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CHAPTER 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY
 

I 



CRAPTIR I, 

INTRODUCTION AND SUOMARY 

A. Introduction
 

This is a report of the results and findings of the
 
Livestock and Meat Development study which was carried out
 
between September 1976 and March 1977, for'the Ministry of
 
Agriculture- In this initial chapter we provide a brief
 
introduction to the study and summary of the major findings.
 

The study was carried out by Chemonics International
 
Consulting Division, Washington D.C., in association with
 
Hawikin. & Associates, a Kenyan consulting firm based in
 
Nairobi. The work was done under a contract signed on
 
August 27, 1976 between the Ministry of Agriculture and
 
Chemonics International Consulting Division. The contract
 
was approved by USAID/Kenya, since the financing of the study
 
is part of USAID's participacion in Kenya's Second L-ivestock
 
Development Project, which also involves IBRD, British and
 
Canadian financing.
 

The Terms of Reference for the study were prepared by the
 
Ministry of Agriculture. Under the terms of reference, the
 
Consultant was to prepare a comprehensive study of the
 
livestock and meat industry in Kenya which would deal with a
 

-wide range of aspects of the industry, answer specific
 
questions and make policy recommendations. The basic task was
 
to project demand for meat up to 1990 and to project the
 
amounts of livestock and meat which would be supplied to 1990
 
based on existing livestock and meat policies, and on the
 
Consultant's recommended policies. Another important element
 
in the study was a special management study of the Kenya Meat
 
Commission.
 

The study was carried out and the report written almost
 
entirely in Kenya. The study team reviewed a very wide range
 
of documents and previous reports which have a bearing on the
 
problem. Numerous individuals involved with or knowledgeable
 
about the industry were interviewed, some many times. Field
 
trips were made to all livestock producing regions of Kenya.
 
The study team carried out extensive analysis of the data. On
 
at least three occasions, formal meetings between members of
 
the study team and key Government officials were arranged at
 
which data and ideas were presented and discussed. Government
 
officials and others also reviewed material informally and made
 
comments and suggestions. The final results, however, are the
 
responsibility of the Consultant.
 

A total of 13 people served on the study team. A list of
 
team members with the approximate dates of their participation
 
follows. 
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S.N*O Unuvorth Accountant'' 	 197
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L.J. Deacon Organisation and Nov. 1,1976 ,,to,>~ I 
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vnaper XV in a relatively brief chapter on izvestocz
 
-Pressinge, containing a discussion of existing procesing

pelats and our recconmndations regarding additional plants.

Chapter V# Marketing, contains detailod discussion and
 
roenndations regarding both domestic and export marketing
 
cf mat. The final chapter, Chapter VI, is a report on our
 
management study of the KMC.
 

In most chapters, there is a basix text and a number of
 
annexes. The annexes contain technical information or further
 
details which may not interest some readers. Identifying the
 
material through the use of annexes is for the convenience of
 
these readers.
 

B. Summary
 

In this summary, we set out the main results and
 
recommendations of each chapter of the report.
 

(II) Dr.ind for Meat
 

(A) Domestic Demand
 

Demand for meat in Kenya is projected to
 
increase with continuation of growth in both Kenya's
 
population and incomes per person. A continuation of
 
population growth at 3.5 percent a year will itself increase
 
demand by 68 percent by 1990. We examined the past rates of
 
growth in spendable incomes for both urban and rural households
 
always using shillings of constant value. A continuation of
 
these past rates of growth will see these urban real incomes
 
increasing at 2 percent a year, rising 34 percent by 1990 and
 
rural real incomes increasing by 1.15 percent a year. We
 
estimated the effects of these increased incomes on household
 
purchases of the major meat -- beef -- studying both urban
 
and rural households. We concluded that the projected
 
increases would of themselves increase demand by 16 percent.
 
Then with the increases in population and incomes working
 
together we projected a domestic demand for beef rising from
 
131,000 tons in 1975 to 288,000 tons in 1990, a 120 percent

rise. Similar increases are to be expected in the demand for
 
the meat of sheep and goats.
 

We also examined the effect of rises in the real price 
of beef on the likely levels of its procurement by urban and 
rural households. We found very little data on the 
responsiveness of Kenyan households to changes in the price 
of beef. However, in view of findings elsewhere we concluded 
that households in Kenya are likely to be quite responsive to 
changes in the price of beef. Further, our model of beef 
purchasing by urban African households, incorporating our 
fin4ings on price and income elasticities, seemed to be 
consistent with the available data on quantities of beef 
purchased by these households. Using this model and a similar 

,ue £,.OX rural households, we estimated that if beef prices
I ti,.b increased by 20 percent in terms of shillis o 
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28'000 t.e9 without the price rise. If in addition there 
we; to'be a further real increase in prices of one peroents­

rear from 1960 to 1990 the projected domestic demand would he 
99,O00 tons in 1990, a 52 percent increase over 1975. 

(B) Export Demand
 

An extensive study was made of the production
 
and consumption of meat in countries of present or potential
 

Kenya over the past several years has
interest to Kenya. 

enported canned corned beef almost exclusively to the United
 
Kingdom and chilled and frozen meat to a very wide range of
 
countries. Those to which 500 tons or more have been
 
exported in any one year since 1972 include Greece, Holland,
 
Hong Kong, Libya, Djibouti, South Yemen and Zaire.
 

Various sources have projected that East Africa will
 
become a gradually more important net exporter of beef and
 
sheep and goat meat by 1990, but Kenya is regarded as an
 
exception which will become a net importer of both types of
 
meat before 1985.
 

We have examined the supply and demand projections for
 
several countries in Africa. Three countries, Nigeria, Zaire
 
and Egypt, appear to offer particularly good potential
 
markets to Kenya, arid KMC already has relationships with the
 
first two. Nigeria, with its booming economy and continued
 
port congestion, which requires all meat to be flown in, seems
 
to offer particular advantages to Kenya.
 

The Middle East appears to be the market of the future.
 
Projections show large requirements for beef and even larger
 

Iran's
requirements for sheep and goat meat in 1985 and 1990. 

projected requirements alone are very large, especially for
 
sheep and goat meat.
 

Several European countries have projected import
 
requirements which are much increased over present levels, as
 
do Japan and, especially, the Soviet Union.
 

Aggregating the figures for the countries selected for
 
examination, which include some African and European countries,
 
Japan, the Soviet Union and most of the Middle Eastern
 
countries, we calculate a projected import requirement for
 
beef and veal of about 969,000 tons in 1985 and 1,903,000 for
 
1990. For sheep and goat meat, the projections are even
 
higher, 515,000 tons in 1985 and 2,542,000 tons in 1990.
 
Comparing these projections to projections for world trade in
 
these products, we find that the world-wide beef and veal
 
projections support the projected increases in import demand
 
in the selected countries, but those for sheep and goat mat
 
do not. Either the projections for sheep and goat meat are 
overstated, or there will be a sharp increase in world trade.
 

World prices for meat have been depressed since 1974, buto, 
em~odt-n to IBiD projectioai, should begin to recore 1*^417? 
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(III) Supply of Livestock 

(A) Introductory Comments
 

In this chapter, we calculate the production of
 
beef, sheep meat and goat meat in 1970 and 1975. We then
 
prepare three projections of supply for 1990. The first, our
 
basic projection, assumes no significant change in technology
 
and, therefore, is based on availability of land for livestock.
 
The second projection is based on the assumption that existing
 
livestock policies, as we understand them,continue throcgh
 
1990. The third assumes that our recommended policies are
 
adopted.
 

(B) Cattle, Sheep and Goat Output
 

The quantity of livestock and meat supplied has
 
been estimated for 1970 and 1975, using a variety of sources
 
including data on hides and skins. According to our
 
estimates, in 1970, 115,000 tons of beef were produced and
 
A2,0OO tons of sheep and goat meat, for a total for these
 
three types of r~iinants of 157,000 tons. These figures are
 
believed to be somewhat below the trend line. The production
 
figures for 1975 are considerably larger : 143,000 tons of
 
beef and 66,000 tons of sheep and goat meat, or a total of
 
209,000 tons.
 

(C) Basic Projections : Land Availability and
 
Current Practice
 

The basic projection for supply in 1990 is
 
built on the concept that a certain amount of land in each
 
ecological Zone in each region of the country is and must be
 
used for various non-livestock purposes, such as crops,
 
services, forests and national parks. Subtracting all other
 
uses, we calculate that, in 1975, there were a total of
 
50,310,000 ha. of potential grazing lend in Kenya. Analysing
 
this by ecological Zones, we ha e the following availability
 
of grazing land for 1975 :
 

Zoe 
Zone IIZone III 

hi2,005,000 
high potential 

ha. 
3,967,000 ha.3,97OO a 

Zone 
lone 

IV 
V 

)semi 
s 

arid 
a26,042,000 

5,375,Co ha. 
hai. 

5peVI arid 19 
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6,400 tons of meat. 'However, b~wet'',Oare-,-"''"'l"ei~n' 
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breeding, reduction in calf mortality andother,magmnt .. 
Improvemets, increased utilization of by-productseand, perhaps,
raising of dairy bull calves for meat. The GOvernment has 
progrm in most of these areas, but we believe present 
do facto policy is not to put sufficient resources into these 
revi1 cnts. Secondly, most of these improvements require 
Investment on the part of the producer, now usually a small 
farmer. Prices are still inadequate to generate much 
investment. As a result, we assign no supply impact to these 
developments in the high potential area under current policy. 

Price Policies : We believe that present livestock and
 
meat prices are retarding the development of the livestock
 
industry. The Government controls all retail prices,
 
wholesale prices from forequarters of FAQ grade carcasses down
 
through all standard, commercial and manufacturing carcasses,
 
and minimum producer prices. Other prices, such as LMD buying
 
and selling prices are at least indirectly controlled by the
 
Government. Retail prices, some wholesale prices and producer
 
prices, especially for standard grade, have decreased in real
 
terms in the past several years. We estimate a real reduction,
 
using the middle income index of producer prices as a deflator,
 
of about 25 percent. At the same time, production costs have
 
increased sharply. We believe that, if present policies
 
continue, that is, if price increases continue to lag and
 
ratios between prices continue to be incorrect, there will be
 
a further negative supply impact by 1990. The estimated
 
negative supply impact is 3,200 tons from the ranchcs and an
 
additional 4,000 tons from the high potential areas.
 

Planning and Policy Formulation : There are a great many
 
agencies in Kenya involved in planning and policy formulation
 
in the livestock industry. This is not unusual, but we
 
believe that the lack of a strong, central coordinating body
 
is serious.
 

Aggregate Supply Impact of Present Poicies : Some of the
 
present policies will, if continued, result in a loss of
 
production relative to our basic projections for 1990, others
 
will result in a gain. According to our estimates, there will
 
be a net gain of 6,100 tons of beef per year by 1990.
 

(E) Supply Projections Based on Current Policies
 

We project no supply impact for sheep and goat
 
meat resulting from present policies. Therefore, the figure
 
from the basic projection, 54,000 tons, remains unchanged. For
 
beef, our supply projections for 1990 on the assumption that
 
present policies will continue is 117,000 tons, i.e. the base
 
projection of 111,000 tons plus the 6,100 tons net positive:
 
impact.
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Social Poll : We reconmnd that, allhough it is 
desiriblt o kie existing and traditional ways into account­
in livestock development, the Government make a special 
effort to change traditional ways as they pertain to grazing
control. We recommend no change in the high priority given to 
land and income distribution. With regard to the consumer, 
and especially the urban consumer, we believe tlat his interast 
in low cost meat must give way to the requirements of the 
various producers for adequate prices and margins. 

Sheep and Goat Policies and Priorities : We recommend
 
that sheep and goats production be given a much higher
 
priority than at present. This recommendation is based on that
 
fact that, even with sheep and goat management at a much lower
 
level in Kenya than cattle management, energy requirements are
 
lower for a kg of sheep and goat meat than a kg of beef.
 
There are several other advantages to sheep and goat production
 
as well. We estimate that, should our recommendation be
 
accepted and implemented, output of sheep and goat meat by

1990, over our basic projections of 54,000 tons, would be an
 
additional 27,000 tons. There would be, according to our
 
estimates, a trade off in the form of a reduction in beef
 
output of 13,500 tons.
 

Animal Health : We strongly recommend a much more
 
effective effort to control livestock movements, both
 
internationally and within Kenya. We also recommend more
 
adequate funding of the operations of the Department of
 
Veterinary Services. With regard to specific diseases, we
 
recommend :
 

9 	That serious consideration be given to
 
nation-wide control of Foot and Mouth
 
Disease.
 

* 	For East Coast Fever, in addition to
 
movement control, a strengthening of
 
Government control over dip management
 
and discipline, and continued pursuit
 
of an effective vaccine.
 

" 	That an effort be made to achieve full
 
control over CBPP, especially since great
 
progress has already been made on the
 
disease.
 

" 	For Trypanosomiasis, that the present
 
approach of control by chemotherapyand'
 
prophylacis coupled with extensive
 
research, be continued.
 

F
lor other diseases, continued im.proVen 
in control measures now underway. 
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s 	rermanent water points should be spaced 
not less than 25 km apart, which is the 
present approach, and, in absence of 
strong grazing control, permanent water 
should be placed on about half of-each 
block. If control can be assured, 
permanent water should be evenly spaced 
throughout the blocks. 

* 	The most important improvement in the
 
project would be to obtain grazing
 
control, preferably by making as many
 
arrangements as possible before the
 
water development begins.
 

* 	We recommend strengthening of the
 
extension and training programs in the
 
North East.
 

* 	 We also recommend an improved system for 
monitoring the grazing resource, an 
improved research component to the 
project as well as expanded efforts to 
utilize existing research, and a grass 
seed testing and production program. 

Based on these recommendations, the estimated supply
 
impact of the range development program, over and above our
 
basic projections, is 5,412 tons of meat per year by 1990.
 
In addition, we believe that implementing these recommendations
 
would greatly improve the quality of the range over thelong
 
term.
 

Ranch Development : Our recommendations for the ranch
 
development program are that greater efforts be made to
 
achieve grazing control and proper stocking rates on the
 
ranches, improved management, finance and planning, and
 
technical assistance. For the present ranch development
 
project, we estimate that the supply impact, as a result of
 
implementing these policies, would increase from 6,400 tons
 
under present policies to 8,000 tons of meat by 1990.
 
Assuming a second ranch development project in the 1980s, with
 
similar supply impact, the total impact of ranch development
 
by 1990 would be 16,000 tons of meat per year.
 

Transportation and Stratification : With regard to,LI4D. 
operations, which we generally believe to be going well:after 
e-4ifficulttwo years, we have the following.reco.edio 

:e Wo.recommnend the 	 g!i4"that.,P9, Pventcnt. 
tihat N plays4a v*yvlat9p 

i 
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based grading carcasses-adn ays on . st3shing
prices based on those grades which assign considerable value to
quality iprovment, be retained. We further reced th t 
retail and wholesale prices for FAQ grade and above be
 
decontrolled, and that retail, wholesale and producer prices

for standard grade and below be increased. The recommended
 
increase for standard is a little over 20 percent. We also 
recommend that prices be reviewed annually, as is now the case,
but that the Ministry of Agriculture establish a beef price

index, combining the middle income index of consumer prices, an
 
index of beef production costs, and an index of export parity.

This index would be the basis of annual price increases of all
 
producer, wholesale and retail prices controlled by the
 
Government.
 

Our recommended prices for each item, grade and level
 
are given below. Since we recommend decontrol of retail and
 
wholesale prices for FAQ and above, the prices shown below
 
for those items are intended to be illustrative. Further, we
 
recommend that the Ministry of Agriculture apply the proposed

beef price index to these prices before the end of 1977 to
 
achieve further increases. Should the recommended increases
 
in retail, wholesale and producer prices for standard grade

be considered too severe for a single year, they could be
 
spread over a longer period, say four years.
 

RECOMMENDED LIVESTOCK AND BEEF PRICES
 
June 1977 Sh per kg.
 

Recommended
 
Item without 1976 BPI Present Increase
 

Retail prices

Choice Sirloin and 

other top cuts 17.50* 14.75 19 
Other cuts In proportion** 

FAQ Sirloin and 
other top cuts 16.25* 14.75 10 
Other cuts In proportion** 

Other Sirloin and 
other top cuts 14.75 14.75 -

Bone in Bone in 8.85 7.40 20 
Bone out Bone out 10.25 .8.60 19 

Wholesale prices
Choice Hindquarter 11.20* 10.15 10 

Forequarter 8.90* 8.45 45 
AQO Hindquarter 10.55* 9.90 7 

Forequarter :8.35 I.Q . 
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,mn dod policies would be 70,252 tons of,"beef, over n,=d
above our basic projections, and 27,000 ton's of.sheep :and*. 
goat mat,
 

(G) 	Revised Suply Projections Assuming
 
ReCOMMended Policies
 

Adding the aggregate supply impact of our
 
recomennded policies to our basic supply projections for 1990,
 
we have the following supply projections for 1990 :
 
Beef 181,000 tons, sheep and goat meat 81,000 tons.
 

(H) Conclusions : Supply and Demand in 1990
 

Putting supply and demand projections together,
 
we find that, under present policies, there will be a very

large deficit in meat by 1990. Even under recommended
 
policies, there will be a small deficit unless there is a
 
significant price increase.
 

(IV) Processing
 

(A) 	Present Situation
 

At present there are two modern slaughterhouses

operating in Kenya, KMC Athi River and KMC Mombasa. 
A third,

Halal, is nearing completion near Nairobi and is expected to
 
begin operations in April 1977. The total, normal daily

single shift capacity of these three units is about 1,400 head
 
of cattle and 1,420 head of smallstock. KMC Athi River can
 
work longer hours or even a second shift, which could bring

the total annual capacity to about 546,000 head of cattle per
 
year.
 

There are apparently no firm figures on numbers of
 
capacities of local slaughterhouses, which is not surprising

considering their small size and low investment. A conventional
 
figure is 200 units and a capacity of 500,000 head per year.
 

The KMC slaughterhouses are 'modernwith a high level of
 
sanitation. Based on its plans and an examination of the
 
construction site, Halal is also to be a modern, good quality

slaughterhouse. The existing small local plants represent a
 
very small investment and are of a very low sanitary standard.

Some are currently being inspected by the Department of
 
Veterinary Services. According to present plans, some 50 new
 
municipal slaughterhouses with reasonable sanitary facilities
 
are being planned, in part to replace the local slauqhterhouses­
over the next 10 years.
 

(B) 	Recommendations
 

We: recommend .that W.nonpew 	 nxderni s lauJ

W kaiblished until the existingno re;na*#
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(V) NarketIng 

(h) Zxport-Domestic Market Tradeoffs
 

Currently, export of chilled and frozen meat is

made at a small profit or loss because of low international
 
meat prices. In the short term,.this should change and prices

increase. Within a few years, however, domestic demand will
 
overtake supply and exports will only be possible at the
 
expense of domestic consumption. We recommend that they be
 
continued, but that maximum possible returns be sought.

Exports under these conditions, or any increase in exports,

results in real domestic price increases.
 

(B) Domestic Marketing
 

KMC Competitive Ability to Attract Livestock : KMC is at
 
a competitive disadvantage in attempting to attract livestock
 
because of its price rigidity and its need to accept any

animal. Further, its costs are much higher than those of the
 
private slaughterhouses. Taking 1975 throughput and late
 
1976 prices, and assuming all carcasses are sold on the
 
domestic market with no canning and no export, we calculate

that KMC's operating costs were Sh 2.42 per kg CDW, consisting

of a margin of Sh 1.50 per kg, a fifth quarter recovery of
 
Sh 0.86 per kg, and a loss of Sh 0.06 per kg. By contrast, we

calculate the local slaughterhouses costs as only Sh 0.48 per

kg CDW, and he enjoys a margin of Sh 1.00 per kg and a fifth
 
quarter racovery of Sh 0.70 per kg. 
Thus, KMC can be expected

to have great difficulty in competing.
 

Break Even Analysis for KMC : Using the same assumptions
 
as above, a break even analysis was carried out for KMC. With
 
a margin of Sh 1.50 per kg, KMC's theoretical break even point

is 137,000 head. As we vary the assumed margins, the break even
 
changes. At 100 percen f assumed capacity (275,000 head), 
a
 
margin of only Sh 0.75 per kg CDW would be required.
 

Policies to Optimize KMC's Operations : We discuss several
 
specific policy matters raised in the Terms of Reference.
 

Price Policy : We believe that the price schedule
 
described in Chapter III will lead to an average annual
 
throughput of 180,000 head and an average margin of Sh 1.20
 
per kg., which should allow KMC to at least break even.
 

Subsidies : We recommend an export rebate for chilled
 
and frozen meat similar to that recently granted for canned
 
corned beef. We believe consideration might also be given to a

specific subsidy to compensate KMC for inherent inefficiencies
 
in.'being a buyer of last resort. We have not developed a
a-ifLasystem for this subsidy,- which: may not bei£f are ." necessary.citer recomendations foilow~d. ... 



~auter~~aes.There copaisnp~*~s is: no 1001f 
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Yi* pOor. DVS inspections are carried out at t. PriVate 
plants visited, but under poor conditions and by lay inspectors. 
Based on 1975 statistics from Coast Province, the rate of 
codumations at INC is mugh higher than at private 
slaughterhouses inspected by DVS, which may suggest lover 
standards. We consider this situation a competitive problem
 
for INC and a public health problem for Kenya. It may be that
 
the now municipal slaughterhouses will ease both problems.
 

Grading : Grading is carried out on carcasses at KMC
 
by DVS graders. For carcass grading we recommend adding a
 
maximum age standard for FAQ and additional minimum weight
 
standards for certain grades. We would modify the present
 
maximum fat cover for FAQ and above to a modest penalty for
 
excess fat cover.
 

We recommend the establishment of a system of live grades
 
and training both KMC buyers and DVS graders in the art of
 
live grading. We believe that live grading at time of
 
purchase, followed by standard carcass grading, would
 
strengthen KMC's competitive position in times of shortage.
 

Custom Slaughtering : We do not recommend that KMC
 
enter into custom slaughtering as a way to increase throughput.
 
We believe that this would unduly interfere with KMC's main
 
business.
 

Drought Year Marketing Assistance to Pastoral People :
 
We believe that increased purchasing and transportation
 
operations by LMD are the best approach to providing this
 
needed assistance. We do not believe that mobile or field
 
abattoirs are needed or desirable.
 

(C) Export Marketing
 

Kenya's Competition : Kenya's chilled and frozen meat
 
exports are very widespread and Kenya faces competition from
 
virtually all of the major meat exporters. These are all
 
more experienced and have much higher volumes to sell. We
 
believe that Kenya does have a good chance to maintain and
 
improve markets in Africa and to carve out small but effective
 
markets in the Middle East.
 

Steps to Improve Kenya's Competitive Advantage : There is
 
little that can be done across the board to improve Kenya's
 
competitive advantage. Large scale price cutting j.s not
 
recommended, although if the recommended export rebate is
 
granted it should give KMC a bit more price flexibility. We
 
believe that KMC should explore markets other than the UK
 
for its canned corned beef, markets such as Nigeria.
 

Tarset Markets : We recommend that KMC attempt to focus
 
n small group of target markets and commit a. many
 
4esOurces as possible to the development of those markets.
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(VI) KHC Management Study 1
 
(A) Introduction
 

The Terms of Reference requested a spec al 
management study of the KC. The study was carried out by
Hawkins & Associates, sub-contractor to Chemonics on the. 
overall study.y ng 

­

(B) Aims and Role of KMC
 

KMC is a parastatal organisation which was 
created as an agent of Governent policy on the livestock and 
meat industry. Its current role is to operate modern.j
sanitary slaughterhouses to provide-~both high"qality h~e 
and frozen meat, and high quality canned corned beef, for.',., 
export, as well as quality meat for the domestic rniket. t It 
acts as a buyer of last resort for ala. cattle ,.and certain, 
smallatock. By paying ~at least the gazetted ,minim-,rodcer-­
prices itprovides a floor price to producers.4, By, i 9 
all of its meat and selling by grade# it is the inst ei I 
the 'maintenanceof quality_ controls,onthe. om .
 

it~is also intended to operate at a proi,4~
fcCs~function as an agent ,or thcGovernmetisi41,

,Stiits,long. term viability. Weroui4t-
Ura an a aosumercial* prfi ri~et" ~p2wte 

I tiurUre,should,,have ia-c qmroilI' 



astu"i If's trole is amofG vt, 
aordiaatei 

t~o 

'all llnigand pvicay -dA n.ftie 
11vesoo and meat industry, we reccumnd theoetab 1st of 
a Livestock and Meat industry Authority.
 

(D) Line Functions 

We make several specific recomendations designed 
to strengthen the management of KMC. 

Operations : We find that the Managing Commissioner has
 
too many separate units reporting directly to him. Theref-re,
 
we recommend the appointment of an experienced, highly

qualified individual to a new post of Operations Director.
 
He would supervise the Production Manager, Athi River,

Livestock Manager, Chief Engineer and Mombasa Manager, under
 
the direction of the Managing Commissioner. A major task­
would be to try to level out the throughput to increase the
 
level of efficiency.
 

Marketing and Sales : To strengthen these functions,

especially in the area of market strategy and planning, and to
 
ensure that all actions of KMC are built around marketing

requirements, we recommend the creation of the post of
 
Marketing Director and the appointment of an experienced

individual. This is in addition to the existing sales staff.
 
With this strengthening of marketing staff, positions should
 
be redefined to permit the Sales Manager to concentrate on
 
supervising the sales force and a Sales Administrator to
 
handle administrative details related to marketing.
 

Accounts and Finance : We find that the Accounts
 
Department is large and very important to KMC operations, but
 
there is considerable confusion as to who is performing what
 
functions. We recommend that it be organised into clearly

defined sections. Standardization is needed, and we recommend
 
that an accounting manual be drawn up and followed. Finally,

financial planning is weak. To implement these recommendations
 
and strengthen the financial planning and management of KMC,
 
wa recommend that the post of Financial Director be created
 
and an experienced individual appointed.
 

(E) Personnel and Staffing Levels
 

Although we were not able to study staffing

requirements unit by unit, we find that KMC is overstaffed with
 
permanent personnel. This means there is little flexibility
 
to vary the work force with the work load. In times of high

throughput, a large labor force is nacessary,but when it
 
falls off, much of the rtaff is not needed. We believe that
 
the KMC permanent staff of about 1,400 could be reduced by 
-as.
 
much as 400, and the shortfall made up, in times of high'

rotghputp by overtime and casual labor. Wo do not:
 

te I_d that 400 people be declbred reduntiant, biat t h 4 
t 4o be done through wastage, using atrict 
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CHAPTER II. 

DEMAND FOR MEAT 



DEXMD MARAM
 

This chapter covers our analysis of the. demand for meat. 
The first part, Section A, covers the domestic .demand,.urban 

....and rural, for beef and meat of sheep and goats, Section B 
covers net demand, with projections to 1990, for beef, sheep
and goat meat in a number of countries of interest to Kenya. 

A. Domestic Demand
 

1. Int::oduction
 

The likely growth in the demand for meat is the topic
 
of this chapter and consideration is given to both the
 
domestic and export markets. In Kenya the main questions are
 
how much households will be prepared to spend on beef and
 
other meats and how many people will there be eating this
 
meat. Thus we will have to examine changes in earnings, meat
 
prices, the numbers of people in urban and rural areas and
 
the bearing of all these changes on the domestic demand for
 
meat.
 

The spending behaviour of Kenyan households and the
 
plans to export beef need to be related to how much beef is
 
likely to available. The size of the imbalance between
 
projected spending plans and production plans may then show
 
the scale and direction of efforts needed to maintain
 
adequate supplies in the future, the topic of Chapter III.
 
This kind of forward planning,:s-especially necessary in
 
beef production where it takes many years for the country to
 
make up for shortages or eve. cut back on output that is
 
excessive and the cause of"'fihnaaial losses. Furthermore,
 
the cost of planning errors in animal production is usually

high due to the years of effort involved in the cycle of
 
production, and the fact that the first efforts to improve

the situation usually make it worse! Thus if a drought,

disease or low prices lead to a fall in cattle numbers and
 
output, the first step in raising cattle numbers and output

is to reduce the offtake of females and young males, thus
 
reducing output still further.
 

2. Demand is not Consumption
 

Thus far we have discussed intended spending on
 
meat, the demand for meat. No mention has been made of meat
 
consumption because we contend that in rural Kenya the level
 
of consumption of meat exceeds the level of economic demand.
 
This difference is due to the fact that some of the,.
 
consumption costs virtually nothing, is almost an accident

du* ,todisease, or malnutrition and is not transferable.
 

ven people in one place and those in Another. '-h"' 
i~i ~hat ies consumed -cannot, be arketed Ths 

to die but is.-ha8tl olugtr~ai
ta is consumed a .......... 



* hus*ol1sauyhters. a calf thiat could W4111" hi 
or-ieaed to :yie d more meat, or'-mbi moeyi ,t­
calf hs a cost and is the result of a spendi dl'6., 
ftus while a household's 'spending' or procuremntot.he
pzoduao of Its own land Is part of the demand for meat, 
accidental consumption is not part of the demnd form.nat. It 
Is hard to know how much consumption Is not part of-de md ind 
we have assumed that it is equivalent to consumption where the 
hide or skin of the animal consumed is not sold. Thus 
excluded from demand is most of the consumption of calves, kids
 
etc., and some of the older animals consumed in remote areas
 
where even the hide or skin does not reach a hides and skins
 
buyer. This orientation is in keeping with attention to
 
commercial demand and supply requested by our Terms of
 
Reference.
 

3. Development of a Model of Demand
 

There is very little data on the quantities of meat.
 
procured by households in Kenya. There are a few studies of
 
the patterns of household expenditure but no data on year by
 
year changes in spending in response to changing conditions.
 
We decided that the available data did not justify an attempt
 
to make new estimates of the response of spending on meat to
 
changes in income and the price of meat (income and price

elasticities of demand). Further, our review of earlier
 
analyses of demand showed that results were only available for
 
all meat and for beef. Expenditure on the meat of sheep,
 
goats and other animals was too-small to be reported

separately. Thus most attention will be given to the demand
 
for beef by households and the likely increase in the number
 
of households with the growth of popualtion.
 

Using the available contributions to demand analysis
 
we propose a model of demand for beef in Kenya. Our model or
 
demand function will show the changes in quantities procured
 
likely to follow real changes in household incomes, numbers
 
in the household and the price of beef. Estimates of incomes,
 
prices and the size of households in some of the years since
 
1963 are then fed into this model of demand. The resulting
 
estimates of the quantities of beef 'bought' or procured are
 
compared with estimates of the level of beef procurement or
 
supply in each of the years studied. Having checked our
 
model as far as the data would permit we then use it to
 
project the level of demand in 1990 under various assumptions.
 

4. The Pattern of Household Demand for Beef in Kenya
 

All studies of the spending patterns of Kenyan 
households have selected either urban or rural,households. 
Thus we propose separate models are needed for urban and " 
rural households and these will be constructed forth ma or 
meat*--.beef. Using separate models-ovrcomes the ,pto Iem 
ofthe great,differences between urban and 'ur l h,!#l
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Data o rbsan householdsi 
oAfrican husholds In Mairito 4n VOW 

Vee additional.data Collected- in habs a i~ h 
beef buying of non-African households Lslkely'to iffet. 

onsiderably from African households. Hindus for -le do 
not eat beef. What Le more the relative emount of beef 
purchased by the non-African part of the population has fallen 
considerably since 1963. Thus, three models are used for the 
urban households, one for African, one for Asian and one for 
Nuropean households. The Asian and European models are very 
simple as there is no Kenyan data and it is considered that 
their beef buying has probably changed very little over the 
years. It is assumed that Europeans would buy 40 kg of retail 
beef per head per year in view of 

" 	The pattern of meat consumption in
 
Western countries especially Great
 
Britain.
 

