot)acco. 

A further illustration on farmers awarem!ss about proper use of 
fertilizer is their responses to the question why they used 
particular types of fertilizer. As disc\Jssed earlier, these are 
they based on extension advice ~nd/or the of the fertilizer. 
This can be amplified further by what thE! farmers tha..Jght aba.lt 
the USAID OAP. The farmers views are shown in Table 3.12. 

Table 2.12: w11at farmers think about USAID OAP 

Good and strong fertilizer 
Better b.Jt expensive 
Does well with maize 
Gives higner yield 
It is the best 

Use it rruch 
Not informed about it/never used it 

Others 

Total (%) 

13.3 

6.2 

4.8 

7.0 

15.9 

5.3 

22.9 

20.4 

Most of the farmers comments are favoural:ile 1:1'.Jt cost is a 
concern for some, and some are not aware of it, despite its wide 
availability. 

Also related somewhat to proper and safe use, are 
· decision-mal<ing concernina i:urcr.ase of fertilizer and its 

application. Agricultural extension has been shown to favour 
men rather than women. \'/omen in l<enya on the other l1and provide 
most of tile farm labour and it is imP_Ortant that women be better 
informed. 
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T·able 2.13 indicates who dec:ides on the type of fertilizer to 
~rchase while Table 3 .14 stiows who applie~; fertilizer. 

Table 2.1:3: Decision-maker on fertilizer p.Jrcr1~s!t 

Person East em Central Rift Rift Western tlll 
Valley Valley Areas 
North South 

H.Jsband 77.8 58.5 69.7 95.3 82.3 76.2 

Wife 19.2 39.0 10.6 4.7 7.3 15.4 
Others 2.8 2.4 12.2 

. 
7.3 5.8 

N/A 7.6 2.4 
,,. ~ ,,, 2.6 

Decision-making on what f ert:ilizer to purcttase is dominated by men. 
Women make fewer decisions (15.4%) except in Central districts where 
the figure reaches 39%. 

Table 2.14: Applier of rertilizer 

Person Eastern Central Rift Rift Western All 
Valley Valley Areas 
North SaJth 

H.Jsoand 69.4 39.0 30.3 81.4 24.4 46.7 

Wife 22.2 48.8 6.1 7.0 39.0 22.5 

Others 8.3 12.2 56.l 11.6 31.7 27.8 
N/A 7.6 4.9 3.1 

bin apply fertilizer nuch rrore than they make decisions concerning 
the p.Jrchasing of this commodity. In Cen tl~al districts, women apply 
fertilizer rrore often than men. In the f'ut~ure the rumber of women 
decision-makers on farm opeJ~ations is likely to increase. 

In sunvnary, proper and safe use has increased over the last five 
years. The information on proper and safe use has been provided by 
Ministry of Agriculture extemsion staff, by parastatal crop 
programmes and some private companies. In addition, fertilizer 
distrib.ltors have done their part. The USAID program which has led 
to opening up or the fertilizer market has contributed to the 
increased availability. 

To conclude this section the~ study examine is what farmers thought 
should be done to increase their fertilizer use. 44.9% felt that 
prices sh:Juld be reduced, atlout 22. 5% felt that supply fertilizer 
shOUld be increased while 12.8% called for roore farmer et1Jcati.on. 
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Other suggestions include better credit for farmers (22.0%), 
education for fertilizer dealers, and a more timely payment for 
farmers produce. 

As a surrmary of this section, knowledge atout fertilizer use and 
benefits has increased among farmers. The increased knowledge has 
come aoout from increased T and V extension effort under tl1e National 
AgriOJltural Project. The fertilizer distrit:utors have also done 
their part particularly in the large-scale farm areas. TI1e USAID 
program which g~nerally has helped to open up the market and to 
increase available supply has led to some canpetition in the sector. 
The distributors have therefore tried to promote fertilizer use by 
providing information and sometimes by reducing prices. Farmers/ • 
familiarity with fertilizer has also increased over tl1e last five 
yea:r;s as they have learnt by dc1ing. 

4. Impact on proper and safe use by farmers 

Proper and safe use of fertilizer is partly related to users 
knowledge as disrussed in sect1on 3 above. A major indicator of 
proper and safe use of fertilizer is the favourable responses of 
crops thrOJgh increased yields. The farmers were asked whether the 
use of fertilizer led to increased yields. 

Abrut 90. 7% of the farmers intE!rviewed· stated that fertilizer use 
increased their yields. Only !>.3%. stated that it did not. The 
farmers were also aware that ttlere were differences among fertilizer 
types. As disrussed above, 72.7% of the farmers were awa:e of tt1e 
differences between various types. Tl1ey cwlcl anticipate del~terious 
effects when planting fertilizers are used instead of top-dressing 
types. The farmers are also aware of specific: types of fertilizer 
meant f.or partirular crops suctl as for tea, cClffee, maize, wheat, 
potatoes etc, which are supplied under various crop prograrmies. 

s. Impact on Distribution OJtside Major Market Centres 

The major market centres can be definr:!d as tl1e main towns or 
districts headQ..Jarters served tJy rail or good roads, and usually 
located in the major farmi.ng ureas such as N~1robi, Nakuru, EmtAJ, 
MenJ, Eldoret, Kitale, Kisu111J, Kisii, Nanyukip Kakamega etc, etc. 
Most fertilizer distrib.Jtors are located in ore or more of these 
centres. ll.Jtside these centres, there are rui~a1 trading centres or 
markets. Smallholder farmers are closer to these rural trading 
centres and rely on stockists (retailers) located there for the 
supply of goods including fertilizers and other agrirultural inp.Jts. 

It is evident that the rumber of retailers (s1.:ockists) in the rural 
trading centres who stock fertilizers has increased markedly in the 
last 5 years and partict1larly in t11~ .l=ist 3 years. Whereas most of 
the rural trading centl'es l1ad norie or only one fertilizer stockist 
five years ago, it was found tl1at many of them now have at least 2 
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stockists and most have 3 to 4 stockists. These rumbers do not 
include the "seasonal 11 stockists who cwld not oe ca.mted OJring the 
field visits whieh were conO.Jcted during the fertilizer off-season. 
This increase in the rumber of stockists can be attrib.Jted to the 
remarkable increase in the ruml:Jer of fertilizer distrib..Jtors, all 
over the co..intry, and their increased willingness and ability to 
distribJte fertilizers through stockists. For example KGGCU reported 
that it had increased its fertilizer/seed stockists from 2000 to zsco 
in the last S years. Mea Limited has 35 new stockists while Safina 
Limited who had no stockist 5 years ago now has 25 stockists. LirruI\.J 
Pasho Mills who.had no stockist 5 years ago is now distrib..Jting 
fertilizers thraJgh 25 stockists. 

The increased willingness and ability on the part or distrib..Jt0rs to 
appoint or use stockists to distritl.Jte fertilizers is a result of 
increased supply of fertilizers with better margins now compared to s 
years ago. 

This.finding i.e. that the rumber of stockists in the rural trading 
centres t1as increased markedly is consistent with the finding that 
the distance travelfed by farmers to b..Jy their fertilizers has 
decreased over the last 5 years as stated in Bl of this chapter. 
Whereas the majority of IiJral smallholders had to travel to the major 
market centres to i:urchase their fertilizers, they are new in a 
!JOSition to obtain it from the stockist at the tural trading centre 
nearer his village. This has contrib.Jted to increased smallholder 
farmer use and redUced the cost of obtaining it. 

It was also found that the co-operative societies, who act as 
stockists have increased their involvement in fertilizer distrib..Jtion 
as the Unions to which they are affiliated are now importing 
fertilizers. The Co-operative societies are located mostly in trie 
IiJral trading centres. 

In sunmary, fertilizer is now more available in the main market 
centres and the surrOJnding rural trading cer1tres such as Bahati, 
[).mdori, Sotik, Keroka, Cheranganyi, Web.Jye, Mai's Bridge, Moiben, 
Kiamtu, Lugori, R.Jnyenjes, Ruiru, etc, etc. Avelilability in these 
areas has significantly increased in the last 5 years due to 
increased participation of the private sectbr in distrit::ution of 

. fertiJJ.zers, a policy change promoted by USAID. 

6. Impact on Distrit:utors to Invest in Distril:lJtion Facilities and 
Services 

The facilities reQJired for efficient distrib.Jtion and effective 
marketing of fertilizers include wholesale/retail shops, warehouses, 
vehicles. Essential services in fertilizer distrib.Jtion include 
advisory services on use of fertilizers give1i by trained sales and 
extension staff. 

The majority of distribJtors interviewed (90%) are operating a 
distrit::ution network which consists of one or more of the following: 
branches, sub-branches, sales depots, stockists, and co-operative \DJ) 
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societies. Orily 50 per cent of these di:~tritJ1tr,rs rJperate br::inches, 
(wholesale/retail shops) and rub-branches. Another 50 percent 
operate their distrib.Jtion tl1rough stucl<ists and societies loc3ted in 
rural trading centres. 

Most distrib.Jtors (58%) have changed their distribution network in 
the last 5 years. Of these 82 percent nave increased their ~etwork 
while 18 per cent have reduced it. The increase could be attribJt~1 
to increased involvement of the private sector in fertilizer 
marl<eting and also better margins to distributors and 
retailers/stockists. It coulcl als1J l:l~ .:ittrib.Jted to increac;;ed use 
for fertilizers by smallholders as a rerult of increased sucply and 
availability. The reasons given for reducing distribution.networK 
was increased corn~etitioA. ClosHe of branches which appeared to be 
red.Jction in network resulted into inr;rr?;;iSed use of stockists·. 

The majority of distrib.Jtors have not increased their distribution 
capacity in the last 5 years. While 47.5 per cent have not done any 
investnent at all in the distribJtion capacity, 9.5 per cent of them 
h;;ive reduced it. Again the rE~ason for reduction is given as 
increased competition (4.8 per cent of the dlstriD.Jtors who had 
redtJced their capacity). Tl1Us only 43 per cent or the distrib..Jtors 
have invested in additional capacity such as vehicles and 
warehouses. This additional capacity is mainly located in the rnajor 
market centres and storage at stockist level is still a problem. 

Many of the distrib.Jtors woo t1ave emerged OVE~r the last 5 ye8rs see 
no need in inv~s t ~ng in their own vel1ic lt!S and warel1ouses. They 
argJe that warel10Uses and vehicles can be ea!; Uy hired. 

It is worth noting tl1at KGGCU has opened 9 new branches since 1984. 
Mea L.j.mited, thf? s~cond larges distributor h~ld 4 fully fledged 
branches in 1986 but has sinc1g closed 2 of tl,ese branches. Only 3 
distributors in the COJntry i.e. KGGCU, Mea l.imited and Safina 
Limited operate distrib.Jtion networl< with branches. KGGCU h:Js 55 
branches, Mea has 3 and Safina Limited has 5. 

The majority of distrib.Jtors (95%) stated th1~y were providing 
essential advisory services to tl1•; farmers., Only 76 per ce:nt ·nere 
providing such services 5 years ago. The type of services provided 
are advice on fertilizer use (70%), soil analysis (9.5%) and field 
visits by only lOl of the distrib.Jtors. No distrib.Jtor issues 
leaflets on fertill7-er use to farmers. Only 2 distriD.Jtors, Mea 
Limited ~nd Orbit Chemicals Limiterj are operating soil analysis 
laboratories. 

A significant change which has tal<en place is tr1e emergence of new 
and t1"1erefore remar1<.,l)l~ lncrcase in the rumber of fertilizer 
dlsl:i:irutors all over tt1e country. There are at least 34 geru inl? 
fertilL~er d.istributors (including Cu-operative Unions) tod<ly 
compared to only 10 years ago. t·!ost of these new dist.I'.' i.l:r.J tors a re 
located in major marl<et centres and 11ave no brancl11~s. The rnajor i ty 
of tl1es1.? (85'.t) focus their activities in their locality. This 
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increase in the rumber of distriootors is directly attributea to the 
policy of opening the market: and increased participation by the 
private sector. As a result, fertilizer is more available in wider 
geographic areas of the co.mtry as pointed ()Jt ill part l of this 
chapter. 

Although the majority of distrib.Jtors (90.5%) say they plan to invest 
in distrib.Jtion infrast:ruct1.Jre in future, there is no evidence of 
existence of concrete plans. 

Almost all the distrib.Jtors (95%) have inv1~sted in other agricultural 
inputs such as seeds, agroct1emicals, feeds and animal health 
products. The sale of theSE! or other inputs have increased eyer t11c: 
last 5 years. They also supply th~se to the stockists outside t!1e 
major market centres whO in turn supply th12111 to the smallhO'lder. 

In sunrnary, there has been $Ome investment in distrib.Jtion network 
and services. The investmerit has been in the new fertilizer and 
agro-inputs b.Jsiness whicn t1ave co:ne up all over the ca.mtry in the 
last 5 years. This is a. result of the policy of opening up the 
market promoted by USAID. :Ct is clear that with reduced government 
controls on imports and pric:es, the level of inves tsnent in 
distrib.Jtion facilities and services would be higher. 

7. Impact on whalesale and retail prices. 

There is evidence of an increase in the n.Jni:Jer of stockists selling 
fertilizers in the areas o~tside the main marketing c:~~res. Th~re 
are now 3-4 fertilizer stocl<ists in the sm.all rural centres where 
there was only one or none s years ago. About 35% of the 69 
stockists interviewed said that the profit.ability of fertilizer was 
higher than that of other products, and 30% said such profitability 
had improved in the last 5 years. Suen increased profitability was 
reported especially by stockists operating in the small trading 
centres for which the maxirrum retail prices are not declared and who 
charge the fertilizer transport cost separately so that they can 
recoup their costs while still keeping within the price ceiling. 
Increased profitability has enabled the existing stockists to stock 
111)r8 fertilizer and attracted new stcck~ts to sell fertilizer. 

About 431 of the 21 importers/distrib.Jtors interviewed said it was 
presently easier to give discounts compared to 3 years ago. Forty 
eight percent find it more possible to sell at less than the Maxirrum 
Retail Prices (MRP), and 57% find the relative profitability of 
fertilizer to have in:reased in the last 5 years. The reasons for 
these include better effective profit margins especially for donor 
fertilizer, direct allocations from Treasury, and increased 
competition. About 53%of the importers/distributors have used th~ 
increased profitability to expand their distribution network through 
appointment of new stockists and opening-up of new 
branches/sub-branches. 
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However, only 12.3% of the 227 farmers interviewed paid less than tne 
f.ffl. Most of these were largescale farmers who are able to negotiate 
QJantity discounts frcrn the distriD.Jtors and members of cooperative 
societies. (The majority of the farmers did not know \'/hat the MRP's 
for different fertilizers were). 

The pricing structure does not incorporate distinct wholesale and 
retail margins (the proposed price rev,.sion, however, includes these) 
and the imporcers/distritutor appear to pasS··On margins to stockists 
only when cir rums tances allow it, such as whim ttie ef fee ti ve margins 
are reasonable and fertilizer s1Jpplies are acjeQJate. The effective 
margins enjoyed by the importers/distritutors depend on the ave~e 
through which they obtain their supplies; namely, l) commercia! 
importation, with margins varying from firm to firm depending.on 
their aqtual C & F costs relati·1e to the aver=· e C & F used in 
canp.iting the t-~Ps, 2) the Gal< supplies undi~!' the USAID/GoK system 
of payment which g..Jarantees 1~5-17% margins and 6 months interest-free 
credit, and 3) the GoK suppl.Les under tl1e G1JK/KGGCU system of 
payment which g.iarantees KGGCU 10% margin an<j unlimited interest-free 
credit b.Jt which other importers/distrib..Jtor!S have no access to. 

There is evidence of fertilizer price competition in some parts of 
the cOJntry. In Eldoret, for example, one of the distrib.Jtors 
(Eldoret Packers) sold 50l<g bags to distribJtors at KShs. 280.00 per 
bag and to farmers at KShs. 2132.00 per bag. The MRP was KShs. 295.70 
in Eldoret. In Kitale, distribJtors compare prices of their 
canpetito-rs on a daily basis, and red.Jee their prices by a shilling 
in order i:O attract custaners. Distr.i.b.Jtors sold to .armers at 
discwnts as 111.1ch as KShs. 15. 00 below the Ml~, and most of the 
stockists in Kitale displayed their prices t1J attract more OJstaners. 

The fixing of prices administratively affects importers/distrib.Jtors 
negatively by 1) making it diffia.ilt for sane of them to import 
convnercially (for two consecutive years, canrnercial importers uid not 
import ciJe to late price annaJncements), 2) creating low ·profit 
margins (14.3%) and 3) precipitating losses especially when prices 
are revised downwards before previws stocks are completely sold 
(141). 

In surrmary, there has been evidence of increased relative 
profitability of fertilizers, increased scope for 
importers/distrib.Jtors to gi v1~ di scam ts, ard increased scope for 
price competition in the last 5 years. The effect on ccmmercial 
importers to import d.Je to prices is outlined in the next section. 

8. Impac~ on Importers to Import correct and sufficient g.iantities of 
fe1~tilizcrs at the rial1t time an~J at competitive prices 

The alJility of importers to import tlie corr.ect fertilizers in 
sufficient qJantities at the r.1.ght time and at competitive prices 
depends on the following factors in Kenya:-. 

a) t_imely allocation of fertilizer ~nport QJotas by the Government. 
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ti) Q.Jantities and types al.located. 

c) timely issuing of impor·t licences and foreign exchange licences, 

d) knowledge of the world ·rertilizer market situation and good 
import and distrib.Jtion planning. 

e) t1mely anna.mcement of local selling prices with adeQ.J.ate and 
acceptable margins. 

The observed impact is as follows: 

i) Allocations: 
/ ,. ,,, 

•. 

Allocations.have become timely. This was not the case.5 
years ago· when there were consiclerable de:l.ays in ·releasing . 
the allocations. The Government. has been anno..incing 
allocations between April and .lJne of each year to 
facili:tate timely importati.ons. This timely anna.mcement 
of allocations is a result of USAIO conditionally that the 
Government will process applications for carimercial 
imports by JJ!y 15 of each year beginning in 198~. 