" 	The high proportion of income earners
 
in the European population.
 

" 	The generally high standards of living
 
of the European population and the
 
relatively low prices of beef.
 

The amount of beef bought by Asian households is taken
 
to be an average of 12 kg per person after allowing for half
 
the households not eating beef and the lower level of beef
 
consumption in other households relative to those in the
 
European population.
 

The model for expenditure by African households used by
 
Massell and Heyer (1969) and by the Central Bureau of
 
Statistics (Statistical Bulletin June 1972) was :
 

log E = a + b log Y + C log N + u 

where : E is the household's expenditure on, say, beef
 
Y is the spendable income or total expenditure
 

of the household in shillings of constant value
 
N is the number of adult equivalents in the
 

household - people under 16 years old counting
 
as half an adult equivalent.
 

a is a constant. 
b is the income elasticity of expenditure on the 

food - say, beef. 
C is the corresponding effect of household size 

on expenditure E. 
u is the difference between the estimated "and... 

actual levels of expenditure on beef,! the,:, 
'error' term. 

.. results of analysing housekoloeOxpenditur
 
this' model arit hown i ~efrt
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elsiiy, o4s f£oud'andt6b' Iirer a-1, r cent".
study of te ffects b'of"pi' i nAfifcalwas'thi~at; y- iHl 
(1976). His" 6 tack oof s'4a~er6*;or inn"Gana, 'over ;the'...
period 1953 to-1970- His final 'kesult21.iwer. -

Price, -Income
 
El~asticity Eiicitlcity
 

Cereals :maize,
 
sorghum, millet -1.69 0.92 54
(0.99) 0.'. 


Roots : cassava, yams -1.75 (0.)67),'. 0.91 '(O.52)

Rice 1.26 (0.4). -0.87(0.49):
 i 

o The most interesting,.result ,-is"'for-the;price elasticity 
of roots in being both large and -statistiPca11yjsignificnt,

Inference from these findings is difficult ,asia'fo.odd1 i'es,.
 
beef wtahierincome 'elasticity;od'ema-n 1wou d~tend'o1 
have a higher price elasticity,., on 2the'dtlie- han u eh"0l'd 
with higher incomes -as 'those!in. ituownjs-tWouldyp Clower price elasticities.-: Yeit emleemryrtri l 
quantity of beef purchasedby urb LeAfricano i~k1Ts 
change 'considerably with, a ...... ahdr 
the~elasticity is,ulikely "t.b sal i 

: for thd-beif buyirig-behaviour'O-f rbI[Thus-our-model
''householdsis&.
 

'Y 41:gL e; log "N 121 

esudiaE i1aLigeard

3tas ;1~ equ te
 

http:0.87(0.49


6. lticn of t odeof:Vrbn3fDid 

Ntimates of household incomes, h ihold, sis.s and 
the*prices paid for beef vore made and -used in he model', tot 

each of the years 1963, 1964, 1967, 1970, 1974 and 1975. Data 
for 1967 were used to estimate the constant term 'a' and the 
model then showed the quantities of beef likely to be 
purchased in the other years. 

The quantities of beef purchased or procured and the
 
prices are stated in terms of beef with bone as this is the
 
common way for buying beef. It is only in the shops licensed
 
to sell named cuts of beef that beef is normally sold
 
without bones. Elsewhere the butchers will usually refuse to
 
sell beef without its bones, selling all parts of the carcass
 
at about the same price. The retail price of low grade beef
 
on the bone is published in the Central Statistics Office
 
series of average retail prices and its maximum retail price
 
as specified in the Kenya Gazette.
 

a. Beef buying in Nairobi
 

Estimates of the quantity of beef purchased in
 
Nairobi can be obtained from studies of household
 
consumption and from estimates of supplies entering the city.
 
However, the latest published figures showing spending on
 
beef by Nairobi households are from the 1963 survey. The
 
middle income African households surveyed in July 1963 spent
 
Sh 38.50 a month on meat, beef expenditure being about
 
70 percent of this figure. Thus in 1963 households were
 
spending Sh 26.95 a month on beef and as the price was
 
Sh 3.44/kg of beef with bone, average purchases per household
 
were 7.83 kg a month or 94 kg a year.
 

Aldington and Wilson (1968) estimated the quantities of
 
beef supplied to Nairobi. We used their figure for 1967 and
 
deducted from it our estimates of the quantities purchased
 
by Asians and Europeans to derive the quantity purchased by
 
African households. Our estimate, in Table 11-2, that
 
African households purchased 88.6 kg per household refers to
 
all African households while the figure of 94 kg for 1963 is
 
only for middle income African households whose purchases of
 
beef would probably be higher than the average fiqure.
 



Vopulation Nuotr-ofLeio ITtlfO ,estimate househol . Prociiii MNaikbk. 

African 327,000 + 8". 2.6/huk*bl/ed83,846 22.7,-:kq/hq~d.. '7,,#425 

' )
Asian 75,ooo 15 kg/head C 1,125 

Europeaz 21,000 50 kg/head a) 1,050 

9 160 0 (b)Total 423,000 22.7 kg/head 

Notes • 

(a) Derived from retail weights of 12 and 40 kg assuming a
 
carcass yield or retail cuts of 80 percent.
 

(b) Aldington & Wilson (1968) p.62 and 64. 

b. Other Urban Beef Buying
 

The level of beef buying in towns other than
 
Nairobi is probably lower than in Nairobi. This is not only
 
to be expected but may be seen in the analysis of data from
 
Kisumu and Mombasa collected by the 1968/69 Survey (Kenya
 
Statistical Digest 10 No. 2 p.7). Thus it has been assumed
 
that households in Nairobi buy 10 percent more beef than the
 
National average leaving urban African households outside
 
Nairobi buying about 10 percent less than the National
 
average.
 

c. Estimates of Household Size
 

The next step is to develop data on other parts
 
of the model, specifically on household size, household incomes
 
and beef prices. Household size was recorded in the 1969
 
census. The average size of households in towns with 2,000 or
 
more people was 4.2 persons, and in Nairobi 4.3 persons.
 
Estimates for other years were constructed by comparing
 
estimates of the population and numbers employed in Nairobi
 
(Table 11-3). The notable fall in people per employee since
 
1970 probably understates the change since then due to the
 
steep rise in the number of people earning a livelihood in
 
ways other than formal employment as shown in data for the
 
Informal sector (Economic Survey 1976 p.39). There has also
 
been a slight fall in the proportion of children in the city
 
and this may be seen in a slower growth in primary school-,
 

enrolment than in the city's population. We assume that the
 
..average consumption of urban households throughout-Kenya:.has
 
.,boen similar to that in Nairobi as shown by the 1969.cenisus; 



Uml OPULAIOII 3WTK: AND OSW85
31MY3T] 51FOR NAIROBI AND ALL :TOS ,9,63*7 

NA I R BI I O III . IIAM= 

Lftlen amt~ pVOe adulth 
000 000 (1) # (2) head head had equiv. head equiv. 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) "(9) 

1962 267
 
1963 293 3.2 2.7
 
1964 321 149.9 2.14 2.1 1.0 3.1 2.6 3.2 2.7
 
1965 352 150.3 2.34 
1966 3%6 152.3 2.53 
1967 423 163.7 2.58 2.4 1.5 3.9 3.15 4.0 3.2 
1968 464 T9" T 
1969 509 163.6 3.11 2.8 1.5 4.3 3.55 4.2 3.45 
1970 546 164.0 3.33 2.9 1.4 4.3 3.60 4.2 3.5 
1971 585 178.1 3.28 
1972 627 192.3 3.26
 
1973 673 204.4 3.29
 
1974 721 227.0 3.18 2.8 1.3 4.1 3.45 4.1 3.45 
1975 773 .2.8 1.3 4.1 3.45 4.1 3.45 

Notes 
Col. (1) Population - Annex Table 11-1.2
 
Col. (2) Employment - Annual Enumeration of Employees,
 

reported in the Statistical Abstract.
 
Col. (4) to (81 Household composition for 1969 from the Census
 

in that year. Figures for other years were estimated.
 

d. Levels of Household Spending, Urban and 'Rural
 

Estimation of changes in levels of spendable
 
income in African urban households poses many probalems. None
 
of the accessible statistical series measures changes in urban
 
incomes or urban expenditure. The main methods of estimat--n
 
that were considered were :
 

" 	To divide the 'Private Consumption'
 
figures given in the National accounts
 
between urban and rural populations.
 

" 	To use data on wages paid to urban workers,
 
especially those in Nairobi, and deduct an
 
estimate of income taxes paid.
 

It was considered that use of data ,on wages paXd iu1A'. 
$g"t i.thise large changes that have occurred inthe s.r~e Q 

&~ 1 an*,. Wagpes 	 do, not,'­,u~m incomes.. for, examp~ie, 
fIrom. self, employment,-bett throuh.p1;~~~jj 



a1 kIq ese sosoatbearnings frothe activritli o
wvewed b the e.ries on employees earnings.. Moveor, the 
National t approach required estimates of both 
resources available for consumption in rural areas and also 
urban consumption by non-Africans. Yet having made these 
est' mtesas detailed in Annex 11-2, it was found that the, 
results yero in confqrmity with expert opinion. Furthermore 
these estimates referred to the same groups of people am were 
covered by household budget studies and elasticity estimates, 
namely African urban and rural households. Our approach also 
takes cognizance of survey findings that a part of rural 
household income is derived from non-agricultural pursuits. 
It was not, however, possible to produce independent figures 
for 1963 so 1964 data was adjusted back to 1963 by the change
 
in earnings from employment.
 

e. Conversion to Shillings of Constant Value
 

Deflation of prices and incomes to shillings of
 
constant value or purchasing power is the last step in
 
preparing data for use in the demand model. The middle income
 
index of consumer prices, Nairobi, was examined for this
 
purpose. The series was extended back to 1964 using figures
 
from the Central Bureau of Statistics publication 'New Lower
 
and Middle Income Cost of Living Indices, 1971'. This series
 
was then compared with the series of deflators implicit in the
 
National Accounts data for 'Private Consumption' at constant
 
1964 prices. It was found that differences between these two
 
series were less than one unit except in 1964 and 1974. The
 
prices of beef and incomes were then adjusted to shillings of
 
constant value using the middle income index of consumer prices
 
- Nairobi, with August 1971 = 100 (Table 11-4).
 

TABLE 11-4 

MEASURES OF INFLATION AND BEEF PRICES IN CURRENT
 
AND CONSTANT VALUE SHILLINGS (Notes next page) 

Middle incme Bf Beef-Constant Sh 
index 
of 

Implicit 
Deflator 

- C 
Low 

pices 
Sirloin 

1971 = 100 
Low Sirloin 

Consumer 
Prices 

for 
'Private 

grade 
on bone 

high grade 
boneless 

grade high grade 
on bone boneless 

Year Aug 1971=100 Consumption' ShAg Sb/kg Sh/kg Sb/kg 
1963 83.0 3.34 6.75 4.02 8.13 
1964 83.8 88.3 3.51 7.28 4.19 8.69 
1965 85.0 3.75 8.49 4.41 9.99 
1966 88.5 3.97 8.49 4.49 9.59 
1967 91.0 91.8 4.56 9.87 5.01 10.85 
1968 91.6 4.56 9.87 4.98 10.78 
1969 92.6 5.27 10.82 5.69 11.68 
1970 94.8 94.8 5.34 11.76 5.63 12.41 
1971 1W-' 100.0 5.87 U.00 5.80 10.91 
1972 105.0 105.4 5.84 11.00 5.56 10.48 
1973 "118.4 119.4 6.40 12.28 5.40 10.37 
I374 134.7 

159.6 
137.0 6.40 

7.23 
12.60 
12.93 

4.75 
4.53 

9.35 
8W1 

171 7.40 13.88 4.32 8. 



middle lnacoe Index of Consumer Prices
 
ource s 8t&tistical Abstract and Central Buroau"Of
 

Statistics.
 
note i Figures are for December in the year states.
 

Implicit Deflator
 
Source i Statistical Abstract : National Accounts, 'Private
 

Consumption' (1964 - 100) as a percentage of the
 
same figures at current prices.
 

beef Prices - Current : Statistical Abstract s Average retail
 
prices and Gazottud prices for later years.
 

Beef at constant prices : Current prices divided by middle
 
income index of consumer prices.
 

7. Estimating Urban Beef Purchases from the Model
 

Having developed estimates of the siza of urban
 
households, and the levels of spendable incomes and prices in
 
shillings of constant value, we insert them into the model :
 

log Q = a + 0.4 log Y + 0.282 log N - 1.2 log P
 

The figures used and the resulting estimates :f "Q",
 
the quantity of beef likely to be purchased by African urban
 
households, are given in Table 11-5. Estimates of purchases
 
derived from the model seem to be in fair conformity with
 
the other figures we have found on urban beef purchasing. The
 
major discrepancy is that che model shows beef buying falling
 
between 1964 and 1967 when most of the other evidence indicates
 
a rise in beef purchases. However, from 1963 to 1967 food
 
prices rose almost twice as fast as other prices and thus the
 
deflated price of beef used might have been too low relative
 
to the prices of foods in 1967.
 

Alternative figures for deflated beef prices were
 
developed for 1963 and 1964 using the price of food in these
 
years relative to 1967 food prices. The resulting figures,
 
set (b) in Table 11-5, results in the figures for beef
 
purchanes for households in 1963 and 1964 being slightly below
 
those for 1967.
 

The estimates of beef purchases by African households of
 
98 kg for 1974 and 107 kg for 1975 seem in keeping with
 
indications from other sources. Dividing these figures by the
 
number of persons per household of 4.1 in 1974 and 1975
 
(Table 11-3) gives an estimated purchase of beef per person
 
of 26 kg for African urban households in 1975.
 

Wo then decided to use this same model for making
 
projections of beef purchases by urban African households in
 
the absence of a better one.
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oa. furter chane in inome on beef procr mt
 

of changei A.-'Tereare no estimates of the effects 	 beefp ie 6.06 rural beef procurement, However, pricehangesa 
lkel~l to have a larger effect than in towns due to the lower 
in1cmes in the country and we have assumed an elasticity of 
-1.3. But at what price do rural households 'buy' their beeft 
In his 1972 article Massell uses a subsistence ratio to allow 
for the price of food to some families being the price at 
which they sell while for others it is the price at which theyM food. We assumed that the cost of beef procured by the 

buys
ousehold is somewhat related to the price at which KMC 

standard or third grade beef.
 

Thus we propose a model of demand for beef by rural
 
households with an income elasticity of 1, a price elasticity
 
of -1.3 and have omitted the effect of household size as it is
 
assumed to be fairly constant.
 

The 	model for a rural household may then be written :
 

log 	Q - a + 1.0 log Yo - 1.3 log P' 

where Q' is the quantity of beef procured by the
 
rural household
 

Y' 	is the spendable income of the household
 
in shillings of constant value
 

P 	 is the price paid for beef also in shillings
 
of constant value
 

Only one survey report was found to show the actual
 
quantities of food consumed. Bohdal, Gibbs and Simmons
 
collected data for only two weeks in various areas, mainly
 
Central Province and Nyanza, over the period 1964-1968, as
 
part of a health and nutrition survey. Data from the
 
Integrated Rural Survey I is too aggregated to show
 
expenditure on beef or even meat but the data seems to be
 
consistent with procurement of beef in the range 5 to 8 kg
 
per 	person per year.
 

We have derived estimates of the quantities of beef
 
procured per year using data from our estimates of beef
 
supplies. Our estimate is that overall rural households had
 
about 8.1 kg per person in 1970 and 7.6 kg per person in 1975,
 
and further details on these figures are to be found in
 
Annex Tables 11-3.1 and 3.2.
 

Inspection of data relevant to the model of rural beef' 
procurement in Table 11-6, shows that there was very' 1ittl*, 
variation in any of the data over the three years l9.67 , 2970 
od 1975. Further, the estimates are not accurat oo g
 

ouch sLgnificance -to the small,,dhang6"den
. 
Vhus it wgs,decided to rely..on data-. frl 

bums, SW ~bhl*M 
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of 	using'shillings at,1975 values was,hovrahew8a 
a 

differ from data in other tables vhere shillings of .coatant 
the."cost of introducing a s t of figures that a ea:rto:, 

value referred to their value in 1971, as for example;itbles. 
11-S and 11-6. 

TABLE 11-7 

ASSUMED INCOMES AND PRICES (IN 1975 SHILLINGS)
 
AND BEEF DEMAND PER ?ERSON FOR 1990
 

Kg per person
 

BEEF PRICE ASSUMPTIONS IN SHILLINGS OF CONSTANT VALUE 

Assumption Assumption Assumption
 
1 2 	 3 

Income No change Price rise Price rise
 
Assumptions in prices 20% plus 20% over 4
 

yrs then 1%
 
a year
 

Rural 	 Sh 4.85/kg Sh 5.95/kg Sh 6.64/kg
 

A. No change
 
Sh 700 per
 
year 7.4 kg 5.7 kg 4.9 kg
 

B. Increase at
 
1.15% a year
 
to Sh 840 a
 
year 8.9 kg 6.8 kg 5.9 kg
 

Urban 	 Sh 7.40/kg Sh 8.85/kg Sh 9.75/kg
 

A. No change
 
Sh 4,120 per
 
year 25.9 kg 20.7 kg 18.5 kg
 

B. Increase at
 
2% a year
 
to Sh 5,540
 
a year 29.0 kg 23.4 kg 21.0 kg
 

The following three sets of price assumptions were used :
 

o 	Assumption 1 : Prices unchanged from
 
1975.
 

a 	Assumption 2 : Prices rise ,by 20% to, 
1990. 

Assumptio~n 3 a xcs aire 
their 10.19 lov4#1S 
At 	one O 



iu~s a th deandfor, beef eVven th;h41a in~
Pojdated to rise 20 percsnt between -1 6 an199, nUa
 
Icemo s to rise 34 percent by 1990.
 

The overall rate of growth ,oftenya's pcpulation was
 
assumed to be 3.5 percent as agreed at the First Panel. The
 
.resulting population projectionsgiven in detail in Annex II-1,
 
were multiplied by figures of demand per person in Table II-7
 
to give the projection of total demand for beef in Table 11-8.
 

TABLE 11-8
 

PROJECTED DEMAND FOR BEEF IN 1990
 
WITH A POPULATION GROWTH OF 3.5 PERCENT
 

Price Assumptions
 

Income 1 2 PricA rise
 
Assiunptions No Price rise 20% plus
 

Change 20% approx. 1% p.a.from 1980
 

Procurement 	 000 m.t.
 
A.
 
No change 	 Rural 136 104 90
 

Urban(a) 112 90 80
 
Total 248 .194 	 170
 

B.
 
Increasing Rural 163 125 108
 
incomes Urban (a) 125 101 91
 

Total 288 226 	 199.
 

(a) Projected requirements of African households plus 1,000 mt
 
for non-African households and 1,000 mt for Tourists.
 

Population growth, and its especially rapid increase in
 
urban areas, leads to a projected demand of 248,000 tons of
 
beef by 1990, nearly double the 1975 figure of 131,000 tons.
 
The assumed increases in incomes adds a further 40,000 tons to
 
give a projected demand of 288,000 tons (B.1) - a percentage

rise of 120 percent over 1975. Then if prices were to rise by

20 percent from their 1975 level in shillings of constant
 
value, the projected demand would be reduced to 226,000 tons
 
(B.2), 70 percent higher than in 1975. If there were to be an
 
additional price rise of one percent a year from 1980 to 1990
 
making 31 percent in all, a demand of 199,000 tons is
 
projected (B.3), still 52 percent higher than in 1975.
 

We examined the effects on the projection of'a different
 
.ate of population growth. Instead of the middle'of.the rg 

~teO growh of 3. 5 percent used in.Table X~ 
#'wof38percent a year -being-at ,'the.. h.4 4iQ,~~ W~ely rates of'populatio owh Th 



poplation, 9tvhraises the pro a 

TAB 11-9 

PROJECTED DEMAND FOR BEEF IN 1990 
WITH A POPULATION GROWTH OF 3.8 PERCENT 

Price Assumptions

2 3 

Income Price rise
 
Assumptions No Price rise 20% plus
 

Change 20% approx. 1% p.a. from 1980
 

Procurement 000 m.t.
 

A.
 
No change Rural 143 110 95
 

Urban 110 88 78
 
Total 253. 198 .73.
 

B.
 
Increasing Rural 172 131 114
 
incomes Urban 123 99 89
 

Total 29.5. 230 .203....
 

10. Sheep and Goat Meat
 

Closely associated with the market for beef is that
 
for sheep and goat meat. Not only do these animals compete

with cattle for the same forage but they are usually considered
 
to be in competition with beef in meat markets. Thus if only

beef prices rise, more sheep and goat meat will be sold.
 

At present the amount of sheep and goat meat and offals
 
bought in towns is much smaller than the amount of beef
 
purchased. Due to its minor importance, relative to beef,
 
expenditure on these meats has not been stated separately in
 
household expenditure surveys. However, sheep and goat *
 
provide considerable quantities of meat and offals, notably

in the rural areas as shown by Table II-10.
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ja m e -,fi of,.:ld ean 

trend inbeef'scttle . 

Production decisions tend''tob deonthe ai&,f.o' 
current prices,L other thing big-equal -andteiulri 
area-wide opr world-wide cattle inventory.,growth 'and,,' 
liquidation cycles. It take's se erAl' yeam:"for pro uction 
decisions to result in an increased supyo ma uren7 
s1aughter-ready animals., A down-turn .,in livestock niumbers' 
can, of course, be accomplished more quickly. 

An analytical review of cattle cycles in~major, ,production
aesof the world 1.brings out the foloig inforain ad 

yj... 
possibilities: 

e From 1960 through 1974, cattle numbers-, 
(in North America, Western , 

Latin America and Oceania) _increased: 
by about one-third, along:with aniever 
greater increase 'in tonnage, of,beef; r,: 

and veal produced., The increase',was.-,,,, 
spurred along by good prices aa ~'~L 
result of exceptionally.srn demand 
through most of that time. ' 

;, 

. 

0 For the first time siiice the 190nT' 

er ~ wth .each, "th ' l,
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cyclical production -,-pak'"eie'fr A 
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2 MajorlAreas of Inter est td Kenya:
IU O~ver th pat seea years,- Kenya, throughthKea 

&.en~Meat Commission,'hr: s howeaverhas yexpbrtedmeat,especially4b lrge- ore s loi ak :i~beef to'la 
large number of* countries. The amounts -have varied ,widely, -as v 
well,, but the widespread nature~of the, marketing' indicates"' . 

e m vY, n t ~ 1 ,: tot:-veothat a large number of countries arebf potential L,±nterdit
Kenya., Wehave therefore provided data andprojections oa 

er of countries. T inherent-h .stimae b th.aktn;iar 	 td!t o, epprojections of meat demand trade in iiidividualV'J,supply, and :,'l 
countries for a product as 'volatile 'as ea' reEvvou' nt. 

~F~ 	 allowing for large errors, .we believe rthat the p 6j~etions j
given here show a very large, otetialmarketi pt'o 9 
strong competition from other countries. 

'Vill a. Past-Exot Patternscusin 	 < 

ftrexotBefore moving toa discuso of potential,' 
futreexprtmarkets, it maybe of interedst toprovide6 4a4 ,& 

discuss data on past exports by country. Tab16ed II-12A,'gives 
data on KMC' exports'of beef,'and vealf 2' ig ,1 

/­

~~ with estimates by the Markeig Manager fo KMC oiddf6 
1976.* We provide a few comments fallowiingf Tableil'II12'A. zThe_­

_~ubequent 'tabe 2B,'hjigG 4r,"LI 

L'single 	:yearIdata on, exports, of; a, number4' of other-'. atexpYt 

K-'iijra,:East African Community,'.for th aprpitjer 
~b~s I ,,~H, and; I' give data on the ve"yza~ 6L~o 

on And lamb," TM''eat ' in -lA974.ad-1975., inlyecaus
aIN -e 47hich-,, deive arge 

hgem,,,epr_,,in 	 4s,-b-t~j 
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731t5 
5.1 29 625 

A5 9uti2 

G ~eW~ l,,!2737 -­ 6l-91 

HnigaIn 593.6, 105.'6 10"r;'3 ~10I 

Ivory-Coast
Kwi? - 3 - 1.5 5 1r 100 I 

Lebanon , , > 84.2, 

Liy> ,297;l, 11024.0' 1'2037', 1,359 
Idauriius 8.1, 10.0 
Nigeria 4.4, 6.1 85~49~ 
Qatar,-- -4~44 0 

Rwanda 2.8 
Saudi Arabia 

,2.5 

93.*4*3 Ki& 
Seychelles 5.6, 25.2-1 15 J~:6'<;v'g 
South Yemen 13.9,. , 42-1,820:-0: 

Switzerland 4.2 54.4 82 ~ 9~~) 79' 

Tunisia - -:,'l18! ~' 1501 
4'' United Kingdom 6.3 -­ '' 

Zaire' 530.2 1271.7"-' 829 6 
36008 220iZambia 

Other: African, 64.8,- 186. na na ~ a 
Other:-Foreign ~. 53,7 96 -,na na- na 
Aircraf t/Ship,.~~s ~ ' 

'Stores ''8. 

Total* 3,541 -7 3 5 . : " 84,. 7 

14' 

o irq, YZd~4u,_ 

C ~. 4 3,erk 



)t Al3 revenues (arounditsh 30 ma pryar.3
at, inW ts on certain entries in Table Z22ouai ';
41.aosions with RW mrketing personnel. They eeicue
becamee they &Wd flavor to the statistics and t.hro cone 9bh

Oftcurrent status of WC export. marketing, which is discussed 
Insuch more detail in subsequent sections of the report. 

C ants on Table II-12A
 

" KMCIS Marketing Manager states that KMC
 
can now sell frozen beef to Austria and
 
Switzerland. Shipment to Switzerland
 
has stopped, but may be resumed.
 

" Shipments to Greece have diminished, but
 
discussions in late December 1976 may
 
revive them.
 

* 	 Ivory Coast was a new market (in 1976).
 

* 	Liberia -- new market in 1976 -- Ministry
 
of Agriculture wanted to see a sample.
 

* 	Shipments to Libya stopped in April 1976,
 
because :
 

o Libya found a cheaper source,
according to KMC.
 

o Payment took 3 to 4 months 
--	"through a New York bank and
 
around and about". 

o Libya claimed lack of confidence
 
in the genuineness of KMC Moslem
 
slaughter ritual certification.
 

" 	KMC states that, "Any time we want to
 
take the kind of price they are willing

to pay, we can go back with Libya."
 

" 	Regarding Nigeria's 50 percent duty on
 
meat, the Marketing Manager states
 
that the Nigerian State Trading Company,
 
which imports meat, is subsidised to
 
cover that. KMC is now sending 7 tons
 
a month by air to Nigeria.
 

" 	To Qatar, a 39-ton plane is used. It 
is a problem getting the big plane but 
KMC is now ".. very very out for Qatar 
and hopes to sell 40.tons per week of 
FAQ and Choice sides." 

" 	Shipment. to Zaire stopped in March 1976
 
and will resume when Zaire has money.
 

" 	South Yemen has made up fqr the loss of
 
Libya.
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~ TABLE\-II12C 

1'973 EXk ORTS OF,, OTHER ORPAED 
#RESERVED, 0ET"38O)­

- -QIIitals.sDetination 

Total541108 
(Alrost all to U-K., . .- '. 

TABLEII1D. 
J


1973 EXPORTS OF HEATXTRACTS -.C.ESSENCES (013',' 

Destination _t.a I 

ItalY 37 43 97O 

~Swtzeirland 
urdte. Kingdbzh'__________ 

~ 1-' 12 0 746tal. 



i 
II 

~ 52 

TotaW ...~I~i kt~1~K>A1rcaf 4 Ships Storees~ -3. 92~ ,'4, '. ,3 7,09 . 

r' 
Tota 

:re , -n '7 I : 1 
9~i0j3~6,7~ ' . 

1973(Iil ... .... 
..Detlfoiaii 

RTS OF 

TABLE 

MEAT OF 

II-12F 

SWINE (PORK),......... .1 3,00' 

1h 

4 d 

itBtiundi 
Congo-Zaire i 25---.. .... . 

dfiana3A 

igeia 163 ~O 

~ vna8 'v~8 

Iraraft &-Sips'Stor29.1 
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LIVE CATTLE * (001 l0) 7 N 

Destination____ Quantity 

Congo-Za re 	 29'99& 
10' 0Somalia 

508
South Yemen, 	 5 


.5.42',~~& _
Total 

ma
*Exports of other live animals, muh, 
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Lamb- TABL 101 9 j8 

b iboutiLamb 

Zairce 
Djiout 

LibyaLamb 

LambC 
Lab15r6938 

*1'47 

6 

TABLE': 

;3 

6I12 

Burund 

Ajbutai 

~~4~>Zaire 

Lamb 

Lamb 

Mutton 

2 ~ 

3114 

1941' 

OQj 

2.. 

,Ab.'Sou rhb Lam 31 K 28C.O 
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vried'bovine and equine 
hides and skins (211 101) 812,489 35,064 37745 

wet salted bovine and 
equine hides and skins 
(211 103) 57,403 9,191 4,263 

Wet blue chrome bovine 
and equine hides and 
skins (211 104) 84,820 5,638 6,972 

Wet salted calf and kip 
skins (211 202) 2,072 23 30 

Dried goat and kid skins 
(211 401) 969,555 5,357 1,4,149 

Pickled goat and kid 
skins (211 402) 6,000 41 94 

Wet blue chrome goat and 
kid skins (211 403) 1,404,669 11,538 18,862 

Sheep and lamb skins 
with wool on (211 600) 85,689 1,617 744 

Sheep and lamb skins 
without wool - dried 
(211 701) 481,900 3,475 6,057 

Sheep and lamb skins 
without wool - pickled 
(211 702) 72,837 318 548 

Sheep and lamb skins 
without wool - wet blue 
chrome (211 703) 705,507 3,702 6,658 

Total value 96,122 

Source s Annual Trade Reports 1973, E.A. Customs &
 
Excise Department.
 



mb 
or, ano comoents on, various ,forecasts and-poet'ons, of 

"a sections to follow; dontain rsftS 

possible future mat production and consumption, for certain, 
mostly meat-deficit areas and countries of interest to Kenya. 

The data, projections and forecasts given in these
 
sections are based mainly on information provided by the FAO
 
in a variety of reports and publications studied. Other
 
sources were also used, as noted. Yt should be stated that
 
the methodologies and assumptions behind the material used
 
were not uniform and varying forecasts for the same items are
 
available to anyone who reviews a variety of sources.
 

Actual developments, such as changes in agricultural
 
policy, unforeseen economic developments, and even weather,
 
will inevitably differ from those assumed. Hopefully, the
 
projections indicate directions and orders of magnitude that
 
can be helpful in picking target markets where developments
 
can be closely watched, and specific market opportunities
 
explored. The projections also make clear that there should
 
be an adequate and growing market for Kenya if it can be
 
exploited.
 