The QJantity and types of fertilizers allocated have 
increased and 91 per cent of thE~ importers reported that 
QJantities alloca.ted as a percentage of their reQJests for 
allocations has i.ncreased. Whilst S years ago allocations 
for conmercial imports were as J.ow as 200 metric tons, the 
minirrum q..iantity allccated is 1000 metric tons. KGGCU and 
Co-operative Unions obtain the c~antiiies and typ~s of 
fertilizers they req..iest for allocation. The private 
sector importers do not necessaJ~ily obtain the Q.Jantities 
and types they reiquest. Howeve1~ this may be d'..Je to the 
fact that private! sector importE!rs tend to exaggerate 
their requirements for importation in the realisation that 
allocations may tie done without d.le regard to the 
QJantities reques;ted. 

ii) Issuing of Import Licences and Foreign Exchange 

Impor~ers still E!xperience serit::l.IS delays in issuance of 
import licences and foreign exciiange allocation licences. 
Evidence was offered to demonstrate that several importers 
including Co-operative Unions who had received allocations 
in time failed tc) import fertilizers for their OJStomers 
ci.Je to delays in processing of import licences in 1987. 
By the time the licences were issued, the price levels in 
the world market had increased dramatically. 

iii) Knowledae of the World ~r.ket Situation and Planning 

About 92% of the importers stated they \llere better ab.le to 
plan their importers compared· to 5 years ago. Only 50% 
thought they ca.Jld plan well 5 years ago. The main . ·\ 

. reasons for this enhanced ahility are: \o 
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·as a result of better kncwleCge of the world fertilizer 
market situation through more contact with suppliers and 
training as reported by 33% of the clistritutors. 

having more q..ialified personnel .• 

The aoove could be largely attrib.Jted to l:he training programs 
which USAID have provided. In .l.Jly 1986 USAID sponsored 6 
Kenyans from the private sE~ctor and one from co-operative Unicns 

· to a Fertilizer Marketing Crurse cond.Jcted by International 
Fertilizer Develoµnent Centre ( IFOC) in Nairobi. Another 3 
Kenyans from the private sector involved in fertilizer marketing, 
are OJrrently attending a similar crurse .in the United States. 

iv) ProOJrement Procedures and Methods 

In the past, fertilLz:er imµorts wert! p.Jrchased through 
private negotiations bct\'1een bJyers and sellers or thrrugh 
agency agreements. 'The prices were not the ref ore 
necessarily canpetit.lve. rne last 5 years has seen a 
remarkable change in the method of procurement as more and 
more importers have emerged as a result of doror pressure 
to increase the supply of fertilize.rs in Kenya. cue to . 
increased canpetition, prorurement or carmercial 
fertilizer imports is done thrrugh 'l'lidely p.Jblished 
tenders in order to achieve conpetitive prices. A recer:': 
tender issued oy KGGCU for example, attracted over 29 bids 
fran international fertilizer suppliers. This has 
resulted in importers importing at more cooipetitive world 
market prices now as opposed to 5 y1ears age. Also, the 
introci.Jction of the 13IP pricing system has contribJted to 
more canpetitive prices since the importers know that they 
have ta p.ird1ase at prices as close as possible to OIP C&F 
price on which the Goverrvnent bases the local selling 
price calOJlations. 

Generally, it can be stated that importers in Kenya are 
willing to import th·e correct and sufficient QJantities of 
fertilizers when the allocations are timely and the retail 
prices are right. This was clearly derronstrated in 
1985/86 when out of 35 importers .~!located 210,528 metric 
tons of fertilizer 29 or 83% actually .!.mported 190,283 
metric tons representi.ng 91.% of the ccmnercial allocatior.s 
that year. 

In the last two years however, although the allocations 
have been released in time, the performance of importers 
has deteriorated largt:?ly because the approved selling 
prices were annrunced late, and by the time they were 
anncxmced, tl1e prices were not caruucnsurate with tt1e war lcJ 
market prices. Importers have reacted as follO\~S 
depending on the marl<et er type of OJStoners they Qre 
serving: 

·'. v .· 
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l. Importers serving mainly the Estates and Plantations 

These h~IVe imported after entering special agreements with 
their OJstomers who have been prepared to accept prices 
above controlled prices. 

2. Co-Jperative Unions ·and KGGCU 

3. 

Have refrained from importing unless the selling prices 
were acceptable to them. 

Private Sector Importers for Smallholders / 

/ 

•. 

Have refrained from importing fei~tilizers unless- and until 
approved selling prices were acce!ptable to them. In these 
cirOJmstances only large farmers and estates have been 
able to get fertilizers. Smallhc>lder farmers had to 
access to fertilizers, as none waas impo:: ted. 

The performance of importers in the last twc> years illustrates the 
above reactions. In 1986/87 and in 1987/88 the allocations were 
anno.mced in time. In 1986/87 the governm~mt recl.Jced selling prices 
while the world market price$ were on the upward trend. In this yea::: 
only 49 per cent of the impo1·ters allocated fertilizer import QJotas 
imported 44% of '25,519 .metrJ.c tons allocatE!d to them. Fertilizer 
year 1987 /88 was even worse. The prices wel~e revised upwards, tut 
the increase were not camiens~rate with the increases in the world 
market prices. In this year only 11 importe!rs (26%) out of 42 
importers imported 83,908 metric tons of the! 242,382 metric tons 
allocated to convnercial impoI~ters. Except :Ln the case of KGGCU, most 
of the imports in these two years were for f~states and Plantations on 
special agreements with importers who cater for them. Table 8 below 
illustrates the performance cif cocrmercial importers in the last 3 
years. 

Table 2.lS: Performance of Commeircial Fertilizi!r Importers in Kenya 

v EA A I NO. CF I NO. OF % IWORTED ( TOTAL I It/PORTED I Q,f 
IQ 

I CQtJPANIES 1 · CQt.PANIES I ALLOCATION! M/TONS I IMPORTE::> 
ALLOCATED I IJ.PORTED I M/TrMS I I 

I I I I 

1985/86· ., 35 I 29 831 I 210,528 190,282 I 91% 
I I I I 

1986/87 I 53 I 26 49% I 325,529 142,849 I 44% 
I I I I 

1987/88 I 42 I 11 26% I 242,382 83,908 I 35% 

I I I I 
I I L I 

SOURCE: Ministry of AgriOJlture, Nairobi 
'! 

\( \ . 
j ' 
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In sunmary, importers have n•Jt b-?en a~le to import sufficient 
~antities on time due to late ann1JU111.:anent of prices. GOI< 
involvement in determining and announcing Maxirn;m R~tail prices has 
been the main obstacle to incr~asing supplies of fertili7.ers. Even 
thcxJgl1 the Government sets taru~ts for annJal increased levels of 
fertilizer increasing the number or imports and the arTO..Jnts ~llocate8 
to import, these targets are not realized because of pricing 
constraints. 

However, when importers do iinport, they tiave done so at: rror~ 
competitive world market prices, wl1icl1 t111ve benefited farmers in 
Kenya, due to tlie intC'IJrJ1Jct.ion of the BIP pricing system, better 
knowledge of the wrJrl1j rn-3rl<et 5ituat.lon, and thP.i.r ctf)f)lication of. 
marketing skills and tetter planning capability resJlting ·frc1n""' 
training. 

9. Impact on the GoK to develop and implement improved and useful 
policies and procect.Jres. 

Disrussion with government officials indicated that in the las~ 5 
years, there l1as been a gradwt l departure from the mre r:11r:oretical 
estimation of .national fertl.lL?•~r requirements to < sse:;sinents bas8d 
on projected utilization in the main farming areas of the cOJntry. 
The estimates are then counter-checked·with projections made by the 
importers/distributors and large end-users. This exercise has led tJ 
improved estimates of national fertilizer requirements and anruc1l 
targetted increases in fert:lli7.Ar. availability. Improver~nt5 in t:.his 
regard resulted from tr.alni11g and experience gained by government 
personnel employed in tl1e Fertill7.ee In1JJts Section. 

All firms allocated fertilizer are req.Jired to make periodic returns 
of their sales and stack levels. This reQJirement is enforced 
rigiQly and forms part or tl1e basis of further fertilizer 
allocations. Further, the Centr~l Bani< of Kenya recently es t:tlJ.lished 
a fertilizer register into which details o·r fertilizer import 
allocations are entered and roonitored up t1J payment. This 
compl~ts the Fertilizer Input Sections' efforts to rocJnitor 

r in1Jortations, sto•:l~s, sales and prices •. 

the Kenya National Fertilizer Association was t~gistered 
w open rnembP...rsl1ip to all fertilizer dea~lers in the cC'Untry. It 
haS an initial membership of 5 firms, and has already had fruitful 
interaction with the GoK. Hecently, a steering committee on rmve1n<;nt 
of urgent public traFFlr.: (including fertilizer), chaired by the 
Office of the Pri~sidr.mt and w.ith the participation of Kenya Ports 
PLJthority and Kenya Railways, was formed. 

Members of the Fertilizer Committee have gained considerable 
experience and kno\'#ledge as a result of their involve:ment in th·~ 
sector. Tl1e Fertilizer Inputs s~ctions' st<tf f l"lave also gained 
e~perience on the dat;:i r.1~q1J.i.n~1i:nts for nonitorinrJ t11r:? sector and 
preparing the fertilizer anr u;iJ. p t.1n. Participation by relcv~nt 
governnient officers and private sector p1~rsonnel in ._.SAID - spon$ored 
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Fertilizer Development Policy Worksh:lps and Marketing Training 
Programs, and involvenent of local Kenyan Consultants and consulting 
firms in fertilizer related assignments, have increased local 
expertise ta artiOJlate fertilizer policies. 

The GoK Fertilizer Policy Paper and Sessiona.l Paper t-timber 1 of 1986 
draws heavily from recomm3ndations by experts, and government 
officers talked to in the course of this assignment expressed a 
desire to discuss and react to the draft findings so that thy can 
keep informe~. 

Discussions with members of the Fertilizer C:orrmittee indicatecs;..that 
government officers understand the intricacJ.es of the fertilizer 
sector very well. Most of their knowleoge ..,,as acQJired in ·the last 
few years as a result of' cont.i~ed involvem!mt in the sector. These 
officers addressed frontier issues such as the desirability of 
establishing a fertilizer terminal with private sector participation 
and manufacturing low grade fertilizer from locally available 
resource/rock with impressive1 ease and c~9tence. 

T.1e GoK' s Sessional Paper tiJmber l of 1986, the National Policy on 
~ertilizer Pricing and Marketing, and discu!ssions with government 
officers indicate that there is a clear perception by the Gel< of the 

· cOJntry' s fertilizer needs and necessary poH.cy direction. 
Additionally, there are n.imer'CUs policy and procedural changes 
implemented by GoK since l983i to irrprove fel~tilizer availability and 
use. 

Overall, the indications are that the GoK's capacity to develop and 
implement improved and useful policies and proced.lres has improved 
significantly since 1983. Tr1is has reSJlted from improved ability to 
assess national fertilizer neieds, improved rronitoring of fertilizer 
allocations, establistvnent and/or promotion of support institutions, 
improved availability of local expertise to artiOJlate fertilizer 
policy issues, and increased willingness by the GoK to consider for 
ifl1>lementation reconvnendations by experts. The GoK is clearly better 
able to assume a rrore ap;::ropx·iate role to implement the 
reconmendations of its Fertilizer Policy .Paper, and to make s1..1re that 
proper policies and procedures a:e implemented to make fertilizer 
rrore available and to prorrotei its use. 

10. Impact on the GoK to improve planning. 

Indications observed in Section 9 above show clearly that the GoK's 
capacity to improve f ertilizeir planning has improved since 1983. In 
particular, there has been improved ability to assess the country's 
fertilizer needs thrwgh imp1:oveij methods, improved capacity to 
rronitor fertilizer allocations, expansion o'f' support institutions and 
development and implementation of appropriate policy and procedural 
changes in the last 5 years. 
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11. Impact on donors to finance fertilizer imports and foster marketing 
developnent thra.1gh their progr~ns. 

lhe A.Imber of fertilizer donors and QJantities of donor fertilizer 
imported to Kenya have been increasing. Italy joined in 1985/86 and 
the Federal Rep.Jblic of Germany recently resumed fertilizer 
assistance to Kenya after a breal< of sane years. Recently, Finland 
convnissioned a study to strengtr.en its involvement in the sector. 
Donor lertilizer increased from 25,148 tonnes in 1983 to 142,315 
tonnes in 1987. Donor involvement in the fertilizer sector has, 
therefore, been increasing. currently, there are 11 fertilizer 
donors to Kenya. These are Norway, Denmark, Sweden, Finland, 
Netherlands, Japan, Italy, West Germany, F.A.O., the World Bank and 
USAIO. 

USAIO "'as the first donor to prctnote increased fertilizer . :;, I' 

availability and use in Kenya thrrugll the relaxation or restrictive 
fertilizer marketing policies such as the sole agency agreement with 
KGGCU, aad the development of a ccmnercial marketing system. Since 
then, most donors have utilized their fertilizer pxograms to foster 
some sort or market develoP'Jlent (see Chapter III Section 4). The 
impact of this trend has been better donor·coordination and a 
likelihood to support the GoK's efforts at sector reforms cutlined in 
the fertiliZer policy paper • 

'· 

. A nJmber of donors leave it to the GoK to decide- on fer~ilizer types 
most desirable for Kenya, and there is a general agreement among 
don:lrs that fertilizer assistance shculd have balance of payments 
support as its primary objective. Donors are interested in 
urKierstanding and streamlining the mechanisms for providing 
fertilizer assistance in forms other than in-ki.nd. 

Negotiations between the GoK and donors are evidently more timely, 
which permits better forward planning by the GoK. The GoK ~nd donors 
are agreed on the framework expressed in the fertilizer policy paper, 
and some donors have agreed on the ama.1nts of f'ertilizer to be 
supplied anrually over a 5 year period, reciJcing the time taken in 
seasonal negotiat10ns and further enabling imp113ved forward planning. 

The •la.nee sh'.lws -increased willingness by dor.ars to import 
fertU11er types beneficial to l<enya. The GoK decides on types and 
Q.Janilfttls to reQJest, and some donors have shc1wn considerable 
flexiMl.ity in terms or sa.1rces of their aid imports. In 1987/88, 
for example, ~ supplied fertilizer from Ranania. 

More donors are presently willing to import/di~;tritute aid fertilizer 
in accordance with Gol</USAID ,:.irocewres. For E~xample, Japan and 
Netherlands have agreed to have some of their i~ertilizer distrituted 
thrwgh tender. Italy and \'/. Germany leave it to the GoK to decide 
on appropriate methods of disposal whicll has been essentially the 
USAID introdJced system. There is evidence of increased donor 
support for the efforts by USAID to promote liberalisation of 
fertilizer marketing and all thE~ seven interviewed donors expres~i:?d a 
conmitment to support the GoK in altaining its develoµnent objectives 
in regard to fertilizer marketing. 
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Differences in the systems of disposing aid Fertilizer have been 
rec1Jced in the last 5 years, wring which scime donors became more 
supportive of programs promoted by GoK/USAIO. GoK and donors agree 
that the development of improved systems of fertilizer pricing is one 
of the most urgent neeas of the sector. 

On balance, the evidence shows that the impact on dorors to finance 
fertilizer imports and fostex· marketing deVE!lopment thrOJgh their 
programs has l:.Jcen positive. This is indicated by increased donor 
participation in the sector, increased willingness to impcrt 
fertilizer types with greatest cevelopmental impact, increased 
willingness by dcnors to rati.onalise between aid-in-kind and ot~er 
types of fertilizer assistance, increased d<mor-interest in 
fertilizer ma:keting, more tlmely negotiaticms between GoK and . 
donors, and increasea willir.~1ness by donors to import/distrib.Jte 
fertilizer in accordance wi tt'1 GoK/USAID proc:eo.ires. 

12. Impact of donor fertilizer on commercial fe:i:-tilizer. 

Donor fertilizer is of great ~enef it to the agriOJltural sector in 
Kenya. However, it COJld hamper tne developnent of a fertilizer 
marketing system. The practJ.se of supplyin!~ doror fertilizer as 
aid-in-kind resid'Jalises conmercial fert111zer importation and 
necessitates very delicate planning and mam1gement of fertilizer 
supplies to reduce the possit>ility of eithe:r over importation or 

· under importation, and tc eruiure that goverl'vnent fertilizer is sole. 

There is evidence that the GOK's fertilizer management and planni~g 
has improved as a result of policy and procieciJral changes pranoted by 
USAID as part of its Fertilizer Marketing Cevelopment Program, aria ~s 
indicated in 9.Jb-sections 9 to 10 of this section. Such improvemer:t 
is likely to have reduced tho negative impo.rts of donor fertilizer on 
conmercial fertilizer. 

However, the Ga<'s management and planning of fertilizer supplies, 
however good, camot g.Jarant1~e private sector distrib.Jtors adeQ..Jate 
fertilizer supplies to er.::!::l\'2 them to make plans for investment in 
their distrib.Jtion networr's. Under the cirOJmstances, distrib.Jtors 
have no control on what is available for sale, because supplies 
depend on carmercial import allccations a~d allocations of government 
fertilizer.. The distritutor!s are unable to know 1.:-:at QJantities of 
fertilizer they will di~tribJte in the future and are, therefore, 
unable to make long term investment plans. A strategy for further 
reciJction or this negative ~npact of coror fertilizer on the 
developnent of fertilizer marketir.g is proposed in ~apter IV. 

C. ANALYSIS OF !~~ACTS . 

l. Linkages of impacts to policy and proceG.Jral changes. 

This section relates th~ observed impacts to policy and 
proceli.Jral changes. So;-r:e of the impacts can be easily li.riked ro 
policy and proc~o~ral c~an~es thQt have been promoted tut ctn~:s 
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are more complex being intertwined with long-term and on-going 
. proQramnes of GoK and other organizations. 

"Following the cancellation of the GoK e·xclusive agency with the 
KFA/KGGCU, a competitive marketing system began taking shape, 
and this has led to sane favOJrable conseQJences for the 
farmers. The n.Jmber of fertilizer distrib.Jtors and stockists 
has increased as pointed out in the previCXJs chapter. Accoraing 
to the impacts indicators specified above, this has led to 
improved availability and use or fertilizer in the country. An 
increased rumber of distrib.Jtors have participated in t11e 
d1strill.Jtion or GoK/aid fertilizer fran one in 1983 to over 80 
now. Increased n.Jmbers of distrib.Jtors also have been allocated 
c011T.1ercial fertilizer import c:µotas which have helped to , 
increase the supply of fertilizer. Sarie end users, particularJy 
small-holder Cooperative Unions, have also benefited thrOt,Jg~ 
direct allocations • 

. An indication or increased canpetition in marketing of 
fertilizers can be dramatised by the ca1ll for protection against 
competitors by traditional distrib.Jtors in Kitale. By 1988, 
five extra distrib.Jtors had emerged caripared to only fOJr abOJt 
5 years ago. These distrib.Jtors were ~anpeting with each other 
for customers by rewcing their prices and expanding their 
distrib.Jtion networks thra.Jgh stockists. Fattners benefited from 
reti.Jced fertilizers prices an lower costs to obtain their 
supplies. Investments in new distrib.Jtion a.Jtlets has not teen 
as high as cculd be expected as explaired above. Certain 
uncertainties still persist particularly with respect to 
allocation and pricing. Moreover, in t.he short-run opening up 
of the market has tended to dampen investments among the 
established distrib.Jtors, as discussed in Section III 8 Section 
5. 

· One of the goals of USAID prograrrme has been to increase 
fertilizer use and availability in Kenya particularly by 
smallholders and in areas outside the major markets. As 
discussed above UJr study has established increased availability 
and use am:>ng farmers. This is a:tribJted to policy and 
pi:oceti.Jral changes pranoted by the USAIO, the Gel< and other 
donors as discussed in Section III A, above. 