(1) Africa as a Whole (Except Southern Africa)
 

Before dealing with the projections for
 
individual African countries, it may be of interest to examine
 
the projections of the FAO Intergovernmental Group on Meat for
 
Africa as a whole. The FAO Group projected (in 1974) that
 
Africa as a whole, except Southern Africa, would be a net
 
exporter of beef and veal in 1980, and a net importer of lamb
 
and mutton. Eastern Africa would be a net exporter of both
 
categories. The data, including our extrapolations to 1990,
 
are given in Tables II-13A and E.
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NetTrNOL&'i fr4 5-
Cnsumpton, 27 ~ ~ 40 ~ 5 

Eastern r 

EaPtern'Afica 35551
* 

Net Tiide - 15 17 ~ 

Consumption28 

Near East in Africa 1218
 
Production .27. 13 19 


} i 'i i 'Net Trade 13 31i I,7, 4 
Consumption ,22&/ -145

ri 
334 

Total
 
Production 794 1,14T ,~ 1,5 
Net Trade - 7 ~ 29(, ~ i 
Consumption -787 1,'17,6 ~ 1-7 

* FAO. -Review of-PAO Heat Poduction'and DemandlPrjcn 
to 19180. Committee on Commodity Problems,",,Ntergb0'4~ia 

' Group on Meat. CCP:ME 74/3. July 19'74.' A 
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Ca1u~~n.SI1 1 f ii nt0reepiat revi 

~~~ TABU~4 4~-

EAST'~APUICA :D'EEF AND' UTI0NCNSUMPTI010L',ON 
AND RESIDUAL' NETTRADEPRWECT IONS' FOA198 -1I9 85* 

~,EXTENDED1 BY'THE SANEU MTE'OF 'CIANGE T01990 ­

Country-'and-Item 190~ 1985k 1,, 90 

Ethiopia(' 't.armnn~.uwau{ 
Production 254 296 34,-- ,, 
NetlTrade 23 23 
Consumption 277 319 .367~ 

Production 187 229 280
 
Net Trade - 9 10j , 
 4. ,
Consumption 178 239 ~ 320, K 

Malagasy Rep. 
Production 172 211 5~ 
Net Trade -86 -127,17 

, 

Consumption 86 84 .82 

Somalia 
Production 3639. -33 

Net Trade - 17 -18 ; *1~22 
Consumption 16 18 >20,"2' 

Sudan 21 9 

Net Trade -2 -21,-35 
uc,,j onsumption.15 114 ]6 
Tanzania t 

Production 157' 17K 20
 
VNtTrade31,2


..Consumption, 1-14 -4 

n,, 

http:onsumption.15


-is, 

II 

odu n 1du7 

Not+ i' 4re0 5­

consumption 4;l9 

(3Productionw,1
Net'*Trad a, 

A317 14 

'Consumption'I~ STan"ai 
9 2109.. 

Prbduction-0 1:39 
Consumption 95 o9 -42' 5 

Production 332 : 24 2~ 4,70 

IINet Trade 29, 6 9, 
'Consumption 

-

,305* 5" ~2 

*Derived from unpubl11shed! 'IBRD ,pr Jections d" -pb11'e
VAOestimates.: (Excludes. Uanda .)V 

PsUing, maiterial fromx Lai ou0 
es cially -FA0 B. IntergovernmeintalyGrou 3n 

~ia analysi's on several,, Andiv.dL U4 ~ 
t i.iinextensive at E. 
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laiu 	 pe
Uticaceubnei.While, the coutry Aen 
may ulto tapering off of the rate of increase Oa ,mp 
the oil-fed boom continuos. 

The Intergovernmental Group on Meat 1. projecti that 
Nigeria's total demand for beef and veal, mutton and lamb, pig 

mat and poultry will each about double by 1980 over 1968/69. 
The report does not give production estimates, but doesi say,
 

".. at the present rate of growth in food supplies. Nigeria
 

will not be able to meet its domestic requirements. Major
 

production improvements or !worts 	will be necessary to
 

improve or even to maintain the present level of meat
 

consumption." The report comments 	on the lack of reliable
 

in making supply projections.
data for use 


Chemonics has attempted to make projections of production,
 

consumption and import requirements for Nigeria to 1990, 
based
 

on the data provided by the Intergovernmental Group on Meat
 

Figure II-2 A has been prepared to show the
and other sources. 

possibilities.
 

This figure contains two arbitrary supply (production)
 

projections for Nigeria to 1990, one assuming a 50 percent
 

increase in production, from 173,000 tC-is in the 1968/69 
base
 

period to 260,000 tons in 1990, and one assuming a 100 percent
 

We would expect even the former
increase -- to 346,000 tons. 


to be optimistic from Nigeria's point of view.
 

The demand projection for 1980 is 420,000 tons.
 

Extending the 206,500 tons (196*V69) through 1980's projected
 

420,000 tons, and on to 1990 would 	give about 600,000 tons
 
"projected" demand. Reducing this 	latter figure by 10 percent,
 

and also by 20 percent (see figure) results in a possible 1990
 

demand for beef and veal in Nigeria of from 480,000 to
 

540,000 tons.
 

The figures just mentioned should be referred to as
 
However, when
possibilities perhaps, rather than 	projections. 


the highest production "possibility" is subtracted from the
 

lowest "demand" possibility (480,000 tons, minus 346,000 tons)
 

one can easily foresee beef and veal import possibilities of
 

134,000 tons, or 4 times the 1968/69 amount (of 33,000 tons)
 
by the year 1990.
 

1. 	 FAO Summary of Selected National Meat Production. an 
the IAO .Meat -?Vroduzti .ad' a--Demand -Studies and Comments on., 

on ConL ". -Demand Proiections to 1980. Committee 

""blems, Intergovernmental Group on Neat.
 

975.;4,*t 
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ti'1970 1980 1990 

The beef and veal per capita .demad,'roi
Nigeria by the Intergovernmental Group on -Meif~aso T
4.8 kg/year for 1980.. It is likely thaitlie- people would'T~ 
demand that the government allow more,.,bef'
considering the country .. ta tV'
 

-It-is quite possible that'jth'e ,othrassumption about 19
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Co 336
 

200 
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210 thousand tons by 1990 assuming data from the Inter­
governmental Group on Meat and assuming the alternative
 
production and consumption percentage increases used in the
 
beef and veal example.
 

Nigeria is also quite likely to require significant

imports of pig meat and poultry. Again, using the basic
 
projections of the Intergovernmental Group on Meat, we can say

that should Nigerial production increase by 50 percent between
 
1968/69 and 1990, by 1990 the Country would need to import

28,300 tons of pig meat. In the case of poultry, should
 
projected increases in consumption take place to 1990, and
 
should 1968/69 production increase by 50 percent during the
 
period, required imports would be about 112,000 tons.
 

Summing up the Nigerian market situation, the Contry is
 
quite likely to be a major importer of beef and veal, mutton,

lasAhpd goat meat over the years. Itmay also be a 
significant importer of pig meat and poultry, but,thi COtAfntL 

~ thReitht,,*,fter able to expand.production of these Lt 

&alimlis, so the projections nuMt be t#0&
 



(b) sire 

Zaire has boon a significat-marlet,
for Kenya in the past, with over 800 tons shipped inT1975. teI 
Country currently has serious payment difficulties, mostly,
because of the current fall in the price of copper. It should 
be a good potential market for the future. Unfortunately, none 
of the material gathered for this study provides a basis for 
specific projections. 

(c) Uganda
 

Uganda is also experiencing severe
 
payment problems, but, according to data from the Inter­
governmental Group on Meat, projected to 1990 for this study,

should offer a large market for the future.
 

Meat (mostly beef) production and demand projections are
 
shown below for Uganda, along with estimates of 1970 production,
 
net trade and total consumption.
 

TABLE 11-15
 

UGANDA : MEAT (MOSTLY BEEF) PRODUCTION, TRADE AND
 
CONSUMPTION IN 1970, AND PROJECTIONS FOR 1980 WITH
 

ITEMS EXTENDED TO 1990 BY STRAIGHT LINE
 

Item 1970 1980 1990 
('000 tons) 

Production 49 52 55 
Net Trade 24 41 63 
Consumption 73 93 118 

Cd) Egypt
 

Although traditionally a
 
"Middle East" country, Egypt is located in Africa. Further,
 
and as a matter of considerable interest, it is a country in
 
which there is a definite consumer preference for becf over
 
mutton, lamb and goats, in contrast to most other Middle
 
Eastern countries. As such it is a potentially interesting
 
market for Kenya. Table 11-16 below gives basic projections

for 1980 and 1985 taken from unpublished sources, and extended
 
to 1990 at the same rates of change.
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re be provided by'ssadiiionail 
aincluding Australiaaand. ithose', cou"tries:andNewZealan his 
-EaitAfri which export largeamounts,, of ,skeep idir goats-,

SmaliaiSudan andeEt Neyertheless, A­.opia. Irinshould be 
marketsfor Kenya in'the years to come.' Althoughuwe, thave ,noto date, we 
enquiries especially for large nuubers ofl 
recordsof eaportsto Iran a are awareofne "recent' 

(b) Saudi-Arabia.

C'Saudi Arabia is a smaller potential

market for Kenya meat, but still very large in comparison to
 

oprobable
availabilities. Kenya has sold modest amounts inthe 
past and will be able to in the future. This marIet ismostly
sheep and goat meat, but as a recent mission from Kenya hasg
confirmed, there is also an attractive market for high quality
 
beef which could be exploited.
 

In several Middle Eastern markets ~of the-future9 ±,',iKY 

appears that the market for live slaughter animals may be 
especially attractive. We are aware of planned project. for
 
now slaughterhouses in several of these countrieas i
arid4iven
 
the ample investment funds available, it can be-expectied t~hat-'_ 
some of these projects~ will go forward. This will-reiduce the& 
market~ for meat and increase it for live animals._: -For, Saudi,', 
Arabia specifically, there is a very large markit fbrA' 
lambs at the time of Ramadan, a market~iwhich~i~s increasingly

beig atisfied with imported lamb.. We hvea~ 3~ 

informain abu ee ew slaughterhouses bein plYi t 
fiah and at least one more for Jeddah. 

'()Selected Europa -coun reii
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the, impor'an-6 f 'the",U.X., market,,for,. 

(a) Greece~ 

-Greceiathe.., argest Erea 
customer zor KMN-non-tinnedmeat... Intergovernmenu ,o
Meat projections, ,extended,,to 1990, for beef~ ii' -va' and"" 
mutton and lamb are given below. They'' show igi~f khafit 
increases in import requirements # and therefore.'suii 
potentials for large increases above previous K0MC export, 
levels.
 

TABLE 11-20A., 

GREECE aBEEF AND VEAL PRODUCTION't NET ,TiiDE'AND 
CONSUMPTION, 1969-71 AVERAGE, AND. TTRJ~~ONS~4 

FOR 1980 WITH ITEMS, EXTENDED TO ;:l9,9O., BY. STRAIGHT ,LINE 

Item 1969-71.A 98 1990, 

Production 89, ll> 4 
-. 5 i~ 9~~Net.Trade 

Consumption 14820
 



vunwu~1~969-71 AVWAUD ANW, 1*3Upftwm #0. .m.........
 

1969 71 AV. 1960 U90 
(1000 tons) 

Production 89 91 93 
Not Trade 48 89 130 
Consumption 137 180 223 

(b) Italy 

Italy has been a significant importer
 
of beef and veal and a lesser importer of mutton and lamb for
 
years. It appears that import requirements for both will
 
increase, and FAO and Italian Government projections reviewed
 
make this clear. However, in reviewing these projections, we
 
find that they may be too high. Although, in 1967, per capita
 
Italian consumption was 87 percent of the EEC average,
 
published projections for 1980 are based on per capita
 
consumption above the EEC average. Since we see no reason why
 
this should be the case, we have reduced the projected values
 
to retain the 87 percent figure. The projections below are
 
made on this basis. It should also be noted that Italy
 
imports a high relat.ve percentage of veal compared to most
 
countries; about 30 percent of normal beef and veal imports
 
are veal. With regard to mutton and lamb, total consumption
 
figures are very much smaller, but Italy is projected to
 
import more than half of her requirements by 1980.
 

TABLE II-21A
 

ITALY : BEEF AND VEAL PRODUCTION, NET TRADE AND
 
CONSUMPTION IN 1967, AND PROJECTIONS FOR 1980
 
WITH ITEMS EXTENDED TO 1990 BY STRAIGHT LINE
 

Item 1967 1980 1990
 

('000 tons)
 

Production 667 1,009 1,365
 
Net Trade 443 481 501
 
Consumption 1,100 1,490 1,866
 



o oa t 
hve't aected relatively -!ratSW~i ection far 

prooduIon 	 no "~tV eal , 

rTABLE 11-!-22A-

SPAIN : BEE 'AND :VAL- PRODUCT ION,tNET:4TRADE, ND ' 

CONSUMPTION,"1969-411" AVERAGE' 'AND PROJECTION6 IrO 
1980 WITH'ITEMSr -EXTENDED, TOV 4990 BY, STRIGHT4 LINE-i, 

Item 	 -1969-71 Av~~1980i 99O -7.7 

Production 29613j 
Net Trade 96 163.1 272"~ 
Consumption 392 .589 -.885 

TABLE' II-22,B*, 

~y. 	 SPAIN 2MUTTON MID LAMB" PRODUCTION -NET 1TRADE A1D 
CONSUMPTION, 1969-71 AVERAGE, MID'PROJECTIONS FQ 
1980 WITH ITEMS, EXTENDED iTO,19OBYfSMI LIN 

19
Item 	 199&iAA~1980 


-o, 	 ­

~Pro6duction J-	 36 
ttl Trade 1<. 

"''
 

c6no ~tion16
 
I 



tbm be. of seil ecs It
baer of the 33 which eliminates the strict 330 

inerstbecause of past trade n sihpny i 

e m t roga abattoir d4l"s , which reqlul epatAfaUilties for suspect Meat. Accordg to the proj betg.edriwvd from the Intergovernmental Group on Neat. SwitUerleneIs not expeted to become a major importer of beef and'veal,but imports will continue and be large enough to be of
Interest to Kenya. 

TABLE 11- 23
 

SWITZERLAND : BEEF AND VEAL PRODUCTION, NET TRADE AND

CONSUMPTION, 1969-71 AVERAGE, AND PROJECTIONS FOR

1980 WITH ITEMS EXTENDED TO 1990 BY STRAIGHT LIkE
 

Item 19,69-71 Av. 1980 1990
 

('000 tons)
 
Production 
 131 167 213
Net Trade 
 36 39 41

Consumption 
 167 206 254
 

Cel United Kingdom
 

The Intergovernmental Group on Meat
reports an FAO projection for 1980 indicating an import
requirement for 165,000 tons of beef and veal, and another, by
the Government of the United Kingdom itself, showing net
exports of 37,000 tons. 
Although this is a wide variation,
both figures are much less than the 483,000 tons of beef and
veal imported annually by the U.K. in the 1969/71 base period.
The consensus of all authorities checked is that the United
Kingdom is moving toward self sufficiency in beef and veal
 
production.
 

However, virtually all the Kenya's meat exports to the
United Kingdom are in the form of tinned corned beef. 
In
terms of tonnage, the amounts are small but the approximately

Ksh 30,000,000 per year represented by this tonnage are
important. The maintenance of these exports is not really a
function of the U.K.'s overall meat balance but rather the
continuing demand for this specific product. 
It is a popular

belief that the long term trend of demand for this product is
downward, since it is a product of interest mainly to lower
income people, but given Britain's economic difficulties which
 may result in decreased standard of living in the net fe
.ears we are not certain that such decreases will odctr.
 



j BEEF AND VZAL 3T 

Item 1972T 198 19 

Production 290 568 ~609.
 
Net Trade 77 li0 :1341
 
consumption 367 625 '::743
 

(b) Soviet Union
 

The Soviet Union has, ii several past
years, had considerable difficulty with its -agriilttiril
 
programp caused by weather-managentand oth p" iei-
r' 

a result, in order to maintain 'consumer p imp6rt. ijaie

been necessaryi The entergov-ern-m6t'alGroup onMet
 
very large import requiremiekits. for 'l980') 4 75,0oo tohYb an t
 
we project to4 1990Mat the sam r.ateh .the f,.ig~ire io- diy' 

larger. In December 1976 1it appe red:A though f
 
current 
year, at leas # these, largpo t.' 
reasonable, as the USSR sharply icreasd It puhaes

Estimates for the year ranged up to 406i,060 tonsi iith -250p000
tons already puirchagedA Th b& 4 06j~i
 
than,-those for other countriesj ,be~ ~idthi? dii
 
c ifitint~ing, agricultural, Orod~idAoh k~ oonli
 

d 66jdto 

~and the, av-airlibility, ofvekrY7 lageust~
4xediahgo # aid -the, Villifiqneiijto us t, btbfi 

Neerhles -h '46tek 4 ih4 9,i' fih 

4too, 4~eiilt 

4 



?ASLC 11-25 
$OVST UION t WW AND VEAL PsODUCTION, 33? TADe ANDCONSMOVCOhI, 1969-71, AND PROJCT1fN8 TO 1960WITH !TUU EXTZNDED TO 1990 BY STRAIGHT LIVE 

Ito* 1969-71 Av. 1980 1990 

('000 tons) 
Production 
Net Trade 
Consumption 

4,675 
75 

4,750 

5o592 
745 

6,337 

6,689 
1,765 
8,454 

3. Conclusions
 

a. Gross Import Projections, Selected Countries
 

The previous sub-section, Sub-section 2,
provided a number of projections for production, consumption
and net trade for beef and veal, lamb and mutton and sometimes
goat meat for selected countries. The countries were selected
because they are in East Africa and/or because they appear to
be poosible export markets for Kenya. 
Here we aggregate the
projections for net trade for most of the countries discussed
above, omitting a number of countries with minor trade
projections, and the Soviet Union, because the very large
import requirements projected are very questionable and would
 
distort the totals.
 

Table 11-26 below provides the summary or aggregate
figures for beef and veal. 
It shows that, of the countries
selected, the European importers accounted for most of the
total net imports in 1969/71 but that Africa and the Middle
East will take a growing proportion of the net imports in 1980
and more than half in 1990. 
East Africa, notably excluding
Kenya, is projected to be a growing net exporter of beef and
veal. The net import figures shown in the table are :
1969/71 783,000 tons 
(mostly Europe), 1980 969,000 tons and
1990 1,903,000 tons. Excluding East Africa, a net exporter,
the net import figures are 1969/71 797,000 tons, 1980
1,164,000 tons, 1990 2,411,000 tons. Again, based on the
projections, if 
one assumes that East Africa's net exports all
go to the selected net importing countries, then the first set
of figures above would be the required imports from outside of
the countries covered, that is, from traditional large meat

exporting countries.
 

These are very large figures indeed, especially those for
1990. 
They may well prove to be very much off the mark, but
may indicate orders of magnitude. In order to check on their
plausibility as part of overall world beef and veal production
and export trends, the data in Table II- 27 
in of interest.
It ahows 1975 world beef and veal production as about40 million tons, a figure which increased at an average annualrate of 2.4 parcent 1965-75. World grosiv exports in 1975 Wteabo t 5.6 million tons, having increased by an average aa. 
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• " .A.:': 
Selected uropeiaAtn 

Iran 
Iraq
Kuwait
Lobion
Saudi" Arabia 
Syria 
Turkey
U.A.E. 

. 

-­

11 
7
9

12
20, 

3 
10 
5 

* 256':>Pl 

19W 3i~32
.,69K 24 

3, 29 
*153 218 
13..7±1W 'ZK 

-A4 

Selected Europe and Japan 
* Greece 

Italy r,,
Spain,-
Switzerland 
Japan 

Total". 

48 
23 
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Lamb and Veal ~ 1j4P4 

Ano th oeaodent Worldba uanx j -6 dodmov ti
1975 provided thie foliovitig ioit~tt A6174iJ.~de. ~
 
esti ates for beef (pdt kilo) nI
 
1967-9 1970-2 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1 9 0 
2.54 2.79 3.18 2.85 2449 2.65 2,93 3.03 3113 : 72 

I index 1 1910.2 - 100
 
91 100 114 102 89 95 105 108 111 120 133
 

The same series, in current dollaz'e, looki ,like this i
 

1967-9 1970-2 1973 1974,1975 19761977 78 1979
 

1.71 2.20 3.18 3.46 3.36 3.89 4.65 5.15 5 6 '.0
58100.2
 

These series illustrate both the notable drop~in., piices .... 
.
in 1974 and 1975 and the somewhat more ooks'etvative projedi s 

of future price increases than those above' n the" "r-144 
above. A November 1976 projectionjis of v tlinto account the failure e t 'o 

increases in 1976, because o
 
ci'f wold -which- caused 'a'shortage. ofif6ddiand"
 
cotinulWOd heavy slaughterings aggravatin G i.
 

Sespp. situation. 
 iA 

19 70'-i2 197 1167 
p"_8 
 . 
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16~...
6 ji ,i , ft f a 

expottrfizVj t r tny Nori"nW. I iihit .l A4i64All ihit o i 01 ihig lt aM thiynot them 
ohe. InRUoeknya 'has f !64t 6'I 

other Europea coutries aM major worl' ." 4 .oountries# such as M*. t " nd-ealmnd,.Austkiliisti'AkKenya -h~, .,potentil'cni tavai#,am 61Urata.In the MiddleEast, some 'of'the i s~f~" Jb 
extporters (mainly New Zealanad and Aistt~lia)4,ill prosumably
remain strong and there ios ery considerable' ma titionfrom 
other East African countries such as Somalia .and Etkh3piai

Further* the demands of the major Middle Eseni~ressuch as Iran and Saudi Arabia# are (1): 0lagthatte 
dwarf Kenya's potential availabilities and' (2) ar mostly
sheep and goat meat. 

On the other hand, the fact that Kenya has relat~ively

'j1fwishes,and is.well located with rspc 
to pockatis ofe demandl 
for high quality meat, could allow Kenya to overcome, the 
large scale competition in small~areas and easily market all 
of its surplus meat at favorable prics&
 

d. Lng iabiityof Export Markets for KeyTrm 
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ANNEXES 



1062 1975. Pavs. To 1990 

A Casus Of population in Kenya was taken in 1942 4sd1941. Ibe 9lost cenu povied additional infomation of..

pertitic2ar interest to this study such am 

" 	Details of the population in all towns
 
with 2#,000 or more people.
 

" 	Details of the average composition of
 
households in Nairobi and all towns
 
with 2,000 or more people.
 

In Annex Table II-1.1 the population in towns of 2,000
 
or more has been entered as Urban and the rest of the

population in each district enterad as Rural.
 

The rate of population increase continues to rise in
Kenya. 
A middle of the range figure of 3.5 percent growth per

year in the National population was adopted by the study at

the first panel. However, urban population is projected to
 
grow at 7.2 percent per year from 1969 to 1980 and at

6.2 percent thereafter. Within this general growth in urban
 
population, the population of Nairobi is projected to grow

at 	7.2 percent to 1985 and at 7 percent thereafter. These

projections are of the same order of magnitude as those in

the Nairobi Urban Study Group Report 1973, Vol. II, tables

1.8, 1.9 and 1.12, 1.13. After deducting the urban population

from the National population, rural population is found to
 
grow at figures close to 3 percent a year.
 

We have not distinguished between districts in applying

the assumed rates of population growth except for districts

in the Northern Region. For Districts in the Northern

Rangeland Region, our view of the very limited scope for

increases in livestock production for these mainly pastoral

people cautioned against projecting any growth in the human

population beyond the numbers estimated for 1975. 
 Our

projection of the population in the Northern Region was thus

for 870,000 people in 1990 but with an increase in urban
 
population by 15,000 to a total of 70,000, and rural
 
population decreasing by 16,000 to 800,000.
 

Thus the projection for 1990 shows a National population

of 22,535,000 of whom 18,303,000 are rural mainly in the

Small Farm Regions (16,044.000). Urban areas are projected to,

have a population of 4,232,000 of whom 2,173,000 are projected

to 	be in Nairobi.
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io 54,207,3 
10o943 

11,722 
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12,557 
12,997 

13,451 

13,922 
14,409 
15,976 
22,535 

19 


10O411 

10,0802 

11,131 
11,468 

11,812 

12,165 
12,089 
12,842 
18,301 

8
 
0 
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1,,42667
 
I59 71
 

169773
 
1,757' 129~
 

2,320, A04
 

3,134 ~1549 

4,234 2,173 

1969 the definition of urban changed, 



wTOUSDION 0F n3OU AVAILADLI FOR loBU 
K WiM Mb UNUA 8NOU8MOLDI 1964 - 1975 

Nstimates of the resources available for onsumption 
were required for the model of demand. These estimates Vere 
derived by using the National Accounts to estimate the 
resources available for consumption in rural households and 
then deducting these figures for the entire economy as In 
Annex Table 11-2.1. ..To arrive at the resources available for
 
consumption in Urban African households it was decided to
 
estimate the earnings of other non agricultural employees as
 
these were more accessible from the Annual Enumeration of
 
Employees, were of declining importance and were also easiest
 
to adjust to an urban basis. It was decided that the possible
 
overestimation of consumption b non-Africans from using
 
earnings figures would probably be counterbalanced by the
 
underestimation of their incomes through using data from the
 
Annual Enumeration of Employees.
 

ANNEX TABLE 11-2.1
 

DIVISION OF RESOURCES AVAILABLE FOR CONSUMPTION 
BETWEEN RURAL AND URBAN HOUSEHOLDS. KE 000,000 

1964 1967 1970 1972 1974 1975 

Rural 
GDP at Factor Cost: 
Product outside 
monetary economy 89.0 107.0 119.6 146.6 175.7 220.9 

Monetary economy 
Agriculture, 
Forestry, Fishing 55.8 60.0 77.3 94.4 129.9 136.1 

Total 141.8 167.0 196.9 241.0 305.6 357.2 

Deduct capital 
formation and 
change in stocks -12.3 -17.3 -41.8 -27.5 -46.4 -40.0 
Government (@50%) 21.3 26.5 38.2 52.' 68.0 79.3 
Building and 
Construction 
(@33.3%) 2.3 4.2 5.6 8.1 14.5 15.2 

Total Rural 153.1 180.4 198.9 274.3 341.7 411.4 
Consumption
Urbanconsumpton(a) 92.7 112.8 145.8 182.6 299.1 321.6 

Total Private 245.8 293.2 344.7 456.9 640.8 773.3 
'Consumption 

.(a) Ny difference. 
( gee of data i National Account as published in5ts.ti1 

46tan Uconomic surve: 19,76. 
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Rural 19.3 19.6 25A4 92. 
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A ICE 1971t.1001: 
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1975 

Nut as= PAo 

ft"~ ftcm Mkbmn llual U~bU AIa UXbui Rh2I 
District other (1)+(2)-(7)I(8)#.(4) (5)x(3)

slawffter 1legions
000O Mt 000 Mt 000 kg. perhead 000 Mt 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

N-:LME 4.4 55 815 26 3.7 1.4 3.0 
Southern 5.5 -2.4 4 250 26 8.0 0.1 3.0 

9.9 -2.4 59 1065 26 5.6 1.5 6.0 
Pangs R____________ 

Small 
FarmR 

4.4 -1.0 39 717 26 3.4 1.0 2.4 
Eastern 16.7 -5.6 35 2160 26 4.7 0.9 10.2 
Central 1.8.1 -2.0 68 1952 26 7.3 1.8 14.3 
Rift A 12.5 - 36 1184 26 9.8 0.9 11.6 
Nyanza P 26.8 - 66 2489 26 10.1 1.7 25.1 
Westrr 14.4 - 16 1578 26 8.9 0.4 14.0 

Small 92.9 -8.6 260 10080 26 7.7 6.7 77.6
 
FarmR
 

Large 11.0 170 667 26 9.9 4.4 6.6
FarmR
 

Nairobi 14.1() +11.0)(b) 770 - 28.6 22.0 -

Monbasa + 3 .5 )Cc 375 - 17.6 6.6 -


Grand 127.9 + 3.5 1634 11812 26 7.6 41.2 90.2
 
Total
 

Notes3
 
Col. (1)From Annex Table 111-1.6. (a)frot Table 111-1.7.
 
Col. (2) Estimates of movement of meat. (b) Total of meat moved into
 

Nairobi from nearby districts. (c)From KMC.
 
Col. (3)and (4) Annex Table 11-1.1
 
Col. (5) Urban rate of Procurement
 

Data from model of demand, Table 11-5.
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CHAPTER III
 

SUPPLY OF LIVESTOCK 



A. 	 Intr uction, Sources and Problems 

1. 	Introductory Comments
 

This chapter is the central one in the whole report.
 
It deals with the supply of livestock, which is the key issue,
 

since the supply is in part dependent on land availability,
 

which is decreasing, and, with domestic demand increasing and
 

with reasonably attractive export markets projected to be
 

available, it is vital to increase the supply of livestock
 

available to these markets.
 

The discussion is based on three sets of supply
 

projections. In the course of developing the three sets of
 

projections, we must deal with current livestock development
 
policies as we see them,make our rather extensive
 
recommendations on policy, and most important and difficult,
 
estimate the effect on supply to 1990 of both existing policy
 

and 	our recommended changes if implemented.
 

The three projections developed are (1) supply
 
projections based on land availability and current practice,
 

(2) revised supply projections based on our interpretation of
 

current livestock policy and the assumption that these
 
policies would continue without change and (3) further revised
 
supply projections assuming that our recommendations are
 
implemented.
 

2. 	Sources and Problems
 

A very wide range of sources has been used to carry
 
out the work of this chapter. For our estimates of current
 
(1975) livestock and meat production, we have made extensive
 

calculations using data on hides and skins production,
 
movement of animals between districts with veterinary
 
permits, KMC slaughter data and other raw data.
 

For basic projections, we have used an approach based
 
essentially on land availability. All land in Kenya has been
 

classified into ecological zones, I through VI', and for each
 

we have adopted an animal carrying capacity in livestock units.
 

The first.priority land use in the higher rainfall ecological
 
zones especially, is cultivation of crops. The balance of the
 

land suitable for agriculture, after deducting requirements
 
for cultivation, is the land available for livestock production.
 

1. 	First developed in Pratt, Greenway and Gwynne, "A
 
Classification of East African Rangeland" in thecJoural
 
of Applied Ecology, November 1966, pp. 309-393, and i nce 
modified. 
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adthen 21990. For 1975 'we alS'o :have enimtesIOf, adtul 

nW11brs of livestock in each districi and these data have 
been factorod in. For our basic projections oflivestock
 
supply for 1990, we make certain asnmptions regarding the
 
utilization of available grazing land, basically,that,.
 
assuming current practice, available land in each region will
 
be used to the same extent it is now used.
 

Existing policies were developed in two ways. First, we
 
attempted to determine what Kenya's broad policies in the
 
livestock and meat area were. A list of such policies was
 
made up and presented to the first panel meeting on the study,
 
November 11, 1976. Modifications were suggested. The
 
original list and the modifications as received are included
 
in this Chapter as sub-section D l. It is clear that they
 
only serve as a backdrop to more detailed policy discussion.
 

Detailed description and discussion of present livestock
 
policy was worked out as follows. The various specialists on
 
the study team examined the existing status of the various
 
elements of livestock policy, such as social policies, cattle,
 
sheep and goat priorities, animal health, ranch development,
 
rangeland development, transportation and stratification,
 
pasture improvement and pricing. They held discussions with
 
officials of many different agencies and organisations, in
 
Nairobi and the field, with producers and with others. They
 
reviewed reports and they travelled throughout the country
 
to observe first hand livestock policies being implemented.
 
On this basis, they came to conclusions as to present and
 
projected de facto livestock policy.
 

For each policy area, we have attempted to determine the
 
supply impact of present policy, that is, the effect of
 
present policy in the area on the basic supply projections.
 
This can be done in only the broadest way, of course, since
 
there aze many factors which must be estimated. These
 
estimates normally assume that all other policies remain
 
unchanged. However, it is clear that there is considerable
 
interaction between policy areas, with price policy perhaps
 
the most important in this respect.
 

Our policy recommendations have been done in much the
 
same way as our determination of existing policy. The
 
specialists have made recommendations in their respective
 
areas and these have been consolidated and an attempt made to
 
determine the supply impact of their implementation. The
 
third set of supply projections is made on this basis.
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Kstimates of output weft conIs8tted to mout the .OL ww 
object ivs i 

" 	To show the contribution to meat
 
supplies being made by the different 
regions of the country and by the 
three species. 

* 	To provide a base for examining the
 
effects of various policies and for
 
making projections.
 

* 	To provide data for estimating the
 
pattern of supply utilisation and the
 
levels of meat procurement in each part
 
of the country.
 

Attainment of each of these aims was central to the tasks
 
set out in the Terms of Reference and thus much effort was put
 

into output estimation. Our approach, described in Annex III-1,
 
was to use data on hides and skins output and the movement of
 
livestock between districts, following the approach used by
 

Spinks (1966) and Aldington and Wilson (1968). We put most of
 
our effort into making estimates for 1970 and 1975.
 

1970 came at the end of a series of years favorable to
 
livestock production while the drought of 1971 marked the
 
start of a series of years of poor plant growth in many
 
range areas, Culminating in 1976. These changes in output
 
over the years are illustrated by annual data on the output
 
of hides (Figure III-i) and sheep and goat skins (Figure 111-2).
 
The temporal pattern of output of sheep and goat skins
 