•' 
An integrated retail marketing system is emerging b.Jt it needs 
contil'lJed support in order to entrench it. Allocations to end 
users, of their proven req;irements pax·ticularly the KTDA and 
Cooperative Unions, has been one methocl to increase overall 

. supply of fertilizer and g.Jarantee that: at least a small segment 
of the fertilizer users are assured of supplies. In the 
long-run an integrated market system wJ.ll emerge and be 
rationalised to ensure that end users wruld no longer need to 
import Fertilizers. Instead, specialized importer/distrit\Jtors 
will emerge and will adeQ.Jately supply both large-scale and 
smallholder farmers. The cost of supplying both subscctors will 
be met by the market. Allocation of rEIQJired QJantitjes will be 
done by the marl<et, in accordance to ttle government policy paper. \_" 

' 
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The GoK ha·s also improved its capacity in planning and 
. management of the fertilizer sector. 'rhis is in accoraance with 
policy and procedural changes promoted by the USAIO and other 
dOnors. Scxne of these changes incluoe the establistvnent of a 
rertilizer canmittee, establishnent of a fertilizer monitoring 
unit, development of fertilizer import plan, review and revision 
of the fertilizer pricing structure ancj the fornulation of a 
policy paper. An inp.Jts section has ~~n established in the 
Developnent Planning Division (CPO) of the Ministry of 
AgriOJlture and has also been working closely with the Farm 
Management Division. The latter has f';Leld officers who have 
assisted in the establishment of oemarn:i levels of fertilizer at 
the farm level$. The inp.Jts section h13s led to ar. improved 
anrual fertilizer plan a.s par corditionalit)' or the USAID. The. 
recent Changes in the Ministry of Agriculture procedures has led 
to more accurate estimates of fertiliztar demand reQJirements·. 
The Government has also established a 'Fertiliz~r committee to 
deal with fertilizer matters including technical and policy 
matters. The convn.i ttee has enhanced Gi:>K' s ability to deal ~i th 
policy matters on the fertilizer sector, in line with USAID 
condition. The ccmnitte~e has supervis1ed the implementation or 
Private Sector fertilizer policies in line with USAID/GOK 
AgriOJltural Developnent Progranvne Loan Agreement.· It has also 
developed a fertilizer import plan, sp1ecifying types, quantities 
and timing of fertilizer· imports. The corrmittee has also 
attel1)ted to address the! issue of· performance by 
importer/distrib.Jtors. It has acceptej good performance as a 
criterion for allocatior1 or import QJOtas. At least 80% of the 
import Q.Jotas are t·o be restricted to 1~eruine and proven 
:""~rter/distritutors wt'1ile the other 20I will be open to new 
'"·~rants. 

The goverrvnent has mana~:ed to announce commercial fertilizer 
import allocations in gc1od times. This is due to policy and 
procewral changes promc1ted by USAIO; the GoK and other donors 
as disOJssed earlier. lne GoK has not been able to provide a 
flexible pricing system. Retail prices have not been revised in 
good time. ConseQ.Jently corrrnercial imports were just about 
one-third of expected le?vels in the 19,87 /88 season. The same 
COJld hold true of the 1988/89 season b.Jt is definite for the 
short rains because nob:1dy is importin·g. Government fully 
appreciates the constrai.nts created by the OJrrent pricing 
system and accepts the need to revise prices at least twice a 
year. In the short-run it has not been possible to implement 
new pricing procedures t1ecause of complex b.Jrea.Jcratic 
procec1Jres. Some grruncl-work has already been laid to this end 
and the policy paper calls for this to be implemented. The nsed 
to provide adeQJate mar~1ins is also fully appreciated. The 
establishnent of wholesatle and retail margins with adeQ.Jate 
incentives for retailers to establish retail market services has 
not been done. 

The GoK has promoted appropri3te and affordable fertilizer 
packages for smallholders. Standard lOkg and 25kg packages have 
been introduced. The GoK pricing policy has permitted the extra 
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costs to be passed to the users in line with USAID 
conditionality. .The 10 and 25kg bags · reauce the cash cu tlay by 
small-holders and hence improved affordability. The lOkg pacK 
is especially pop.Jlar in Central and Eastern provinces and tne 
importance of horticulture particularly vegetable, tanatoes etc. 
which are grown in small plots. The pop.Jlarity of the 50kg bags 
was found to be overwhelming in Rift Valley and 1·1estern areas of 
the ~cuntry where maize and wheat are very important. It was 
also very por:ular among the coffee and tea growers of Centrc.l 
Kenya. The issue of appropriateness of bag size need further 
investigation. In some of the areas of study tl1e small bags 
were a very recent introduction. 

, 

The GoK has also managed timely negotiations with donors'to 
assure timely arrivals. This stems frcm greater awareoess of 
need in timeliness on the GoK part, arid pressure of donors, 
corrmercial sector and the farming canmJnity. The payment system 
for donor fertilizer has been rationalized \'{ith distrirutors 
paying in cash or bank Q..Jarantees NTE 180 days. This has led to 
greater accountability on tt1e part of distributors. In 
addition, an Jmproved timing a:1d amcurt of funds hJs been 
realized. 

A Kenya National Fertilizer Association (l<NFA) has beeri 
established as per agreement. It has not been as active as t~e 

Kenya Agrochemical Distributors Associations (KADA). KAOA 2r::J 

Kf\FA can keep up the pressure an the Gal< to implement useful 
policies for the developnent of the private sector. The two 
organisations can support arid lobby for the impl8mentatiori cf 
the fertilizer policy paper tl~s helping to support increased 
availability and use of fertilizer. In addition, KAOA and KtWA 
will bring issues to the Gal< as elat:xJrate:d below. 

The government extension programmes daninate L:forrnation sources 
aba.it fertilizer use by farmers. Under the Training and Visit 
(T and V) extension system the Got< ha~ been promoting better 
fertilizer use among farmers. This has partirularly been tile 
case with m·aize. Other special extension programmes deriling 
with specific crops exist suer. as the l<enya Tea Oevelor::ment 
Jluthority (l<TDA) for tea, Kenya Breweries Ltd, for barley, East 
African Ind.Jstries for sunflower and rape seed, and Sri tis;1 
American Tobacco (BAT) for tobacco. MoA extension service in 
many instances issue blanl<et recommendations which do not take 
into account for specific envirorrnental reQ..Jirements. The USAID 
conditions had called for the developnent, production and 
dissemination of information leaflets on fertilizer use. Sa far 
the leaflets have been developed but production and distritutic1;1 
is awaited. Extension efforls through tt1e distriwtors ma1 hci\·2 

had even greater impact if this had been done. 

The impacts \'thich 1·1e !1ave disrusscd ·alnve are largely bencfici.'11. 
for farmers and irnporte1s/d.i.s tr iw tors. They arc scundly bJse:..I 

in trying to promote gr-et:tter fertilizer use by farmers wt1ich is 
in line with Government policy papers (Sessional Paper tJo. 4 of ;~ 

~ 1981 and No. l of 1986, and tl1e Development Plan 1984/88) •. 
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Fertilizer Market Development is also crucial because in the 
long-run one cruld anti.ci.pate recuced aid fertilizer. In such a 
situation the country wOJld have to resort aid to greater 
reliance on the corrunercial sector which neeas to be carefully 
n..irt~red. The GoK has produced a balanced fertilizer policy 
paper which provides a so ... md fo ... mdation to contir.ue the reforr.i 
process. Most of the objectives of the paper are in line with 
USAID objectives and goals as elaborateci below. 

The negative effects as seen by participants in the sector 
include the observation by importer/distrib.Jtors that further 
opening up of the fertili.zer market will reduce incentives for 
further investments. Simply p.Jt, the q.Jantities handled cc:ulc · 
become very small and hence marginal to their lines of 
b.Jsiness. The importer clis tr ibutors are unhappy with / 
allocations to brief-case distriD...ltors, who in turn want to sell 
back to them for the Q..Jick back. The appropriate rumber of 
geruine importer distrib...Jtors which the Kenyan fertilizer market 
can support will be determined overtime thrc:ugh a 
rationalization process. In the meantime it .. .:11 be important 
to maintain a new system of free entry and exit until ths 
appropriate eQJilibrium is established. 

Another potentially negative factor is related to the pop.Jlarity 
of OPP. The indiscriminate use of acidifying fertilizer such as 
OAP on soils which are already acidic could lead to a growing 
acidity of the soils and possible crop failure. The same is 
also true of the use of t)asic fertilizers on basic soils. As 
stated earlier, blanket recorr~endations on fertilizer use are 
given by extension. To overcome this problem, ~he USAID coul1 
liaise with the National Agrirultural Laborato: ies v:hich has 
been undertaking a comprehensive fertilizer research. In the 
long run what is needed is expanded soil analysis facilities in 
the country. 

The GoK appr( ciates policy dialog...ie and is also happy with tl1e 
progress bein~·- made in establishing a sound fertilizer marketing 
system. There appears to be some misgivings among government 
officials of- do1or involvement in what are considered 
administrative matters of the GoK. Some USAIO conditionality is 
too specific and some of it deal with·low level decisions and is 
too short-term. Some of the conventions and conditionality 
provide very fine administrative details including specifying 
specific dates within a calendar year, administrative procedu:-::s 
and new institutions such as KADA. Rather, USAID shOJld cancer:-• 

. itself more with policy matters, objectives and over3il goals. 
A medium to long run period of three to five years wOJld be more 
appropriate than a short run period in this sector. 

2. Progress made towards meeting the objectives of the USAIO 
Fertilizer Marketing Development Program. 

The objectives of the Fertilizer Marketir.g OeveloP'llent Prcg:am 
signify actions which had to be ccmpleted in the short term 
(1984-88) in order for the goals, which are long term, to have a 

.chance of being achieved. Altho..igh t~~ p.Jrpose of this study is 
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not specifically to evaluate the Program, an assessment of 
progress made towards achieving the objectives and goals is an 

· important measurement of impact. As stated in the Backgra.Jna 
Section of this report (Chapter II), an efficient commercial 
agricultural inp.Jt marketing system is one element needed to 
expand agricultural production. This section and the next 
l1ighlight USAID 's impact in con tr H)..1 ting to sustainable 
agricultural production. 

a. Expanding the involvement of the private sector in fertilizer 
distrib.Jtion in Kenya. 

In terms of f1..lmbers, the Program has resulted in wider 
private-sector participation in fertilizer distrittJtion. There . 
are O.Jrrently atxiut 45 firms dealing in fertilizer, almost 10 
times what there was in 1983 when the program be9..1n. Some J.i( 

the firms may not be bonafide, b..Jt most of them are and have 
consistently tendered for the distrib.Jtion of government · 
fertilizers. These firms have developed expertise in marketing 
systems development and promotion of fertilizer use. SJch 
expertise is gained from h-.nds-on experience and training. The 
KNFA and KADA liave become a Forum fnr these firms to disruss 
improved marketing with the government. 

Increased private-sector involvement has led to wider 
geographical distrib.Jtion of fertilizers and has createu s 
competitive climate. In addition, i.t has increased 
accessibility to fertilizers by farmers, and can supplement 
centrally - provided extension services. 

b. Improved GOK capacity to collect and analyse fertilize~ sector 
data for better planning and decision making. 

Significant progress has been made to\'lards improving GOl<'s 
capacity to collect and analyse fertilizer sector data. Tl1is 
has resulted from 1). increased expertise by government 
personnel in the Fertilizer Inp~ts Unit, 2). Government 
off ice rs contif1..led involvement in the fertilizer sector as a · 
result of their membership in the Fertilizer Carrroittee, 3). 
interaction between the Gal<, donors and the private sec tor and 
4). lncreased availability of local consultants capable of 
artiOJlating fertilizer policy issues •. 

This increased capacity will enable the GOK to better define and 
carry ()Jt its role in the Future develoPTient of fercilizer 
marketing, to monitor the impact of local and international 
changes on fertilizer marl<eting and rnal<e necessary adjustments 
to improve fertilizer availability and use in the country. 

c. Encouraging agricultural inp.Jt distrib.Jtors to invest in retail 
marketing. 

The.:.! is some progress towards acliieving this objective as 
evidenced by increased participation by the main distrib..Jtors in 
fertilizer retailing. However, sucl1 progress appears to have 
been hampered by wl1at the established firms see as 'unfair I\% 
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eompetition' arising from the involvement of a larger number of 
private sector firms including traders, SOf.'le of whcm are seen 
not to be seria.Jsly interested in making fertilizer distrib..Jtion 
one of their main lines of b.Jsiness. This has created some 
uncertainty in fertilizer marketing especially for the more 
established firms who seem to have decided to wait until the 
dust settles before they can make major investment decision. 
There is some apprehension that if the process of expanding 
private-sector participation continues, the quantity of 
fertilizer going through each firm may be too little to justify 
investments in retail marketing by individual firms. 

-~ 

There seems to be, therefore, a short-term conflict between 
· expanding private-sector participation and enca.Jraging ~ 

established firms to invest in retail marketing services. 
Progress toward distrib.Jtor investment is also hampered·by 
inadeq_iate profit margins and uncertainty of allocations. The 
lack of significant progress toward this objective is not, 
however, a major hinderance to developing an efficient retail 
marketing system. The expansion of private sector participation 
and increased fertilizer availability in the country have led to 
expanded fertilizer retailing. There is, however, tremendcus 
scope foL firms to invest in retail marketing services. 

d. Increasing farmers' awareness of the value and proper use of 
fertilizer. 

Farmers' awareness of the use of fertilizers has increased since 
1983. About 40% of those interviewed said they had received 
extension advice, and 5% of those not using fertilizer 5 years 
ago who are currently using fertilizer said they were not aware 
of the benefits then. This increase in farmers' awareness 
resulted from.the Training and Visit extension program supported 
by the World Bank. The fertilizer information leaflets promoted 
as part of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing Development Program 
have not yet taken-off, and farmers' awareness of the benefits 
and proper use of fertilizers wOJld have increased more if the 
leaflets had been distrib..Jted. However, farmers are definitely 
more aware of the benefits to fertilizer use and its proper 
application. There is demand for the'expansion of fertilizer 
marketing development. 

e) Increasing the overall supply of fertilizer in the country. 

The supply of fertilizers in Kenya has increased from 206,424 
·tonnes in 1984/85 to 225,265 tonnes in 1987/88 (Chapter II, 
Table 2). This has resulted from increased donor importation,· 
which increased from abcut 73,000 tonnes in 1984/85 to abcut 
174,000 tonnes in 1987/88 (Chapter II, Table 3), higher 
incidence of allocations of Cooperative Unions to their proven 
allocations, as well as increased cafry-over stocks. Increased 
fertilizer supply resul:ed in increased fertilizer availability 
to, and use by smallholder farmers. 
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There· has been expanded donor-participation in fertilizer 
importation and the comrrunity is generally committed to 
increased donor-fertilizer importation into Kenya. In addition, 
the private sector importers appear willing and able to import 
fertilizer commercia.Lly provided they rece.lve allocation on time 
and prices are right and timel/. Overall, the increasing trer.d 
in fertilizer supply in the country appears sustainable. 

In suwmary, there has been expanded private sector involvement 
in the fertilizer s~ctor in Kenya, Dnproved GOK capacity to 
collect and analyse fertilizer sector data for better planning 
and decision making, increased fertilizer retailing, increased 
farmers' awareness of the benefits and proper use of 
fertilizers, and increased overall supply of fertilizer in t~e 
coontry. The objective of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing. 
Development Program have therefore, been broadly achieved. 
There is, however, need for further attention to be .g_iven to 
encOJraging distrit::utors to invest in retail marketing services 
and increasing farmers awareness cf benefits and proper use of 
fertilizers. 

3. Progre~s to~~rds meeting the goals of the USAID Fertilizer 
Marketing Development Program. 

• a) A.It ting the foundation of a Commercial Marketing Sys tern in place. 

Some progress has been made towards this, as evidenced by the 
existence of expanded private-sector participation in the 
marketing of fertilizer. TI1ere is, however, need to create an· 
enabling environment for the firms to consolidate their 
involvement in the sector. In particular, there is need to give 
further incentives for the private sector firms to invest in 
retail marketing and services. Such factors as uncertainty of 
supply and prices, which result from the GOl<'s involvement, make 
private sector firms hesitant to expand and invest in retail 
marketing. These factors and the nature of GOl<'s future 
involvement need to be rationalised. 

While the USAID Fertilizer '~arketing Oevelopnent Program has 
helped establish some frurida ticn for a coomercial fertilizer 
marketing system, the program has been operating for too short a 
time for the solidification of such a fa~ndation. 

b) Assist the GOI< to develop and carry-out a national policy on 
fertilizer marketing. 

Recently, the GOK released the National Policy on Fertilizer 
Pricing nnd Marketing Paper. This aaper contains proposals that 
reflect the current tl1inking by the main participnnts in the 
fertilizer sector; namely, the GOK, the donor co:r.rrunity and, t 0 

some extent, the private sector. The major recomrnendat.Lons 
include improved methods of estimat5.ng national fertilizer 
reQ.Jiremcnts, removal from the allocation system of certain 
types of fertilizers, rationalisation of fertilizer assistance 1 

performance bonding to ensure that commercial-fertilizer ~ 

• 
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·impo~ters carry out their role, improved pricing of both 
c01M1ercial and donor fertilizer including provision for adeQJate 
margins, and increased monitoring of fertilizer prices 
especially in areas a..itside the main marketing centres. The 
recommendations support improved fertilizer marketing by showing 
the GOK's convnitment to the ccmmercial sector, a relaxation of 
the administrative procedures and schedules, and a reduction in 
the GOK's involvement in the sector. 

The Policy Paper clearly indicates the GOK's desire to promote 
the development of fertilizer marketing and to increase 
fertilizer availability and use. The recOffimendations have yet 
to be fully implemented, and the USAID and other donors need. tb 
support the main th~~st of the policy paper and assist the GOK 
to carry-a..it the recommer:dations. "" 

c) Increasing Fertilizer Availability and use in areas outside the 
major marketing centres. 

Most of the ;ural trading centres in the main farming areas of 
the ca..intry now have 3-4 fertilizer stockists, ccxnpared to.one 
or none 5 years ago. The wider network has resulted from 
increased fertilizer supply in the ca..intry. Aba..it half of the 
fertilizer distrib.Jtors increased their distrib.Jtion network 
while 43% ex~>·nded their distrib.Jtion capacity to better handl2 
increased Q.Jantity of fertilizer. About 55% of the farmers hav?. 
increased their fertilizer use since 1983 and new farmers have 
joined the ranks of fertilizer users. This has resulted from 
increased availability and accessibility of fertilizers 
especially by the smallholder farmers as well as increasec 
farmers' awareness of the benefits and proper use of fertilizers. 

The indication is that there has been increased fertilizer 
availability and use in areas a..itside the major marketing 
centres. Fertilizer availability can be increased further by 
incorporating adeQJate retail margins in the fertilizer-price 
ceilings. Fertilizer use can be further increased by providing 
ertlanced extension to farmers and by promoting price competition 
through decontrolling of prices in the remote areas. 

d) Helping the GOK to better define and carry-out its role in 
making sure that fertilizer is available tc farmers as when 
needed. 

Significant progress has been made towards helping the GOK to 
better define and carry a..it its role in the fertilizer sector. 
This has been achieved mainly through policy and procedural 
changes implemented since 1983. The establishment of the 
Fertilizer Committee, the Fertilizer Inp.Jts Units and other 
support institutions and the GOK Policy on Fertilizer Pricing 
and Marketing are significant manifes:ations of that process. 
The GOK has a clear perception of its role in the sector, ~Jt 

·will need to keep on re-defining such role because the sector is 
dynam~c. 
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In summary, significant progress has been made tm1ards achieving 
the goals of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing Development 
Program. Specifically, fertilizer availability and use in areas 
outside the main marketing centres has increased, the GOK has 
developed a na~ional policy on fertilizer marketing and is 
better able to define and carry out its role in the fertilizer 
sector, and the foundation of a ccxnmercial marketing system is 
taking form. 

The goals of the USAID Fertilizer Marketing Development PrograH1 
are long term and needs enough time for full realisation. The 
next chapter outlines why and how USAID should continue J.~s 
assistance in pronoting the development of fertilizer marketing • 
in Kenya. · · 

/ 

, . 
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CHA.PTER III 

The Strategy for Future USAID Programs aimed at Continued Improvement 
of Fertilizer Marketing, Availability ana Use in Kenya 

A. The need for contin..ied USAID involvement 

1. The extent to which a viable C()'llmercial marketing system is in 
place. 

The functions and needs for a commercial fertilizer marketing'· 
system in Kenya have been explained in previOJs chaP.ters~ ·As 
pointed out in Chapter III, a viable commercial fertilizer 
marketing system is emerging in Kenya. Tnere is now a. 
widespread coverage by private sector firms in fertilizer 
marketing. Man/ of these firms are expanding their primary and 
secondary distrib.Jtion networks. As a result, there is 
increased availabili~y and use cf fertilizer, especially at ths. 
costly and often ignored smallholder sector, as well improved ~ 

awareness of the benefits of fertilizer use. The GoK has also 
beg..m to liberalize the sector to enable a commercial system to 
operate. GoK mistrust of the private sector in fertilizer 
marketing has beg.m to soften as can be seen from the goals 
expressed in the Fertilizer Policy Paper. 