resembles that of cattle even though sheep and goats are less
 
affected by dry conditions than cattle. Yet the greater
 
resistance of sheep and goats to dry conditions leads to them
 
being used as a reserve to meet times of crisis in the cattle
 
economy. Diseases, such as Contagious Caprine Pleuro
 
Pneumonia, may also account for part of the large fluctuation
 
in the output of sheep and goats.
 

1. Beef Output
 

Our estimates for the cattle population in 1970 is
 
8,716,000 head, and for beef output 115,200 tons. For 1975,
 
these figures are estimated to have increased to a population.
 
of 	9,697,000 and a beef output of 142,600 tons. Table III-1
 
provides the details.
 

There appear to have been dramatic changes in the pattern
 
of 	beef populations and output between 1970 and 1975. The
 
estimated population of cattle in the Small Farm Regions has
 
iacreased by nearly 2 million head. On the other hand the
 
s92nty data on the Range Regions indicates a fall in'.recorded,
 
,outputand cattle populations. The fall in cutput o
 
z: s r 31onu is probably Iue to the lack of rain".- "A
 
gTMth etarting with the drought in 1971. -Thu.iftiaaid 
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Ran Regions
 

1330 .83'. 823 70'Southern P5136 760 


Total Range R 2907 1980 219 201, '23 2
 

Small Farm R
 3']2 10-8!:Coastal 300 370 32 55 
42.6 1.0
Eastern 1090 1523 109 183 


57 139 I178.7 19 3Central P 482 1081 
128 181 1no4.9fa188
Rift A 1145 1106 


Nyanza P 1478 2327 155 264 i17 2 264 

756 760 -12 14:5 .9131 129
Western P 


Total Small 5251 7167 612 951 71. 1 101" 4. 

Farm Regions F 
133 .. 20.9, 21 8Large* Farm R 558' 550 121 


8716 9697 . 957 1285 115.2,' -142.6TOTAL 

Source :Annex Tables 111-1.2 and ir1-1.'6
 

(a) Weight of meat and offal, which is equivalent to' 

carcass cold dressed weight. . 

The main source of increased suppiiS .f' ef5ere 
--farm regions O~utptf Io -tJ:'3~populous and productive small 

1fromthe Small Farm Regions

""_'"43. percent- from710 os 9' 01~oh9 5, 

gos t ion~t ~±4 ei--Na 
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2.
IeepandGoat 091tia
 

Output from sheep and goats was estimated rfOu1970 
and 1975. Our estimates in Table 111-2 show (A) hS.output 
of meat and offal and (B) the output in terms of carcass cold 
dressed weight. Based on CDW, output is estimated to have 
increased from 27,340 tons in 1970 to 42,190 tons in 1975. 
The upward shift in numbers and output of sheep and goats 
from 1970 to 1975 is similar to that of cattle. However, 
there are interesting differences in the composition of 
output. In the Range Regions sheep and goat production is 
estimated to have risen while cattle production fell. This 
has further increauti the contribution of sheep and goats to 
rangeland output and ,hey now produce almost as much meat 
and offal as cattle in the Range Regions. The contribution 
of sheep and goats in the range regions to National output 
has fallen but at 26.3 percent in 1975 was twice the 
contribution of rangeland to cattle output (13.5 percent). 
Large increases in output were also recorded in the other 
regions. However, we have not been able to establish the 
reasons for this upward shift in output. It appears from 
Figure 111-2 that part of the rise might simply be a return 
to earlier levels of population and output rather than 
entirely new growth in the numbers and output of sheep and 
goats. 

TABLE 111-2
 

SHEEP & GOAT POPULATION, OFFTAKE
 

AND MEAT OUTPUT 1970 & 1975
 

(A) Outnut (B) 

Population Offtake Meat & Offal Meat CDW 
000 head 000 head 000 mt 000 mt 

1970 1975 1970 1975 1970 1975 1970 1975 

Range Regions 
Northern 2827 3678 474 566 12.4 14.3 8.15 9.40 
Southern 855 850 143 128 2.9 2.6 1.91 1.71 

Total Range R 3682 4528 617 694 15.3 16.9 10.06 11.11 

Small Farm R 
Coastal 363 744 71 140 1.3 2.7 0.85 1.77 
Eastern 1607 1879 360 737 7.1 14.6 4.67 9.59 
Central P 697 1211 109 207 2.8 4.5 1.84 2.96 
Rift A 1553 949 280 311 5.6 6.3 3.68 4.14 
Nyanza P 
Western P 

1000 
203 

1718 
245 

206 
34 

454 
98 

3.9 
0.7 

8.6 
1.9 

2.56 
0.46 

5.65 
1.25 

Total Small 5423 6746 1060 1947 21.4 38.6 14.06 25.36 
Farm Pegions 

Large Farm R 435 566 159 226 4.9 8.7 3.22 5.72 

TOTAL 9540 11840 1836 2867 41.6 64.2 27.3 42.19 
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is~nKnya ame projections of land ume and"agrioultura. 
productivity. we see the amount of meat prooudceoaa dependent, 
on i 

e 	The amount of land of each level of
 
agricultural potential available for
 
livestock production.
 

" 	The productivity of each of these areas
 
of land in terms of its output of
 
animal nutrients, especially energy.
 

" 	The utilization of the available feed
 
by domestic livestock and the
 
efficiency of its conversion into
 
animal products, especially meat and
 
offals.
 

We have concentrated our attention on domestic herbivores 
-- cattle, sheep and goats -- as they can produce valuable 
food from feeds that are not eaten by the human population.
 
Furthermore, the production of forage for herbivores can
 
either form a part of an efficient cycle of land use to
 
maximise the output of human food as demonstrated by Kitale,
 
or 	the forage comes from areas of low potential for
 
cultivated crops. We make little mention of meat from non­
herbivores like pigs and poultry. We acknowledge that pigs
 
and poultry do contribute to the supply of animal protein but
 
a large expansion of output of meat would lead to them
 
competing for foods against the needs of the human population.
 
There is thus no great scope for using pigs and poultry to
 
achieve a large increase in the supplies of relatively cheap
 
meat.
 

1. Analytical Approach
 

Our methods of projecting land use are similar to 
those used by the Town Planning Department and discussed by 
Mbithi and Barnes (1974, p.37-48). However, realising that 
highly productive land will become increasingly scarce in the 
face of rapid population growth, we have not projected an 
increase in the amount of cultivated land per person in 
farming, except to compensate for extension of cultivation 
onto land of lower agricultural potential. Our projection 
methodology, described in Annex 111-2, projects the increase 
in areas of land put under cultivation with the increase in 
population up to 1990. There will thus be a continual 
reduction in the amount of land available for livestock 
production, especially in regions of high agricultural 
potential. However, current-upward trends in productivity of 
the livestock sector will probably make up for some of the 

' 

reduction in grazing land. We see trends favorable to,. 
imcreased productivity as : 



*incesed, planting of land~ to highlY
productive grasses and fodders, and 

* Skillful management of temporaly and 
permanent pastures that seems to have
 
enabled farmers in some high potential
 
areas to support high levels of
 
livestock activity per hectare.
 

We consider these trends a natural result of increased
 

cropping and land pressure on livestock production 
in the
 

high potential areas, and therefore consider them 
compatible
 

with our "present practice" assumption.
 

In order to assess the present situation and make 
a
 

projection to 1990 we assembled and analysed data 
on the
 

following :
 

e The rural population in each district
 
estimates for 1975 and projections to
 
1990 as in Annex 11-2.
 

The area of land under cultivation in
0 

1975 in each region.
 

The area of land in each of the ecological
* 

zones depicted on the map on the
 
following page, and the amount left after
 
deducting land under cultivation, housing
 
or otherwise unavailable for producing
 
fodder.
 

* 	The livestock carrying capacity of land
 

in each ecological zone using estimates
 
of the number of hectares required to
 

sustain a livestock unit of one 450 kg
 

cow and her calf. For example, for
 
Zone II, 0.6 ha. would be required per
 
livestock unit compared with 42 ha. per
 

Higher levels
livestock unit in Zone VI. 

of livestock carrying capacity were also
 
assigned to the increasing areas of
 
fodder and intensively managed grassland.
 

The numbers of livestock and their food
" 

needs expressed in L.u. for each region.
 
Thus it was calculated that a typical herd
 

of small East African Zebu cattle had a
 
feed requirement of 0.29 Megajoules per
 
head equivalent to 0.49 L.u.
 

The amount of meat produced in each
" 

region and hence meat production per L.u.
 

The results of these calculations are set out in Tfble 
-3. In the next two sub-sections we indicate theai.'0xaf 

Siu ntsand make somo analysis. 
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Further,, comparison of the estimated caryincgisul d s 
-. 5 >ee-,.and theiumber'of livestock units 'being hsusiid". i: 

shows -con idrable differences between the two coluf'n.
 
figures. In the Northern and Southern Range Reig-16As- ' ~in
 
the Coast Region the carrying capacity, far 16's
 
estimated number of livestock units-being-susta Te herde,,
 
are various explanations for this difference buitfiteie:1is
 
general presumption that these regions could be dev"6ped; tol
 
sustain higher levels of livestock activity than 'at&,p"resen 

carrying capacity andife,_,However, the difference between 
estimated number of livestock unitsibeing sustained probably 
overstates the scope for increased output due to : 

of livedstock
.Absence of data on tenmer 

other than cattle, sheep and goats and 

,
 

thus omission of the forage needs of,
 
camels .and wiftd life.
 

e Constraints on the numbers of domestic 

.herbivores other than food,,u.li a's' 
tsetse fly 'alongthe C 

Forage output far below the potentl f 
the region due to denudation, relivy", 
unproductive types of plant, cover 
adverse weather. ".. 

* ~Thepossible understa t 
number of' omestic 1ibi V-a'
 

lt" d~region,, v Z
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prdction in Kenya will fall to such an~e 


u other two,4.basic projections are needed to construcq 

assuming a continuation, of.,current ,livestockc
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and meat policies (sections D and .Ebelow), 
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2.. Detailed Policies as;Observedi~~' ~'"~ 

Detailed policiesare co e ed under,'severailiheding ,:x 

constraints which "ieconsider vital t6the 6 iiC 1,b e6 
grazing- control. We then cver, L lorahrpgn rl e~% 

smalstock. 
detailed coverage is given to rangelands,,4eve Lp 6' 
development, transportation and stratification, h­
potential areas, and-price policies. In eaCho we 

policies- and- priorities between cattl.I 'inid i Mor e 

,fthese, 
make an attempt to quantify,the :s p-d' e ' 

poiis.Sne the+policiest.ae-+]ra 1n e re.s' we,­
++have had to+separate.out the e: ecs.n+ec aei+1, thrL"

artificial but useful exercise., eseor.
 
last clearly runs throughicall ot pas-


Te; second+half ofthe.analyi,, in6li'g. u r- ,pol 

recommendations and their,supplyiimpact- y
piAcovere_--in
 
Section III-F below. :
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agricultural, including -livestock ' d~.elo6'ent" iib - A 
Individual, usually ,European ownesp hsgduallys,,hitd .!j 
through Government. pressure :azid finance, t fia owership,L<I 
usually by groups of people. The Governmn'plic is, 
obbviousily, to achieve production increases at-'thefi"ame ,time, 
but'the' ownership change and incomel.distribuiioi ipri'o-iiesF, 
are high indeed and, in reality,. are cons dered. 
priority than production' increase. This' les .s'.dou' 

necessary policy but it does constitute 'a constraint on 
optimisation of production. .* ' 

Third, we observe that aJ"major policdy objective'sis low'.. 
priced meat for the consumer,: espeoiallylthe poorer'consumer. 
To date this has put a cap on-'the priesi-hich':6 ed'( 
charged and obtained throughout the e adC-eatA:!livoeskt 
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producing and marketin 'chain.',; L-±k W:
 

These three areas of constraint are important-inthat'
 
they prevent policy makers f b-....
...
 
the livestock and meat industry 'toaly:,onecono
 
Of course, such policy decisions' are n ....
 
country on totally economic grounds, but , i t: h 
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60i:t hanp and goats as compared with cattle. Thtorudve of pioritrwhihthmvbeerreasons for thisWbeivthtoeof the 

has r t ourt knowledge, only one significant sheep and 
goat arosct carried out in recent years and that, although 
succeaul, is coming to an end. 

We believe that one of the reasons for this relatively
 
low priority is the lower degree of interest, traditionally,
 
displayed by the African herdsmen in smallstock. Traditionally,
 

smallstock has been the province of the women in the family
 
while the men managed the cattle.
 

The priorities have resulted in a lower than optimum ratio
 
of smallatock to cattle in Kenya and, therefore, to lower
 
overall meat production. In Section F below, where we make
 
our recommendations, we recommend greater emphasis on
 
smallstock on the basis of our analysis of the most economical
 
sources of animal protein.
 

We might also note that there appears to be a growing
 
belief in Kenya that the past priorities have been somewhat
 
misplaced and that sheep and goats should have a higher
 
priority.
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In 'the Twv.) of Reference an a poMSc area to be -volered, 
Xmver, we have chosen to include iit hocause of ito 
±nportanco as a factor in liventock production and therefore 
the oupply of livetolk. 

Animal diseacee consitute one of the most important 
constraints on an eficiant and profitable livestock industry. 
In Henya, disease losa in probably between 30 percent and 
40 percent, although we have been able to obtain no official 
or research-based figures on this point. If malnutrition and 
"hollow belly" are included, the loss percentage would be 
still higher. And these high loss figures are in spite of 
Kenya's having one of the best Department of Veterinary 
Services in Africa. 

It is sometimes argued that developing countries svch as
 
Kenya put toomuch emphasis on animal health, with the result
 
that cattle populations, relieved of the worst epidemics of
 
highly fatal diseases such as rinderpest, grow too rapidly
 
and cause overgrazing, range deterioration azid erosion
 
problems. We do not accept this argumLnt, and, rather, believe
 
that overgrazing and other problems must be attacked directly,
 
rather-than depending on disease to control populations. A
 
possibleexception is tsetse infestation, which is discussed
 
in some detail below. Generally, we agree with the idea that
 
a modern livestock industry cannot be developed or maintained
 

-
until and unless the major epidemic diseases are controlled.1


(2) Basic Animal Health Policy
 

We interpret Kenya's basic animal health
 
policy as taking a strong leadership role in the control or
 
eradication of major epidemic diseases, notably rinderpest,
 
which has been eradicated in Kenya, coupled with a pragmatic,
 
areas-based policy on other diseases. In the recent past,
 
this has meant the establishment and maintenance of a
 
"Disease Free Zone" (DFZ)2 " in the central, high potential
 
part of the country, with compulsory vaccinations and strict
 
quarantine procedures to prevent the entry of diseased
 
animals from outside of the zone. In other areas of the
 
country, the policy has been to do some preventative and
 
curative vaccination work on an area by area and disease by
 
disease basis, but not to attempt any full scale eradication
 
programs. A major reason for not doing so, other than cost,
 

1. 	Prichard, W.R. Animal Disease Constraints to World Food
 
Production. Theriogenology, August-September, 1)76.
 

The DFZ is better called a Specific Diase Free Zone 
.DOF) and now, with F4D outbreaks, a "Compilroiy 

%*a 3ntiona Zone". 

T 
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heavy dependence is placed on quarntine proceduros,. 

A furthr element in Kenya's animal health policy is the 
contJuing support of research into many areas of animal 
health. The Department of Veterinary Services carries out 
consideCrble re :ch as to a number of local and international
 
Institutions located in Kenya. More is given on this subject
 
in Annex 111-5 , covering research programs in Kenya. 

In support of its animal health policy, Kenya has created
 
and supports an excellent Department of Veterinary Services,
 
one of the best in Africa. The Department has several
 
operational units, which indicate the coverage and
 
responsibility. These include Field Services - Disease and
 
Pest Control, Research and Vaccine Production, Hides and
 
Skins, Meat Inspection, Artificial Insemination and Clinical
 
Services, which has recently been added. A partial
 
organisation chart giving the authorised staffing is given at
 
the end of this section.
 

(3) Major Problems
 

Based on observation, discussions and a
 
review of pertinent reports, there are two major problems with
 
Kenya's de facto animal health policy. First, although the
 
Department of Veterinary Services is an excellent and well-run
 
operation, it has inadequate financial support. There is
 
adequate, or nearly adequate manpower but much of the manpower
 
appears to be less than fully effective because of a lack of
 
operating funds. There are too few vehicles, petrol and
 
maintenance funds are lacking and, we understand, even
 
essential equipment such as syringes, needles and drugs are in
 
short suply. This is a situation common to Government
 
services in many countries, but with a department which is
 
basically so strong, and whose role is so crucial to the
 
industry, it seems very short sighted to starve it for
 
operating funds. Continuation of this policy can lead to a
 
serious deterioration of the whole Service and industry.
 

The second major problem is that of illegal movement of
 
cattle, which appears to be growing. As noted above, Kenya
 
relies very heavily on quarantine and movement control to
 
prevent the spread of disease from those areas not under full
 
control into those key areas which are under control. Illegal
 
movement defeats the system, and illegal movement from areas
 
suffering outbreaks to other areas also spreads disease. This
 
tS n trend which could get progressively more serious unless
 
it can be reversed. Reversal will require a major de facto''
 
p y change coupled with increased financia1 SupporJ r
 

nt uontrol. We are aware that the-rent drought -hdv 
,c~td part of the up.z~nf in ill-gal..,, mnt 'liut
 
~ notchange the basic pint. 
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(4) Spe.ific iteaes., 

(a) -Foot and Mouth Des '1D 

,
FMD is a: major epidemvic'disiaiO.fi
Kenya. It has serious economic effects. Although mortality; 
is usually low, the number of animals affected is high and the 
disease causes loss of milk production, 

abortions and some
 

calf deaths9 lameness and general loss of condition. Surviving
 
animals may never return tc normal. It is difficult to place
 
a figure or value on the economic losses, especially since
 
there are four major types of FMD active in Kenya (of the
 
seven identified worldwide), A, 0, C and SAT2, which differ in
 
their effect on cattle and which xaquire differing vaccination
 
programs. FMD also has an important effect on the export
 
program, particularly to Switzerland, which was dependent on a
 
reasonable degree of assurance that the cattle slaughtered for
 
that purpose are free of the disease. Export to Switzerland
 
is currently suspended.
 

The Government clearly recognises the seriousness of FMD
 
and operates a special FMD laboratory at Embakasi. Further,
 
with the help of a special Livestock Disease Control Program
 
(Swedish assisted) has extended the compulsory vaccination
 
area to Kajiado and Narok and is carrying out the vaccination
 
campaigns.
 

Nevertheless, it appears that the problem of FMD is
 
becoming more serious. The annual reports of the Veterinary
 
Services Division in each province cover the number of FMD
 
outbreaks and we have been able to review these, with the
 
assistance of the Ministry of Agriculture Economic Planning
 
Division, for 1973, 1974 and 1975. These reports show for
 
all provinces combined approximately 240 FMD outbreaks in 1975
 
as compared with approximately 130 in 1973 and 135 in 1974.
 
We say approximately, because we were not able to locate all
 
provincial reports for each year and had to do some minor
 
estimating.
 

The major problem areas in 1975 were Eastern Province
 
which reported 81 outbreaks, far above normal, and Central
 
Province, with 41 compared with 7 in 1974. Note that the
 
entire Central Province is located within the former DFZ,
 
although the current map of the "compulsory vaccination area"
 
for FMD, furnished by DVS, excludes parts of the Province.
 
We do not have data for 1976 but have heard from several
 
sources that it was also a bad year for FMD.
 

The main problem is clearly illegal movements, as stated
 
and agreed by virtually all veterinary and other officials
 
-withwhom the matter was discussed. Kenya's policy is
 
obviously to stop illegal movements, but de facto we do not
 
glee it happening, since it requires both a-m-aor political/
 
policy decision and resources to implement-the po 4cy. A 
second problem is that some FMD outbreaks are ihevita!A 'as.: 
lon -as the area-based policy remains -in etc.X~ 

~ the only way to coittrol ,?'Mb comltlI 6~ *,rtT,, 
FXia~ya: .. toz control it in~ All part-s of the coutyhrgi 
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0~tvw~ TOqR of mass ive vaccination*, 

Since current policy does not contemplate siei .o;6000 
wide control Or an end to illegal movement, ve mulst ael!ss . 
gradual worsening of the problem. It remains to make .an 
estimate of the supply impact. Thore are two aspects to 
examine : the direct losses attributable to the disease itself 
and the restrictions to movement brought about by the 
quarantine. 

For the direct losses, we might assume that a normal
 
number of FMD outbreaks, on which our initial projections might
 

We have no recent
have been based, would be 120 per year. 

information on the number of cattle affected per outbreak, but
 
a study by the Economic Planning Division in 1970 1. indicated
 
that a figure of 2,000 per outbreak would not be unreasonable.
 
Thus, in a "normal" year, 240,000 cattle would be infected
 
with FHD.
 

The same report provided inputs to a calculation of the
 
supply impact of FMD. We have taken these data and made a
 
calculation of the supply impact of each outbreak affecting
 
2,000 head of cattle. In making this calculation, we have
 
used Zebu cattle rather than grade cattle, which has the
 
effect of minimizing the loss, since grade cattle are much
 
more seriously affected by FMD. The calculation, which is
 
found inAnnex Table 111-4, shows the losses from an outbreak
 
extending over three years and totaling ten percent of the
 
potential meat output. Again based on the assumptions in the
 
calculation, this amounts to a little more than 7.0 tons of
 
meat per outbreak. Thus, the "normal" level of FMD outbreaks,
 
120, would cause a loss of 840 tons of meat compared to a
 
situation in which there was no FMD.
 

In 1975, there were about 240 outbreaks, which wculd
 
mean a doubling of the estimated meat loss, to about 1,680 tons.
 
With de facto policies as they are, we would not assume that
 

But 	we do believe that
the 	outbreaks would double every year. 

the 	number will continue to increase, and for projection
 
purposes we would estimate an annual increase of 20 outbreaks
 
per 	year with a base of 240 in 1975. Thus, by 1990 there would
 
be 540 outbreaks affecting 1,080,00 head and resulting in a
 
loss of 3,780 tons of meat.
 

The losses attributable to increased quarantine
 
requirements are even more difficult to quantify. The basic
 
quarantine system, designed to protect the compulsory
 
vaccination area (former DFZ), may be taken as given, since
 
this program will be required as long as the area-based policy
 
is in effect. It is the specific quarantines which must be
 
placed on individual or groups of farms when there is an
 
outbreak which are additional. Many more animals are affected
 

1. 	Constable, M. Draft Evaluation of the Proposld rhal._Ono
 

Rxtension of the Foot and Mouth Disnase Control Prccramw'e
 

In KKya, MoA, Economic Planning Divinion, Sept. 1970.
 



~vt~equarantinee than by, the ""sa" e itsel to e us 
;edlties to. is clearly loe severe than with the #4006"e 
itself, but the quarantines require usecont"icial ho341AV:9­
ammals otherwise ready for slaughte soetimes carry analss 
over into the dry season where grass is le available and, 
weight lose is possible and there are loses simply due to 
delayed sales. We believe that theme would add up to a loss 
In potential seat production of 50 percent of the direct costs
 
of the disease itself.
 

Thus, the 1990 "cost" of the present policies continuing
 
could be over 5,600 tons of meat.
 

(b) 	East Coast Fever (ECF)
 
and other Tick-borne Diseases
 

ECF is the major killer of cattle in
 
Kenya. The mortality rate is high; about 90 percent of fully
 
susceptible cattle die when infected with this blood protozoa.
 
It is reportee that, in endemic areas, 10-30 percent of calves
 
die from this desease. The Department of Veterinary Services
 
(by Dr. W.P.H. Duffus) has estimated that approximately one
 
half of the total cattle population in Kenya lives in areas
 
where the main tick vector, Rhipicephalus appandiculatus, is
 
present. Total ECF deaths in cattle more than one year old
 
are estimated to be 50,000 to 70,000, with very large numbers
 
of calf deaths as well. A recent IDS paper 1. indicates that
 
35 percent of all heifers produced by A.I. never calve,
 
80 percent cf them because they die of tick-borne diseases.
 
The paper estimates that of 112,000 A.I. heifers born in 1973,
 
28 percent, or more than 30,000, died of ECF. Presumably a
 
similar number of grade bull calves also died. We might
 
estimate that there are as many as 100,000 calf deaths annually
 
due to ECF and related diseases. This disease hits grade
 
cattle and improved local breeds very hard, thus increasing the
 
economic loss. An important hidden cost is that, in infected
 
areas, the risk of ECF discourages upgrading of cattle. And
 
there is the direct effect of ticks on cattle, which involves
 
loss of blood, abscesses and toxins which interfere with
 
metabolic processes and liver functions.
 

Currently, the only protection against ECF is short
 
interval dipping or spraying with acaricides, as often as
 
twice weekly. This is expensive, but its worth is widely
 
recognised in Kenya and dipping is actively pursued by all
 
types of cattle producers and the Department of Veterinary
 
Services. Outside of cost, the main problem is poor dip and
 
spray maintenance, with chemicals not up to strength, and poor
 
dip discipline. There are still not enough dips, presently an
 
estimated 4,500 in the country with a requirement for 1,500
 
more.
 

1. Hopcraft, P.N., Musangi, R.S. and Ryanga, R.B. An
 
.valuation of the Kenya Dairy Improvement Program, IDS,
 
oocaeional pAper No. 20, 1976.
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(a)
 

is a major disease problem over about, two-thrd tetse fly
of t opical Africa, including perhaps half of the atuti ad 

It n a highly controversialVcential grasing area of Kenya. 
Scam rea" ft ai the largest single factoruubject.

inhibiting livestock pr-Auction in frica others look upon 
the moat important factor preventing overgrazing and
it as 

range deterioration. 

Unlike Uganda and Tanzania, Kenya has engaged in 
relatively few large scale tsetse fly eradication programs.
 
Currently, there is some bush clearing carried out to reduce
 
infostation, and there are other areas, such as the Kerio
 
Valley, which appoar to offer good returns from bush clearing
 

and other eradication efforts. Basically, Kenya's policy is
 

to control the damage by the disease through chemotherapeutic
 

preventive prophylaxis and treatment, while encouraging and
 

supporting extensive research on the subject, particularly at
 

the International Laboratory for Research on Animal Diseases
 
Present policy is to continue this
(ILRAD) at Kabete. 


approach and to refrain from large scale eradication programs
 

until (1) land use is intensive enough in the area to be
 

cleared, such as the Coast, to justify the very high cost and
 

(2)population density is high enough so that the bush will
 
In the case of
remain cleared and reinfestation prevented. 


the Coast, item (1) may be a long time coming and item (2) may
 

never come even with full ranch development. Therefore, it
 

may be that Kenya can and should continue the present major
 

dependence on drug inoculation.
 

This report is clearly not the place to try to settle the
 

complex issues surrounding tsetse fly and trypanosomiasis.
 
The disease is definitely a problem in large parts of Kenya
 

Kenya is depending heavily on
and especially at the Coast. 

The presence
increased cattle production in Coast Province. 


of tsetse fly has been and will continue to be an obstacle to
 

full development, although development of ranches is moving
 

ahead. We believe that the tsetse fly will prevent the
 

theoretical optimum utilization of the Coast area for cattle
 

grazing if major dependence is placed on chemotherapy and
 
There are surely areas of fly concentration so
prophylaxis. 


high that this approach will not work and the land will not be
 
This will mean that the Coast will not
used for cattle. 


achieve full theoretical utilization shown in the basic
 
projections under present policies and present technology.
 

However, we are reluctant to state that present policies
 

definitely mean that full utilization of the Coast lands for
 

livestock production cannot be achieved. We offer two
 
posslbilities. First, in areas where cattle cannot be raised
 
with chemotherapy and prophylaxis, it is quite possible that
 

Secondly, with the high
oth r animals, such as goats, may be. 

level of research under way in Kenya and elsewhere, it is
 
mite possible that a major breakthrough will develop whi
 
*tU -ci program with loe cost and lesM,
an -aneradication 
.p wO"5ne~' .risk than is now the case, .2Thei, eforea* 
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Mf 	 Rift Valley Fever 1RV) 

This is an -insebt-"-tranismitteduvf 
~ 

which does not appear to be a6 majcr "problem ~at";'thde presenf~~. 
High abortion rates and other lo's'ses ib"'time. 
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~Coccidiosis causes rapid'loss of weight"admyiis et 

The problem can be eased by -improved sanitation"n . ,j ,';.
systematic use of dewormers atclryi ~i~ animals, -
We have not identified'any specific' policy:. bward tesepblis 
and so make no estimate of supply impact. _- "I 

fl (5)Aggregat Supytp'tfPeent 

Although we offer,a numer,of
 
0recommendations in Section F.3 of this chapter,, we conclu~de,


that current policy with respectto only tw Azi d i 
FMD and ECF, will have a negative supp~ iniactetweennrow ~~i 
and 1990. For FMD, we hae .used a fairly 'eaoae,'c~~l 
to determine that the aniuaal loss wel.~&fiii~~~<L 
tons of meat (sharply up, from two,: yer, 'bu 4~ld)!'t 
3,780 tons between 1976 and 1990. O u r c .L t n o.'.t 
increasing losses to ECF-,is less, ohstctd,,., n&4suggests 
that meat losses will*increas frm 11,000n~,, to 

~"+~'18,f000 Ltons by, 1990. Aggregating .the ,losse 
increase1iof.from 12,680 tons io-61 80:,tn, W i~iae 

- IAVV 
-9 tons. 
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in the NorthEatetnrnTes"e programs are being carried out 

the Eastern Province in distzIcts thatDeopvince 	and part of 
pare ecological Zones V and Ve.entirely 	in 

(1) Description of Propects 

There are two major range development 
projects. The most important is the North Eastern Range 
Development Program, which has completed Phaoa I and is now 

These phases have been carried outimplementing Phase 11. 

under the First and Second Livestock Development Projects
 

The second
 ~ U respectively, and are financed largely by USAID. 
project is the Isiolo Range and Water Development Program,
 

also included under the Second Livestock Development Project,
j 
 This project is just getting under
but with 	Canadian funds. 

way and will not be discussed further.
 

There are also other rangeland development projects in
IF 
Kenya which reflect policy to develop rangelands and livestock.
 

An example is the USAID-supported Masai Range and Livestock
 
We do not deal specifically with these
Development Project. 


projects, and assume for convenience that their contribution 
to
 

supply are part of the base projection.
 

f 	 Phase I of the North Eastern project began in 1970 and was 
It involved 924,000 ha. 1 of rangeland in
completed in 1974. 


West Mado
North Eastern Province in three grazing blocks : 

Gashi, East Mado Gashi and Kalalut, plus partial development of
 

The project involved providing water sources through
two more. 

a combination of boreholes, deep pans (dams) and shallow pans.
 

considerable difference in interpretation over the
1. There is 

The figure of 924,000 ha. is
 area developed in Phase I. 


from the World Bank Review Mission Draft Report, p.26. Current
 
The
 maps of the original three blocks add up to 944,000 ha. 


original USAID feasibility study in 1970 used 1,745,000 acres,
 
added to
 or 706,000 ha. In 1971, several other blocks were 


Phase I, 	 but funds were exhausted before they could be completed. 

In its Capital Assistance Paper (CAP) for Phase II, released in
 

1974, USAID took the position that the actual development in the
 

first three blocks was.1,408,O00 acres (570,000 ha.) but that
 

half of block 5 (Buna) was also developed (576,000 acres/
 
which would bring the total to 806,000 ha. Mr.236,000 ha.), 


Frank Abercrombie of USAID would add one half of Giriftu Block
 

(800,000 acres or 324,000 ha.) to Phase I as well. Phase II,
 

Ii 	 according to the CAP is 14,336,000 acres or 5,804,000 ha. This, 

added to USAID's 806,000 ha. for Phase 1, brings the total for 

the two projects to 6,610,000 ha. This is the total figure-. -

Lhe World Bank Review Draft. Thus, we will .bae., *uri'-i :' . us*6 in 
~f inalysis of the project on 6.6 million, ha., 
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projects, as we see it, s to provide water.' otherfacilities,and management, to allow the" benefiial+u 	 H 
livestock' of range resources+which, * in. the-absence- 6,
 
project, would not be utilied'. ThiSstmainly'+dryseason + "'
 
utilization. In the pre-project situation T~enerally+most

of the rangeland area' is grazed during the 'wet season'bbecause
 
there is enough temporary waterto permiti:livestock+acces.'
 
In the dry season, or as the dry season approaches, the'nom.adic
 
herdsmen must withdraw their cattle from-.areas',without,
 
permanent water and concentrate their grazing on area.Ls.2which-,_
 
have permanent water. This means+that the areas'without.,,,''
 
permanent water are underutilized, those-+with!permanent~water
 
tend to be overutilized, and the total livestock4populations
 
are held down. The addition of permanent,.water. -and-other+++++ ''
 
facilities, plus grazing movement and grazing 'control, is
 
supposed to eliminate underutilization. The, addition of
 

' 
water, itself, is intended to pave the way for relatively
 
sophisticated grazing management techniquesi!, i,
 

The.. key element In determining, the potentai+n pa ton,,

supply is to' determine the' amount LOf, Unt e
 
area and the number' of additional livestock tswhic6h;undeir'­+ Weave" proper management, could be'supportedtby,thate 
found' 'not detailed, analysis -of +the amou t u6hsfr 

North. East or 'in the overal 7 areas,specificall ceUeq
ei ther .-Pha~se I- or: Phase! II, 4nt the,,numerous docume rieed 

, hirl tan es miatei in 'Annexc _6
4sp ,tnationly ~percen ,;0'North Eas inThrovi e j "i*adi 	 -graze

Kes~ni--b~,.,,o ,idetadled, pot 
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" pr ted f increase 	 p .Aninaf 
100,h8 0"h'. heefto 325Oh006i .- AOY.o pe6tr (4 o1n, e ,614.. Fom4 	 0 aa 
"an increae,af 150',000 hiiad, 	 4, 

one 'AUY -"-er35,88,U b ear , 6 ! °''' 
AreMoed, etaihe aS e Iiinllfiiii C 7i'' 

istance Papereon Phase i verithe ewre 
The paper ~ oe ht"xperienceha

00315282)'.:W hav-,lhoweve ,-per- lfnoia",of North, Eastern, rangelands' !3 ,Oi0dcapacity n 	 can -be;incr d ffrne 
ha. one 16, ha.'; 42!. .t.) 

However, the projected increaseffra, masy rom 
4406AU per36 to per (Fro 	 .a/Lu ­

ri af Mill ithe' 	 Jn1,1. .... .. " by 20, aWeassume. 
that, since the 212,980 is much higher than,.36,ha/AUY,,fhe, 
212,980materialAUY to 352,882 AUY1&1sts.66year about 1994W# 

1
anmust have been overstocked. Combining the-prject -.ad.
th e 'the eSI 	 i.:~ sh'wl te,ntes apriaso has ta a"n'i 
figures for both phases, we have, over .6.6 millionh!..?--an, 
increase in Animal Unit Years from 234,980 '(22A,04+ 212,980) 

(54,000 + 352,882).. We have,' howeverP_;.see 1nrotto 406,882 

detailed explanation of these figures in any of the:documents
 
reviewed, although we cannot say categorically-'.that no'such,
 

3
material exists.1 ae
 
To summnarise in terms of Livestock Units,uxsed elsewhere in '
[Ithe text, the USAID appraisals of:Phases I and,,Il see an4
 

increase in Lu from 200,000(;34,980 AUY) to 345 000
 
(406,882 AUY) .
 

The project is also intended to increaseofftake rates
 
through increased calving rates, lowered mortality rates and. _
 

t
other improvements resulting from iwatei development, '6th~er
 

1. 	USAID. Developmnent Plan andFe'iilty Sud,,o :Pbt 
RangDeelopentProject, North Z-EasternFtovinte,- ,Kenya .- V 

June,29, 1970. The project arawselag t 

900,000,plus ha. afteri'complet'o fte-Fes ,I "Su 
AUY theequivaleht of novi ( 

tddk ,Ke_6iS2 *V.assume 	 iu -thia iL1tW ZSU)*f n~h 
_'~ ,.ai 	 ,f p r ' i6 " p acifY14 

08 	 h n 

V-4 n 

http:1&1sts.66
http:50i00.aV
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t04lnn55codrge2OO5,5.1inc asedbO 


:. re r essn, "pr ;D of)lA 
'?UY s-sW:­g ~ exevnples

( UtaC r State at oef t 1o ne 
oc t ieiareported to, be 

,.<physic'al7 aspcts'-,but'!perhaps ,can be, op4,iei 
oritth oglowe i ioubt, mpo tl een-prbes~ihitilizsatolmnt a aariailabii foperatin of, theh u -thepp 

s calincreased. il it. is, clearn ha 
the areas of wrung, managements andcontrol,
 

are progressing evenless well.

hdevelopmentsin 


of asic P 

Theca 
f c eveelonseveralIj- ;'i­orth stern~ project, has been-

of e y criticised. There am cleariymany) .,, 
oneevproblems with its implementation.,,To select 


that prepared by Utah State-University,,Evalii'tion jTeam,4n11 9475,
 
the following is ,a list' of problems noted :>~ ~
 

*Lack of basic data and;,inadequate 
utilization of that available. 

9Difficulties encountered,,-in 1adapting41-l'.. 
*grazing schemes to Kenyan ,,-conditions,, 
(this refers, to grazing management:,1 

'.plans, which were worked out by - ~ r 
American experts, and which have not
 
been applied effectively),.­

0Ineffective integration ~qf PAS, tY.4j 
planni~ng teams into'project:' and ,Government 
of Kenya structure. (Paiiing: tezims~~ 
are%,restricted to' ,planfiing '.onl-ino 

timpme... 

:JN e0 ,Too Antensie± awaerI 

mor*y
J the .~Phae04 plt"r Wei 
't a rp l 

n 

7 
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Titionwo bltVen proa ei oo 0'd 


recont, e~wbfd4D-'i n,'!eth Reviv Miiusio 

,
-,t pio?~l~D f '.pac~ieu~. gazig ~ i-cae 
otrie,ilnee 1),

heed.todevelbp ways tw l lmn
~'~kab1e" 


4 4 ' "i- -' i ii -systems',
 
V' I grazincr max>, ~A 

4,'. Th'. eedto evelop .regular, boiiold " d~ 
'dam maintenance systems f 4rth; 

' 

4 
.Theneed to develop asystem ,under,u ,
the pastoralist beneficiariest of;'the:

Sprogram pay part of-,the operatingcost.s. 

These two lists are provided to~ indicate-that~tere has ben " 
ampleanalysis andi csticism of the p ogram.: ManyV-'u e ,s

S criticisms,, especially o tate Universty.most of thoseby Utah ­common to developing projects, of all*kinds,in!all devloping 
countries, and can be solved in time if the effr - d 

We believe that the main ehih
 
present policies, will in significant part niuli~f ~the 
 ''I 

project's potential positive supply. impact, is'"grazing- conitrol .'k 

(4) Grzn r4',,' 104nt 

North East' and dic~iniwt.a'get-man,,-ii in th 

must conclude that predent-d&ct:6'poidiy in',',he grazing., 
blcsi to. provide wae.,Z~ouTad i inc4 t nii 

ro fgrazing., To develop water 'd the -sumtot t 

... ,iled o ~g'raz ng i n anoudc's6iisoewcntlcab
 
,'believethat theerojec1o

~dveopd :Evi~ec ofextensive,_se -, and othersa 

-i- If I,- ­
-ma;ny
aoee~r hfe plen*1

S;a pre ar- may ofon, 1hsel 
ovr6ift~di,'4ae-Is "0 

t'U- we r 
(,Ril

O'JLM,o :~rA,,41.LL =A 

http:rA,,41.LL
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e y
ragare a.e n... andM~t~4e .. rtheaso ~~~c 
a oJ, ars t1kihV~(6 t'bueneeranceb,£ereialtyo dto.+t±~dra a 0'evl 

~ v' vt~ 'man bae mus beotI 

to thbi1u'~oilttievfaer,,ntiutfg ch~ Nff0 I 
earb e t t e r o 1$ e' Still,, in4 =az ar pvtd',n do ut,,-a a~n 30t 

to-t-,tV"'ds t"'u' ta. e':wints 
dee das tismefpitstterth dn ;brhlf&~fdih %K. 

a ' h a tehe• diu......grazing controlayivtboe e1 ien rt!;eeffective 

reovr or, manyveyop 
behles haealoreutedi'rn aetu6ntbctu o
 

",tlc of conro. o' t [ 
re er' oo resn _twh in Key aid elsethere , t &St ii
Thee beer' cno n eiY 2' thapaestoe bre prefer e
police of prviding waeriahlomnbwkot<S
deefato't 


'in' ieL, sd~odi&~&
i~fective gring -cntroes, 


'evdb d 'a' s".":'Alt oreAweete IJAphenoeno :hc 


RA~This is oin'efred'pat'ecause of, tedPineiK, 

p.e.esren.. wevoer borhbref velin' feri erame
 

itcis ecnoicnogctrroheidiida

S {i• e w
The pastoralists 'naturallyI err
 

deveopmnt andresst ogratheg &ineon~en +,' ..... 
borehe havnature of pastoraiists,and'ns part!because.,of
 

pastoralistl who A0btains'.a.wyof t.....h. 
fromehiseersonal oergrzir 


the oftroiding. watr P-- tM%.
phonnoolnon
 

.4>, of' phcommoz. +' Ka' t 4+.:+,;S.traged . ttf-h irdpndrr <t in-pgrt.......... syuis. q94 caiii 

econtrol, aggrgavate ' bydroughinditinsd 

it i;;lastecodoithei'othe un 1id' 
,astorlist%wo~otak n','thh6bnei
AfrA 

his~ pr on ofgwa 

the trgduse'1tnq mre 
.. __deveioprnent an $A ist ' 

A.fo 
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faedwtwdsra re 


Facd..wtha i--s'ia4usios,. 

er eve ae 

ake a 
tae, t' g z 
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.... th 


botfaIti~ Ctrm"port),an 1oitv
 
the ...... SUt5 #o tha ihqy1 a.... 

to.speund as much time as thy'shu4 with" 
the pastoralists, and the natural 
susceptibility to political pressure of 
officials to uturn on the water3 whan.. 
there are shortages, in spite of the 
damage to the range.
 

" 	Grazing control replaces Nature's impersonal
 
and often harsh control over the size of
livestock and human populations in a region.
 
Thus inevitably if grazing is to be
 
managed the managers have to limit the
 
number of livestock and eventually the number
 
of people. There are obvious attractions in
 
avoiding these hard decisions and leaving them
 
to the even stricter control of the unmanaged
 
natural environment.
 

" For development organisations, putting in
 
the water development is a relatively
 
straightforward activity, involving the
 
application of funds and technology with
 
easily measurable results. There is a
 
natural tendency to push ahead with this
 
development in spite of the failure to
 
achieve effective grazing control.
 

The fundamental problem of water without control, and
 
the resulting overstocking and range degredation, is very
 
common, because the elements listed just above are common to
 
many countries.
 

This does not alter the fact that the overstocking has
 
and will, under present de facto policies, lead to a
 
progressive degredation of the range, following on the heels of
 
the progress of water development. The ultimate result may
 
well be a range which will support a lower, rather than a
 
higher, livestock population.
 

(5) Supply Impact of Present Policies
 

We believe that everywhere that permanent
 
water is provided without effective grazing control,
 
overgrazing will result and the average livestock carrying
 
capacity of the land will be reduced. When determining the
 
effect of present de facto policies, we assume that the
 
permanent water will have a radius of 13 km. (spacing of 26 km)
 
around each water point, a spacing adequate to avoid the
 
destruction of much of the range even without grazing control.
 

To determine the effect on carrying capacity of
 
overgrazing, we divide the range into concentric circles around
e.eah permanent water point. As we get further from the water
 
'point, the range destruction, which is assumed to be::c~aplete 
.'ithin one km, gradually decreases, antdthe carry ,ng capaI.- y 
'accordinqlv increases. The circles and the carrying,- €¥t , 
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#\25.:Predevo2pent 42 hi It~ 

~incrment,;,over pre- developmeanj ~J" 707A(56%)~ 

adApply~ng 'this to the entire' 61.6 'millionha. 'of Phase. I 

(about 287,000 'AUY) a"-carryingcapactbfr

development__of.-l5j0Q0Lu &nfd"An act 1"etiatd_#population l 
of 200,000O Lu,", 'This should'also--be Ycomparedt"toa-carrying'U 
capacity projected:'by the'project of i345 ,000 LW., IL' summuary : 

Pre-development

Correct' Actual Projected',,Present Policies 

Lu on 6.6
 
million ha. 157,000 200,000 345,000'" 244,"000 K[I 

We should state, again, that this relatively'.unifavorable
 
result is attributable to the 26 km spacing,,,f permane~nt water
 
points. With an 18 km (9 km radius),-spacing~ the. resu ts 

clearly would be much less favorable ,.carry iag... 

­

-an,-average 

capacity of 1,282 Lu or almobst the same as.' d omn, 

Thus the project would achieve nothing in increased ,carrying-


V We an crry ut asimilar operation torobtain~meat 
yield. To do so we-use an~ of ftake'rate,'inciease of from~ll percent pre-developmentl-.used by USAID ~n ,the CAP ,' 14,, percnt.,~ 
after development. USAID .sd,-6.ecn.,fe. eeomn
 
and,.although we osdrti

Siscussion.:., We~oot bele,-Aa CI co~ausie, 

j _f 

ne~'stinegrznqto
 
a ar ne
0 incease 



(CaSeeated- anGaCarin Prebent* (Grangij~l 

,a0i: ngcapacity 1,265 Lu 1972 Lu 2 6 40 Lutot !r:
oCattle.' (90%, Lu) Dheana 1,138.5 Lu 1,775,Lu. ,36 LIu' ' 

No. head at .5SLu/hd. 2,070 3,227 4 2
Offtake rate 301 1:4%. 
No. head offtake 227.7 452 60428, 
Weight per head 

__Live 
 240 kg 220 kg2 ' 220kg ii 
CDW (.451 kg k9gk-7lg1 

Total offtake 24,592 kg 44,748 kg 591,875 kg.
 

Shen and Goats
 
Seep and Goats
 

(1%Lu) 126.5 Lu 197.2 Lu 264 Lu
 
Lu per head .13 .14 .14 
No. head 973 1,409 1,886 
Offtake rate 33% 4%42% 
No. head offtake 321 592 792 
Weight per head 

V 
Live 39 kg 39 kg 39 kg 
CDW (.45) 17.55 kg 1.5kg 17.55,kg, 

Total offtake 5,'635 kg 10,383 kg 13,900 kg, 

Total offtake,

All Species 30,227 kg 55,131 kg 73,775 kg


4!Hectares Used 
" 

53,115 53,115 53,115
 
Kg. CDW/Ha .569 1.038 1.389
 
Tons CDW for 
 4 

6.6. million Ha. 3,755 6,851 916 
increa.. above
 
pedevelopment 3,096 -~}5'41
 

64 It curedit f orC umair*;,ng ± prl:a. ... 
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mainly, Et"stern, (Mar hbt ant~ E.Asiolob and 'i ,91fl 

pwtdWcbht4it tan, area,;fi ~&l~o i? ~ta 
poetially, subett s8iii''kjojctsS assue t uls 

graz ini , control? ii, estabih&frt that~imjor. prjaac ii 
not" be undertakeihZ Small sc~l&.,i&roveuen -,fot-Bae 
inevftable'and should result in' gmall'areas..f,: increased 
carrying capacity, which should off iet tndeVitisatrd 

,T we~ifi
rg deterioration due to botergrazing. 

impact t'o thatrisM
our estimate o~f present 1otyspl 


from the North Eastern Development 'Project.
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oChange- ..o owner *i of xlis r'a e 
fro r eloo'p s ces 

fa fte L l ino hecatg 0 s of0 
oa utcoeercial lla o.n 

Transfoi-n tion -of some pvastora ls~s -"..,in~ 
a~jdo? Narok adIb uru in no, 

a more -organised, ran6-t'psystem, 
calledgroup4 xanc e~ Th6bjtie s, 

social - 1to, make 4thd PblAiov 
mfd o8more settld and 'econoh c, , £, crease.output andreduce 'dn. 

11o.eOpening
up new-landsprev ousijivery
 
spoadically ued, to 'ranchi~~~t
 

production. These: are cqmpany or 
Cooperativeawe n~ae4c1e 
mostly in Coaa'st iii viaii a"ceao mKiutiai- District, 
in areas whiere, adk 6f water in 4 e paS

42 has made livest6ckpo6duiib n very
difficult. Th~~fr s aimd mnihl 2 
productio ncrease. lYdiat. 

(b) Classification and- Stati'sti, .­

(i) Classificatioii , ,,-+ 

In Kenya,:raii: 

and in some cases * are sevenie'to,:specific c. iAorsac 

Tihere lollows-, alsiiation of'nc.i, n ina 

.~ Coecial :9wn.by~onel orme 
tindivils o Teofi4a or lHas ol 

or n 
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TABLE 111-5 

RANGELAND AREAS - VON KAUFMAN 1. 

Te . .Form 
(Von Kaufman) 

Co€erclal 
.Ranching 

of -'Development 
Former present-Future 

Commercial Ranching Some commercial 
unchanged. 
Some new commercial 

Major Groups 

Europeans 

Nor . 

Laikipja 
Nakuru 
Machakos 

f 

cow/calf 

cow/calf-finish. 

backgrounding/ 
finishing 

Company Ranches 

Directed 
Agricultural
Companies 

Cooperatives 

African Groups 

African Groups 

African Groups 

African Groups 

Central Provinae 

stteLands Unused (lacked 
water, trypano-
somiasis) 

Company Ranches 
Directed 
Agricultural 
Companies 

Cooperatives 

African Groups 

African Groups 

African Groups 

Coast Province 
(Taita/Tavet) 
Kilifi 

Kwale 

hnta . Common Grazing Group Ranches 
Individual Plots 
(group services)
(demonstrationl 

Masai 
Samburu 
Tugen 

Kaji.adO -
Narok 
(Keale)
Saimbui.Z' 
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sO r'O,Full ctatisticu on thes ranchi 
diappear to be ifticu]Lt -to obtain. ITable U 9Yu 

and grooap raftciinformation on all company, cooperative 
we have been able to obtain. It also gives data onwhich 

ranches under the Livestock Development Projectcomercial 
The summary data on these ranches, plus commrcial
loans. 


ranches located in Laikipia District not under the 
program, is
 

We have not been able to obtain similardeta on
 as follows. 

coimercial ranchos not in the program located in 

other
 

These data have been provided by several sources,
districts. 

including the Ranch Section of AFC, the Range 

Management
 

Division of the Ministry of Agriculture, the 
Ministry of
 

Cooperative Development and the Kenya National 
Farmers Union.
 

TABLE III-

DATA ON ALL GROUP, COOPERATIVE ANDBASIC SUMMARY 
RANCHES IN THE LIVESTOCKCOMPANY RANCHES, ON COMMERCIAL 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM AND OTHER COMMERCIAL RANCHES
 
IN LAIKIPIA DISTRICT
 

1. Commercial Ranches 

Number Ha. 

Phase I 34 133,733 

Phase I and II 2 8,275 

Phase 11 16 83,287 

Sub-total 52 225,295 

No Loan in Laikipia 86 563,872 

2.- Company Ranches 

Number Ha. 

Phase I only 6 103,346 

Phase I and II 4 397,768 

Phase II only 3 49,532 

No Disbursement 1 10,121 

Total Ranches 14 560,767 

'""include. 300,000 ha. for Galena 



totaiin 

Tuotal 	 89' 7 242 (, 

4'. GiouP Ranches: 

Phase II.72;67 

~ 	 Registered, No Loan 73 1O2,24 
Total95- 133'8 

1.Combined from two previous ranches,-Kanonyoni'a;?-n 

()Indicated Policy 0f Ran~i ~veomn 

(al Basic Policy.4 

Kenya's basic, y ar1 xanh dveopen 
; appears to be to cnie o: promoe -the' ep-,aor cha)g 

described above, which 'are dessimultaeously tos e 
'.anmeplt
socil prblem ad increase livestockiiiit 


The method is~ a comb nati'on of-,,;Me e nsi 

fo4!Jh.,vr ouE types.,of rannes,.prqioedt
 
Y&g idaluaFinance '.,Corporatidj(F)ui~ 

to extrai'es., The technl 1- stn
 
*a ofrranemanagementad
 

ae bel x
 



Sm
 

ens o3

LOU MA. 11'-' 

C 

000 ha. 257
 
Group ~
 
* No .2 Ranche.Z l5---

H 221,, 

S"'source-: 1Aaeldil"IRDR 
several,onu i 
10<hiBR~,
risa.
~ BDRvew Illuson Draft Report1 'f Annex 23 

(b) Intended Supply 1LImpact 

Surprisingly, the intended'spl,
ranch developent,program i'd the
 
the$as
project documents of the' Seco6ndT tivseitocI& Deveilopei e­

:Terpr ute #St~b .,, ' *..fCAt several points in the IBRD Appraisal kep- i
 

" 
 sup1lyreaeeacw ofdthe '
 

;mar~etnq, nly,:; Te ,no. ,clear state ,inaverage carcass weightn.rr . T1'ii-ode,o 

result in an increase in annual meatoutput of
The report further states. that- "aou!&~h nrmh~­
increase in production would, be,'attributed[ 'to'ranch delfopm-ent,'(page 18),'while the ''tlir,;i';1f ,-at tribuited ttif.the No~ sgrazing developmenft and 
 d -O lieso'".,5 _,marketing. There' is rio ""Im '-re-*4 ~ , fi 

Both the IBRD and USAID documents,do provi moelran

'tethree raceye~ c

exmiatiin~thse ~ianch 'mode] PC,'egi

'aboveffigre of~Abou1 

~~ad y~604i 
e anhii~~d~ ~ori er yepogam TeW' ~ 
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UUGIUW,SUPP~IT. WAL7T DAT& 

1. Group Ranches Model 160000 Ha. 

Full Developnt 
Pro Project Year 7' onward Incremnt 

No Animal uits
 
held Model-- 2,461 3,555 1,094
 

No Animal units
 
held 60 Ranches 147,660 213,300 65,640
 

Stocking Rate
 
A.u./ha 6.5 4.5 2.0
 

Sales A.u.
 
994 677
Model 317 


Sales A.u.
 
60 Ranches 19,020 59,640 40,620
 

Extraction Rate
 
12.9 26.5 13.6
 

2. Company Ranches Model 28,000 Ha.
 

No. A.u. held
 
Model 1,187 3,000 1,813
 

No. A.u. held
 
21 Ranches 24,927 63,000 38,073
 

Stocking Rate
 
A.u./ha 23.6 9.3 14.3
 

Sales A.u.
 
185 881 .696
Model 


Sales A.u.
 
14,616
21 Ranches 3,885 18,501 


Extraction Rate
 
15.6 24.9 9.3
 

1. An Animal unit as used here is any bovine except a weaner..
 



3o.A.C. holdh. 

No. A.u. held 

.... 

100 Ranches 

Stocking rate 
A.u./ha 

Sales A.u. 
Model 

Sales A.u. 
100 Ranches 

Extraction Rate 
a 

97,000 

3.5 

208 

20,800 

21.4 

112,900 

3.0 

383 

38,300 

27.3 

15,900 

0;5. 

175 

17,500 

5.9 

No. A.u. 

Sales 

Aggregate 

269,587 

43,705 

389,200 

116,441 

119,613 

72,736 



awayuingthese data,-we -.see that very:.heavy-'qeseo
3A pLaaed on supp1' increiments froa the group a s (acrei
than ,S percent of the total) even though -.theproblms f46 
in developing these reanches are probably.more diffeimult tha 
for other ranches. With regard to the relatively modest • 
projections for the commercial ranches, it might be noted that 
much of the investment in these ranches is needed to prevent

serious output reductions, so, compared with output without
 
the project, the project would presumably be responsible for
 
"incremental" production considerably in excess of the figures

shown. Company ranches at the Coast are expected to provide

the smallest component of incremental increase, 14,616 animal
 
units annually. This may be reasonable considering that
 
development must start almost from scratch on these ranches,

but this 	is a very small proportion of the increment we
 
believe must come from the Coast if Kenya is to produce

adequate 	supplies of meat.
 

(3) Status of Ranch Development
 

The ranch development under the Second Livestock
 
Development Project has gone somewhat more slowly than
 
expected. There appear to be several reasons for this,

including a slowdown in the planning and application

procedures, management problems and financial problems faced
 
by existing ranches because of the drought, price problems

and others. Following is data from the IBRD Review Mission
 
Draft Report on the present status of the program, from the
 
point of 	view of loans approved (not necessarily disbursed)

and hectares covered. There have been some minor changes

since this information was prepared, but they are not
 
considered significant. The summary below also gives the
 
estimates of the Review Mission regarding the number of loans
 
and hectares which will be covered at the end of the five
 
year project.
 

NUMBER AND AREA OF RANCHES GIVEN LOANS
 
UNDER PHASE II; AND REVIEW MISSION PROJECTIONS
 

Original Review Mission est.
 
Type Estimate To date- End of Project
 
Commercial (ex Feedlotsl
 

No. Ranches 100 15 46
 
000 Ha. 350 71 204
 

Company

No. Ranches 21 8 29
 
000 Ha. 588 268 659
 

Group
 

No. Ranches 	 60 7 29
 
000 Ha. 	 960 27 650
 

ource..: 	 Adapted from IBRD Review MiSsion DraftRepotl
 
knnex 23.
 



2iih1i~h is~',reorpintvn 
upl~d~o~~ a~ ~~~~~~~ aih 
lpe ct-,tll 1nn th 

n,-iiussio interpoea Ucy
ofde;efalt ixvwe,, ' 
rey"6 oli b~c ucsanwith ,'those,<'~thfte ur- -ptuiw rnhc'-i n 0va i ;rg~a"++o 

responsible forthe, ranch e tkande 
the :IRD Revoew tMission Draft Report. Thislamter tis".very

fimportant becau ti did very" o.p.rehensi.. n .lys 
of the statusof the ranching program? whi h t to4 pagesre

orgnistios !arever i uchafeve eny'prges f -of
am aninus*an+ +

in themubody of thereport'and more than ol3,n0ae of annex.
 
Our interpretation and analysis is much briefer.
 

It should be stressed that-these ranches;-are~al,business
 
operations of one kind another, andaand
ikecall sucho
 
organisations are very much affected by prices of inputs and
 
outputs. Therefore, price policy-in the livestock andy meat
 
industry is undoubtedly the most important policy matter,
 
affecting ranchdevelopment. It islclear that the ranches are
 
currently caught in a price'squeeze with operating-costs 

having increased much more than livestock and meat.:prices..
 
Therearemajor issues about properahsolutions and weprefer,
 
to deal withthe question of pricefdas a whole. Therefore, .it
 

Pis only mentioned here.
 

There follows a discussion ofWthe de facto policy on
 
each of the three main ranch types. oe
 

Ca) Company Ranches 

A numiber of company ranches were visited by theW 
study team, whichiconfirmed that they were suffering severely­
from the drought. in discussions with management, ,itappeared,
that this ranch form offers a better prospect for srng-L 
management and avoiding problems of overgrazingi 'st 
case of group and cooperative ranches. 

i teApart from a price squeeze, the main prob' tih 
the+coercial ranches are listed,below.:. MchethM bW 

itak +0from the IBRD Review Mission Draft'!Report s'p
the'--+vi ews of the study team m embers ho' i the-ran 

++++ ++++ * Man(ag)ement 
r 

l 



R 4 
~ ~t 4 (ii.i) EBreedin4, Herds 

There" seems ,to have been.,a, tendency.L-to try 
io--develop breedin he dto th exclusionso.detriment (of 

fattening. This- causes cashfflow piobl mifb-i,,te " 

ranches, reduces the market forNot' a-sersn - -,mosL
'~steer 

.the face-of:rought tiimorant,%reduces flexibility in 

imoedifficult to destock, to avoid overgrazing-.8t J;<YK 

iil+ (iv) Member Equity : +i+++i+ ++~+ 
fort toI moveThe Goveiiint (AFC), -ian-:e-f 

the program along, has provided loans to ranches which have, 

permitted them to begin operations with very little equity, 
even less than the 20 percent required by the IDA. This m
 

a very heavy debt burden and restricted profitability and cash
 
flow.
 

(v) Too Rapid Development 

Many of the ranches receiving loans%have 

apparently developed too rapidly, and with too many expensive 

capital items. The result is-very heavy debt service costs 
which are difficult to meet, especially if managementis
 '
 
inexperienced and the t~uhnical coefficients not very good.
 

onIh spite of these problems, the prospect for ranching 
the Coast is sufficiently attractive, because of the large 

anounts of available land, that the IBRD has increased its 
acreage projections for company ranches under the project 

ha. The model has also been, +++++++
from 588,000 ha. to 659,000 
changed to provide for-the recommended use of purchasedtsteesrs
for fattening.
 

(b) Group Ranches . 

ai very interesting•:Groupt ranches represent er€"­,op f,-,nomadic 
afbt'oassist a& special group~ oa oh4no t 


stabijue,theirw way of life,. improve 'their ,:incomes, so
 
isto king: problems and 'pr~videCfo'ro eti
 

++ An|Iire+i i l; al,+oh+g 

http:overgrazing-.8t


0 o~aruugu~war Ui 

Aea a a 

n 6emki 	 angrop~Yrarahi 	 r 
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indi i d :o6wership ofthis involvesogiving up 

ar~fi vaityo
ah"grd--4In the meantime,of. the grouip ranh,4yfffculltfe 1a 

difficulties which can-be summarise a6i
 

U lh Overstockin4:and Allditibns 

Although the:;group inche'o ,.epresent.-ani 
the previous situation, oVbritocking4 ,'4remiS
Iimprovement over 

and c u syteoitadwn andtherangeficult pnoii
 
acceptable to all members-have defieddvelomn
emenpart
 
it is a "rich vs. poor" problem, with bi~h, b~i&6- 1' gro p ~ 

does not pVay ,too hioli A sharke of i 
, 

trying to ensure- that it 
A related problem is ~hf~t~t* 	price of destocking. 


ol ean some,.meibi bild-fal'
reasonable 6tocig rae 
 'i* 	far Lbelow the subsistence level and haVe to,liidve-,r-- I, 
Until-this overstocking problem, is solvedj 6u~ti ;ipY"hl 
down and the range will continuar to deteriorate.
* 


()Small size,~, 

group, ranches ,are~oo ,,smallp'ob~
* Tisis Many 

oe'.viable. Ti snow rather wideiy~idognise6' U 146 10f 
.lexstngsmiall ranches will! continuae, to,-na&ve diff id 

,
 
4 
 ~'4 44 	 ($1i) MZanagemenht 

' 	 is ,suffer, from: Wekimngii,,.ratnc 	 en 
a iiuuah~ds 4ema n_~~l 1 
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est conclhe thd~gileIIunusually por poor.it Nevetheeiithetea
cooertie~fomsas -prai d oi ranchesi ;Aed 

very unsatisfactoriy resu'.to- Some of thiwe seweotC 
were: 

9 Although there is a, ranch manager, the 
memibirs believe that they, can overr-ilie 
the manager a 'decision as they sefitf 

*Coniidirable -amounts ofatv
 
erativeilands are removed' , from,666(1ranch 
 uiat4
rancihing by th qubn' 


1'*Although iieibis are -sposed..to, a­
a specific number of cattlei in th&i 
cooprtv memi~bers oftih.bing4 all, 
their cattle todjgFz;, tei coprtivI& 
pastures; vi~ich reiliul ii l# 
uncontrolled graziig.
 

o a, District Itangi Officer has~n-oc 
in t'ii .ma coopeirativesina"4i eiit okt ie 
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Ea. developed, 000 
A.u. marketed, Incremental 

350 
17,500 

204 
10,150 

Comany 
Ha. developed, 000 
A.u. marketed, Incremental 

588 
14,616 

659 
16,370 

Group 

Ha. developed, 000 
A.u. marketed, Incremental 

960 
40,620 

650 
27,215 

Total A.u. marketed, 
Incremental 72,736 

53,35 

- 26%
Percent change 


Derived from IBRD Review Mission Draft Report,
Source 

Annex 23.
 

This analysis covers only the slower rate of 
development,
 

not problems such as poorer than planned results 
in developed
 

ranches because of overgrazing, range deterioration 
and other
 

Taking these into consideration in a very broad
 factors. 

way, we would estimate that the current ranch 

development
 

program might result in an annual increment 
of 40,000 a.u.,
 

of 6,400 tons of meat
 equivalent, at 160 kg CDW per head , 


per year.
 

This would make only a small contribution to 
Kenya's
 

overall meat requirements by 1990, but would 
still represent
 

enough of a success so that the Government 
and the donors
 

would probably follow the existing program 
with similar,
 

We would estimate
 
perhaps improved programs in the 1980s. 


that, by 1990, these new programs would have 
resulted in a
 

further annual incremental production at the 
same level, say
 

Thus, by 1990, we can
 40,000 a.u. and 6,400 tons of meat. 

estimate that the present policies for ranch 

development, if
 

continued, will result in an overall increase 
in zeat supply
 

of about 12,800 tons annually.
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(4) !r. ztaioa
 
... isoclearly ehposo a 

r~si'on) Sta)h6c Ainos ationiopastoroernment' to-lassist a}ihe r'iiai 
n .t. 

ofanture an ma nhvent 
th'rof te rats iouptandof 4 and 

in.h 
-
io uaaiefC orntatatnig" 

Diviiion(LD)ofthe iie of riculpvae tTh rae 
gol of thMDf are auafollows 

STo 	purchase livestock inrthe"pastoral "ire55i
 
,
thereby helpingeto increase the raithere w,
w.' 

'
 offtake rates and increase meat prrduction '
 

To Supply to ranches and feedlot 41th 
inmature animals, which have passedthough 
quarantine, for fattening.
 

*To supply animals directly to the Kenya
 
Meat Corgission.
 

S 	To support the efforts of private traders
 
to carryfout the above three activities
 
by maintaining stock routes,,hold.ing
 
grounds,and transportation equipment ~~ 

s., ,use.
for their use aswell as LMD'spvwnoe 


The theory is that the establishment of these support
 
facilities is an activity which can~only, be 4carried-ot
 
Government agency. Even with~facilities establse, nmae
 
available to private users at subsidised prices .h;,. riss,
 
involved in moving animals through the systemJ-and,,espye ly
 
through quarantine, are such that private: traders cannot be
 
depended upon to operate at 'asufficiently-: hh,11 eet 