However, the marketing system is infantile and reQ.Jires 
continued support. The ~~ivate sector firms require time to 
develop sufficient confic2nce in the GoK's efforts to promote 
the sector and for the marketing system to consolidate itself. 
Likewise, the GoK needs continued support to satisfy itself that 
this strategic inp.Jt can be marketed fairly and efficiently by 
the private sector to the benefit of the smallholder farmers. 
The cruntry is far from having the same fertilizer marketing 
structure back in place which was in existence ·pri.or to 1974, 
b.Jt there have been significant beneficial policy changes 
implemented since 1984 which if continued with the same 
momentum, will result in a fully self --sustaining commercial 
marketing system. 

2. Remaining Constraints 

Aid fertilizer is appreciated by the GoK, the private sector and 
the farmers, and contrib.Jtes significantly to agricultural 

· prociJction in Kenya. However, the practice by the donor 
comrrunity to supply fertilizer assistance as aid-in-kind 
necessitates GoK involvement to plan and manage the sector. 
This req.Jires that national fertilizer reQJirements for each 
season are estimated, donor intentions are established and the 
balance of national fertilizer requirements not met thOJgh con:Jr 
financing is allocated anrually to ·private sector firms who 
wo;ld have made reqJests, for commercial importation. Th•Js the 
presence of aid fertilizer denies the private sector the 
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decisions on how rruch of what types of fertilizers to import, 
since firms can only iw.port their ullscuted types and 
q.iantities. As a result, the firms ar9 uncertain about their 
fertilizer supplies, which vary Frcr.i year to year and a~~ ofte~ 
inadeq.Jate. Private sector firms are '.!nable, therefore, to make 
the necessary investment plans for their distrib.Jtion networks. 
Therefore, tt'le~e is need to provide f-:.?rtilizer in forms that .. 
minimize the Gal<' s involvement, ar.c rr:.1k·~ it possible for the 
private sector to make most of the m~.~cr decisions associatea 
with type and qJantities of fertilJz~:-s imported into Kenya, and 
which encourage private sector inw:si.·:cnt in fertilizer 
distrib.Jtion. Section B of this CIY.lf~t ~r presents a detailed 
proposal on how fertilizer assistancr; should be modified t9 · 
reduce the necessity for the Gal< in.vc. l ';ement· and . to enhance and 
assist private se~tor involvement in tlie development. 

The decision to liberali!e fertili.ze":' :i:irketing is sound. Such 
liberalisation l1as led to fertili22:::: ~.:..locations to end-users 
including Cooperative Unions. Allcc3i:5.rms to end-users other 
than Cooperative have, l1owever, take~ away the profitable 
largescale sector from the private C:i$trib.Jtors and ieft tl1em 
with the less profitable smallhold.-:r r.~";;tor only. The _ 
fertilizer market outside the lar~;s~~:8 sector is llinited and 
costly, and cannot alone support<- r •.. --:~~~-~ngfully large private 
fertilizer sector. While the mark-:: t · .. ±.11 ratJonalise itself a3 
it develops, allocations sllruld, in :.~·~ meantime, be encoJrae;.:.:d 
to private sector firms and Cooperati :.:. Unions only. 

All fertilizer sold in ~~enya is subj·:;ct to price contr ·_ to 
protect the farmers from possible explcitation by the µr i '1ate 
sector. The establishment of rneanir:gful price ceiling 
reflecting U1e international fertilizer prices and incorporating 
danestic costs appears onerous, esµccially because of 
difficulties associated with obtaining adeqJate and upto date 
international C & F data. The Fertilizer Inp.Jt Section, which 
has the responsibility of assembling such data, and which has 
been in existence for only 2 years, does not appear to l1ave 
either estabLisl1ed reliable information srurces or gained the 
req.Jisite experience. As a re~uJ_ t, pr.ices are not revised ir 
time for private sector firms giv~r-. import allocations to import 
on time. -

For two conserutive years, corr.1n'2rc5.:'.: ~·_".:porters did not import 
because the prices were annrunced ·._.,_ .::: • In the current season 
(1988/89) although the import allo~ _ ·::.::~s were announced at the 
beginning of ..lJly, the prices had r:· : · .. ::~en released by 
mid-September and the commercial L. ..~ iv1d therefore not decided 
whether or not to ~nport. When th~ , ~~ccs are finally 
annwnced, tt1c importers co1'1pare u -. ~ ::iected prof it margins 
from commercial imports ~·;i th tl10~.e ' :":: goverrroent (aid) 
fertilizers. If the margins frc:a • \ ': .1ment fertilizer appei1r 
more attractive, firms do not irr:por c.en when tt1ey are not 
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assured of allocations of government fertilizer. This 
complicates ptanning and managing the sector. Eventually, all 
fertilizer price controls should be removed. In the meantime, 
prices of fertilizer types in import schedule .A. which are 
subject to allocations shoJld be announced immediately after the 
import allocations so that importers can make trieir .!.mport plans. 

When the profit margins are small and fertilizer supplies are 
limited, the major distritutors are unwilling and unable to pass 
any margins to their stockist. This makes it diffi~lt for t~e 
stockists to operate on a contirt..Jing basis. This problem wil~ 
be solv€d as the market develops and prices are gradually · 
freed. In the mea:-itime, however, the price ceiling~ sha..1)d 
incorporate adeQ..Jate wholesale and retail margins and adeq.Jate • 
fertilizer supplies shOJld be ensured. 

The Fertilizer Inp..its Section does not seem to be either fully 
integrated into the clvil service or adeQJate.:y provided for to 
g.iarantee staff terure and continuity. The Section is expected 
to play a major role in monitoring the sector as the fertilizer 
market develops. It is, however, presently weak and its future 
uncertain. It req.iires strengthening. 

Lack of credit is a problem at all levels of the sector. 
Altl1rugh some new distribJtors, benefiting frcm changes in the 
last 4 years, have provided fertilizer to their creditworthy 
stockists, more than 60% of the stockists did not receive any 
credit, and the terms were hard for those who did. The r.iajc- ty 
maintained credit as one of their urgent needs. The c=edit 
issue demands a study to explore the extent of the proble:-:-i ana 
the potential effectiveness of different systems of providing 
fertilizer credit especially to the n.iral stockists and 
smallholder farmers. 

There has been an increase in the availability and.use of 
high-concentrate fertilizers such as OAP over the last 5 years. 
This has brought into focus the need for improved soil 
management practices to reduce the likelihood of soil 
destn.iction and reduction in crop yields thrrugh increasej soil 
acidity. 1here is need for more localised and reg.Jlar soil 
testing to monitor changes in acidity levels to red.Jee the 
potentially negative effects of enhanced fertilizer use. 

3. Desirability and/or Scope for Continued USAID Involvement in 
Fertilizer Marketing in Kenya. 

a. Validity of Current Goals and Obj=ctives. 

All the goals and objectives of the USAIO Fertilizer Marketing 
Oevalo~~ent Program remain valid. ~ignificant progress nas ween 
made towards their achievement, tx.Jt a lot of scope still 
remains. USAID has so far provided rruch needed leade:ship in 
initiating and promoting the reform process necessary for tne if 

t1~ 
°a-! 
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eventual full development of fertilizer marketing in Kenya. The 
GoK fully appreciates USAID's efforts towards this end, and most 
of the other donors are gradually supporting the GoK towards 
this. USAID's continued leadership will be crucial in ensuring 
that fertilizer marketing in Kenya remains on a firm foundation. 

b. Areas needing contirued, refined or expanded attention. 

· The donor comrrunity needs to review the nature of its fertilizer 
assistance to Kenya, so that such assistance promotes the 
developnent· of fertilizer marl<eting by passing on the major 
decision, such as types and QJantities of fertilizer to import, 
to the private sector and help reduce the GoK's involvement/to 
monitoring of QJality and prices only. Fertilizer assistance in 
the form of Balance of Payment &Jpport woold satisfy thfs· 
recpirement, subject to developing conditions to ensure that the 
private sector fully utilizes the facility. 

Prices should be gradually liberalised. In the short-run 
however, the Maxinum Retail Prices shO-Jld be anna.Jnced on time, 
and shO-Jld incorporate sufficient margins to_ give distribJtors 
and stockists a SIX.Ind carunercial justification for continued 
involvement in the sector. The costs of supplying fertilizers 
to farmers in areas rutside the main trading centres vary 
considerably. There is ~) proper basis for setting up price 
ceilings in such areas. In the short-run, there shO-Jld te no 
price controls in areas outside the main trading centres, which 
wa.Jld be co;--trolled indirectly thrcugh the price ceilings in the 
.1earest trading centres. The prices outside tl1e main centres 
snO-Jld be completely freed to promote further canpetiticn at the 
grass roots, and to reduce the. cost of fertilizers to the 
smallholder farmers. In the long-run, prices shruld be 
liberalised canpletely. 

Opening up the Fertilizer Market has resulted in wider private 
sector participation. The focus sha.Jld, l1owever, be shifted 
from further expansion to str~ngthening of the firms that have 
so Far shown interest in contin.Jed involvement in the sector. 
The aim shculd be to promote 25-30 incJ.igenous private sector 
firms, supported by a wide network of stockists, consistently 
involved in fertilizer marl<eting and with the r.ccessary 
investments in distrib.Jtion facilities and services. There are 
currently too many firms receiving allocations. 

The GoK will need to reduce its involvement in the sector as the 
Fertilizer marl<et develops. Sirultanecusly, the Fertilizer 
!np.Jts Section will reqJire strengthening and better access to 
data to better carry out its role. The Section is expected to 
undertake enl1anced monitoring of Q.Jality and· prices as the 

q};' 
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market develops. There is need for both the GoK and the donor 
comm.Jnity to appreciate the need far, and to ensure, the 
Fertilizer Inp..Jts Sections• contirl.Jity. 

c. Indications from GcK, other donors and private sector for 
contirued USAID - involvement in tne sector. 

Kenya has Balance of Payments problems which are not likely ta 
disappear in the fore.seeable future. It will continue to 
welcome any assistance that will help improve the balance of . 
payments position. The GOK seeks to maximise foreign ex:hange 
and tries to maintain a rrutually acceptable relationship/with 
all its donors including a willingness to diso.;ss matters on 
which it may hold a different opinion fri:1 the donors·.· Our 
interview with Government Officials indi::.:.~ed that the GOK fully 
appreciates USAID' s efforts to promote ferti!.i.zer marketing in 
Kenya, and is satisfied with achievements made so fa~. There is 
no doubt that the GOK welcomes continued involverr.ent by USAID, 
subject to the modalities of such involvement being worked out 
and clearly understood by the two parties. 

There are differences in donor objectives and conditions of 
assistance to Kenya. The donor comrrunity is, however, general2.y 
supportive of the GOK's efforts to develop the country. A 
majority of the donors have shmm willingness to support policy 
and procedural changes pr011oted by GOK/USAID to develop 
fertilizer marketing. Some have followed USAID's exa-·:le and 
have developed some interest in fertilizer marketing. The 
evidence is that donors appreciate USAID's leadership in this 
area, and they would continue their involvement in the sector. 

The farmers have benefitted significantly from USAID's 
fertilizer marketing development program and are satisfied witfl 
USAID's OAP. The main distriootors are concerned with "unfair 
canpetition" from firms receiving allocations who are no genuine 
distrit:utors which has resulted from the program, tut the 
private sector has, on balance, tsnefitted and wOJld not mind 
contiNJed involvement in the sector ~rovided the modalities arz 
streamlined to reduce sane of the possible negative impacts of 
such involvement. 

4~ Future Role of the donors 

· This study included interviews with donors who provide aid 
fertilizer to Kenya including the Netherlands, Finland, Sweden, 
Norway, Italy, West Germany, and the World Bank. The interview 
srught to establish the perception of donors on fertilizer 
marketing development and to icentify any strategies and 
programmes whicn they may have. 

the 
The \'lorld Bank and the Netherlands have interests similar to 
those of the USAIO and CCXJld be expected to support sv~ewhat 
~position of the USAID on .market develQpme~t. The GoK· 
forrrul~tjon of the fertilizer oolicv oaoer and its 

~,'l I 
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·under the Agricultural Program. J.Jst lil<e the USAIO, the World 
Bank is interested'in issues relating to pricing of fertilizer 
(including the timing of price announcements), government 
planning pertaining to fertilizer, the timing of fertilizer 
imports and the implementation of the fertilizer policy as 
elaborated in the government paper. AlthOJgh the Bank does not 
provide aid fertilizer in kind it is an important dor.or which is 
likely to maintain the pressure to see that appropriate policies 
in the fertilizer sector are implemented in the future. 

The ClJtch t.ave recognized the negative role of aid-in-l<ind in 
relation to the development of viable ccmnercial fertilizer 
marketing. Several studies on the fertilizer sector have .been 
undertaken under D.J tch sponsorsl1ip and funding. Some· of their 
recommendatiqns have been incorporated in the GoK fertilizer 
policy paper while others are similar to' some of the · 
conditionalities of the USAID Agricultural Development Programme. 

The ClJtch have agreed to provide part of their fertilizer aid as 
foreign exchange for Balance of payments support, ratt1er than 
contirue providing all of it as_ commodity aid. If the systan 
works well there cOJld be a total shift or changeover to balance 
of payment support. Thus tile DJtch, and tl1e \'/orld Bank are 
strong allies of the USAID in promoting fertilizer market 
developnent, balance of payments support rather than 
aid-in-kind, and in the overall libero..Usation of the fertilizer. 
market. 

Other donors who could be persuaded to back the USAID c:md the 
_ World Bani< are West Germany and Finland. Tile Germans are 

O.JTTi:>ritly satisfied to leave major decisions pertaining to the 
t• ~-· ".izer sector to tl1e GOK. They wwld however 1 be happy to 
provide foreign excl1ange for the i:urchase of fertilizer under 
balance of payments support. They also indicated that they 
would be comfortable to co-ordinate tl1eir prograrrrne _with tllose 
of other donors. 

The Finns have also supplied aid fertilizer. At the time of our 
interview, they had just completed a study on the fertilizer 
sector which addressed such issues as pricing and fertilizer 
stock policy. Many of the recommendations from their study are 
similar to the positions advanced by the ClJtch and Amerlcan 
conditionalities. These included the need for a more flexible 
pricing system with the eventual possibility of a liberalized 
-system, supply of fertilizer in smaller bags of 10 - 25kg and 
increased support services including soil analysis, credit and 

·extension. In addition, they recam~nd that the allocation 
system shOJld ensure that only serious distrib.Jtors obtain 
import quotas. 

... 
rlQl 
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Other donors such as the Norwegians (NORAD), the Italians and 
Swedish (SIDA), while providing aid fertilizer in kind, did not 
concern themselves with f crtilizer market aevelopment. The 
Norwegians have a completely untied system of providing aid 
fertilizer. The Swedish, like other Nordic donors, emphasise 
that their assistance sho..ild go to small-scale farmers and hence 
prefer a distrib.Jtion system through cooperatives and 
parastatals which serve smallholders. Their· concern is more 
with the ability and efficiency of these organs in· delivery of 
fertilizer. The Japanese also provide aid fertilizer 't1hich 
tends to cause special pricing problems because of its high cos~. 

Aid fertilizer is pop..Jlar with donors and is likely to •. 

continue. Also given balance of payments problems, ~enya).s 
likely to contirue to seek more assistance. Donor co-crdinat:or. 
is~ and will continue to be, an important issue if donors are to 
assist the GoK to implement fertilizer policy as planned. 
Increased supply of fertilizer from both aid and co~mercial 
so..irces will play an important role in market development on the 
lines suggested by the USAIO and the GoK. This is the only way 
of maintaining the pressure and momentL1m towards an improved 
mari,et system. 

5. Future Role of the GoK 

Fertilizer is viewed by Government officials as a strategic 
commodity and this is used to justify government involvement .:.n 
the sector. Government involvement in fertilizer b.Jsiness in 
the future is hc··.~'!er ci.rrumscribed by the new policy paper. 
According to the :-"ertili.zer policy paper, the short term and 
medium term objective is to ensure that fertilizer is always 
available to the farmer at the right time. In the short term 
government will contirue to be involved in pricing, allocation 
of commercial imports and working towards a more liberal 
marketing system as spelled out in the policy paper. 

In the areas of pricing the short-run issue is to up-date the 
pricing formula, improve the aco.Jracy of the estimates of 
benchmark (C & F) price and to ensure adeQJate marg1ns in the 
~ for distribution in tt1e rural areas. In addition, the 
freQJency in the revision of prices will be increased to reflect 
changes ir international pr ices. In relation to allocation, tr:e 
GoK hopes to establish criteria for QJalification of allocation 
in order to ensure that q..iotas are adeQJately large to permit 
economic procurement. The GoK will reQJire performance bonding 

· to ensure realistic application and also separate long and short 
rains allocations. 

In the long-run, Government role in the fertilizer business will 
be restricted to monitoring and ensuring the importation of 
appropriate q..iantities of the right ~ypes of fertilizer. 
Fertilizer marketing will be liberalized and the donor, will 
supply fertilizer funding of foreign exchange as part of balance 
of payments support in order to enable the gover~~ent tJ reduce 

- its direct involvement in allocations~.and policy. ,<t\ 1 
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6. Future Role of the Private Sector 

Kenya has a fairly \Yell developed private sector. The 
Government of Kenya has recognised that the private sector has a 
crucial role to play in development. 

Kenya has in the past, had a history of a successful intergrated 
fertilizer marketing system in which the private sector was a 
major player. AlthOJgh that marketing system went into disarray 
its foundations were not totally dismantled, It is generally 
felt that the private sector has not only a crucial role in · •. 
reb.Jilding this system b.Jt also sustaining it. The future rple 
of the private sector can therefore be stated as follows: / 

a) to initiate dialoi;µe with the Government officials in 
order to facilitate exchange of views and ideas on 
matters affecting fertilizer marketing system 
development. This can be achieved thrcogh increased 
activity of the Kenya National Fertilizer Association and 
KADA wllich shruld serve as lobbing and p.Jblic relations 
bodies for the private sector. 

b) to carry rut effective planning, decision making and 
efficient implementation of such plans and decisions at 
company or orgainization level. 

c) develop the distrib...Jtion facilities and services by 
.investing in the expansion of distrib.Jtion networks at 
wholesale and retail levels, provision of essential 
advisory services to the farmers on fertilizer use to 
ensure that fertilizer is available to the farmers at the 
right time and it is correctly used. 

d) pranotion of fertilizer use thrrugh field demonstrations 
and advertising. 

e) support research on fertilizer use develoµnent through 
financial contrirutions and collaboration with research 
institutions. 

f) throJgh efficient and effective importation and 
distrib.Jtion of fertilizers in the transition period, 
establish credibility in the private sector and allay the 
fears that red.lcecl Goverrment involvement and controls in 
the fertilizer marketing system would result in 
non-availability of this strategic canmodity - fertilizer. 

g) facilitate the implementation of the Government 
fertilizer policy paper. 

. C(O 
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B. STRATEGY FOR FUTURE USAID INVOLVEMENT 

1. Elements and Focus of the D.Jrrent USAID Program 

At the inception of the USAID program, the fertilizer situation was 
considerably different from what it is now. Availability was a pressing 
concern then, and little work had been done on the sector, partiOJlarly 
with respect to pricing and marketing. 

The program, being confronted with this situation, was directed at the 
time, towards addressing the causes of the availability constraints that 
could be tackled, and show improvements, in the short-term. Th.ls, ~he 
first foOJs was on promoting changes, some administrative, in the'GOK 
management of fertilizer that affected pricing and marketing. . . 

Having taken steps aimed at improving the climate for fertilizer 
marketing, the program next foo.Jsed on marketing development. In 
negotiating with the GOK the opening of distritlJtion of its aid supp:ies 
to all distrib.Jtors (rather than only the KGGCU), it achieved the first 
reform in the process of marketing liberalization. The original system 
was a constraint to the development of primary and secondary distrib.Jtion 
in the country, and partio.Jlarly the growth of retail networks. · 

Ttlfs the focus of the program changed over the period of its existence, 
and three elements can be identified, in the order they were addressed: 

improvement of GOK r--~~gement 
development of marke __ ~g 
irnprove:nent of farmers knowledge 

The focus of the program has thus progressively evolved fran one 
pranoting improved GOK fertilizer management to one pranoting 
institutional development and structural adjustment. This trend needs to 
be contirued. 

The recent issuing of the GOK Fertilizer Policy Paper has now provided 
the necessary fOJndation to continue with the reform process. The USAID 
program can now be further fine-tuned so that. it can more closely aahere 
to the req.Jirements of the stated GOK goals. 

The Key Obstacle 

The liberalization of fertilizer marketing the country is impeded by the 
OJrrent practice of donors to supply fertilizer aid-in-kind. This 
practice has prompted GOK intervention because, to avoid excessive 
importation (partirularly in times of foreign exchange constraints), the 
GOK reg...ilates commercial imports in accordance with aid supplies (which 
may vary greatly). The relationship is best described by the following 
eq.Jation: 

It.FORT REQUIREMENT = AID SUPPLIES + COMMERCIAL IMPORTS 

a\ 
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Because of the need to maximize the use of available external funds, 
convnercial imports are managed so that they supply only the balance of 
reQJirements. The mechanism by which imports ar~ managed is the 
allocation system under whi~h importers are allocated import qJotas. 

A second GOK tool which directly influences canmercial imports is the 
setting of Maxinum Retail Prices (MRP). If the prices set by GOK provide 
suitable margins and announced on time, importers will import, if no, 
t!ley will not. 

GO< Fertilizer Policy 

The GOK Policy Paper for fertilizer Pricing and Marketing states: 
. •. 

"(j) in the long term, fertilizer importation shoold be liberaliied, 
with the role of the GOK limited ·to monitoring the types and "' 
Q.Jantities 1:mi:iorted;" (p._ 7)-· - · · · . " . · · 

To achieve this long term goal will req..iire seQJential implementation of 
the following: 

1. Rationalization of fertilizer aid. 
2. Relaxation of ioiport controls. 
3. Decontrol of prices. 

Given, the political sensitivity of fertilizer, the implementation of 
such policy is very delicate and the manner in which it is carried OJt is 
crucial. Dismantlement needs to be carried out at a pace that will not 
disrupt either the agriOJltural sector or the supply sector. 

Tr~s the GOK has embarked on a strategy of selective relaxation of 
controls to be implemented over the medium term. 

Under this strategy, the GOK does not intend to relax import control$ on 
all fertilizer types irroiediately, as this wOJld be likely to disrupt the 
affected sectors pf the economy. Rather, it intends to relax controls 
selectively and gradually. The most politically sensitive fertilizer 
types, such as those used to grow the staple diet, maize, by small 
farmers, will be decontrolled last. 

The system adopted by the GOK to implement this strategy is to identify 
suitable fertilizer types and remove them from 1the allocation system. 
The removal is to be undertaken progressively, at a politically and 
econcxnically acceptable pace, which will also allow roonitoring the 
resultant effects closely. 

To implement this system, the GOI< has created two fertilizer import 
schedules: Schedule A and Schedule B. Importation of fertilizer types 
in Schedule A will contin..ie to be controlled by the allocation system, 
while fertilizers in Schedule B will not. 

I 
o{ll 
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The rationale for strategy arjjustment 

The GOK liberalization strategy can only be applied for fertilizer types 
which are not being supplied as aid-in-kind by donors. Yet, since the 
GOK needs to maximize the aid available, it is reluctant to place any 
constraints on donors. Since fertilizer is a crucial aid commooity, 
reducing this assistance is not a viable solution. 

The GOK Fertilizer Policy Paper further states; 

"(k) in the long term, donors should be req..iested to supply ,_ 
fertilizer aid in the form of concessional funding for importati9n 
rather than as aid in kind." (p. 7) ~ 

Th.Js the key to further reform is to phase out aid-in-kind at ah· 
appropriate pace, without reducing the amo..mt of aid that can be 
absorbed, by: 

1. Defining a number (progressively increasing) of fertilizer types that 
cannot be supplied as aid-in-kind (a rumber are not being supplied 
anyway). 

2. Phasing out aid-in-kind for the remaining types. 

To implement the second action, some of funds availabls for fertilizer 
aid will need to be utilized uncler a different disbJrsement system, 
namely by providing funds for the import of fertilizer by the commercial 
sector. This will allow donors to maintain the assistance at OJrrent 
level (or even increase it), while phasing out aid-in-kind. 

In essence this will entail reverting closer to normal commodity import 
practice, and will therefore req.Jire sane donors to moderate the 
conditions attached to this asslstance (eg that the fertilizer be aimed 
at specific market niches such as small farmers). 

The inception of such a system will reQ..Jire the active cooperation of 
aonors and, because of the different policies of donors, will have to be 
arrived at through coordination and bilateral negotiations. 

As the USAID program has been supplying fertilizer aid-in-kind, it also 
needs to refornulated in order to conform to the change advocated. The 
strategy of the program will th.JS need to be redefined and an appropriate 
disb.irsement system developed arid adopted • 

.. 
The chain of events envisaged and an indicative timetable are shown in 
the following Tab!e 4.1. 
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Table 3.1: 'Timetable of Events 

Events Timetable 

l. USA IO opens up dis tr itu tion of I - Achieved. 
aid supplies 

2. GOK issues policy paper on 
selective progressive 
dereg.J la ti on 

I - Achieved. 

3. Donors agree not to supply some I - Before 1989/90 season. 
types as aid-in-kind 

and 

DONORS progressively shift rut I - Start 1989/90 season. 
of aid•in-kind for the remaining 
types. 

/ , 
/ 

4. GOK progressively removes types I -
agreed by donors from allocation I 
system. I 

Started in 1988/89 -
ron-maize types ccxnpleted 
~ithin 4 years. 

5. GOK progressively removes or 
red.Jces price control on types 
no longer in allocation system 

6. Eventually no types are supplied 
as aid-in-kind and all types are 
freed from controls. 

2. Recommended Future Strategy 

I - Started in 19€·8/89 -
I ron-maize types ccxnpleted 
I within 6 years. 

I - ? 
I 
I 
I 

Whereas the aims and objective of the USAID program remain valid, the 
developnents OJtlined above have made it necessary to adjust sane 
elements or its strategy to attain these aims and objectives. 
Specifically, the strategy needs to incorporate .the phasing rut of 
aid-in-kind, to enable the GOK to attain its stated long term goal of 
liberalizing fertilizer marketing. 

To phase out aid in kind without reducing the assistance to the 
fertilizer sector, will reQJire the developnent of a new distursement 
system that will make funds available for the importation of fertilizer 
by the commercial sector. This new system will exist side by side wit~ 
the old system while the former is being phased out. To avoid 
dislocations, the shift needs to be gradual. 

9.Jch an adjustment will return more control on fertilizer marketing to 
the corrmercial sector and gradually dimin.ish official involvement. 
Decisions such as fertilizer type, tulk or bagged, allocation, etc, will 
return to the commercial unporter. 

. .... 

{ I 

[ll\ 



- 72 -

Agr iconsul t 

As official involvement in marketing diminishes, the need for specific 
condition in the yearly fertilizer agreements will be progressively 
eliminated, and dialog.Je with GOK focused on policy issue-s. 

While the long term approach is being implemented, there may be need to 
p~omote progress in: 

a). Donor Coordination. The support of donors is determinant in the 
eventual elimination of aid-in-kind which is the precondition to the 
liberalization of marketing and therefore essential for progress in 
reform. 

b). Liberalization of fertilizet· types. Progress in snifting types from 
Schedule A to B by the MOA j,s crucial if tt1e momentum of reform i.s to 
be maintained. / 

c). DeregJlation of prices outsi.de schedule centres. Since full 
dereg..ialtion of prices may take some t~~e, progress in the 
implemen.tation of the GOK Sessional Paper No. l will be important. 
In section 5.53 the sessional paper states; 

"2. Control prices for fertilizer will be set for a limited rumber 
of distribution centres only and retailers will be oermitted to set 
their own prices. This will encourage local dealers to move 
fertilizer into more remote locations while assuring farmers the 
opportunity of p.Jrchasing at controlled prices in the major centres." 

d).-i'he Development of Distributors. The activities already undertaken 
by USAID in the institutioncll deve+opnent elf fertilizer distribJtors 
need to be con tin.Jed and wicjened. 

e). lHE DEVELOPMENT OF THE INPUT SECTION L - THE MOA. Since its 
formation, the Section has not developed as fast as was ~xpected. A 
firmer commitment to its developnent is vital to provide the GOK with 
the data it needs to refine its fertilizer planning. 

Although the GOK strategy will boost developnent of fertilizer marketing 
at all levels, it may take sane time before it leads to goals of the 
USAID program. To accelerate this developnent may reQJire additional 
short-term involvement in institutional developnent. 

Whereas the GCl< strategy will progressively decrease direct GOK 
involvement in the sector, it will increase the need for monitoring. In 
this respect, some assistance from the program may be needed to support 
the developnent of fertilizer information syst€ms within the GOK and the 
monitoring of the fertilizer situation. In particular, progress in data 
gathering and processing by the Inp.it Section of the MCA needs to be 
encouraged. 

USAIO monitoring of its supplies has proved very useful in the past, and, 
therefore, OJght to be continued as the information acq.Jired is important 
in streamlining the disb.Jrsement. · 
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More emphasis cOJld be given to the dissemination of information to 
farmers.to increase fertilizer knowledge, and· in promoting the provision 
of services by distrit:utors to farmers. 

Program adjustments 

The advocated change in strategy will necessitate some adjustments to the 
program on such aspects as: 

Time-frame to achieve goals. 
Flexibility to allow the program to respond to changes as they occur. 
Donor coordination. 
Flexibility in disbJrsement between aid-in-kind and fertilizer import •. 
support ( fundin·g for canmercial imports) • ,, ~ 
The adoption of a disb.Jrsement system for fertilizer import Support. 

Program -:"ime-Frame. The program's time-Fram is a very important 
parameter. Fertilizer developing countries has not only economic tut 
social and political implications as well. The time-fram for a program 
aimed at liberali:ing fertilizer marketing and ellininating direct 
government involvement needs to take this into consideration. A program 
with too short a time-frame may achieve the goals l:x..Jt disrupt the 
market. ~ccessful and sustainable change can only be achieved if all 
the factors are taken into account. Hence the need to phase OJt of 
aid-in-kind at a suitable pace. The time reQJired for phase cut will 
vary from type to type, with the ma.i.ze types being phased OJt last. The 
time-frame to phase rut OPP aid-in-kind is likely to exceed frur years. 

Program Flexibility •. As changes ocOJr in the sector, the focus of tl1e 
program may need to be redirected (as happened in the a.irrent program). 
Therefore flexibility will contirue to be an important factor of the 
program. 

Donor Coordination. Aid fertilizer is a pop..ilar form of assistance. 
Many donors are involved. TI1e efforts of one donor in the reform process 
may provide the needed st.irrl.llus b.Jt may be crunteracted by the . 
.impositions of other dor~:irs. For tllis reason, the cooperation of donors 
is essential in rationalizing the aid to enable attainment of the GOK 
goais. To accelerate the reform process donor coordinations needs to be 
given due consideration in any future program. 

Flexibility in distursement. As the mode of disb.Jrsement is being 
shifted to fertilizer import support (funding for canmercial imports), 
the amcunt that commercial importers will be willing to absorb may be 
lower than the amo.mt made available, as it will depend on a rumber of 
f1ctors such as stocks, demand, domestic prices, etc. \'1hich very from 
year to year. To ensure that all available funds are utilized, will 
reQ.Jire flexibility in disb.Jrsement so that urused funds as a last resort 
for aid-in-kind. 

I 

L\'--. 
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System design. The design of the system will be CI\Jcial. It will have 
to take into considerations the needs, rules, and reg.Jlations of the 
donor, the GOK, and the marketing system in the co..intry. A poorly 
designed system may adversely affect the reform process. The system will 
probably follow the following broad lines. Initially the total amo..int 
available for fertilizer aid will be split between an amount for the 
supply of aid-in-kind, and an amO'..lnt to made available for funding 
convnercial fertilizer importaticn. The arrangements for the supply of 
aid-in-kind will have to be updated to iron out any problems identified 
in the current system. The funding component will reQ.Jire drawing up •. 
g.Jidelines for users of the facility. Prospective users will be invj.ted 
to apply for use of the facility. To minimize official involvement, the 
gro..ind work for user selection sho..ild be carriecl a.it by indepen9ent 
consultants (or banks) and a list of eligible applicants submitted to a 
bilateral committee for final selection. Special consideration will have 
to be applied for the amo..int repayable to GOK fc>r imports since dcme5tic 
prices are controlled by GOK and USAID reg.Jlations reQ.Jire the use of US 
vessels. Provisions will also have to made in the event that the total 
ama.mt allocated for CIP is undersubscribed. In this case the 
flexibil~ty element will become crucial in allowing the GOK to utilize 

·the total amOJnt available by, if necessary, increasing the proportion to 
be imported as aid-in-kind. · 



- 75 -

Agriconsult 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Allgood, J.H., G.T. Harris and B. Williams (1986) 
Kenya: Fertilizer Marketing and Econanics of use, 

-· 

International Fertilizer Oevelopnent Centre (IFDC) Report prepared for 
USAIO, . Nairobi 

F.A.O. (1986) Issues on Fertilizer Credit in Developing Ca..1ntrie~. 
Preliminary Results of a 9-Jrvey car.ducted in Asian Ca..1ntries. 
Fertilizer Advisory Committee, Rome. 

Agriconsult (1988) AgriOJltural Policy Assessment Study: USAID. 
Nairobi 
Dijkerman, D.W. (1986) Agrirultural Oevelopnent in East Africa: · · 
An Assessment of AID Assistance to Kenya. Managing Agrirultural 
Develoµnent in Africa (MADIA) 
Research Report No. 8 

Kenya (1981) National Food Policy. Sessional Paper No. 4. 
Government Printer, Nairobi. 

Kenya (1986) Econanic Management for Renewed Growth. Sessional Paper No. 
1. Government, Government Printer, Nairobi. 

Kenya (1987) National Policy for Fertilizer Pricing c.:nd Marketing, 
Ministry of AgriOJlture 

Kenya (1904) Develoµnent Plan, 1984 - 88, Government Printer, 
Nairobi. 

Ruig..i, G., M. Schluter, and P. Kimuyu (1985) A Review of Fertilizer 
Inp..it Allocation and Pricing System, Chemical Engineering consultants. 
Report No. 9 

Tisminieszky, B and P. Ki.mJyu (1986) Fertilizer Marketing and 
Pricing in Kenya: A Strategy for Improvement. 
Fertilizer InfrastIUcture Improvement !:upport Phase IV. 
Chemical Engineering Consultants. ' 

Williams, L.B. and J.H. Allgood (1985). Evaluation and Recommendations 
for Improving Fertilizer Marketing in Kenya. USAID Kenya AgriOJltural 
Program Project No. 615-0230, Nairobi. · 

.. 
World Bank (1985) Kenya Agrirultural Inp..its Review, Volumes I, II & III 
Report No. 5643-KE. Washington D.C. 

World Bani< (1986) Kenya Agricultural Sector Report. Report No. '~629-KE. 

,. 
j 

' (~ :· 



Agric:onsul t 

ANNEX I 

Scope of Work 

A·contractor shall address each of the following issues: 

A.· Describe 311 changes in p.Jblic and private sector policies and 
actions since 1983 which have affected or were intended to 
affect fertilizer imports, prices, avallability, and use in 
Kenya. Consult goverrrnent officials, the private sector and 
dooors. 

,,, 

B. Identify the factors, both external and internal to Kenya, which 
have influenced these cnanges. / ' 

c. Assess the relative permanence of these changes and the· 
desirability of keeping them in place ()Ver the short run (l-3 
years) and long run (3-6 years). Identify the potential factors 
which cOJld or shOJld modify them. 

D. Determine the impact that these changes have had on the attitude 
and actions of GoK policy makers, private sector 
importers/distritutors, ~nd donors to p.Jrsue continued changes 
within their control to influence improved fertilizer use and 
distritution in Kenya. 

~. Identify the changes which have had a positive impact on 
increasing fertil:i.zer use and distribJtion, and provide 
recommendations on how donors could help support or modify these 
changes, or discOJrage the contiruation of harmful policies and 
actions. 

F. An&iyze the impact of the changes identified in part A at::ove. 
(t)Jantify the impact where possible. Anecdotal information is 
encouraged). Specifically: 

l. The effects on the supply sector. 

a) Oesc~ibe the recently instituted incentives for private 
sector importers and distritutors to invest in retail 
marketing facilities and analyze their responses. 

b) Different importers cater for different market sectors. 
For example, farmer cooperatives cater for theri farmer 
members, some importers are strictly wholesalers, some 
importer$ are direct end-users such as estates, and some 
.unporters are also retailers who. cater to individual large 
and smallholder farmers. What have been the responses of 
the different categories of importers regarding their 
decisions to import fertilizer in sufficient QJantities, of 
the right type, at the right time, and at competitive 
prices'? 
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c) Determine the effect on donors' decisions to provide 
fertlizer as aid, Le. are donors increasing or decreasing 
their fertilizer aid levels in response to policy and 
administrative changes, and what are their intentions for 
contirued involvement in this sector? What has been the 
resp:Jnse of the p.Jblic and private sectors in Kenya to 
increased or decreased aid levels? Is donor fertilizer aid 
harmful and how can it be better i.ntegrated with canmercial 
importers? 

d) Determine the effect on the willingness of retailers and ~ 
distrib.Jtors to sell fertilizer at below the maxilTlJm re.tail 
price ceiling, and to provide different~al prices foi' 
different types of t::uyers, Le. s1ngle bag b.Jyers > large 
QJantity b..Jyers, rural stockists, cooperatives, etc. 

e) Determine the impact on encouraging distrib..Jtors to modify 
their marketing strategy to address the specific needs of 
smallholders. 

2. The effects on the availability. 

a) Determine the effect on the geographical distrib..Jtion of 
fertilizer to areas a.Jtside major market centres. 

b) Indicate the extent to whicti there has been price 
c001petition at the wholesale and retail levels as a result 
of increased rumbers of importers and distritutors, and 
QJantitities imported. 

c) Indicate the extent tu which retailers have benefited from 
pricing policy changes and passed these benefits on to 
consumers. Identify the extent tel which various types of 
consumers (estates, large-holder/smallholder individual 
farmers, members of cooperatives, etc) have benefited fran 
price canpetition. 

d) Determine the changes in access by smallhoider farmers to 
Fertilizer in the required q.iant.ities, of the preferred 
type, at the proper time, and at cCXT'peLitive prices. 