-satisfy the policy objectives. Thus' ~LM is yair' andlle r 
of cattle as well as a provider of. services. 

Government's policy tosuprcomc a ion
 
trtfication is further demon tra"t e'dT b~h a
 

£~nif~cat potionof tihe ,resour-"ce ofa
 
tj,,Pioject,- (9prcienta6a
 

*The aneisa
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gT~~ej~~r _710 snd 
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IS'~T~"W (bY, Ind:~eci Pc1 

exof
17~teova~ThOe improvment ;e. thec 

4iiantly. the, 'ea supp ry. The2 IBRDApprai Repcar .t is 
''jeCtr c.OOugges hadtllnbyea,'theor SoUtpj 50-gio eth 


,t' tal 'fl "140,000 hea 6nra~d annil off~
 
o a raes
frauu~o pouapn',wud,?.tut::io-,.
.sigionredigcattnt 
 -program.,,, giix3 -'f 

atpributed.~aofr Report,, market aimprvemetse are lshown 'f.e~astei i o.,'
Appaisl mprqved -maretn exi ,,the

ftoaccoi foranetrepeet i, incraein 

o . 

the Bank'san'tincrease in the ff take rate of, 2.-y7 perceitge pi.nts,,for 
the North'-East Region as a whole, which, based',on 
pr6jectionslregarding cattle population', would amouint to.
 
67*,000 head in year 20. For the Southern Region ,10 percent 
of, a net three percentage pointincrease in of ake ratis'is 
attributed to improved 'markets, which would account' for 'an, 
additional 17,600 head taken off by year 20.- This total of 

excess of the 50,000 mentioned~labove,
{,ri84,0600 is obviously in
and we are unable to reconcile: the figures. In either case,
 

however, the supply impact indicated by the World Bank is
 
considerable.
 

(c. De Facto P'oli'cy . ' . .... " 

Our examination of the current status
 
of the.-LMD and the marketing program indicates that the 
 . 

de facto policy is essentially the same as the ,stated policy
 
U-in spite of some rather serious,difficulties experienced by
 
the program during the recent drought., We make several'
 
specific observations'.
 

'(iImpact on Pastoralists
 

.Althoughi
[j~ the ~program is'clearly- i ; 
€t,
aimed at helping the pastoralists market their cattle'. 


acceptable prices, and although the need for theise-;sieives AsA 

most acute during drought, the perfo rmance.of,LMD", ini'e t, 
aNOrthmEas
:two years has not been good. In the 
 s
 

met with widespread complaints that IMP had 

4for- wtfi~ree- years" or siniilar..extended pei~~o f'time 
SClearly j ing' the drought, "paitoralists h amc Y 1 0o a 

1
willingbt&buyTO1"l.O se1,thn',.MD.was:on rprovincesuggest t av many 
;.._,h ." i - - - .'
lSR
-.- --'-.,butra elft6 p - 1-tr 
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i ~ mae~ 06 tug sasoba tac from drought amI No Otao 
t~ ~up~ttpuxotsedanifti. It~ would tow b*L a 

MOV.iAei b a polty of trying (not very suoceasfully)oto lik 
ps-ahaees with sales, 'rather than having as t maln picJY' 

i s. of animals frm the North East to help ethe 
pastoraliots and reduce range degradation. 

A second element regarding the impact an the petoralists 
is the role and influence of the private traders. In the past 
two years, with LMD making few and rather sporadic buyinS! 
expeditions in the North East, a large proportion of Ua 
animals that were purchased were bought from private traders 
rather than directly from producers. U4D paid a good price 
for the animals, but the producers, who lacked information 
about LMD's plans and the resources to make the sale direct, 
received a relatively small proportion of the receipts. This 
has the effect of encouraging the traders, who do have a role 
to play, but discouraging the producers, whose role is much 
more important. 

We understand that, with the opening up of more of the
 
buying stations with weighbridges, it should be possible to
 
give the pastoralists themselves a better chance to sell
 
directly to the LMD. It is the intent of LMD that this be 
done. 

(ii) Quarantine Problems 

A major service of the LMD is 
to provide quarantine holding grounds and to hold animals in
 
FMD and CBPP quarantine before allowing them to move South
 
into the Specific Disease E}ee Zone. This should require
 
holding animals for three or four months, but in recent years
 
it has often been necessary to hold them for much longer
 
because of the presence of reactors and sick animals in the
 
herd. This has reduced LMD's capacity to handle animals and
 
potentially caused serious losses to the Division because of
 
loss of condition. The holding grounds tended to become
 
seriously overgrazed as well.
 

(iii). Mortality
 

LMD's mortality experience has
 
been rather poor, thus increasing operating costs and, of
 
course, reducing meat production. LMD mortality experience,
 
according to the IBRD In Depth Review Draft Report, has
 
fluctuated between .5 percent and 27 percent, with an
 
average of about 11 percent. This is in part because of the
 
need to hold animals for a long time in largo, crowded holding
 
grounds, but more because of the practice of purchasing animals
 
in poor condition.
 

(iv) LMD Operating Losses
 

LMD has suffered continuous
 
o%*ating losses. This is becauae (1) trading profits, the
 
A 1 ehcebetween prices paid and prices rce1i have 

bn negative or, if positive, very rmia, t21thoi6h­



,"*keh low relative to Capital lnys twat attf 
aa~ (3)vp. =toes, hl~ including, aoraIftyp havi biWs 

eor ot oo" f ctoro are a arioult of ineffi,c-y, bnt- tsa 
bellorm a urjger proporti.n result from deliberate nol #':A, s 
f i'l l, to pay a good price for ctle or to nubsid 84,, 
mgm oY the se-vices. As such, much uf this loss does 
cotitute a subtidy to the livestock industry, especially the 
pastoralist (edtrader) and thkt ranchers who puchaea the 
anistts without paying the full transportation and quarantine
 
costs. Ws believe that if LMD attempted to cover all costs,
 
including mnagement and debt service costs which 4o not now
 

appear part of LMD losses, the marketing system would
 
collapse because it could not bear the full costs. On the
 
other hand, costs can be reduced, and consumer prices
 
increased to perutet wider margins to LMD and the private
 
traders using LMD facilities. This is duscussed under price
 
policy.
 

(b) Supply Impact Under De Facto Policy
 

We do not believe that the various
 
problems Just cited should significantly affect the supply
 
impact of the marketing program. We believe that LMD is well
 
on its way to solving some of the more severe problems and is
 
not likely to attempt to become self sufficient by charging
 
all costs, including quarantine, against the industry, which
 
means in effect the producers, at least until there is a
 
significant price increase at the consumer end to permit wider
 
margins throughout the system.
 

However, under present policies, we do not believe the
 
supply impact will be as high as that estimated by the World
 
Bank. In our discussion on range development in sub-section
 
d. above, we estimated that, under current policies, the
 
number of livestock units on the 6.6 million hectares of the
 
North East project would be 244,000 rather than the 345,000
 
projected for the project. Stated in terms of head, this
 
would be about 443,000 head rather than 627,000. Taking a
 
two percent increase in offtake rate as attributable to the
 
marketing improvements, the shortfall from the original
 
projections would be about 3.7 thousand head. With other
 
shortfalls elsewhere in the system, under the present policy
 
assumption, we would project that the marketing improvements
 
would result in an increase of 40,000 head per year by 1990,
 
rather than the 50,000 head projected by the IBRD. It should
 
be stressed again, however, that this is a result of lower
 
animal populatior i rather than any serious difficulty in
 
increasing offtake rate through the marketing improvements.
 

(2) Backgrounding
 

This is ieally part of ranch development
 
policy, since it is intended that most of the ne,i rdnches use
 
sign ficant portions of their land and resources to feed
 
itwaturo steers raised in the pastoral areas, eapecially the
 

mast. Thus, the rancss are an important l.nk in the 
clalr,. ;md muiit funct.on if the prograr to 1v. ituatu' ta 6ff 
1*-c ?rth ERt zangoland" as soon as posnLble'and into'bN.t1rt:4 
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mostlyi t 'h 
prtions"ol.fievelopxment Projict,,points out 1.ti~j 
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and cr'ps pr ductiin; and tha it n~i-on 
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ifta animal has 3eas*1kSh iiill bi hIii-dowg

purchase,j 6 offe rii.Ti~ibcu 

TThe
IIKMC and all. thii bfiit of th feedin Wi i9i 

that fewi: North East iiitui Aile iifi'g- p-dir-faid. 7
result is 
by the feelidlots and; presuimlA, a lwjvj tjhije iti, 

(c) Effect-on- Su1v 

We bilieve thatcurret de~fii 

policies towarld feedots wiill hav t15fft6 
lives 'of.
developPment;, and ii l u. at ii~ot cuiAi 

4e assume 1ha ac initial ;fm iieadperyear. If25,00 

110 k~jij, iiiht) j1ijfi. d1i~ 
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r4a mijt*!b l-5dt~'si',I spy.imact of the fiiedl~t 
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6
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thoue without indicate current Ffaci itie Wor r 'tse-Numbe'z oro eu~e~l~"O~Os" 

completed this financi-al. year. ',
 

indicate the borehole. registration number.
 

)Noted-the, first-time,';h ar above.,~ 
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*,County Council facilities
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th ninit~r"i 

-~~~;&ecoJloqlca,. Zones* ...a and III*.~ 

Central i:oifiihi e afii 
Embu (part), Meru (part)i 
Kericho, E. Marakwet (part) , 6Baring--: *4n 
Province, Western Provicei. 

Large. Scale'Farming : 


Nakuru, Trans Nzoia, Uasin Gi.hu.
 

With regard to cattle popUlati'L, this adds up to 
something like 6.5 mill.ion he~ad out of- ouk i9175,,,6tit& ed' 
9.7 million head in the dbiintky 4il a wholi6 -U idi 

We could *add thdfii~h 4hpoeii~ljthe importance of the area. 

Zones II and III, areas of Narodk a.idji .th
 
which would increase it even More, alioifug at themomen i .hii
 

,ifidta1i n
land is not used intensiVdlY; As disiouid. 

r in it,
cii1975,::wi -
Zones II and III, availale for-
less than 6 million ha. Our ditii: ... ,­a 6 19 

land j gIII'
reduction in Zones II and 


about 4,5 million ha,, still. 6&6fiiddr a.damounii tLooked 
a it
from the point of view of.carr 


the Zone II and III land a
 
have a carrying cAaiG f6 

fom ou 95estimate,-of T-95 

~0;Alterta Hua 
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a:1,. ;.+ ,-+ y'+ c?n'++
rt rvfov 

Kaj'iadoi, 	adW tenPovine 
I' - . ++ ++ + + + ++ +'+ +	 -.+-,+ . 

And yet, the poiiiitie:appear. -to be Ivery Jiiat. 
A liifig dataiiuppl ', n ohersourceubybKita 

11 	 +7appa6rIII'if~r in,.--! izonov 
Or'diidio'nor,patur, mp64 t in Opiacet of 

, 

uimiroe,
Sra	zing ncreasoaa the aerage c ing.g capcit'.n;Avea+ge 

frm 6h&i ikL Uu"to .3 ha. per L;u; 1 ' or t~iic its- In&s, 

Z...ze II-,thel cryikng capacity also doubles;s fibi1 fa per .. 

L~iu. to .5 ha. jper L~u.
 

We believe that a certain amount of increased' itensiVe
 
fodder production and pasture improvement is iheVitible with
 
the increasing amount of land placed under crops in zbiisi iI
 
iand iI. Our basic projections have taken this into,acdount
 

as follows :
 
Estimated Area under I.:'rovement 

Region ok-F~ddek-kddih Ji -
ZONE II ZONE III 

1975 1990 1975 1990 

Central 83 93 -i 
Nyanza 20 20 3-.4 24.6 
Western - -

Rift A 23 43 " -

Rift B 111 57 - 42 
Coast 19 25 - 11 
Eastern 14 14 39..+ .A9 
Totkals 	 270 252 : 24...,+7'
 

T tAls 	 1975 , 312.4 .
 
i1990 	 382;6 


+ + +' +.: P ++ ... .." ... .. .;+' +++. +:
 

# S U" s 1 i k"agL+ #'++ .' +;m +:+ ++t: 
9 ... + _* + +:
 ; ,+ :,.+ p+++.+ .. ++YR - +U+. 




e'i-der Iew ent policies# ve would not projoct a
 
s11tl f 1Lat ewpar-"Ln of these practices bsyond.,that usd 
our basic proifactitonz. Althauqh there Is research, therei"S7 

Thera is,a bellef among.little opp sat extension activity. 
miky that there ;,s little land available for grazing that ii
 
r'*ily suitable -4ar these practices on which they do not 
al!o'A? exist, although our data and observations suggest 
ottspulse. Ur4er the present policies assumption, then, we 

would assign no further supply impact to these potential 
improvements.
 

We might add that price is an important factor here.
 
Pasture improvement and the other techniques discussed
 
require significant investment, which in turn requires that
 

beef production be profitable. If farmers do not believe
 
prices are adequate to ensure profits, they are unlikely to be
 

willing to make the improvements discussed.
 

(2) Herd Improvement
 

The high potential areas have significant
 

numbers of grade cattle, mostly for dairy but also for meat.
 

In a situation in which the amount of grazing land is
 

gradually declining, it clearly makes sense to improve the
 

herds to increase yields per hectare or ton of food consumed.
 

Over the years Kenya has been a leader in livestock breeding
 

and herd improvement, and the improved cattle types do provide
 

much of the higher grades of carcass beef and higher meat and
 

milk yields.
 

It is Government policy to continue to promote herd
 

improvement through breeding and selection, and several
 
stations are involved in experimentation. Further, there are
 

the dairy and recently established beef recording schemes
 

aimed at recording the results of progeny in an effort to
 

select improved stock for further breeding.
 

However, in several respects, we must conclude that this
 

policy is not being supported at a level adequate to achieve
 

notable results.
 

First, it appears that the base for herd improvement is
 
The number of people in
contracting, rather than expanding. 


the industry maintaining high quality breeding stock has gone
 

down in recent years. Secondly, the beef recording scheme is
 

still very limited in its coverage; only three ranches at
 

present. Thirdly, the Government policy of effectively
 
banning the export of breeding stock acts as a disincentive to
 

those who engage in the production of improved stock, since
 

demand for their stock is reduced and, more important, profit
 

opportunities sharply curtailed.
 

We have not studica these matters in detail, but must
 

conclude that, under present policies the opportunity for
 

signifi3cant increases in production in the high potential -ne
 
thbugh ' tiprover'?it will not be realized, and thern will 
-be.no .s'1rJfIcant supply impact. 
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" -timress,ee .Most- ofthafL v 

't . .fe elit aprogra o n being paid 
d .ot nitl holder fAriuer4 o a 

ifa order to .reduce Calf mortality teiniiio 
Calres at weaningd 

"y-P" :t
h4)aUtilization of o 

There has been encourau
nwork
 

on utilization of by-productsand cropresidues 
for fed.
 

n. 4 t oi.-,w..i f 
M.ost of the formal research has been' in 

to be, exiedllfntfeedlot program, but there would also sleem, 
by or'dinary.opportunities for their use as supplemental feied 

' 
s In ac ofourse, a
farmers in the high potentialzone

( great many farmers do'use crop by-products as f, ndw 

this in our analysi in SectionC,have takenzaccount of 
and zonal catryinj capacities. On the basis; Y 

regarding regional17of'our observation, however, by-products are not' being aused' to'' 
s


the extent they Could be, or as eficiently as they could 
Therefore,. we will, again as'sign no suply effct to 

rflec-ted in ou,basic
ofb-products beyond that aled 

projections.,
 

(5) 'Dairy Bull Calves 

#~~ A large number of dairy ulO V! 
Ini the high potential areas, are slaughteired4 s'oon:,ft riiiiih 

because of the relative prices' ofIilk,' 4 "t" d%,This.is 
the fact that some of the breeds are 'relatv y _p 0 

"bse f '1atiimals Asurvey by Kaa ndH49 i . 

k'xt'-7.,-,percent of all, dakiry_ bul1tcaile ;are a, 
long-- f~ttdOcourse, many: ii'tdie,,

t --
o ay 0 0 
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6 Prices paid to ranches by. fedl.ots
 
e Ptoftcek -pkices paid by, ptoaessorsg#
 

*Wholesale
others 

prices charged byKI4C,&hd­

e Retail prices.-

Theme prices are' all interrelated .and al.rjuust f 
long run* be adequate to attract-resoUtceis o 4fd.tro 
keep production going. The adequacy ,of e roi n 
margins to producers in th hiae~lodepon e~tni 

h~~~~ 

ht:'W 

costs of production at each 'level.- '~ 

The Government's* price policy irnpinges,, on-,several, iL butti not 
all, of the price. listed above.,, Theb,,mainipoir s at-, hich,' 
Government price policy impinges. areo;ni 

- e Prices paid to-primary 'produers ,or 1 ~ 
throul hcs, LIMD 

' 

buying pries# especiallynrangei A
Simmatures,.controlled, 

areas.--: 

ePrices at which: imturesaiiod 
:vontrolled tr~o'u-hLNDirliq ws 

14ai1 
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fed' or totrad vitd, kt v sIichstdet to t ii
Gov henit feeaiots 


ia and
 
Sbelovo and on iMD buaying OridiiOiidil Ir~ 

almost alw~ayfs in the pastoral AteAs4 

In the recent past LMD has apparently. bei i ii
 
ijmatures in the N-orth East fort lativly',hi ltitii say.


ii kAtheiii heaBiVijSh 2.20 to 2.40 per kg, liveweiqht, And r ath 
ilohng
loss because of mortality# the need to hold Ahimald 
i d,,,i.d Wh*e,,ti+.ttime in quarantine and generally unfaVorabU 

t le, p,..dhased
c ae . ..
animals were sold. Unfortunately, moSt of. 
were purchased from traders rather thanl producter theflWeI
 

LMD's current policy, as of December 197.6, is to,"prhase
 

cattle by weight, directly from the producer, d at Ithe K4C
 
;.'rbt
n' ttainnco tlss
realization price for recent experience 


- ;NThe KMC realization price for,:ombasa 

at ss '475rel
Sh 4.55 per kg, CDW j which,,assufifg th !;rv4iveVeight'­of liveweight, works out to about-iSh 2.l16p 


For Athi River, the KMC realization price being used currently
 

isSh. 4.16 per kg CDW, or Sh l.98,perkg'liVei ;The''I

ia much high rateniofpretenti6ndifference is largely due to 


for measles -n6i '
at Athi: River. Costs -have been caIoulatI o 
each buying center and include factors such asdista

eded
 . 
to transport and measles incidence.'The actual prices.paido
 

is- between Sh 1 60 and Sh -2.0-ipe1*fkg livewiight, 1
producers 
A- a matter 'of iy,depending on the center, 
 all animials * t

all purchases by weight and eartags 

can be kept. '
 

i pi- , " u.! ItI 1 I
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e e-a 

*-Oki­-



a boMeii .ga i6itfiit~ qe S O 

qae 

No>--< the rof "L iieegh&m <iaaste~nthat 8ht2* pe/kit i4a:n~~ that th o---- ----------------hp -A---- K%
 
a5 pren e sale, e to ar i '
gabouv nt pricifo &fgidhe, € ~iiiii ,!!!:. ii4e2t iwhhatb,: 6hard, -a,Th.ihoeeloetAoe25kthgkipossileA-Vices pei di a 

giThem p rce s ngtbeortwonyeis o016me.
havereandAng oun 
2.65opernkmgrlowe posiblrenaewhic chared Mh Iadcrease
prices can b 
 ->"Note that Wdarie ao ih e eitsmiquialen 

-giof200kgrm in the holin grounds. Oercogl ruN~-


From sellthe hae of for y~rs'r1'pint of vraed tabhe tw tie[1heDselln prices
t.aborbed5. per kg Cbehatf 47. ph ermen api&hic~i15 prcet tor Sandard Seaovetheprie erdlotK? 


15irentabovie tepiefrstnadgad._i ,Se
 

Noebelieve this is a vl arg and would preeuive
 
overuc the, t~imnedto hrice barelycoer hiiakitWh 

gainof 00egram i~re hodn grud.f Oe col.wide• i.. We find a..system of hihe 4 B ,, a, .... pe g fo 

Gin sstem ppeastosaet'rainal.o e~doi4 t6,iC'­
a pannere chapgeCeanand:feedlots 



611~Ai6b11c'h 

1V'V4b; -04 , '.1:,0 0::8Q -	 pd bStandard 2,1 5' ;4: ,7 ,.
 

.0t .on .2 .20: 0::::
Boomatuln 
 .72 74 2/757 t2 1/737/737..... 
Ho~es:Pr~es' o"rta Pd: RIaM",1(9,72 0.4.45 4.65 4.87 5.30 5.85 6115
Choice 


FAQ 	 4. 20 4. 40 4.61 5-O00-6(7SO.0 
('WAStandard 3.15 3.,40-3.67,4.20 4. 85~4B4~ 

2.80 2.95 3.19 3.60 4.25 4.29 :,425 1(4'179)~Commercial 

Manufacturing 1.50 1.58 2.20 2.20 2.20 - 2.
 

wNotes t 	Price. for retained carcasses' (mii~14* 
Prices paid to feedlots arei a~t. Ciit. te O 

1
for FAQ and above, passed, 'ii Sh! ,5O P k 

'increase,
The' 9/76 price represents a Sh 0,S0I-ipet' -­

not yet 	 implemented. 

ThseMC buying prices are,,imohSh..o
 ~ewe
geerl o sieo~hiiirnileelofd 	 the 
Below; we provide the differentia14, usnstandardr:.them. 

KMC:UYNGandC DIFFERENTIAS 

, 141 137 133 ,2 120Oi2~1Choice 

-r~, L12' 	 45k~fc 

'gt bu ng ricS 

http:3.,40-3.67,4.20


LA4t 

-Hindquarter-:-


RMce 4.85tF 

rtXrt thn if 4.25 

Hiqarer 

Forequiarter3 

inarr1OO4
 

Hindquarate ,,~lsai
 
it frquArtefruatr sdon*m ,
 

Hinquther

Frqa;6rer 4,.V4l'r"'eiy" o 

U(a) KMC target prices intheasneo rc oto 
ins (a"big. 

4 



f r+ 	 ien ipstlf 	 nha 

ia etonirkb e s oIgaie 
er8 Foreq t 

-ihdeChtpt 
50er5.70ih 
6130 166A A 

i 
a-

Average 6.00 

(a) 	 Bone-out really doesnt count in thisonalysi 
the additional price only covers the fiqhta- o6lf 
removed and perhaps the labor of removing it a~6~i 
relationship between theue two gazetted pic.. hai.ben 
erratic and at present butchers will avoid s.Ui~oiot 

-see Chapter 114 

Note that these controlled prices do not cdh1det.
 
themselves with the grade of the meat.
 

The second set of controlled prices concerns at~jat a,1

and 	there is a separate price for each of a long . it ~sf 

A selection is given here.
 

Cut 	 9/71 '7/73 2/7 
Beef Fillet, Sirloin 11.00 12.060' 13.00 l14 75'', 
T-Bone 10.00 11.00 '11.40 '13.15 
Rump Steak -r 9.00 12.15n40: 10.00 

~~* Silverside 7.00,-- 7.90, 6,OlOO 
SMinced, teak 6.50,,:, 79"4 8.30 10~0IT'"K 

STheiie cuts can' be-.'muidt6'fkouu?any gra car' 

W, 	 A324Jqh$ie6 daisii~i injh)~!8
of~j9bfoa 
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ff~ i d 1 6 " i'"i ...... "; ikii, ; SY 

i!jb'etv itbse hiafideen- ae.todacei -i 4j i"' higerpl.i~eithit &irksad ii i~ak eiet stel t th& cahiraattibitibitd i ,t6 'mirlead&iiiW atii a
dhai oi re
trhai the pibtisithi viewA6 hi- qt a li, .
 

C4C itself has been able to make ma ald- higher_pe at 
tha control retail prices. Sales to iaiititutidhd ar made at 
higher prices KMCs recent merchandiing inrifVtiOdn#,the 
family pack, which contains sirloinso tpside j- uitvettide o 
thick flank and rolled brisket, sells to institutions Ahid .to 
individuals, by KMC for Sh 16.50 pet kw. Sales rorted.e -­
to be fairly brisk, which supports the view that theei. a
 
market for reasonably quality beef at higher thafrodomtrolled
 

prices.
 
Conclusion s present policy is to make a special effort
 

to hold down prices of standard grade meat, but also to hold
 
down all consumer prices at a possible riskto theproducers.

Probable result of a continuation of present policy is a
 
continuingdecline of real prices, although there will be
 
short term increases from time to time.
 

(vi) Export Prices
 

Export prices are cleaily-.not'­
controlled by the Government. However, they are.,si~fi a~n in.,

'I the overall price structure. Further# Governmeit'p :oiby'f ,qan
have an influence on the effective export price. ~to:'KZC In"',< 

~ . wymst through .export ?:rebaite~i 'i'c -ua1svarious obvious the-I. 
~A10- percent f.o.b. value) rebate recently,,gran e& n 

beef., borned 

~current.,,export prices -,,are, About h15 ­
casej o~r, canned. corned, beef,4(leus'WAbo, 

S~i 000~ US$ :l1, 1001 pe ton C8 
hidq or~n6ly a a 



4 taiped6.h W 

and d9a th urrentricesf yguh3 (1714i4100 

December 1971 00.8l ' 

1973 118"C~ p: 

197 1 14 7, 

For producer prices paid by KMC we cniexamin&_*.1e real >' 

price history from January 973to the presentDeoember1976)
 
and deflate the current prices by 163 (17 1.1/105.00). The

Co~197l2 1055*',0I results are as follows :~-

REAL PRODUCER PRICES,,

January 1973 and December 1976;
 
December 1972 -Shillings
 

1/73 12/76, -Decline in,,real, price 
Choice 4.65 4.35 65%-

FAQ. 4.40 4.29 2.5%
Standard 3. 40 2.98 '12 4%' 
Commercial -'2.95 2.61 1A 54 A'~Manufacturing 1.58 15 ~ ~fit~, :50'.'" 4 

-Ifvwe want a more striking 'example!,,of, the 4 1eiei 
producer: prices,, we can- take thiie price"'f "stix&d R 
February,1975 and the'presenti, duriniw ichjt,~ a 

~increase in the, current 'shillin pr. peo~~5~e
Uuiiie 174fior-Ahftrc ineprIe

*3~rcentl,!uring. the, ipioM ~Irn a 1 r 

http:1/105.00
http:iexamin&_*.1e
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ilpi tu' 
m~ 1~)238 ~, 

recent c age 257 

'or ret"ail rceue.pe"i"lIyW hepfpro der s i 
acrtuallysi ih t higher hthaeeasj bcauu.O.efi
 
ptheelve ma vepboutseven pery g of i lf',
 

studeshavetheneprice'odaen has had
meat 

(ii) 'Producer Costs 

_riustjae will' While producer and "ind" .. tail. bef
 

. th:poe n .' ..:,., f 
prices have been increasing slowly 'in,cuir iesrmsfi'd,
decreasing in real terms, it seems clear that producer?,, ,,, 
operating costs hv sing very sharply
of-previous studies have investigated this question, arid ,we11 draw upon a few such studies to illustrate'th 

For,feed costs at the feedlots, the Beef. Industry.,
Development Project1 'has ~made extiinsive studies. and hfas ,, 

-i
an.
calculated the current shilling costs of feed.-to,,, fatte 
animal for 97 days, using 930 kg of dry matter,as follows-:. 

June 1973 "July1975 Sept; 1976 

Sh 264 Sh 336 Sh,418:. : 

"'
For the three month period, this represents acost 

increase -of 58 percent. During:the same period producer
 
prices for FAQ have increased about 52 percenit,excuding
 
bonuses.
 

h.For ranch operating co.ts, the _IBRDIn. Dgpth#Review-
-Draft-Report overed the. subject ,quit4exhaustki1'% 
-t e ranches and, 

r~ces hve:d opfering otnstsppaageger.4, 

£~)~sI -99to 180 pe peret-Sh~ anialpryaq 10 
bete 97,-'arnd 19.76.,,2. 

~A 

~~& 4V 
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335 0 6
* ~DelnavDrF SitQ~ 

Diisel -it' .9~7 l 82' 
Petrol. 1 1t, A1.31 2 v09 : 
Lorry transport cost 

Labour 
Wagesa per month 85.00, 171,00 1400f j 

miscellaneous
 
Tractor, rMachinery


and Vehicles spare

parts% 10%
 

Veterinary 50% - 100% 
Capital Equiptuent

Tractors, Over 00 

'Barbed wire H/T
16G x 25 kg 125.00 188.00 50 

Cc I Discussion ofPobe2.tAas~ 

fr~~ As discussed'abo~Pe,Jivilsbaa 
meat prices at severAl different' levels'.Ato. st1
 
or indirect control bf. the'-Govien~t-4Be bn
 
discussions, with those involVed,4ithth IfiU
 
reviewvi"of Iother reorssvel ftIi I
 

~ ~fa~rop inthe idUstry,
pr~lfixw-fr Pan;.,byOthe 

h 'n,,44tb~ee effec 
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ipootd onat foder n ictionwj, artern e croppi g
iddt~ced,,motta±Lty ad| the""iki. haiena cotnd~r unlilcely ;to dtr ulei's ,beif'1pried ate:,attztaotive,,, V~Wpeetgy~ 
mikApieardairy, rod tion is clear morear:pr ofitable n 
these-areas: than beef prdutction# and iahld, iaxpect: itwe ot 

i: 
 ccI-weasmta th-,vrneni t1 Abe posibeto increase beef prices enough, to!'rheverx,, this. 
On the other hand, improved real beef prices would doubties­

I!to urrn pre'si~p -ilt;ii 

promoteadditional-investment-in improved.beef technology '-as
 
~ii well. 

If we assume that current Government price policy will 

result in continued long term declines in real: prices, wewould have toassign a supplyimpact in the high potential
 
areas over and aboveethat alreadycovered under specific high


ehgpotential area policies. In other words, some of the,

increased intensification and use of by-product feeds assumed
 
in our basic projections would be foregone and movement away

from meat productionxwould be faster than that accounted for
Iby
basic land use changes required.because of increased food
 
requirements. Quantification can only be a guess, but~as a
 
guess we would use a 5 percent reduction in meat output from
 
the high potential areas below that covered in the basic

projections. Since the basiciprojections provided for
3,472,000 L.u. and -approx'imately 80,00 oso effo h
 
high potential areas (Zones II and II country-wide)., a
 
5 percent reduction would amount to 4,000 tons by 1990.
 

L A;(ii)Ranches 

Ranches are concerned,mainly
 

with KMC producer prices and secondarily with LMD-sales :pries
 
for immatures, since many of the ranches purchase steerswI-

fattening from LMD. 

The effect of present price policy was analysed,in deta1r. 
,i the IBRD In Depth Review Draft.Report. The Mibsibn't 

... p that, at present , companyranh-jo
,Coast,'-' new commnercial ranches under the Second',' st 


UD 'Revie 4 

I 



SS'e~qem Pr~e~t group ranches 2*all , am- vA"oand 
rx financial pgablmas, including banhtupta, at pet.,a


priales and recognd in each came an iindiatne inore&s In
 
no prices fro Sh 7.00 to Sh 0.05, and in standard prices

from Sh 4.85 to Sh 7.25 (30 percent plus 15 percartt) to gave

the ranches.
 

However, the IbMD Mission used as average carcass 
weights by yr±ade at iUC the following t FAQ 206 kg, standard 
152 kg, n.d commercial 109 kg. These are the approximate
weights which were reported in the KMC annual report for 1967.
 
The 1975 annval report ahows 199 kg., 126 kg. and 93 kg. for
 
the same grades, and preliminary 1976 figures obtained from
 
KMC, p3rtaining to Athi River only, are 184 kg., 122 kg. and
 
87 kg. Thesa 1976 weights are 10 and 20 percent lower than
 
the 1967 figures. Applying the system used by the IBRD in
 
Appendix 3 Table 5 of the Draft Report, we estimate that the
 
difference in average weights per grade, in FAQ, standard and
 
commercial,. means an increase in ranch revenues of 10 percent

it we use 1975 weights and 15 percent if we use 1976 weights.

In other words, a higher proportion of the animals would be
 
FAQ and a lower proportion standard.
 

We are unable to assess the impact of these changes on
 
the IBRD's models and recommendations; we understand that the
 
IBRD has done so. However, in spite of these changes in
 
average weight, which may constitute a de facto increase in
 
producer prices 3., we still Lnlieve proM36c'e prices are too
 
low to make many of the newer ranches, with high capital

costs and relatively weak management, viable. Further, for
 
the older ranches, which produce mainly FAQ in any case, we
 
believe that the present prices may be adequate to allow them
 
to continue operations, but inadequate to encourage them to
 
make output-increasing investments.
 

Thexefore, we do not agree with the IBRD In Depth Review
 
Mission Draft Report that, with present prices, the ranch
 
development program should and probably will come to a halt.
 
We would, however, project a further slowing down of
 
development and a negative supply impact resulting from
 
present price policies. In our discussion of ranch
 
development policies in section e. above, we projected ah
 
annual supply impact from the ranch development program of
 
12,800 tons of meat by 1990. We would reduce this by

25 percent, or by 3,200 tons of meat, as a result of present

price policies. For older ranches, we would assign no
 
negative supply impact to present price policy which would
 
affect our basic projections.
 

1. IBRD, In Depth Review Mission, Draft Report, p. 17.
 

2. Ibid, p. 24.
 
3. This phenomenon may not be entirely a de facto price
 

increase, since it may also reflect, in part. thu 
Olacontinuance of heavy cattle, such as dairy cattle 
which Crade standard. 
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4Lethe o aniialson'fed, ,npcreaeo nd 19-6.
 

h:Adsor! edn~o::,-d'epat ist e,,' gs 	 <- ,Still, feedlots are not being i pIt .ucapait zt 4ma 
be that, even though the tdifareQii eis 
relativelye high,,the standardlowppice of a......1]increasingly hold down ranch productibii and thi't e 
availability of. feedes for the fpeddbos"'.'i-ed the lo -pride 
of choice relative to FAQ discourages feeding4 to olididbe 
anh as henospecial-provinceo 
which is theeproe oth feedlots. h, 

Finally, the relatively low retail prices for,,ut8 of­
I..-"meat discourage KMC from producing high quality rneatlor the j

local market and this, coupled with current low export rcs 
makes KMC a less than eager purchaser of feedl"to"-" 

Still, we believe that high feed prices are a
important problem to the feedlots than
 
and we assign no specific negative supply impact to prienft

price policies as they pertain to feedlots., This-isln
iispite
 

1. 	 The price for feeders does not eatyr'l-c ,"h'g d' 
As noted above, LHD charges more'than-the si'anidard 
realization price. Ranches with gras.a and a oenta t 
bring an animal to FAQ are relutnt,.tosll fo'-iss,-ta,Wh30 e kg liveveight, about ha'lfay-belesiAQ and, 

The, truth of the statement that. feedloti mnust ''hae h 
grade..,gain to make moneyis cin l 
figues -from IcefiProdiiatnan et 
~~~ 	Ke~ ef dIndustry Developmh iftb
 