3. GO< response. 

-a) Describe the financial and administrative costs to the GOK 
and the impact on overall agricultural prod.Jction from GOK 
involvement in the fertilizer price and allocation 
process. In view of this, describe the Government's 
attitude toward its continued involvement in the planning 
and administration of fertilizer. M1at is the attitude of 
the GOI< to donor involvement in this sector? 
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.· 
b) Determine if the de!velopments and oolicy changes disOJssed 

above have been inf'luenced by efforts of the donors and the 
GOK to introduce meaningful reforms which encrurage 
expanded fertilizer distritl.Jtion and increased use, or if 
they ocOJred accidentally. (Woulcl these changes have been 
implemented by the GOK withrut rutside influence?) 

c) Assess the GOK's capability to monitor the implications of 
recent p.Jblic and private sector policy changes and 
actions, and to make the necessar~' adjustments. 

4. The effects on consumption. 

a) With increased availability of fertiliz;er, determine::.the 
relative percentage! increase in the use of fertil~zer by 
smallholder farmers, large estates, and large scale 
individual farmers • 

. b) Determine the extent to which fertilizer.use by smallholder 
farmers has increased, and from wt"lat developrients can this 
increase be attrib.Jted to. 

c) Indicate the changes in farmer's understanding of the 
technical and economic benefits to fertilizer use, and 
changes in the methods and rates of application. Indicate 
what the changes are attritl.Jtable to. Give partio.Jlar 
reference to smallt1older farmers. 

d) Identify the primary, and secondary crops on which 
fertilizer is used. For each crop determine whether it is 
for sale, danestic consumption or both p.Jrposes and whether 
the crop is under the control of a male or female hD.Jsehold 
member. 

e) Identify key factors which limit increased use of 
fertilizer in the smallholder sector, taking into accrunt 
econanic profiles of OJrrent users, gender differences and 
far~rs ~- pe.rceptions. 

G. Based on information gathered aoove, what is the outlook for the 
fertilizer sector in thE~ next 10 years? Are the OJrrent 
policies and programs, and planned changes likely to make an 
impact on improved fertilizer use and distritl.Jtion? Indicate 
the GOK policy and administrative changes, private sector 

.actions, and donor programs which shD.Jld be enca.Jraged to 
improve the distrib.Jtion and use of fertilizer in Kenya. 
Identify the appropriate roles for the GOK, private sector, and 
donors. Develop a plan and time frame to carry out the 
recommended changes and actions to achieve the goals of the 
USAID Fertilizer Market Oevelopnent Program, i.e. to have in 
place a retail marketing system driven by the private sector in 
which commercial marketing of fertilizers organisations 
determine the types, q.Jantities, and timing of fertilizer 



- 79 -

Agriconsult 

~ 

imports, the areas for distritution, provide pranotion and 
extension services, and competitively set the selling prices of 
fertilizer in Kenya; and the government's role is limited to 
monitoring for quality control, collection and analysis of 
fertilizer statistics for better planning, and assuring policies 
are in place to promote price canpetition. Address the question 
of how long A.I.O. and other donors should contin.Je to provide 
fertilizer as balance of payment support to Kenya, and condition 
policy c'1ange throuah fertilizer imports. 
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ANNEX II 

l) LIST OF PEOPLE AND ORGANISATIONS CONTACTED: 

Goverrvnent/Parastatal Personnel 

Mr. A.J. Kinyua 

Mr. C.K. Mwaniki 

Mr. Donald Kirru tai 

Mr. Edward Bwisa 

Mr. Johr. Karanja 

Importers/Distrib.Jtors 

Mr. J.B. t.t.Jya 

Shab.Jdin Sarrnani 

t.llkund M. Patel 

Dick KamaJ 

M.Jsa Cheoon 

Mr. J. Khan 

Mr. Kioko 

Mr. J. Ndigwa 

Mrs. s. Nyangi 

Chief Traffic Manager 
Kenya Railways, Nairobi. 

Oep.ity Director 
Directorate of Internal Tr.ade ;.. 
Ministry of Carrnerce 

Director, Budgetary 9.Jpply 
Ministry of Finance 

Senior Economist, 
Off ice of the President 

Development Planning Division 
Ministry of Agrio.Jlture. 

Director, Safina Enterprises 

Director Wulji M..Jlji 
Uch.Jmi Ho..ise, Nairobi 

Director, Devji Mehji 
Nairobi 

Managing Director 
Fags Ltd, Nakuru 

Manager, ; 
Nandi District 
Cooperative Union, Kapsabet. 

Canmtrade Agencies Ltd, NakurJ 

Fertilizer Manager 
Machakos, District Cooperative Union 
Machakos. 

Stores and 9.Jpplies 
Manager, .Emb.J District Cooperative 
Union, Emb.J • 

Assistant General Manager 
Meru Centr?l Farmers Union, Meru. 

, . 
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Mt. A. Parlikar 

Mr. Abdi Awale 

Mr. F. N. M.Jny i 

Mr. P. K. A. Sogomo 

Mr. J. K. SenteJ 

A. M. Gadher 

Ben Gatheca 

Amin Jiwa M.Jnir 

Josh.Jail Onderi 

Obadiah Njihia 

J. M. Githinji 

Donors 

Mr. Fakhruddin Ahmed 

Mr. Jan Maas 

Or. Heikki Haili 

Or. Bengt Svensson 
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Orbit Chemicals, Nairobi 

Linuru Pasho Mill, Lim.Jru 

Stores 9.Jpervisor/Merchandise 
Manager 
Kirinyaga District Cooperative 
Union, Kerugoya 

Kenya Grain Growers 
Cooperative Union, Nakuru 

Canmercial Manager, 
MEA Ltd, Nakuru 

Gadher Enterprises Ltd, 
Ki tale 

Managing Director, 
Benchern Canpany Ltu, Kitale 

Saboti Stores, Kitale. 

Merchandise Manager, 
Kisii Farmers Cooperative Union, 
Kisii 

Merchandise Manager 
M.Jrang'a District Cooperative Union 

Ag. Merchandise Manage: 
Nyeri District Cooperative Union 

Chief, AgriOJlture Operations, 
World Bank Regional Mission for 
Eastern and Southern Africa 

Second Secretary, 
Royal Netherlands Embassy 

First Secretary, 
Developnent Co-operation, 
Embassy of Finland. 

Econc:mist, Swedish Embassy, 
Development Cooperation Off ice 
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Developnent Cooperation Office, . 
Embassy of the Federal Rep.Jt1lic of Germany 

Fertilizer Sector Specialist, 
NORAD 

Fertilizer Sector Specialist, 
Italian Embassy. 



- 83 -

Agriconsult 
.. 

ANNEX III ----

FARMERS' QUESTIOt~NAIRE 

All responses will be treated in strict confidence. 

Date of interview ••••••••••••••••.••• 

Name of interviewer .................. 
1. Name of respondent ........................ 
2. Oj.strict . ' ..................... . 

Division ........................ 
4. Location . ...................... .. 
5. Village . ....................... . 
6. Position of respordent in the firm 

proprietor ........................ 
Wife of proprietor ......................... 
Man~ger ........................ 
Other (specify) ........................ 

7. What is the size of the farm? . ••...•.... acres 

8. What major crops did yOJ grow on yo.Jr farm in the last season? 

Acreage 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ...................... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . e • • • • • • • • • • I e t t I t t • t 0 • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................... . 
9. Did you use fertilizer in the last season? Yes/No 



- 84 - -· 
Agriconsult .. 

10. If no, do yOJ reg.Jlarly'not use fertilizer? Yes/No 

11. If you don't use fertilizer regJlarly, why don't yOJ? 

Unaware of benefits • • I I t e • e t I I I I I e I I I I t e • t 

Can't always afford .............. ' ....... . 
Fertilizer not always available • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Use farm yard marure (FYM) ....................... 
Other (specify) ........................................ ~ .. 

12. If yOJ do use fertilizer, cculd yCJ.J kindly provide the following 
details of yo.Jr fertilizer use in the last season~ 

Fertilizer Cr0p Acreage ~tivity 

·'4 

~ Q..Jantitr ~anting Top Dressing 

. . . . . . . . I t I t I I I t t t I t . . . . . . ...... ·, •••••••• ............ 
• • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • ...... . ..... • ••••••• I I I I I I I I I • t t 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • . . . . . . . •· ...... • ••••••••••• 

. . . . • .... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... . . . . . . . . . ........... 
13. Why do yOJ use the fertilizer types indicated above? 

Received extension •••••••••••••••• Q •••• 

Prices f avOJrable •••••••••••••••• I) •••• 

Fertilizer types available ...................... 
Other {Specify) e e e e • e e e e e e e • e • e e • e e e e • e e • e I e e e e 

14. If yru used OAP in the last season, was it the one with the hand 
clasp? Yes/No 

.................................................................. 
15. Who applies the fertilizer on the farm? 1-llsband/Wife/other 

..................................... ' ........................... . 
16. Who decides on the fertilizer types to b.Jy? 1-l.Jsband/Wife/other 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
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17. How has yrur fertilizer use per acre been changing in the last five 
years? 

Has been increasing .................... 
Has remained the same .................... 
Has been decreasing ·······•••it••······· 
Never used fertilizer 5 years ago .......... ·• ........ . 

18. If you never·used fertilizer 5 years ago, cculd you explain wh~?, 

Had to travel too far to bJy it 

Fertilizer not available at right time 

Did not have mo~y to bJy 

Fertilizer prices too high 

Used FYM 
• 

Fert~lizer bag size was inappropriate 

,,, 
.................... 
•••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••••••••••••••• 

..................... 
I I I t t t t t t t t I t t I t I I I t 

.................... 
Was not aware of the benefits of using fert. . .................. . 
Other (specify) .................................................. 

18. If your fertilizer use has been increasing, could you explain why? 

More aware of benefits of using fertilizer 

Fertilizer more readily available in an 
appropriate location 

Can get right fertilizer types at the right 
time 

Red.Jced use of FYM 

More appropriate bag size 

Farm needs increased fertilization 

Have better credit facilities 

Are better able to tuy 

Prices increasingly more reasonable 

I t I t t t t t t t t t t I I I t t I I I 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 

......... ' .......... . 
Other (specify) ................................................. . 

- •. 
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20. Has your use of the OAP with a hand clasp been increasing or 
decreasing? Increasing/Decreasing 

21. If increasing, could you plea~;e tell us by how rruch yOJr use 

-· 

increased in the last 5 years? ·················~················· 

22. If decreased, could yOJ explain why? •.••••••••••.....•.•........... 

... 
e e e e e t e e I e I •.I I I t e 9 t e e t I • e e I 9 e I I • I I • e I e I I t I e I I I t t I e t I • e I t I t t e e I e I • I • .. t 

23. Did yOJ change your choice of fertilizer for aifferent cropping "" 

a~tivities in the last 5 years? Yes/No 

24. If yes, could you please glve the Following details'? 

Last Season Before the change 

• Crop Fert. type Activity Crop Fert. type Activity 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •••••••••• • • • • • Cl ............ . ..... -. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... • • • • • 0 • ••••••••••• . ....... 
• • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . .......... • • • • • I) . ........... . ....... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .......... t t I t t D . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....... 

25. Why did you chang~ the fertilizer types? 

CClJld not get preferred types last season 

Could not get preferred types before the change 

Knowledge of fe~tilizer types has increased 

.......... •' ..... 

............. ' ... 
• e I e I I I • t t t t t t t t 

O'tller (specify) ................................................. . 

26. Where do yoo/could you b..Jy fertilizer today? 

Name of place ........ " .......... . 
Type of dealer(s) •••••••••••••••••••• 

27. How far is it from your farm? ••••.••••••• kms 

28. Has there been any change in the place or type of dealer where yOJ 
bJy/wOJld b.Jy fertilizers in the last 5 years? Yes/No 
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29. If yes, could yCJ.J please explain the change? 

Nearer 

Further 

................. 

................. 
(Give distance) 

(Give distance) 

-· 

. ............... . 

. ......... ' ..... . 
Change of type of dealer ..•••.••.•••••••.••.• (Explain) .•.•...... 

·········································••t1••····················· 
30. Has the change i.nfluenced your fertilizer use? Yes/No , , 
31. How do yCJ.J transport fertilizer from place c>f PJrchase to yO:Jr farm? 

Own transport 

Delivered by dealer 

F\Jblic transport 

Other (specify) 

•••••••••••••• fl ••••••••• 

........................ 

.............. " ........ . 
•••••••••••••• I) ••••••••• 

32. How many fertilizer dealers are there in thE~ centre fran where you 
bJy yOJr supplies? 

........................................... 
33. What types are they? 

...........................................•................... 
Branches of main distribJtor ................. 
Stockists/agents of main distril:J...Jtor ~ ............ " .. . 
Retailers ................. 
Open air vendors ................. 
Other (specify) ............................................ , .. 

31~. How many sell the OAP with a hand clasp? t t t t t t t t e t I t e t t t t e t t 

35. Are their prices less than the controlled prices? Yes/No 

36. In general, would you say that the availability of fertilizers, 
partirularly OAP, has been incrcc:ising in the place from wl1ere yru 
bJy fer-tilizer in tile last 5 years? Yes/No 

37. Did yru use as nuch fertilizer in tile .last season as you would have 
liked? Yes/No 
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38. If no, cruld yru please expl.ain why? 

Prices to•l high ............... ' ' ..... 
Did not have enrugh money ...................... 
Right types not available at right time 

Not well prepared for the season 

Unanticipated change in prices 

OJrtailment of credit lines 

••••••••••••••••••••• 

•••••••• f •••••••••••• 

•••• t ,_. • • I •• • • e t • • • t.,, e 

,.. , 
••••••••••••• .,...,. t ••••• 

Other (specify) I • e I I • I I • I .. • I I I I t t I e • I e • • I 4 • • t I I I t I t I I I I I I t t t I I t t t t 

39. How does the timeliness of fertilizer availability partia.Jlarly OAP, 
currently compare with 5 years ago? 

Increasingly more timely 

Inc~easingly less timely 

Hasn't changed 

••••••••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••••• 

....................... 
40. Were yru able to p..1rchase f E!rtilizer types of yrur choice in the 

last season? Yes/NO 

41. Were yoo, in any case, bett(~r able to p..1rchase the fertilizer types 
of yrur choice in the last season canpared to 5 years ago? Yes/No 

42. What sizes of fertilizer bags do yoo prefer and why? 

2kg 

lO<g 

2Skg 

.50 

Loose 

•••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• • • • a ••• a e. I a e • e 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Other {specify) •••••••• 

Indifferent •••••••••••• 

. .................... . 

...................... 

........ ~ ............ . 

.... •· ................ . 

..... , ................ . 
• ••• Cl ••••••••••••••••• 

. .................... . 
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43. Were yOJ able to obtalr1 the right fertilizer bags in the last 
season? Yes/No 

44 • 

45. 

46. 

Were yOJ, in any casa, more able to obtain the fertilizer bags of 
. YOJr choice in the last sea$on ccrnpared to 5 years ago? Yes/No 

Is there any difference betvreen types of fertilizers used for 
different cropping activities? Yes/No/Don't know 

If yes, what happens if yOJ use planting types of fertilizers for~ 
top dressing? 

Reduction in yLeld 

Destruction of crop 

DestI\Jction of sail 

Recliction of future yields 

Other (Specify) 

Don't know 

••••••••••••••• ! ~ •••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .... 

....................... 
................. ~ ..... 

........................ 

....................... 
47. How did yOJ gain this information and where do yOJ usually go for 

fertilizer information? 

From fertilizer dealers ...................... 
From Ministry of AgriOJlturc ...................... 
From local leaders . . . . . . . . . ........... . 

...................... From neighbour(s) 

Other (specify) • e e • e e e • • t II • t • t 'I t t t t t t t t t e • I • • t t t t • t • I • t t t • t t t t 

48. If from fertilizer dealers, would you say that these are educating 
farmers now more than 5 years ago? Yes/No 

49. Has ya.Jr fertilizer knowledge increased in the last 5 years? Yes/No 

50. Has yOJr fertilizer use incl:eased your yields? Yes/No 

51. If yes, by ho\'1 rruch? •••.• , .•••••••••••••••.••••••• fl ••••••••••••••••• 

••••••••il'••···············•it••···················•'l'••················ 
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52. 

53. 

54. 

, 

WCXJld yru say that your gene~ral farm practices have improved in the 
last 5 years? Yes/No 

What do you think atx>ut the OAP with a hand clasp? ................. 
I I I e e e •• e e • e e • e e e e I e e e • e e I e • I I I I e I I e I e t I • I I • t I I • • I I I t t I I I t • • t • I • I • • • e 

................................................................ 
What would you like done so that can increase your fertilizer use? .. ;, ........................................................ 
e I ~ I I I I I 4 I I I I t t t I I I I I I I I I I I e I I I I t I t t I I I t I I I I I t I I I I t I I I I I I ....... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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9. Could yOJ please explain the q.Jalifications for the alx>ve? 

Q.Jalif icatio~ 

e e e e • e e e e • e e • e t I t e I e e I t t • e e e • e I e ' I e I I • e I • I t t I I t t e I 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• • ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • e t t t t t I t I t I I .. I t I I t I I I t I t t I 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . •••••••••••• Cl ••••••••••••• 
/ , 
/ 

.. ·-· ................... . • f f f t t t I I I t f • I f f f t I I f t I I f I • • 

- -
10. Do you foOJs on any partirular part of the c:oontry? Yes/No 

11. If yes, could yet1 explain why? 

Not served by other distrib.Jtion 

Greater use and demand of fertilizer relative 
to other parts of the ccuntry 

HistorL::al 

Others (specify) 

e I t I t t I t t t t I t t t t t t t I I 

..................... 

..................... 
t t t I I I t t t t t t t t t t t t I • t 

12. Have there been any changes iri your distrib.1tion network in the last 
5 years? Yes/No 

13, If yes, did you reci.Jce or expand your netwOJ~k'? Recl.Jced/Expanded 

14. If you red.Jced your network, couid you please explain why? 

Not allocated enrugh fertilizer 

Shifted to other lines of b.Jsiness 

Too rrucM canpetition 

Lack of demand on fertilizer 

Heavy overheads 

Others (specify) 

e • • e e I I • e • • e • • • e e • e e • 

..................... 

..................... 
e e e t I I I a I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

..................... 

..................... 
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15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

.· 
It you expanded, could you provide us with the following information? 

Branches . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .................... 
9.Jb-branches/depots ............. 
9.Jb-agents/stockists/dealers ............... 
Societies 

Others (specify) 

Why did you expand? 

.................. 

.................. 
. ....................... . 

/ ············••...-'\ 
. ...................................... . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t ••••••••••••• 

What type of' distrirution capacity/facilities clo ycu have'? 

Lorries: t-tlmber ................. Total tomage . ............. . 
Pick Ups It.Imber •••• t •••••••••••• . Total tonnage + I I I ' t I t I t I • ' l • 

Warehcuse f\k.Jmber ................. Total tonnage . ............. . 
Location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. . .......... . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. • t I t f f "t -f 

Has ycur distrirution capacity/facilities increased/remained the 
same/decreased in the last 5 years? 

If decreased, could yru please explain why? . ...................... . 
····························•••tt•••••···········¢················ 
Ir increased, cruld ycu l<indly provide the Following information: 

Fran To 

Lorries: f\k.Jmber ............... .................. ' 
Tomage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................... 