t' s 1976 prices, it" 0E a
 
m_,jlieosght ga~e~i, AiU 

sca ral 
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ji,,d VKMC,~ r.wmk 
and, opsra -in4#,-co-stu on'th'l6auuuuimption o'f lO;100t dm tiP' 
-warkaing late. 197 prce an 95t'o put. Our 
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calculated margins for: each,'rade are-"as)afo~lo1b:'' 7" 

Choice Sh 2.23 per kgl=CDW (based&ioh'i taiet.­
wholesale,, rces) 

FAQ Sh 1.08 jiidndai -

Standard 3h 1.17 (based oncontrolled 
Commercial Sh 1.51 .,assum 

commercial sold ini 
this way) 

Manufacturing Sh 2.01 "
 

The weighted average margin was calculated at.,about.
'Sh 1.50 per kg. On the basis of the ratherll.w..975
 
throughput, operating costs for domestic production,are
 
calculated as Sh 2.42 per kg. CDW, Made,,u ofhemargin of~ K:
 
Sh 1.50, a fifth quarter recover f a loissz of&.:
 
Sh 0.06 per kg. CDW. On the other, ,hAnd:,.we.esimat the
 
1976 level of throughput, 228,000 .head,-,would owroperatng,
 
costs by about Sh 0.64 perk.CD,~ d o Sh O$'2~1sK
 
the Sh 0.86 fifth. quarter recovery,. i*e blieveil ce,
 
throughputs are extremes and that a-realisi±c op jinc
 

would'be 5h 1.20 per'kg'ps thde f if thI-, arrj u 
j ~ u of 175,000'hieiidl. 4B~ oba± u 

a o irear8,AithLnfidrou~jt ,bL 
a,- for'-slughter,4'' w.eiIeleve 

FAQ an,,iice ,Frar no
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ooer,, Frtosisop-hsep usoes+n
 
.ste Butchers e 

Present retilprcecntol 
which cover types, of cut but not ,grade,1 or quaity, obviously 
have the effect of discouraging butchers, from purchasing , 

equality meat from the KMC and to substitute lowerquality
meat for higher. For those shopsu whose customerstknwquality 
and can demand it, the system encourages the' bu chr 6'++bea
 
the controlled prices through various mechanisms ",W 

lbu,-oi
ltbelieve these problems are major inthe "boiii' 
shops, but they are serious in the cut meat, shdps th iiiefet . 
we believe, is-to lower the quality of Kenya meat .'a'nd-,'gen~eally.,' 
discourage the Production of a quality product. Tee3 
however, no significant supply impact. , 

(2) Supply Impact of Present Policies 

var o 
headings above. we conclude that present policies-haivie'a'. 
dampening effect on r4 ave 

Supply impact is discussed uncer.. 


livestock and.meat production u 
assigned specific negative supply i4mpact 'r to,,L ..... " 
basic projections for 1990, to only the ,hareas 

+i -and to the ranch development program. For theigpotential
 
area, our. estimate is a reduction.. of 4,000 tonuo and
 
for the ranch development program a'furthi'h"00-tns, f6
 
a total of 7,200 tons.
 

i. , Planning- and Policy.Formulation 

66-v Kenya, R,1 
mechanism, -as farJ'~"~ weq of~ 

~ ~Ing t h 
3-a ­
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Policies with no supply impactare not listed here.


The listing of estiate uPP re i
 

POLICIES,;,"- ~mt Ranche OF PRESENT ... 
TONS oF MEAT',,:;' 

SUPPLY IMPACT 

velAtiii-d,aee Aoitv
Policy Area 


Animalr Health 
3,100Rangeland Improvement 

12,800WT7Ranch Development 
5,000Transportation 


eedlotS
 
4
Price High potential 

k2214 00 16',300Total 
6,100Net 

Thus we estimate that the niet-aggregateL ~ily:,kimpact ':f 

present policies will be an 'incredas o'ony6ld /r8ove,­
our basic projections fr1990.' 

Ei Supply Projections Ba o retT c 

~ ; The basic supply projections, ,given An~n~a 
5016--1 u' id~spie 190,

~vindicated thatra total;of.5 

vilbi i iey,4 iiraet . a-Sis.ed, pn~land, 

4graitable-'-iodifi'catonvW have asidt 

.out~,111 ac,-n'of 1:6 
C. kI 



outi:09 equilibriuim and per capita osipo 1vi
miaireduced. If these estimates are-correct, ii .
caftainly necessary to modify present policies.," 

We have made an effort to distribute the-various,Doon. 
supply impacts among the different regions of the country, in 
order to show the projected output by region in 1990 under 
present policies. The results are below. 

7N9ZZ 133- 10 
BEEF 

PFd1i PLICY SUPPLY DVACT BY R@GION 

Region i i lI i I
 
Northmrn 12,00 -900 +3,100 +200 +3.000 -250 17,150 
Sotiern 7,000 -400 +3,400 +2,000 -1,100 10,900 
Castal 4,000 -800 +6,000 -1,650 7,550 
Eastern 19,000 -2,000 +2,000 -850 18,150 
Central 16,000 -1,300 +500 -750 14,450 
Nyanza 19,000 -2,000 -900 16,100 
Western 8,000 -400 +500 -400 7,700 
Rift A 15,000 -900 +1,200 +500 -950 14,850 
Rift B 11,000 .-400 -350 10,250 

Total 111,000 -9,100 +3,100 +12,800 +5,000 +1,500 -7,200 117,100 



0ei 0 

ag rtge '4,supply,,ipac' 

1'; Social Policy 

o:pr einth ura.to cet ougr0 e 
A o etr ourdiscuss io-. of servedpireientpolio ye4
concluded tat in'the three areaIs ofksoci,adl .... 

(1) continiued: upport for'tradit azl iiethode s. retirding 
Sthe' im~eletationo6 fgrazing conrl j'(i th~qiemeiit, ~ 
to Support ownershi change an d on i i . ; 
livestock industry risked. ag 1'"dl ij..... .. ) e '4im 
of protecting',the urban, consumer ihoh rae ctrolsi, tendedhA ~:on, a 

our .in these, 
areas follow. 
to retard production., Briefly, recimndaion s'".. 

e 

We believe that the policy of taking tradi.tional. pastoral 
methods into consideration is a good one, andshould always,
 

be the starting point for proposed changes. Howeertwit h'
 
population increase, grazing control is a mu f"ve i~f V;, 
traditional ways must be sharply modified in this, ariea( We, 
recoI be prepared to piz, h hard'ln"mmnd that the Government 
this area and be prepared to sacrifice traditional methods'V, 

The policy of ownership change and'income distribution is 
certainly,necessary and we do not recqmend cha..g.. Wd "&' 
recommend that the program go more slowly, ifnecesrary to 
ensure sound business practices. The final re ult should be 
the same, but perhaps more'tie should' be taken to .get te.re. 

With regard to the urban consumer, we believe that,,-if 

necessary, his interest in low'priced meat must give 'wayto": 
the needs of the producer and others in the production and. >' 

marketing chain, Our price policy analysis covers ,thisii'A 
considerable detail. 

2. Sheep and Goat Policies*and Priorities /
 

1n Section D.2.b above, on currentpo11cies,'weo
goat 


ee
 
the' position that the development ,of sheq-p -o 
"hIst"relatively lowproiyin
a 


t sp andUgot s ld b 'accorde n aats e, 

te 0 

, 

J
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drought *and inlmany other icounti'es ..

:. prodUction over time when there are change s +,£i:i :climatic 

ifduring the recent sebaks? This....L
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Secondly, the production c wa
 
sheep and goats. Therefore, they can; increase, or' d: rease 

in numbers much more rapidly than cattle. Thisild fr~$aadjustment of the flock to food;availability. sThir fecuri._-y>
 

a Sheep and goats, especially goats, utilize nOn-grass 

r. range resources, such as. browse and fOrbs,- tO .}a higher~4d ethan taiincattle.ovtmeaThus they utilizehepe dgarseresourcesalc Wehcrpo from Comcptlrsioo han s teiA Cutilize. This does not mean, uof gours t-tthere_nw-:be 
toonl, h
therer produccal
with sheep and goats.aThe riskuhsoris ceotainly w ,ptoracyclei 'iW 

Fi.rest sheep and goats, meae can eproducesiis n t. ' 

anrecaes than with cattle The taking... ta aia!e"arizaiialso al reoe
a urtheenataki soeofg cowdtoa~~ ste quclT e . Lreengand or . emitik, es a 

there.
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Offtalce9 
Young mitering e
 

flodck 

~muotliy12% 

Rdeofftake 5% 
Ewe Floc (static) 

Total1Feca16s 

Males 
L7~ born @45% 
perlnatal martality 35% 
I9ortaIity to weardng 

20% 
Offtake 
Lanbs to 4 mmrths 

m~,tality 4-8 nmuths 
8-12 rnxzths 

tartbs surviving 1 year 

Offtake 
i 1 .raiterng adult 

'41 

maeA 

40.x 3 
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28 x 4 

17 26 x2 
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100 
1,644 

45 38 x1l 
-15) 

24 x 3 
-6) 

9 
~ 

14-x 4, 
14 x 4*'1 

f 

-2 

8~ .8 x12, 

35! -5xL 

'6524
 
2A 

11' 0 

'23J4 0.6 
12t-!o 

80 

231 
n 

4 
2 r, 

25872 

30 
3 

4 

U. 

- 2301,
Oc2-A.2jb) 

. 

o.1130<01,4~ 

0.100 190 

t-ii960, 

3 

12,960 

i 

A 

23 
27-' 

30-, 

M60,' 23Ai96~ 
0 06,"22 

0.050 222-

243' 

~3,55' 



tle-a 39 

Losses aver2K 
4 -months 

.t4;X? 
Y 

1:k 

~Males 
Total 

15 2 
9 

21~ 

Total Output 
Meat and Offals 

Annual Net Digestible 
energy required by the 
flock 

MJ per kg meat and off als 

d 

4$ 

: 

,3 

A 

476"'r56'.MJ 

44. Ma/kg'',': 



TABLE 111-12
 

HERD OUTPUT AND NET METABOLISABLE ENERGY REQUIREMENTS
 
SMALL EAST AFRICAN ZEBU IN KENYA
 

Yield of mat Total meat MT 
and offal output per.l Tota1 M 

Herd Grou~p -Percentage Nmtrer kg per head per day per dk 

Mvg%of co 36.7 279 
10 20400(b)Mortality % of calves 25.0 69.8 


209.2
Calvw < 1 yr 

Ikrtality 10.O 20.9
 

25 4,707.5
188.3
-Hrers ±-L yrs 
1Z5 kg, Im Gain 0.17 kg/day 
Mtirtality(a) 10.0 18.8 28 526.4 

169.5 28.7 4,864.65Beifers 2-3 yrs 

186 kg, Lw Gain O.U1 kg/day
 
Mx.tality (c) iO.O(c) 2.8 42 117.6
 

37.7 84 3,116.8
Offtake 


-Heifers entering cow herd 129.0
 

t 10.0 76.0 58 4,408mrtality 

7.0 53.0 115 6,095Cw.Offtake 


biHerd (static) 760.0 39.3 29,86
 
X93 OgM in milk
 

~\gday,70%carry
 

14,313.8 41,840.15iml~.es 1,327 .0 
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.
In view of the a.parent advontage:44 o eP 

goat mat production over cattie and beef, we recomend that 
higher priority be given to improving the sheep andi goat 
industry in Kenya. 

We do not have a specific program to suggest. We do
 
suggest that a program include the following elements.
 

* 	Continuation and strengthening of the
 
Sheep and Goat Project.
 

* 	Strengthening the sheep and goat
 
component of the range research activities
 
and in the training programs for range
 
management personnel.
 

* 	Increased emphasis on sheep and goat
 
disease prevention and research.
 

* 	Increased attention in the marketing
 
chain to sheep and goats. Specifically,
 
we recommend that the ban on exports of
 
live sheep and goats be lifted and that
 
either KMC or LMD explore the possibilities
 
of live animal exports to the Arab world.
 
Private groups might also be permitted
 
zo export live animals. If this proves
 
possible, as we believe it will, LMD
 
should be authorised to make special
 
export purchases from producers of sheep
 
and goats, at premium prices, with the
 
prices tied at least generally to the
 
live animal export realization price.
 
This would have the multiple advantage
 
of (1) giving and incentive and income
 
to producers, (2) removing currently
 
excess animals (males) from the range and
 
(3) opening a trade in live animals with
 
the Arab world and earniig foreign
 
exchange.
 

In considering how many of the Government's relatively
 
scarce resources should be committed to sheep and goat
 
development, we would suggest that, as a first approximation,
 
the resources be divided in accordance with the amount of.meat
 
currently produced (using 1975, 143,000 tons to 66,000 tons).
 
However, since we believe the benefit/cost ratio on resources
 
committed to sheep and goat development would be higher than
 
cattle, at least initially, we believe extra resourcea should
 
be cowi,itted to sheep and goats.
 

Further,' since relatively little is now known about'sheep 
and goat i.ioductivity, we recommend that the situation be 
.eviewed,refully oa a periodic basis, at least every five 
year.%. Ir iay ovelo that the returns on sheep and gatit 
aevelopment ar ven higher than suggested and that ,an 'ke 



higher Proportion of resources dav~t"~ 'sbWewjat o~ 
W 14,*be. Justifiled. 

t oa. 8ulVOIX i.n 

In our basic projectiois of meat supply in1990,
 

we projectod 1990 output of sheep and goat meat at 54,000 
tons,
 

This was somewhat
down from 66,000 tons (18 percent) in 1975. 


less tkan the projected reduction in beef output (22.percent)
 

because less land in the major sheep and goat production 
areas
 

is expected to be removed from livestock production.
 

We believe that, if sheep and goat production is given
 

high priority along the lines suggested above, meat output 
can
 

be at least 50 percent above the level provided in our 
basic
 
There


projections, or 81,000 tons rather than 54,000 tons. 


would be some trade off with beef production, although 
not on
 

a one-to-one basis.
 

A shift from cattle to sheep and goats would, according
 

to our calculations, bring a 20 percent increase in meat 
output,
 

but with the other advantages mentioned, we would suggest, 
for
 

illustration, that Kenya could add two tons of sheep or goat
 

meat at a cost of only one ton of beef, within the ranges
 

being discussed. Thus, implementation of our recommendation
 

would increase sheep and goat meat by 27,000 tons while
 

reducing beef output, by 1990, by only half that amount, 
or
 

13,500 tons.
 



in the discussion of present animal health pollaylas 

ve have interpreted it, we noted two fundamental problems i 

the dependence on an area-based strategy, which requires 

extensive use of quarantines within the country and strict 

movement control, and the growing failure of movement control to
and 	illegal stock movements. These, we believe, will lead 
a growing negative impact on supply, particularly from FMD and 
ECF, in spite of the high level of work done by the Department
 

of Veterinary Services.
 

Therefore, our recommended changes in health policy begin
 

with a major effort to re-establish movement control, both
 

within the country and across international boundaries.
 
Secondly, we recommend adequate financial support for the
 

Department of Veterinary Services. Thirdly, on specific
 

diseases, we make recommendations which, if carried out, will
 

lessen dependence on internal movement control and
 

quarantines. However, we are aware that some of these
 

recommendations are both difficult and expen'ive, and we have
 
So the basic
not carried out cost/benefit analyses. 


recommendation is movement control, which, of course, is
 

Kenya's stated policy today.
 

a. 	Control of Livestock Movements
 

Illegal livestock movements make control of
 

animal diseases virtually impossible. The Department of
 

Veterinary Services must be given the authority and the
 

support to control all livestock movements. Some will say
 

that the Department already has this authority and on paper
 

this is true, but support is obviously lacking. The stock
 

owners must be educated to the dangers of illegal movements.
 

All politicians and government authorities must support this
 
The 	police and other security forces must cooperate.
concept. 


The courts must impose severe penalties for those involved in
 

illegal cattle movements. During severe droughts like the
 

present one stock owners must receive special assistance so
 

that they are not forced to engage in illegal movements in an
 
Without strict control of livestock
attempt to survive. 


movements most disease control programs are doomed to failure.
 

b. 	International Cooperation on Livestock
 
Disease Control
 

Kenya is particularly vulnerable to incursions
 
of livestock diseases across her extensive international
 

These
boundaries, particularly to the North and East. 

diseases know no political boundaries and nomadic cattle
 

owners pay little or no heed to international boundaries. The
 

Department of Veterinary Services currently vaccinates some
 

100,000 cattle annually for rinderpest and CBPP that cross the
 

border3 into Kenya from Somalia and Ethiopia. This is done
 

willingly in the interest of international cooperation ant O
 
The 	Goverrent6f
help-protect the Kenya livestock indistry. 


Kenya should mako a strong appeal through the OAU for battet 
-o t. * 

opepratton on livestock disease control from he. neishkb 
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personnel until adequate transport is availab16e. 

d. Specific Diseases 

(1) Foot and Mouth Diseaseena (FMD) dihyi + piiesiltoru rograsva ntio effetv opratteinffnr othaibupa ~~engoend,,+Thhnegbrighoure 
implementation-of the twobasic
 

recommendations relating to movement control should'.rverse
 
thetrend toward increased losses fromvFMD, both dir.ct and 
through increased local quarantine costs. Howeve , we 
believe that, ultimately, the only way to fully oniiol.FMD is 
through vaccination of all cattle in Kenya, supportd by 
similar programs in n' brn onre n/riiny 
border controls. negornconre an/rsegted

4Ware aware that a country-wide FMD vaccination
 
campaign would be expensive. The estimated tota1.ost of 
vaccinating an animal twice a year. in Kenya., is b~tweqn,' Sh,5' 
and Sh 6. The annual cost of the prograe m would be over, 
Sh 50 million, and would have to be carried'on for~ ai least 
three years, and perhaps longer depending on results. 
Subsequently, areas at risk along+,,woul have to be.h.e.brd 

maintained as buffer zones by twice yerl vcinatio'ns.- Fro
 
these cost estimates must be subtracted.-thecostof- e
 

~~ existing, very extensive, regioniat 014b aci tio rgri 
4~~<te nt, ostwould be coniderably -,tis 
"above- figures. Further, the nif full:bi2rol 
Varrieout, the' present, exensive.vaccnat'oh/r 
lprog wll av to Abe g'o'nti &u"edinaefr nisyir, ­heIoita+k+,2

rd, to sAl41
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heradicate the disease throughout Kenya. cWe believedthis ca 

requiredto control theak.disease are+very disruptive6 :Iis 
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:+
thwith ............ cumatry-*++
CBPP eradication campaig the recommendedIFMD*...+1...
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for vaccination of every animal, ratherithan+ethe current . 
estimated leVel of 70-0 percent of alr animrls..*,'

reacting ,+.required is immediate slaughter ofha taimalshich 
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for t~a 1aPoqmeuof this st$udy# via qua&ntit~y the benaf: ts" 
of Our proposed programs an foll~wr : 

Instituto effective movement 

control 


Full control of FMD 


Improved policies on ECF 


Other improved policies 


Bring loss rate back to
 
1973 level, estimated at
 
about 840 tons of meat
 
per year. Saving of
 
2,940 tons of meat by 1990.
 

Eliminate all losses.
 
Further saving of current
 
estimated loss of 840
 
tons of meat plus reducing
 
risk of much higher losses.
 

Reduce projected loss of
 
18,000 tons of meat down
 
to about 500 tons, a
 
saving of 10,500 tons
 
compared to current
 
estimates and 17,500 tons
 
compared with current
 
policy 1990 projections.
 

Estimate an additional
 
.3 percent increase in
 
livestock supplies
 
annually to 1990. This
 
would amount to about
 
380,000 additional head
 
and, using an offtake rate
 
of 20 percent an an
 
average CDW of 125 kg, an
 
additional 9,500 tons of
 
meat.
 

Aggregating all the estimates, and assuming full control
 
of FMD, we estimate that an additional 30,780 tons of meat
 
could be obtained compared with our estimates based on current
 
policy, if all recommendations were carried out. Compared with
 
present loss levels, ignoring our estimates of increasing
 
losses due tocurrent policies, the additional meat which might
 
be produced is 22,940 tons.
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b. Aioproach to Water Ddeeldpmen"-t 

It is current policy, to carry, out le s1Atensive 
;A.iA 

­

* water developmenit'under Phase, II of the projectj'tha' ' was; the 
csinPhase I, 'and, the initial water points probvided' bar 

dations,on-this; oin't aeth6"-.this out. Our specific reom 

following.
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emergei ywtr.De P~ shioil'be , nlpermanent and 
A WIAAifn unerground water is available'atOiXi 
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of"thparodn the...... but. it" sees........tat *tliswater".. " 

waerdoes>not guarantee that the systemill operate once:th ae,.is :in. pl ,.but. it- increases 'the hne s ' .i. . ­
....... substantially .. Continuing"sincere: efforts. will' be ;'necessary'. 
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.!iimlmntn razing, control: efforts innall blocks. ... " ... ' ... 
*-AU - a,, 

The ac n implem enting kmanplans and therefore grazlng'controlisthougo dherBl'5 . 

Manager and the-Range-Assistants, -:which?:constitute~iaogwit
the4 Grazing Conmitteev the linkbetween theGovern eiant dth 
pastoralists. We believethat there areadequaepersonnel*i

~:i the operating blocks, but, as noted above, they shouldbi
much d w plannin-adp n 

control system is st T eare lso pilole'o e 
Evplaceearller, th a the ovraing_ 

(2) troner
Etenson Aid upis~'].iI inadequate, resources, manlyt vehicles,; to permitthem to 
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appenoaleto tlhe. are' t e sno(nturh'Up ru ee.hn,n r i hnzhin er 
caryig,,.ca ane 4 

resarccopon ntioidherian e ...... ~dequately., determined ;iwi ot-ths 
- thse . i the pro jctly e~a" should, b4-Ycoo iat, ,ativitig * 

"for, ,this 4type f urveiyawor.. ,ug e utanda!s a Y6 d'' W 
'the KREaU projectais not,,' sed. tiss ped~prod ta...t." should 

do therfuture.e- uoein ,d 
'Reeao hinothe(2) revgr.apt-nta1Researchif~reveygrzedad Api .Improved u mu- catin:..Capacity .. 

<'!-',of tangadste u The ,;o..aiv~o nrdced.patiadi L!,i:,,
We believe that there shouldtibe a'stronger [
 

research component~of the rangelands'..project and al1so ihat ,,the '
 

i~iii~ cl- lowwth.KEhU rct . /::7. 
 .mortaey l}ehdsS'0ireednbe-tiedinoe cosey!ist inh 
which in turn should be 

of research underway at Kibokoand Bachuma-'1at thenewuTArid'. 
Lands Project in Marsabit and elsewhere. We are also'aware­
that few of those research results to date ,appear'to b'e, cse 
applicable to the problems of-the North East and,"in any,.cLie
 
do not seem to be used in connection with'the p)roject.
 
Research into the recovery potential ,of,pressiitly,overgrazed.,
 
ranges and the utility of native:orintroduced'plant,.and1-."
 

'projetsor-


grasses which might economically. be,,eedd-,1'ep'i
 
important, along with practical .of. reseedin4 :
,methods 

(.3) Seed Testing -and-Prodilctio~n, V1~. 

We also suggest., 4m ll"...
 
%area, near Garissa be established forsedpru ottsf 


species which may be suitable for re-seeding proe'. 
''
 

grazig cotrols are established and'rsac~n~a~~~
 
Candidates for're-seig seed ca be
 
excessive delay. 
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The 'gain of'.2, 300 tons, of meat atrbutablt to "grazisr 1I~4 
controL in the project area is Amportant ,2butl-.-perhapstlessr5&,,-... ' .. 

important, than the 'reduction. of tthe: risrof~sros~agyz c: 

deterioration should the water cpoints.:be placed' closer fl i.!j~ 
together'than assumed, or should ,the4 degree of-detertoration"'t 

­

be more severe than expected under 'present: policies,~*. 
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' ~ eakn~sn~th~raagree, 11 Ioe gon-."mijen arteokialthat % Tleve­e, - ogev chesv rramhe, 

the 'group,ara ch we only on narecommee *In , can t 
programs O>undthe pzeonecessaiyand:APC put eghss~ heor 
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agreen imposngas e6i f ra, 
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-rorams'
udrake ,the-:,necssary, ~,A', 1 

end up with toofe w attle:, oran omeipora- h,,sonse 
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caof course . razin ot -iT in. r 
-of-,plentiful Bu.,'threYallowed to, increase. in. years .,rainfa 

must be an acceptable system for rapidly reducing -the,' 
allocations, and selling down the herds, when the rainfall- is 
poor. 