Pick Ups t-tlmber • • • • • • • • • d ••••• ................... 
Tomage . . . . . . . . . . . ' ... •• Cl •••••••••••••••• 

Warehouses f'.l.Jmber ............... t •• t t t t t t t • I t t t I t I t 

Tomage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................... 
,, ~ 
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21. Why did you increase your capacity? •• 4 • t •• t t t t t t f t f e t • e I t t • • f • • • t 

········································•••11••••···················· 
22. What factors made it possible for you to increase your capacity? 

.................................................................... 
2.3. Do you have any future plans for changing yo.Jr distrib.Jtion 

capacity? Yes/No 

24. If ro, why not? t f f t • f t f • I t t f t t t f • t f t t t t t t • t • t t I t I t • t I t t f t t I t t t I t t t 

. '· 

.................................... , ........................... 9: .. . 

25. If yes, what kind of plans do yOJ have? f e I • f t I I • t t I 1li t f • I t • ,, • t I t t t f 

.................................................................... 
26. Do you operate a separate marketing department? Yes/No 

27. If yes, how decentralised is it? 

Main off ice only ••• e a •• It •• e • a • I • e t ••• e I t 

Branch level ........................ 
9.Jb-branch ........................ 
Others (specify) ............... ' ....... . 

28. Have you reorganised your marketing department in the last 5 
years? Yes/No 

29. If yes, what kind of reorganisation? 

Increased ma~eting team ....................... 
Decentralised further ....................... 
Others (specify) •• • •• e t e t t e 8 e • a e • I I e •• a 

30. ~lhy did yOJ make such reorganisation and what factors permitted it? 

• t • t e e •• t • t t t e t t t • t a • • e t • t t t I t a I f t t t t t t t t t • I I t • t I I I t t •• 4 a t t 8 t t t t a t 

................................................................... 
31. Do you provide any advisory services to farmers? Yes/No 
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32. If no, why not? 

Too expensive ...................... 
Canpetitors don't e • • r • • I • I • I • I I • • t I t I I I 

Others (specify) ...................... 
33. If yes, what kind of services? 

Advice on fertilizer use .. " .................. . 
•. 

Soil analysis ...................... 
Demonstration plots I I • I I I I I t t t I I I t t t t t t t t • 

Field visits ....................... 
Others (specify) •• If •••••••••••• ' •••••• 

34. Did yOJ provide such service(s) 5 years ago? Yes/No 

35. If no, what motivated yru to start providing such services and v1hat 
factors permitted it? 

........................................ ' .......................... . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
36. What kinds of discounts, if any, did yru give to yo.Jr 

agent/stocl<ists/members? 

Fertilizer type Discounts 

Main agent: OAP I I I I I I t t I I I I t I t t t t a I t 

CAN ..................... 
20:20:0 ..................... 
20:20: 10 ..................... 

Agents CAN ..................... 
OAP ..................... 
20:20:0 ..................... 
20:20:10 ..................... 
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SJb-agents OAP 

CAN 

20:20:0 

20:20:10 

Stockist3/Societies OAP 

CAN 

·20:20:0 

20:20:10 

Members/Farmers OAP 

CAN 

20:20:0 

20:20:10 

.. ' ................. . 
••• • • e • e 1t t t t + t • t t I + •• 

•••••••••••••• t •••••• 

••••••••••••••••••••• 

..................... 

..................... 
. •. ..................... .. ; , 

•• 9 •••••••••••••••••• 

..................... 

..................... 

..................... 
••••••••••••••••••••• 

37. Do yru find it harder/easler to give discounts than 5 years ago'? 
Harder/Easier 

38. If harder, why? • •••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••••••••• 

39. If easier, why? • •••••• tt ......................................... .. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • It •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

40. Have yOJ ever retailed your fertilizers at less than the stip.Jlated 
"Maxim.Jm Revised Prices? Yes/No 

41.· If yes,·unc1er what conditions? • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

.................................................................... 
·42:· ·oo·yci.i"fincf it now more possible to sell at less than MRP compared 

to 5 years ago? Yes/No 

. ~~: .. !??·. YCA.!. ~v7r. ~ell fertilizer in bags smaller than 50kgs? Yes/No 
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44. _If yes, which packages sell fastest? 

2kg 

lOkg 

15kg 

25kg 

Loose 

................. 

. ' .............. . 

................. 

................. 
I I t t t I t t t I I e,.t t t t I 

-· 

45. How does the profitability <Jf the small bags ccmpare with that of 
the 50kgs? · ,,. ,. 

More profitable 

Same profitability 

less profitable 

t I I t t t I I t f I I I I t t t 

................. 

................. 

/ 

•. 

46. Has the relative profitability of the small bags changed in the last 
5 years? Yes/No 

47. If yes, explain the nature of such changes. Relative profitablity 

increased ................... decreased . .................. . 
48. Have the retail prices becane more or less certain in the last 5 

years? 

49. How rruch of what types of fertilizer did you reQJest for import 
allocation, and how rruch were you allocated for the 1988/89 season? 

Fertilizer types Reg.Jest (tonnes) Allocation (Tonnes) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .............. . .......................... 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .............. . . ........................ . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .............. . • ••••••••••••••••••• 0 ••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........................ . 
(Please attach list if space is not ena.igh) 

50. How ITl.ICh of what types of fertilizers were yOJ allocated frcm the 
Treasury? 

Fertilizer types ReQJest (tonnes) Allocation (Tonnes) 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ' ... .......................... 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • ................ I I I I I I I I I t I I I I I I I I • I t I e I • e 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................ .......................... ' 
'"\t)J 

~._ ! 
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51. Has the·percentage of alloc3tion to reQ.Jests changed in the last 5 
years? Yes/No 

52. If yes, has it increased or decreased? Increased/Decreased 

53. Do yOJ sell other types of agriOJltural inp..its? Yes/No 

54. If yes, are yOJ selling more of such inp.Jts now than 5 years ago? 
Yes/No 

• 55. Did ya.J req.Jest for an exter~ion of your fertilizer import licence 
any time in the last 5 years? Yes/No 

..... 
56. If yes, could you please explain the cirrumsta'.'ces? . ...... •,,. •.-• .... . .,,, 

..................................................................... 
57. Has the likelihood of reQ.Jesting for such extension· increased or 

decreased? Increased/Decreased 

58. Was ya.J import allocation for the 1988/89 season time~y? Yes/No 

59. If no, when did yru get the allocation and when would ya.J have 
preferred to get it? 

Date allocated ••••••••••••••••••••. Date preferred ............... 
60. Has the timeliness of allocation improved or becane worse in the 

last 5 years? ·Improved/become worse 

61. When did yrur fertilizer shipments for the last season arrive at 
Mombasa? 

Shipment (fertilizer types) Date of arrival 

........................... . .................. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • •••• Cl •••••••••••••• . . 

........................... . .................. . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 •••••••••••••• 

62. Was that timely? Yes/No 

63~ If no, what caused the delay? 

64. Has the timeliness of your shipments improved or worsened in the 
·last 5 years? · Improved/Worsened 

65. If it has improved, could you please explain? 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••• p ••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
" ·'r. \ 

~\ ~·· •. 
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66. What have you done· to reduce the landed cost of your fertilizer 
imports? 

-· 

Pooled allocations with others ... ' ...................... . 
Shop around for ccrnpetitive sources ........................... 
Not done anything 

Others (specify) 

........................... 

........................... 
6'7. ~/ere yru able to meet your fertilizer import financial commitment_s • 

in the last season? Yes/No / 

68. If no, could you please explain? .................................... 
I I t t t t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I t a I I I I I I a I I I I I t t t t I I I t I I I f I t I t t t t I t I t a t I I t t t I I t t t 

69. How would you rate your ability now to meet your fertilizer import 
bills compared to 5 years ago? 

Better able .............................. 
About as able •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Not as able .............................. 
70. If not as able, could yOJ please explain? 

..................................................................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • ................................................. . 
71. How \'JOUld yOJ rate yrur ability to plan yrur fertilizer imports now 

compared to 5 years ago? 

Better .............................. 
Same ............................... 
Worse .............................. 

72. If your ability is worse/better, could yOJ please explain? •••••...• 

t t e t •. t e I t t t t t t e I t t t t t e e t • t t t t t t t •• I e • t 9 t I e t t I t t t t t t t I t t t t I I I e t • t e e f f a 

73. Did you distrib.Jte aid fertilizer in tl1e last season? Yes/No 
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74. 

75. 

76. 

77. 

78. 

79. 

If yes, what type of fertilizer and fran which so..irce? 

Fertilizer type So.Jrce 

....... ' ....... . . ...................... . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................... . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . " .. • ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...................... . 
How do yo..i rate the relative profitability of aid fertilizer 
compared to COMlercial fertilizer? 

Better • I I • t • a 8 • • • • I • • I t • I • a t t t I I t • t I 

Same t • * • I t I t • t t t I e • t t • • I • t • I t * I I I • 

Poorer .............................. 
Are ycu in contact with Kenya's fertilizer donors? Yes/No 

If yes, could you please give us details of recent contacts? 

Ooror Date of vis'it Purpose of visit 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ....................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ................ . . .................. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..................... . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..................... . 
Has such contact increased or decreased in the last 5 years? 
Increased/decreased/remained the same 

What do your OJstcmers think atx:iut USAIO OAP? . ................... . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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ao. 

81. 

82. 

83. 

84. 

85. 

86. 

87. 

.· 

How do the margins and,relative profitability of USAID OAP compare 
with those for other aid and canmercially imported OAP? 

Other aid Commercial imP-ort 

Better ................ •••••• t •••••••••••••••• t 

Same • • • • • • • • • • • t •••• ••••• t •••••••••••••••••• 

Worse ................ • • • • • • • • • • • • ••••••••• t • 

What are the advantages/disadvantages oF the USAIO DAP allocat.lori 
systems and price procedures? 

Adva.ntages 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

......................... 

. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Disadvantages 

•••••••••••••••••••••••• ' • t • 

t • t t t t t t t t t I t • Cl t t ii t t•t I t t t t t t 

• •••••••••••••••••••••••••• t .. .. 
• ••••••••••••••••••••••• t ••• 

.... 

How have Government fertilizers in general affected you, if at all? 

. .................................................................. . 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • t ••••••••••••••••••• 

Has such effect changed in the last 5 years? Yes/No 

If yes, cCl.Jld yOJ please explain? . ............................... . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
How has the pricing of fertilizers affected you, if at all? 

. .............................................................. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,• .............................. . 
Has such effect changed in the last 5 years, and how? . ........... . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
How would yOJ pref er your fertilizer aid? 

aid in kind ................................... 
foreign exchange assistance ..••••....•••••••••••••••••.••• 

\ 
~\ 
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88. 

89. 

Who are your main Ct..Jstaners? . ..................................... . 
What, in your opinion, are the major problems facing fertilizer 
importers/distrib.Jtors like you? 

I • • • e e I I • I I I I I 4 I I I I I e I t I e I t t I I I I I e e I I t I I I I I I I I t I ~ I I t t I t I I I I I I I I I I I I t 

................................................................ 
..... 

····························································~·~····· ; 
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ANNEX V 

STOCKISTS'/RETAILERS'QUESTIONNAIRE 

All responses will be treated in strict confidence. 

Date of interview ............... ' .... 
Name of interviewer .................. 

1. Name of respondent ........................ 
2. Name of store . ...................... . 
3. Name of Centre . ...................... . 
4. Location . ...................... . 
5. Division . ...................... . 
6. District . ...................... . 
7. For how long have yru sold fe1·tilizer? . . . . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . years 

B. · . If less than 5 years, cruld yru explain why yru decided to deal 
in Fertilizer? 

............................................................... 
t • • t • t • • • ' • • • • • • ' • • • • • • • • • ' ' • • • • • • • • e ' t • • • • • • • • • • t ' • t ' • • • • • • • • 

I I e I t I t t I t I I I I I I I I I t t I I t I I I I t I t t I I I t I I I t • I • e • • • e e 4 I e e I I I • a e e I • 

9. Who is/are ya.Jr supplier(s)? 

l. e e e e e e e e e e I e e • I I a • I • • • • I I e I I I I I I I I I fl I I • • I I I e I 

2. e I I e e e I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I· I • I I • I I I I a • I I I • I I I • I I I I I 

3. . ........................................... . 
4. e e e e I I I I e e I e e I I I I a I a • a I I I t I I e I I t e I I I I I t e I I I I I 

10. Do yaJ stock on exclusive agency basis? Yes/No 

11. If yes, could yru please explain the terms? 

...................................................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
e I e e I e I e I I I e I e I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I t I I I I I t I I I I I I 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

Oo y(J..J receive any credit from y(J..Jr fertilizer supplier(s)? Yes/No 

If yes, could yo.J please explain the terms? 

• t • • • a • • t t I • t I I t t • • • t • • • • • • t • I • f • • t t t • • I • J • t • I • I • I t I I t 

................................................... ., .. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
How far is/are yo.Jr fertilizer supplier{s)? • •••••••••••• • km 

,,,. , 
Has there been any chanqe in that distanc1e in the last 5 yea(s? 
Yes/NO 

If yes could yo.J please explain the nature of such a change? 

t I e e I I I • • I I I I I I I I •• I I I I I I I I I I I I t I I I I 4 I I I t t I I • I I I I I I I I I 

t • I I I I I I • I I I I I t I t I t I I I I a-. t I t t t I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 11 I t I I I I t • I 

I I I e I I t a I I I I I I I I I I I I t t I I t I I I I I I I I I I I I • I I I I I t I I I I I • * I f I 

17. How do yo.J transport your fertilizer supplied fran place of p.Jrchase? 

....................................................... 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ~ ................................. . 
18. How rruch do you pay for such transport? Kshs ••••••••••• per 

bag/tonne 

19. Which types of fertilizer did you stock in the last season? 

• ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 41 

•••••••••••••••••••••••••• it 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . 
20. Why did yoo stock the type~; given atove? 

. ............................................................. . 
e. e e •• e • I e e e • • • • * • • e • t • • • • 4J e e • • e e e e •• e t • e • • • • e e e e e e • e • e • •••• • & 
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21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

.· 

Which sizes of fertilizer packages did you stock in the last sea~on? 

2kg •••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

lOkg .......................... 
25kg .......................... 
50 t * t I t t • t t t I t I I t t t t t I t tt t I t t 

Loose .......................... 
Which of the above packages was most pop.Jlar w.tth your custaners? 

/ 

...................................... ' .......... . . ........ , .. 
Why do you think this was so? 

. .............................. ' ............................... . 
e t t t I t t I t e I t t t t t t t t t t t t t I t t • t t t t· t t I t I t t t t t I I t t t t t t t t t I I t t t t t t t I t 

what price did yru charge for different types of packages? 

Fertilizer type Type of pack~ Buying Price Selling Price 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. , ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . ........... . . ............. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........... . . ............. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ............. . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ........... . . ............. . 
What other prod.Jets do you sto.:k in your shop? 

e • e • e • e e e t • e e e e a e e e e e I e e • e e I e I • '' •• e t • e ••• e t • a a e a a e a a 

............................... ,, ........... . . ..... 
How does the profitability of fertilizer generally compare with that 
of other types of products v1hich you stock? 

Higher ......................... 
About the same e t a e e e e e • I e a • a a a • e • e a a e e a 

Lower ......................... 

. .. 



- 106-

Agriconsult -· 

27. How has that relative profitability changed in the last 5 years? 

Increased ........... ' ............ . 
Remained the same ••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Can't remember •••••••• 4' •••••••••••••••• 

28. Did yru sell as nuch fert1lizer in the last season as yru would have 
likea? Yes/No 

29. If no could >'OJ please explain? • ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• • . 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • .# ••••• . / 

.............................. .a ........................................ . 

30. Were yru able to obtain fe~rtilizer frcxn yrur source(s) of supply at 
the right time in the last season? Yes/No 

31. If no, cruld you please explain? • •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
32. How did yrur fertilizer sales in the last season compare with 5 

years ago? 

More ....................... 
About the same . ·• ................... . 
Less . ·• ................... . 
Can't remember ...................... 
If less, why was it? ........................................ 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • tr• • t • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

·····················~··!·············!······················· 

34. Do yrur custaners always know the types of fertilizer they need? 
Yes/No/I don't know. 

35. Are yru able to disting.Jish between fertilizer types meant for 
different cropping activities? Yes/No 

36. If yes, could yru explain how you acQ.Jired that knowledge? 

• e •• e I I e e I I I I I I I e I I I I e I a t f t t I I e e a a I e I I I • I I a I I I I I I I t t I I e I e I t I I I 

.............................................................. 
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37. Would you say that your'knowledge of fertilizer has increased in the 
last 5 years? Yes/No 

38. If yes, cculd you please explain how you gainea the extra knowledge? 

.............................................................. 
• t t t • t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t I t t t t t t t t t I t t t t t I I I I 

39. Do you stock other agricultural inputs? Yes/No 

40. If yes, \·1hen did you start stocking otller inputs? 
,,. "' 
/ ................. 

41. Would you say that ycu nm ... stock more of ~lrch if'lputs than before'? 
Yes/No· 

42. If you don't stock other agricultural inputs, could you explain why? 

.............................................................. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
43. How many other fertilizer stockists are there in this centre? 

.............................................................. 
44. Do you sell USAID fertilizer? Yes/No 

45. If yes, what do your custaners say about it? 

.............................................................. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
46. \'ihat would you like done so that fertilizer dealers like you sell 

more fertilizer? 

.............................................................. 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 't ••••••••••••••••• 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ,; ........ . 
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ANNEX VI 

Statistical Data 

Table 1. Purchased Agricultural Inputs, 1982-86 

KShs/million 
MATERIAL INPUTS r 1982 I 1983 1984 I 1985 I 1986 

I I I I 
I 

Fertilizers .. . . .. • • .. I 14 .68 14.34 21.12 32 .94 j )4 .08 
Other agricultural Chemicals I 12.27 12.76 12.06 18.36 I 21.93 
Livestock Drugs & Meoicines I 5.80 5.33 8.87 9:68 I 10.33 
Fuel and Power •• • • • • .. I 15.26 16.63 18.17 19.88 I 22.59 
Bags· . . . . •• .. I 5.85 6.36 9.32. 8.61 I 12.26 
Manufactured Feeds .. . . . . I 10.33 9.78 17.98 17.70 I 18.89 
Purchasea Feeds •• .. . . .. I 4.46 6.14 17.59 15.77 I 23.73 
Other Material Inputs .. . . I 4.66 5.08 6.64 5.47 I 6.91 

I I 
Total .. . . . . .. I 73.51 76.42 111.75 128.41 1150.72 

I I 
* Provisional 
Source: Econanic Survey 1987, pllO Table 8.7 

Table 2. Estimates of Marginal Returns to Fertilizer 

Coffee 

Tea 

Maize 

Wheat . 

Sugarcane 

Sunflower 

Barley 

Use Per Shilling Used for Fertilizer Application 
on Major Crops: 1980-1981 - 1983/84 

1980/81 1981/82 

7.2 7.0 

7.0 4.9 

2.5 3.0 

4.0 3.7 

0.8 0.7 

1.6 l.7 

2.8 2.6 

1982/83 

9 ·'' 

7.5 

3.6 

4.5 

0.9 

3.4 

2.8 

1983/84 

13.7 

3.0 

4.3 

1.7 

3.0 

2.6 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, 1987 
\ 



- 109- -· 
Agriconsult 

STOCKISTS' RESPOtJSES 

Table 3 SEX OF RESPONDENT 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Male 61 88.4 
Female 8 11.6 

Total 69 100.00 ,, , ,,, 

Table 4 DURA"!"ION OF FERTILIZER ItNOL VEMENT 

(Yrs) Absolute Cumulative 
Frequency Relative 

Frequency 

3 24 34.8 

5 38 55.l 

10 56 81.2 
15 64 92.8 

30 69 100.00 
" 

Table 5 REASONS FOR BECOMING A FERTILIZER DEALER IN THE LAST 5 
YEARS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Request by farmers 18 

Help farmers to 
obtain fertilizer 6 

Other 2 

Earlier than 5 years 43 

TOTAL 69 

Relative 
Freqt..iency 

26.l 

8.7 

2.8 

62.3 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

69.2 

23.l 

7.6 

100.UO 

·-". 

- i\f 
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Table 6 SLPPLIERS OF FERTILIZERS TO STOCKISTS 

·Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

KGGCU 54 51.9 

MEA LTD. 15 14.4 

Coop. Unions 7 6.7 

Farm Chem 2 1.9 

Safina Ltd. 4 3.8 

Turbo Highway 3 2.9 

Other firms 18 17.3 

Treasury l LO 

Total 104 100.0 

, 

Table 7 EXTENTION OF CREDIT FROM Sl.FPLIERS TO STOCKISTS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Receiving credit 22 

Not receiving credit 43 

Not applicable 4 

Total 69 

Relative 
Frequency 

31.9 

62.3 

5.8 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

33.8 

66.2 

100.0 
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Table.a MEANS USED BY STCCl<ISTS TO TRANSPCRT FERTILIZER 

Absolute Relative 
' Frequency Frequency 

Own transport 30 43.5 

Hired transport 9 13.0 

Public transport 24 34.8 

Delivery by Supplier 5 7.2 

Other 1 1.5 

Total 69 100.00 

Table 9 FERTILIZER PACKAGE MOST POPULAR WITH FAR~RS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

All 6 ' 8.7 9.1 

lOKgs 17 24.6 25.8 

25Kgs 9 13.0 13.6 

' 50Kgs 28 40.6 42.4 

Loose 6 8.7 9.l 

No answer 3 4.3 

Total 69 100.0 100.0 

Table 10 OTHER PRODUCTED STOCKED 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Animal Feeds 9 13 

Household items 21 30.4 

Hardwares 7 10.l 

Other agricultural inputs 24 34.8 

Others 8 11.6 

Total 69 100.0 
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Table.11 CHANGES IN RELATIVE PROFITABILITY OF FERTILIZER IN THE 
LAST 5 YEARS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Increased 21 30.4 43.8 
Remained the same 15 21.7 :n.2 
Declined 21 17.4 25.0 
No answer 21 30.4 

Total 69 100.0 100.0 ,, ,, 

Table 12 SALES OF FERTILIZER COM='AREO WITH 5· YEARS AGO 

Absolute 
Frequency 

More 34 

About the same 12 
Less 15 

Didn't sell 8 

Total 69 
f 

Relative 
Frequency 

49.3 

17.4 
21.7 

11.6 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

55.7 
19.7 
24.6 

100.0 

. . 
Table 13 CHANNELS OF ACQUIRING INFCRMATION ON FERTILIZERS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Freauency Frequen~y Frequency 

Agricultural extention 
officers & seminars 32 46.4 5.08 

Experience 18 26.l 28.6 

Fertilizer Distributors 7 10.l ll.l 

Other 6 8.7 9.5 

No answer 5 8.7 

Total 69 100.0 100.0 

"· 
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Table 14 CHANGE IN STOCKISTS FERTILIZER KNOWLEDGE IN THE LAST 5 
YEARS 

Increased 

Not increased 
No answer 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

56 

9 

4 

69 

Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency 

81.2 86.2 

13.0 13.8 

5.8 

100.0 100.0 / 

Table 15 INCIDENCE OF SALES OF USAID FERTILIZER BY STOCl<ISTS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Selling 52 

Not. selling 16 

No answer l 

Total 69 

t 

Relative 
Frequency 

75.4 

23.2 

l.4 

100.0 

Adjusted 
· Frequency 

76.5 

23.5 

100.0 

Table 16 WHAT THE STOCl<ISTS \'IOULD LIKE DONE SO THAT THEY. CAN 
SERVE FARMERS BETTEn 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Pay attention to prices 40 31.3 

Improve/assist in transportation 12 9.4 

Improve buying terms/Better credit 35 27.3 

Educate farmers 14 10.9 

Increase number of distributors 14 10.9 

Keep adequate fert. stocks 13 10.2 

Total 128 100.0 

... 

... 

\iP 
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# Table 17. Estimates of Fertilizer Use S~ Crop and Farm Size 
I985/d6 (M tonnes) 

Large 
Estates Farms Smallholders Total 

Coffee 31,950 0 29,100 ._61,050 

Maize 1,500 23,550 21,450 46,500 

Tea 26,850 0 15,000 41,sso··. 
,,. ,,,. 

SU gar 19,050 0 20,700 3,-, 750 
. 

Wheat 1,500 16,500 0 18,000 

Barley 0 7,050 0 7,050 

Other Hort. Crops 3,000 0 l,800 4,800 

Tobacco 0 0 3,800 3,810 

Potatoes 0 0 3,750 3,750 

Rice 0 0 3,750 3,750 

SUnf lower & Rape 0 ·2,685 0 2,685 

Pineapples 3,000 0 2,400 2,400 

Irrigated Crops 

Total 86,850 47~785 101,760 238,995 

Percentage 36 21 43 100 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, 1987 
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Table 18 TYPE CF I~ORTER/OISTnIBUTOR 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Cooperative Union 7 33.3 

Others 14 66.7 

Total 21 100.0 

Table 19 · OISF~Tf"'.:TION NETWORK ---
No. of Absolute Relative 
Outlets Frequency Frequency 

(%) 
5 9 43 

10 5 24 

20 3 14 

------- .. 

Table 20 QUAL:~~:rcATION FOR INCLUSIOI~ IN THE DISTRIBUTIOU NEHIOrn< 

Affiliation to Un.ion 

Ability to sell 
Financial credibility* 

Availability of capital 

Others 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

7 

5 

4 

l 

3 

20 

Relative 
Frequency 

(%) 
35 

25 

20 

5 

15 

100.0 

* This linked tc~~ -,~r with credit worthiness and credit facilities. 

. •. 
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Table 21 TOTAL WAREHO~Sf; CAPACITY IN TONNES 

Tonnage Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

100 - 250 5 24.0 26.3 

251 - 500 2 9.5 10.5 

501 - 1000 4 19.0 21.l 

1001 - 2000 0 0 0 

2001 - 5000 4 19.0 21.l 

- 5001 4 19.0 21.l 

No response 2 9.5 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 22 CHANGE IN DISTRIBUTION CAPABILITY IN LAST 5 YEARS 

Absolute Relative 

increased 
Frequency Frequency 

10 47.6 

Remained the same 7 33.3 

Decreased 4 19.0 

Total 21 100.0 

Table 23 WHY INCREASED CAPACITY 

Reason Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

lncreased Fertilizer 
Demand 3 14.3 30.0 

.. 
~ -- -··· . . . ' .. . .. . .......... . ..... ... 

Expectation of increased 
Demand l 4.8 10.0 

To improve efficiency 2 9.5 20.0 

Other 5 23.8 50.0 

Not applicable 11 52.4 11l\ 
Total 21 100.0 100.0 

".1 . 
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Table 24 FACTORS MHCH PERMITTED INCREASED CAPACITY 

Factor Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Increased demand 3 14.3 25.0 

Increased CofFee l 4.6 8.3 
Planting 

Increased Development 1 4.8 8.3 

Coop. Bank Finance l 4.8 8.3 

USAIO Fertilizer l 4.8 8.3 

Coop. Unions Funds l 4.8 8.3 

Improved Capital to 
Invest l 4.8 8.3 

Improved Price Margins l 4.8 8.3 

To diversify l 4.8 8.3 

Other l 4.8 8.3 

Not applicable 9 42.9 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 25 DO YOU FOCUS ON PARTICULAR PARTS OF THE COJNTRY 

Yes 
No 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

18 

3 

21 

Relative 
Frequency 

85.7 

14.3 

100.0 

I~ 
,~ 
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Table 26 REASONS FOR FOCUSING ON A PARTICULAR PART OF THE COUNTRY 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Greater Fertilizer use 6 28.6 35.3 

Not served by other 
distributors 2 9.5 11.8 

Historical l 4.8 5.9 

Localised Markets l 4.8 .5 .9 

Operation confined 
to district l 4.8 5.9 

Other 6 28.6 35.3 

Not applicable 4 19.0 

Total 2.L loo.a 100.0 

Table 27 CHANGE IN DISTRIBUTION NETI'IORK IN THE LAST 5 YEARS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Freque:icy 

Yes {· 11 52.4 57.9 

No 8 38.l 42.l 

Not applicable 2 9.5 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 28 TYPE OF CHANGE OF DISTRIBUTION NETWORK 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Expanded 9 42.9 81.8 

Reduced 2 9 .5 18.-2 

Not applicable 10 47.6 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
... 
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' Table 29 TYPE OF EXPANSION 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Branches 2 9 .. 5 

Sub-branches/Agents 2 9.5 
Sub-agents/Stockists 5 23.8 
Societies 3 14.3 
Not applicable 9 42.9 

Total 21 100.0 

Table 30 REASONS FOR DECREASING DISTRIBUTION CM->ACITY 

Absolute Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

Problems renting space l 4.8 
Canpetition l 4.8 
Branch closed 1 4.8 

Not applicable 18 85.7 

Total 21 100.0 

Table 31 FUTURE PLANS TO CHANGE DISTRIBUTION NETWORK 

Yes 
No 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

19 

2 

21 

Relative 
Frequency 

90.5 

9.5 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

16.7 

16.7 

41.6 

25.0 

,. ,,. 

100.Q 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

33.3 

33.3 
33.3 

100.0 

i 
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Table 32 REASONS FOR NOT HAVING PLANNED CHANGES IN CAPACITY 

Reasons Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Unfair competition l 4.8 50.0 

Present capacity 
adequate l 4.8 50.0 

Not applicable 19 90 •. 5 ~ 

Total 21 100.0 100.Q, 
•. 

. ,. 

- ...... 

Table 33 OPERATIONS OF SEPARATE MARKETING DEPARTMENT 

Absolute Relative · Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Yes 6 28.6 31.6 

No 13 I 61.9 68.4 

No response 2 9.5 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 34 DEGREE OF OE-CENTRALIZATION OF MARKETING DEPARTMENT 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Branch level 3 14~,3 75 

Other l ·4.a 25 

None 17 80.4 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
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Table 35 RE-ORGANISATICN FOR MARKETING CEPARTMENT LAST 5 YEARS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Yes 6 

No 7 

Not applicable 8 

Total 21 

Relative 
Frequency 

28.6 

33.3 

38.l 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

46.2 

53.8 

100.0 

Table 36 NATURE OF REORGANIZATION OF MARKETING DEPARTMENT 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Intensification of 
marketing 5 23.8 83.3 

Reduction of staff l , 4.8 16.7 

Not applicable 15 71.4 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 37 REASONS FOR REORGANIZATION OF MARKETING DEPARTMENT . 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

More business 2 9.5 33.3 

Reach more farmers l 4.8 16.7 

Improve effectiveness l 4.8 16.7 

Other 2 9.6 33.3 

Not applicable 15 7.4 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

·-1. 
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Table 38 UNDER \'/HAT CONDITIONS HAVE YOU SOLO FERTILIZERS AT LESS 

THAN MAXIMUM REfA!L. PRICES 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

D.Je to competition 3 14.3 16.7 

Quantity discounts 2 9.5 11.1 

To large cash buyers 2 9.5 11.l 
" ,,. ; 

When cost is low 2 9.5 11.l 

To Cooperatiye 
Societies· 2 ·9.5 11.l 

Others 7 33.3 38.9 

Not applicable 3 14.3 

Total 21 100.0 loo.a 

Table 39 FERTILIZER TYPES ALLOCATED FROM TREASURY DURING LAST 
SEASON 

Fertilizer Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Type Frequency Frequency Frequency 
OPP 12 57.0 85.7 

CAN 1 4.8 7 .. 1 

ASN l 4.8 7.1 
None 7 33.3 l 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
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Table 40 EFFECTS OF PRIEE CONTROLS ON It·PORTERS/OISTRISUTORS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Unable to import 5 23.8 26.3 

Loss due to prime 
decline 3 14.3 15.8 

Low prof it margins 3 14.3 15.8 

Others 8 38.l 42·.l 

No response 2 9.5 

Total 21 loo.o loo.o 

Table 41 ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE U·PORTERS/OISTRIBUTCAS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Pricing 6 

Timeliness of supply 4 

Import.Licensing procedures 2 

Liquidity/Financial problems 2 

Inadequate stocks 2 

Foreign Exchange Rates 1 

Canpetition 2 

Others 2 

Total 21 

Table 42 PROVISION OF SERVICES TO FAR~'ERS 

Providing 
Not providing 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

20 

l 

21 

Relative 
Frequency 

28.6 

19.0 

9.5 

9.5 

9.5 

4.8 

9.·S 

9.5 

100.0 

Relative 
Frequency 

95.2 

4.8 

100.0 

,,,. " ,,,, 
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Table 43 KINDS OF S~nVICE5 iO FARME:RS 

Advice on fertilizer use 
Soil Analysis 

Field visits 
No answer 

Total 

Absolute 
Frequency 

14 
4 

2 

1 

21 

Relative 
Frequency 

66.7 

l.9.0 

9.S 
4.8 

100.0 

Table 44 ABILITY TO GIVE DISCOUNTS PRESS:NTLY COt-PARED WITH FIVE 
YEAHS AGO 

Absolute. Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency.· 

Hal'der 6 ~28.6 40.0 

Easier 9 ll2.9 60.0 

No ~nswer 6: 28.6 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 45 REASONS FOR I~'.?ROVEO ABILITY TO GIVE DISSOUNTS 

Absolute 
Frequency 

5 Better margins/terms 

Canpetition 2 

Direct allocation by Treasury 1 

Other 1 

""ot 9pplicable 12 

Total 21 

Relative 
Frequency 
' 23.8 

9.5 

4.8 
4.8 

57.l 

100.0 

Adjuste:! 
Frequer!~Y 

55.6 

22.2 

11.1 
11.l 

100.0 
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Table .46 · RELATIVE PROFITABILITY OF SMALL BAGS COt.FAAED WITH THE 
~~~ --

Absolllte 
Frequency 

More profitable 12 
Equal profitability 2 

Less profitable 2 

t«Jt applicable 5 

Relative 
Frequency 

57.l 

9.5 

9.5 

23.5 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

75.0 

12.5 
12.5 

-------------------·--------- ·•. 
Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 47 OiAN:JES IN REALIZATION Cf' REPORTS FOR IM=>ORT JlLLOCATION 
IN THE LAST 5 YEARS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Increased 11 52.4 91.1 
Decreased l 4.8 8.3 
Non Importers 9 42.9 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 48 TIMELit£SS OF IMPORT ALLOCATIONS ][N THE 1988-69 
FERTILIZER YEAR 

Absolute Relative< Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Timely 11 52.4 91.7 

Not timely l 4.8 8.3 

Non Importers 9 42.9 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
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Table 49 METHODS US::O 9Y COMMERCIAL FERTILIZER IMPORTERS TO 
REDUCE LANU::O COSTS 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Pooling of importation 4 19,,0 28.6 

Shopping for 
competitive sources 5 23.8 35.7 

Other 2 9 .. 6 14.3~ ~ 

Not done anything 3 14 .. 3 21~4 

Non Importer 7 33.3 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 

Table 50 PROFITABILITY OF DONOR FERTILIZC::R COMPARED TO 
COMtwERCIALLY IMPORTED FERTILIZER 

Absolute 
Frequency 

Better 12 

Same 3 

Poorer 2 

Non distrib.Jtor 4 

Total 21 

Relative 
Frequency 

57.l 
14.3 

- 9.5 

19.0 

100.0 

Adjusted 
Frequency 

70.6 

17.6 

11.8 

100.0 

-1. 
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Table 51 WHAT THE FERTILIZER DEALERS THINK ABOUT USAID OAP 

Absolute Relative Adjusted 
Frequency Frequency Frequency 

Liked rruch 9 42.9 52.9 

Pref erred by 
smallholder Farmers 2 9.5 ll.8 . •. 

It is the best 4 19.0 23.5 /,,. 
/ 

Sells !=asily l 4.8 5.9· 

Other l 4.8 5.9 

ltm Distrib.Jtor 4 19.0 

Total 21 100.0 100.0 
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Table 52: Cc. .. 1me::!:al and Aid Fertilizer Imcorts bl Types, 
I985/S6 ana 1986/87 (M Tonnes} 

1985/86 1986/87 
FERTILIZER 

Aid Commercial Total Aid Comnercial Total 

OAP 28,500 39,038 67,538 20,000 45,300 65,300 

MAP 5,000 3,500 8,500 1,000 1,000 
•. 

TSP 15,900 15,900 8,000 ,, B,000 ,,, 

NPK 20:20:0 38,349 7,000 45,349 3,000 . 18,000 

SSP 7,000 7,000 4,000 4,000 

SA 12,794 12,794 ·4,000 4,000 

CAN 20,000 20,000 40,000 25,000 23,000 48,000 

ASN 11,200 ll,20Q 7,000 1,400 8,400 

UREA 16,600 22,500 38,500 8,750 8,750 

NPK25:5+5+5%s 13,000 31,000 44,000 5,000 31,175 36,175. 

NPK 20:10:10 21,000 19,500 40,000 10,000 14,000 24,000 

NPK 17:17:17 3,440 3,000 6,440 4,500 4,500 

f'.FK 15:15:15 200 200 

NPK 15:15:6+4 1,500 1,500 

NPK 6:18:20+4 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000 

SOP 2,000 2,000 40 40 

t-OP 2,100 2,100 1,000 1,000 

OTHERS 2,420 2,420 184 184 

TOTAL 145,289 199,852 345,121 82,000 151,849 233,849 

Source: Ministry of Agriculture, 1987 
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Table 53 Fertilizer-Use. in Kenla 1 1980/81 - 1986/87 (Metric Tonnes) 

Year Stocks Plus Total Less Estimated % 
Brought Imports Tamage Stocks Tonnage Increase 
Forward .Available Carried Used (Decrease) 

1980/81 40,170 129,672 169,842 40,701 129,141 

1981/82 40,701 206,667 247,368 110,936 136,432 ~. +5.6 

1982/83 110,936 129,551 240,493 97 t.708 142, 7&5,. +4.6 

' • 
1983/84 97,708 120,000 219,708 19,248 198;460 +39 

1984/85 ·19,248 184,374 203,622 28,294 17.5,328 -11.7 

1985/86 28,294 34.5,141 373,435 101,795 271,640 +55 

1986/87 101,795 230,125 331,920 104,793 227,127 -16 
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At-N:~X VII 

LIST CF MEt.EERS OF KENYA FERTILIZEH ASSOCIATION 

l. Kenya Farmers' Association (Co·-Op) (KFA) Importer/Oistrib.Jtor 

2. Mackenzie Kenya Limited Distrib.Jtor 

3. Windmill E~st Africa Limited Importer/Subsidiary of 
Overseas Mr-rufacturer •. 

,, ,_ 

4. Sa~a Chemical Industries Limited Imi:X)rter/Oistributor/ 

5. Montedison East Africa Limited Importer/Representative 
of Overseas Manfacturer 

6. Hoecsht East Africa Limited Irrporter/Representative 
off ice of Overseas 
maruf acturer 

7. Basf East Africa Limited Representative of 
Overseas marufacturer 

8. Intag Limited Importer/Oistrib.Jtor 

9. Twiga Chemical Industries Limited Importer/Oistrib.Jtor 

,\ 