On the basis of our field visits, the cooperative 
ranches are very badly conceived from thepoiht, of, view;of 
grazing control. We recommend that,'if possible, theyl be. 
changed over' to other forms, such as company or commercial 

ranchs.
 

We believe that company an an
 
geared to provide grazing control. Their main pro lems:ar6.. 
price and f inancial,. in that, f aced -with narrow; mrns,'theywh', 
have a tendency to crowd more anml ototh an V hhf. 
means that they exceed the stocking capacity". and o 

improved price policies: wo~uld. hiel'pi'c're,,,t hi.We -believe that d'emeria ra s ae s
 

problem, as would improved management'.A~~~~
 
(21 Management'Y ,'§,-.j * 1 'A 

A second,, clpsely-re~ila eAri 
qqu ',rernc'eveloLp'me"tL"ror 18 a da en 

GvarernJt~#.d*,'FC 'are aware .. 1
 

V attentin . e esto
 



nanaddtanngpormb?itgt, fohat This oud.,go'.yon&Oored:by AIC.for ranch .managers, 
tange sasagemnt training whinch,, at present, mny se .o 
believes -enough for ,ranch-managers. The course would cover, 
in addition to range management, animal husbandry, disease 
control, marketing, budgeting and finance and personnel 
management. It would not attempt to cover all of these 
subjects in depth since the students would have some 

We would suggest a
backlround in most of the areas already. 

concentrated six month course at Ecerton College followed by a
 

several month, clearly directed apprenticeship at a well
 
managed company or commercial ranch. Managers so trained
 
would'be placed in ranches of various types as a condition of
 
financing by AFC, a concept which is already well accepted.
 

A second approach recommended is to select young men from 
the group ranches for special on the job training at well 
managed company or commercial ranches. Following training, 
they could be appointed as assistants to the group ranch 
manager and perform as field extension advisers to extend the 
reach and the scope of the manager's influence over technical
 
developments.
 

Finally, we recommend that more emphasis be given to
 
management through management firms. We understand that the
 
management assistance provided by Allied Ranching has been
 
very valuable. There are other groups and firms in Kenya
 
with extenisive ranching experience which could assist in
 
difficult cases. Their services tend to be expensive, and,
 
especially in times where profit margins are narrow, it may
 
seem impossible for the ranches to carry these management
 
costs. On the other hand, the costs of failure of the ranches
 
because of continued bad management, with the resultant large
 
losses in production and in AFC loan funds, would be much
 
greater.
 

(3) Finance and Planning
 

The ranch development program is based on
 
loan financing through the AFC. The AFC therefore can have a
 
very great influence over developments. The IBRD Review
 
Mission Draft Report covered the subject of financing
 
policies and options in very great detail. Here we only
 
highlight a few items which we consider to be of key
 
importance.
 

It seems clear that mo:e equity is needed. Developing
 
ranches on the basis of owntir equity of less than 20 percent is
 
very poor policy. It creates a very heavy debt burden and, at
 
the same timee encourages individuals oL,groups with very
 
limited resources, and presumably experience and management
 
ability, into the industry. The equity requirements for
 
ranch development with AFC financing must be sharply
 
increased, even if this means a slower rate of development,
 
which it probably does.
 

Ranch development must be done more slowly and in a nore
 
cost conscious way. There is a tendency to try to d0o
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'the,continued ,develbpm~ent" of ,the-,'ranc ing '.setor~I*,4-,Agreat $ 
,- but as: the- propgra1,,delasben complished inrhis 

expands, more resources will be needed.
 

;7.i'''b.' Supply mpact 
 f)major supply: mpct',,to.we do not attribute a 
' 

progress ,on-thiim,,,ma-y,,be'these recommendations.- Indeed,,,some 
needed to'ensure that the modest supply. impact -of-the

'ranch 
lciesjis


development program described above Iunder-presn 
1 


price policies remain..a ,,keyL.:­
in fact, achieved. LFurther, 
element in the picture, and-we~have not included 

them' here,
 

preferring to handle price policy as a unit.,,,,,,~
 

However, we would say that successful implementation,.of
 

the above recommendations could bring the incremental 
number
 

a~reSUltof the ranch-development program
of a.Iu.marketed as 

from 40,000 to 50,000, an increase in mneat production. 

from
 
Again,


6',400 tons .to 8,000 tons,Lfor the current program. 
 1980s,

assuming that, similar programs-~would take'placeinth 


the total incremental production ,fromlthe,Iranchidevelopment
annually.program would LCom to 16,000 tons 
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?i~ ...:i!...... LMD has a very important role :to iplay !in'i ~!
iii
the marketing of livestock from the pastoral areas,.especially$

When one realies the importanceof ;inreasingsthe, f ftak rat
 

thro-u-h LreD,
 

because the costs and risks of this operation is to hiighi for
 
"from these areas. The Government ' has stepped .in,i' 


ob wa play i-!/"
but we do not believe it shouldhasverhaveselfimotatroethesufficiency as a .


major goal. If LMD loses money, as it has in the past, this
 
is acceptable as long as the'Division operates withreasonable

efficiency and as long as it does its o ichis
 

removal of animals from the pastoral ar ad the supplyiaofll

d the KMC. ii
animals to the rancshe ieotan - ? ; s
 

-
"(2) Support. for Buying Operations ..:" "'
 fo We have recommendations,regarding o .
 

support for buying operations. this 'a i :•i:h o•
 
SFirst, it is the intent of LMD to purchase as much asi
 

p
possible from the producers rather than the traders. h
 
establishment of-buying stations with weighbridges and ablthe
 
manning of these continuously, should make 'abigdifferene.
 
We recommend that the help of the state radion VoK,be
 
enlisted in support of this .operationthrough broadcasts,
 
the appropriate language, o inforamtion aboutLMD buy
 
polaoperati , including prices being path.aWted
t The
 
discussed this with VoK and are advised that, althouighthee 

are several agriculturaltpe recomuendedprograms broadcastowei !regua ice .,
'fT
mpograing of thee 


W Secondly, we recommend that enourai,, tIbtLeD 

paresvhra-zic ould sl termsradcast reglarl;
thappishm e of maketsa orfsma i .abutort L n
 

pigamifgo h tye e !"~en'~iende nowAxst s 
' 

4P7tWec~idy w rcmmndtatLM ncurg 
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~atont ,,suu id ~tr-Uavoid 
8iuui~by'iffg(ta ioft 4nd~thi ' 

should dee op-between D buyer 4tna xiote ; .. 

UID;' invlv gpurchase-of a~iM4i;Y w in 
records, :should' is 
this recommendation. 

bfAhth prped n eksf " ZfIfleaao id uh,": 

(4) Quaraninfe 

To teextent possiblei 4e~recommnd;that~ 
aimals be held in quarantine igrpswh.eai smalli as" i 

possible and segregated by original- source. T~ st eic 
the spread of disease among the animals.'while. Ii. quarantinieV 

(5) Alternative Buying Areantgemuefts z_' / 

basi, recommend that, at 'least o,, a 4,,.tp_anWe 
basis, aalternative buying-selling arrangement -be.-tried,
 
which might be called a producers marketing, association.+
 
Since LMD is a buyer of.last resort, andlis,prepared to*'i,
 
provide certain services to cattle being moved and'
 
quarantined by others, LMD is willing to,support such.
 
alternative approaches. The study teamdiscussed the
 
possibility of a.producers' marketingassociation at ameeting"<
 

with producers in Wajir in October 1976 and there appeared to
 
be great interest.
 

The basic objective would be to,bring,the producers and 
the ultimate purchasers into much,closer con.tact -thrug4,te 
producers' marketing association -(PMA),.an|ditsrepresentative. 
LND would still provide services and'do p, u4y t 2 
rates which would provide noL less subsidy..,to aPM&, th e 
Division' a normal operations do.t~o pro~ducers,. .i4nMge~ir 
terms, ,,the PHA wouldwork as,.follows. 

iWtn the 'as s'tahca e na |the. 
-hegr'cuiura i Finance, Corpriti 

ng..association .wouljbe f 
* 4, ,da~grzipg,, L~Lok 
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~har~i~~h e ih F.,.j~j1h. fancurre&iyl6podc
ffa,,rec& 'he ,pld~th- a 

ionsa 
-A Aoer -6 ',n'~s on jf_ 

-!g
o6'uptir n c ss oL, , h '6h. o u l , &_ -,, ) ," , ,1 1 1 i 

: 1 pia Vtox.Whi in "1+ i 
ould"Inot .operatebe ause -tif d, :ab toft a,,wi ihandmpbatherfor ldrnl,, lii"bk~ f 

t ione tho e r hand LMD ; wa not tn -a'e. 
significant buqng , ,operations during the, ps 

,ices for servi1esoeLMD tScompetitive
Sagreed, thend the PHA+ would,be encourage to.in 
In otherwords,, ,wedo anotenvisage dthe-oagen 

conmpetio oLM eas itceaycnotme~

should .decide otherwse .Fullmcooperation f mLD+:lb
 
essential.+ 
 + + *' 


(6,"up l-Im ac , +, . -'-A.. - I' 

ere tese recommend asdesigned to strengthen-theoL to proidboperationsof1 "per or 
viblealternative. W ,noi ss£,*.ad ona 

impact, butwebeee,. .< . v i a .b l . e . ........ . . . . . . . . . wouldh . ..... 6thes',hel n y . . . . . ... "I . . . ... t ..... ensur&a 

impact already indicaed +fO+r the"improved'+maktig yse+~ ~'rat•er. speifc rounendin for....a a .. 

' c a tend '.+'++-+'d ma 4aft heg""'v ++iaim alpeady+ii .t...We rear r me-ntthe­ac 

iT~o, elongeIifi em.Eampr! ,R,1..,vibltie We ou ld o ' 
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.....notedn -ohI is 
a ':+ adn,-2in is._p'endent":spc at,:sat9 teeK [z Me 

d'udep;ric&?;pqf 

ereom o ezinhat-- nemaff, e tend 

feedlbtsdeThi ntWithrough "edsguarance, i+ ++bt+ih 

fedlotsru t iesmouizehp f e The" ma iz
ces'rices-
pace tbe oninv. -.,++

Umethics "is' fr 
i.n i -. o i -,.At , C " .K.,f ,.... e , -w or I.,d.. .". a 

...,- s staplehuman+f o Kd a+*an' .... 

oppositioin'to divetinig ,'tto'anim 1o 

_ 

years Kenya produce pls o iiOaIh exports consierabe 
amountspr e usually. . pr'ice{fa,ti+ ',, t,.. , 'suport' '- At "be'l 
recommend edt 'ddfr d..t dd maiei 

* is at ......... '' 'A. ... ri .+ e++,el +,.+++.+++++'9O g ,b'
 
kd) aizeentur 

at the export '' price with .anaprra e, en- f 

transport differentials, hich would *.,.feedlots. ThiS would not guarantee supplies'.or. prices 'to',the. 
/+1++J"+-f+el thaut"cmeeg~n+,dluo i'ex,o at
f+sse + ' tfeedlots, but in some years u ge tem.feed upes 

acceptablenprices. , 

With regard to other feedstuffs, especially 7 
wide range, of'by oucs is now being ui-"d 

feedlots must compete'Against ,':othertusesi nu 
the market appears chaotc. We,rec-ommenid .,thati &~polcy64 
favoring feedlots, in their questffr , - ies- e bl d 
under which producers 'of by'-Prqd cts,'4Wou l&St'd iO-uired,,,t6, 14gv1 
first, consideration to ,,the,needs'.o'f.xthe feed tsT~soe i 

S>' 

seo o dyu
 
prA~Kices than othier~ users, but they?t'b en,*

.%4Pp ssble' chance to purchase, :,-c vep I 
1~ 4 ~ 24' "I' A,, 

K~W~&Wf 
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7 ,0 "bpotenial Areas 

.In.tbLrs section we make recaomendation" o ~ 
totenoialW,
oh"n toward livestock production n,high 	 ..I 

which cover the few topics rai4d ih Sbcdton"Drdations 

We give special attention to the
 - Present Policies, Ibelow. 

matter of dairy bull calves since this was specifically
 
requested in the study terms of reference.
 

a. 	Intensive Fodder Pasture Improemsent.
 
Alternate Husbandry
 

We are convinced that there is considerable
 

further scope in the high potential areas for increasing
 

livestock and meat output through an expansion of these
 
We recognise that prices must be considered right
techniques. 


before these investments will pay and therefore have any hope
 

for implementation. Further, we believe that a much greater
 

research and extension, especially extension, effort is needed
 

to promote these practices among small farmers in the high
 
In Narok and Kajiado, of course, it is
potential areas. 


probable that major changes in land tenure and way of life
 

would be necessary, even if the land officially designated
 

Zone II and II in those districts is really suitable for such
 
improvement.
 

According to our estimates in Section C above, there will
 

be 1.56 million ha. of land in Zone II and 2.92 million ha. of
 

land in Zone III still available for livestock by 1990. We
 

have calculated that 270,000 ha. of Zone II land and 42,400 
ha.
 

of Zone III land are already under one or another of these
 

forms of improvement. Our basic projections assumed that, by
 

1990, there would be 252,000 ha. in Zone II and 130,600 ha. in
 

Zone III under these improvements, a natural result of the
 

increase in cropping and related activities. On the basis of
 

our 	study of land characteristics, we estimate that a further
 

50,000 ha. in Zone II and more than 800,000 ha. in Zone III
 

would be suitable for these improvements. With an active
 

policy of research and extension, we would estimate that
 

30,000 additional ha. of Zone II and 300,000 ha. of Zone III
 

could be put under one or more of these systems by 1990.
 

The supply effect would be considerable. For Zone II,
 

land so improved would have an increase in carrying capacity
 
Thus the carrying
from .6 ha. per L.u. to .3 ha. per L.u. 


capacity of the 30,000 ha. would increase from 50,000 to
 

100,000 L.u. For the 300,000 ha. of Zone III land, the
 

carrying capacity would increase from 1 ha. per L.u. to 
.5 ha.
 

The 	total
 par 	L.u., or from 300,000 L.u. to 600,000 L.u. 
Using an offtake
potential increase would be 350,000 L.u. 

rate apprcpriate to improved pasture in these zones,
 

20 percent, and a CDW of 200 kg per L.u., the incremental 
meat
 

supply per year would be 14,000 tons.
 

b. 	Herd Improveme t
 
!: q

We rocciuvend that-1 further attentkin bIt igve i*to,­

~rd ~mPovement. The bee recor.ding e e 
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lautratofuly impadg san 
ied~n z zona si on 

sinae te.woael ther. an
',,ar oimeYheeaiergf sit i1 an tliona 

~2have n: eeof'eatWmt oveftin6'rite;of 2tpise ne 

doaugeen of 0 ._nqorageqfigur adto "iOn"U m eat0k,pe a P f 4,assinld d nl00uboatons4"4.ei&- ~t p 6bnt~~lhead)'..' 

TL.- r ai~ fr%6' ,pr 5p U3 

• ,. reas., ~hlg[',iV , 'f' i~b 

e. rcmn;that'; a greater &L tort. ad"ib 
encourage mreed et "of livestock itorhe. mai farm . 

areas in thi'uzone', witho 'thei objecti-. 6fro 'n
impovng hecaf fir1ality'figures, as,-wel-l-as -many other ' 

techical coeffients e would p se'a .arget.reuction 
in calf mortality from 

,Md 

30 percent to 15 percent. :T ~s. 
improvement, wuld clearly have, a', signifcat spply.-pat 
since it would bring widespread changes inherd" iii.sutu'r'e.., We
 
have not been able to make ,thedetailed ecd'sary 
 'calculatirs,n 

to determine supply impact.. Rather, than have:n
 

(jouraggregate supply impact discussion, .we will arbitrarilyl,
 
assign a figure of 5,000 additional tons,:of meat byl9,90'2rom
 
thisesource.
 

d. Utilization of By-Products 

IIAgain, we recommend that,:greater'effort -be made 
Uto encourage more effective use ,of by-products for 'animal feed 

outside-of-the feedlots...Our basic proje'tions sume_.4.,.._.. 7.4 
.~*flcertain increase in this use, i cropping. If 

' a greater effort is made, we would, assunnekthat,',afurther,suppy1: j1 , 
446impact could be achieved. Forilsrtvpuoe, 


estimate -that an additional 2,000 'tons 'o udm 

beproduced. ''4 4 4 . p 

e. Dairy Bull Calves,
 
r 4 . {4th 4&'4!iAb.

The terms' of reference ispecif ical1j- ,:reqes
 
,.. analysis.'of the 'dairy bull c a, 1pactprb mla
qVf:a plicy to' reuc the _of At4secalve 

~~iz'tese calvsear
 

nce- ~ve-rrh~ ~ ~ ve' tniiK­

scussAccr
e, 
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Ttht tiwe ai--t___allearnt' Iikely to make god mat 
rhdrutne'~tel>t ones killed at-birth.- Under 

rev thisiulitl~tatanyone col 
level "04~lauighter at -birth. It is, iebieds~hi ti
 

economic "necesity'vand,,,thit '
 slaughter be' accepted as, an 
concentrated-on "the remainde6r-,as,-a, po55ible meatattention be 


source.
 

An analysis of the numbers is given, in,!Table III4,3."s" 
-
in addition to the .27 percentkiflld -atIt indicates that, 

a,',.'birth, there is a normal10.perceflt calf, mortal ity,' and 

further calf loss to all causes of,27 percentn,-the-ifirst­
year. Thus, there are 182,000,potential survivors for,-., 

backrouningand fattening.
 

TABLE 111-13,
 

HEAD).AVAILABILITY OF BULL.CALVESBY BREED V 000OO 

Bull
 
t-Bull 
 Cle
 

i11 at'%of CalvesKild 
at: R-i~ vaI 'iiig 'brvi jIproved Born After~ 

0C. B1.rth -,-- f~'~lst .styr
'Diry .(45% of 

cws) mortality, (27%) Fbedin1,:-(2%Breed cattle 

Jersey 13.2 50.2 45 . 45.2jrj ' 

4
 
"''130.9 

82 *4 40. ' 3-" ,
Gjarnsey 24.1. 91.6 3-l


~ ~yzrhire 27.6 1.04. 8 9444 ~6?
 
3'.
i . n 21 7 ~ 5 . 7~ 
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60 &,2800 R. a WU1
1( qp~to o at~&r 

-feed00_,days., 6 ~j25,Kg. CDWo 05 

Thisn potntalmmi 182gio headi -ye r- ingt:­
rp ;ovianaged propel or:.-06-tgdodm"proedpsu

)tb arn onietand 
f ''aer an., estimte '',30p...rcent, woul.i.die q b . ei 

00oba1"ifor', local-'ieat.' This 16aves- 127, 000o which', '1, . 
be slaughtered somtime between-2and '.-eo­
250 kr'1ieg Being i" po4o0r candiatir, . .,.6,n average
,, 

' .Bakg:ndd " ini 

14,000 "tons. eO a".
 

r~~~~~ " 41 1, , -P elt 

adThe difference between proper management-7good,,pa~tures'1i. 
adno programming for these dairy steersis: 

If properly IfFinished 
eBackgrounded. , ri'iFeedlots 

(tons)l (tons.
 

If Programmed 28,000 Standard 40,000 FAQ-­

'Ifnot Programmed 14'1000 dbznfinrbial1 J,14.,00)Co~rnercial 

Difference added 
by Programming : 14,000 Standard 26,000 FA tl 

+14,000Raised 1 +14-000g.aiaed!!,2 
grade, gn esgoe 
fromfr.-'-
Commerial 'Comm'eril 

Feedlots have gained a reputation for,,,:tkAI ',tlhin',cattle', 
and making money on a short-fed upgrading _progr .,- As,,,, 
discussed above, we believe that Kenya has ..th&,,capabiIi5i,t, 
its "high potential high; rainfall. zones _of establishf i~or 

7imp'roved, 'artificial pastures _which: will,b ti iveih-

re~ 

,tthe ight4comp1nation ,of,Iitr oduice~grassu an e 
I'~b La and Chlti'iis ayai
 
prod ni pasturo swill' putn we g
 

-
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ju afew hundreda a
 oo p ofgtihgg.. "at
 
eeds'ghll aondnc s,aaaref 	 e 

or.a	 ~ ia, or 

manaf ffort-=Uldpoda~ or,, J61e =mpor 
~go pastoraprducion,offta rio t to, f . en oni quiteufei::t~possiblme -aga eAnHoweveralthough

povedb itro •uzdairy bull calves esf! itteor.te can,Sth' .­
be raised t mturity at a profit', ii -als6jquitep sibl
 
that the opportunity cost is too high;that i ,LthaICt_
 
same management effort would produce higherareturnsfrom more , 
milk production or feeding bought in obeeficattleu5i eg 

sucicess
indiatures of meat breeds. -This depends,o thefuture 
of pastoral production, offtake, transportation anid the -likie. 

(3) Possibilities fdr.White Veal Production 
aind impact on supply 

Another, considerably.more attrctiive 
possibility for utilizing dairypbull calves is for the
 
;production of white, milk-fed veal.
 

Prior to the September1976 announcement.of.price,
 
increases in-milk, trials at Egerton College based on three
 
years of wrk on behalf of the Ministry, of Agriculture,
 

Sh 2.00 per kg liveweightLand
indicated that calves bought at 
fed a full-ration of whole milk for 100 days (cost.:' Sh 4.75L 

per gallon), Iwould produce an 82 kg white veal carcasswot-
Sh 19.00 per kg CDW at KMC. 

With 900 liters of whole milk per calf ,lbrhig,,,, i, 
veterinary and medicine costs, .transportationjand )rpren: 
moraiy Lhenet profit was, Sh ,2030prhead'. &;t 
cpital investment of Sh 1365 .00 With ..a~turnuover;Of caRita 
thre tmes per yer at85 ercent'itrfa h rrset 

close to 50 percent annual rate 'of return.on'iniVestdd ca 

~~	~A smal'l. rjc~o
 
capiEplafdivs is edt?1_augqhtein_jrfal
led 60, 00,,	 ,-ra e tj~retwwliij.
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are pretty certain-that the total'dbo

the exampldee Was use 1 " 

1990, would be, considerably less,,thin-teOi"',-ossdi, 

export market, small amounts could probabv be',s6& ,'in'' 
nearby target airfreight markets bt the Llarge I i2'lya 
is probably out of reach' f or c m 'eti'tAv'iv eas'6hJsQ' W ightt ,h 

allowexort anothermae -1,000for itevetons if 161C,raisefol1?6w'ngeme'a,''~-'~''''"fvg~iis.wy. p,ba;... oi:m wou 

promotion of high quality meat~epo s~
 
any case, although this would be"a -g'66d-,.ard"L irtIih'~l' busi-nessj$ i 
it would not 'have a sgiia''qntyefc- n eii' 

antgain to supplieSL. utn ,rd,, 1.1,%" , 

~With regard to raising-,and Ifattening, d'iyb avso 
improved, pasture and perhaps. fedos it,can ce~ilb6 ~:' 
done 'under a very high Level" 'of m~nagement,iand.,at"apr 
The practie should no bd'discouraged-Bu-' e'iee 
that it iSL a high priority .area,,because, A"'ti~ 
~,oporuntycsts 4compare wi -usingthe "reources i4on: 

4other' miitrso. Thre ,a 
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This section provides our 
to price policios, and our estimates of the supplyimta-ot ), 
the-e't nnded poll ales. 

a. Scove of the Problem
 

As 	discussed in Section D 2 h., Present Price
 
Policies, the question is complex and there are many different
 

levels at which prices must be considered. Figure III­

beginning on the following page gives an analysis of the
 

various price levels, based on the parties within the industry.
 

b. Two Questions for Decision
 

Any recommendations regarding price policy must
 

deal with two separate questions. First, what should the
 

prices be? Secondly, how should these prices be achieved?
 

That is, should the prices be achieved through direct 
controls,
 

indirect controls, or no controls. If no controls, this means
 

that the specific prices-are only suggested and it is assumed
 

that economic factors and the actions of Government agencies
 

will more or less result in these prices. At present, certain
 

livestock and meat prices are controlled directly or indirectly,
 

and others are not controlled at all.
 

In sub-section c. below, we recommend a set of prices on
 

the assumption that all prices would be controlled. In sub­

section d., we make our recommendations regarding which prices
 

should be controlled.
 

In summary, we recommend the prices be increased, in
 
varying amounts, all through the production and consumption
 

Although we make specific price recommendations for all
chain. 

grades at all levels, we recommend that wholesale and retail
 

prices for grades FAQ and above be de-controlled.
 

c. Recommended Price Levels
 

(1) Prices Recommended
 

In considering what price levels to
 

recommend, we have used the following guidelines.
 

" 	For retail prices, there is a role for
 
equity or fairness in setting prices.
 
Consumers should not be unduly favored
 
or penalized.
 

" 	Retail prices also have an impact on demand,
 
nr quantity demanded, and in view of
 

,
population increase and land limitations
' 

increases in ral.consumer price"' are 
generally desirable. 

,.!0. 	 at varioup levelsq theFor producer prices 
d.. .,i ,obje.tiv. 	 prov 



FIGURE 111- 5 

LIVESTOCK AND 
PARTIES AND PRICES 

MEAT PRICES 
WHICH AFFECT THEM 

'Party Prices which affect Risk if inadequate Current Status 

Primary Producers 
li Pastoralist - N.E. Immatures - LMD buying 

(KMC Realizationi 
Will not sell except 
in crisis. 

Prices aq 

Old range fed 
(KMC Realization) 

2. Pastoralist - Southern Various, KMC producer Will sell less. Prices ,pr 
Probably small impact. adequate.o 

3. Breeding Ranch Immatures ­
buying. 

Feedlot Will keep on ranch. Prices low. 

Matures - KMC and others. Will lose money and 
fail. Could mean 

Prices low. 

serious output loss. 

4. High Potential Immatures - Feedlot 
buying. 

Will keep. Prices oW.: 

Matures - Mostly non-KMC. Will switch to other 
activities. Could 
mean very serious 
output loss. 

Prices very 
low. 

Middlemen 
:.- Traders Set own buying prices -

compete with LMD. 
Selling prices : KMC, 
ranches, other processors. 

If margins too low, 
may withdraw from 
business. 

ProbalyI 
ad Lt. 



Party Prices which affect Risk if inadequate Current S i:
 

-2.)MD Set prices, buying or 
selling. 

If producer price too Probably 
low, could lose adequate. but 
throughput. margins. COt4

be vide ;-
If ranch price too 
high, unable to sell. 

R ver.
Rh pric

perhaps too: 
If margins too 
narrow, lose excessiv 

high. 

amounts. 
.2atteners 
1. Ranches LMD ranch prices If margins too Margins low. 

KMC purchase prices 
(standard, FAQ) 

narrow, may fail. 
Could mean serious
check in supply 
increase from this 
source. 

2. Feedlots LMD immature prices.
Ranch immature prices, 

If margins too 
narrow relative to 

Margins 
adequate for 

Backgrounder prices, 
KMC producer prices, 
FAQ and Choice. 

feed costs, reduce 
or close down. 
Result would be 

operationms,tc
FAQ. Iad6qu& ie 
for choice.or " 

Feed and input prices, serious loss of new inveanemt. 
Choice and FAQ. 

Producer prices 
wholesale and ultimately 
retail prices, 

Low producers make 
KMC uncompetitive 
buyer, reduce 

Producer priCef­
lo7', e p-Ci AU 
choice6 " a 

Export prices 
throughput.
Low margins cause 
losses, weaken KMC 

standard. 
Some grade
margins low. 

in market. 
2. Private abattoirs Same as KMC, but no control Costs so low no Prices rdeua 

and generally no export. problem. 



Const':nrs 
T-.T-cZ-sts 


2. Hich income urban 


3. Low income urban 


4. Rural 


Prices which affect 


Wholesale and retail prices, 

FAQ and Choice. 


Retail price, FAQ 


Retail price, Standard 


Retail price, Standard 

and Commercial 


Risk if inadequate currht G.
 

Tourist 1.7ry little Prices Uw 
price elasticity of 
demand, but hotels 
and restaurants 
considerable. 

C Considerable pTice Priess .V 
C elasticity, estimated
 
C at -1.2. If prices
C rise, consumption
( should drop. 
High price elasticity Priess lou 
probable (use -1.3)
but little evidence.
 



___nar_ 	 , ___.?costs j"to 0be 	 d

Bsed ,ontde e heiBPooudlne, ve ,ing
 
-etaprice system, which s..uld...be -1
 
H'o*ever ,at thattm al 	 *'i no dC 

tey,t'd 	 s
BPI for p0 a 


should'be'increased b~ previoUs-,

yhOincrease inthe 9 	 sreao*1 

lly~byi ar 
price -,indexh,o eunless 	 17o.lrr 


moiiai s an alternative, to 1,i 
Uindustry, prices could be increased al y yl'It 

one percent or some other nrcentage, thus 
real increase in prices. . 

TABLE 111- 14 

RECOMMENDED LIVESTOCK AND-,BEEF PRICES 
June 1977 Sh per kg. 

modif',: Acutsio , o:frhrsrfqItem Rec 116'iad61d 
Without- 1976 BPI -Present'. "increasea 

Retail Prices * . 

Choice 	 'Sirloin and
 
other top
 
cuts 17.50* 14.75,19
 
Other cuts In proportion**
 

FAQ Sirloin and
 
other top ~>~ 
cuts 16.25*......475 A-60 

S4.Other cuts In proportion* 
Other Sirloin and. 

~~other top ~ ~ ~ 7 
cuts 4. 

' 

Bon ni 'Bone in 8.875
 
ik!out B~one out 1025 ­

riris u ft1 	 . 
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ot easily bedoeyco rnghe;ee&ea~ 
eitmates sade by the hIM far two specific average -01411to tor 
*agchproduceod animals withthe revenues under current 
average weights.by grade and our proposed prices.,•
 

Revenue calculated 
by IBRD 

Reveinue usPing 
1976 svisrage weights 

Weight of 
carcass 

Existing 
prices 

recommended 
prices 

E 
prices prices 

160 kg 5.16 7.30 6.16 7.00 

180 kg 5.96 7.66 6.85 7.71 

Based on these two weights, our recommended prices would
 
have about the same revenue effect as the IBRD recommended
 
prices, once the difference in average weights by grade is
 
taken into account.
 

It is true that the IBRD recommended a very low LMD
 
selling price for immatures, Sh 1.91 per kg. liveweight,
 
equivalent to the value as commercial meat. However, since
 
many LMD animals grade standard, this is not a realistic price.
 
We believe our proposed prices are realistic. Although they
 
are higher than those proposed and assumed by the IBRD, we
 
believe that they still make the ranches viable, especially if
 
management and other improvements recommended in section 5
 
above are implemented.
 

For the feedlots, the proposed increases in the producer
 
price for standard and the proposed LMD selling prices will
 
naturally increase animal purchase costs. On the other hand,
 
our proposed increase in KMC FAQ prices and our relatively
 
large proposed increase in choice should help considerably.
 
The proposed opening of a-significant differential between
 
FAQ and choice Cup from Sh 0.10 to Sh 0.40) should encourage
 
the feedlots to return to the activity they do best, fattening
 
ranch bred cattle from standard or FAQ to choice. With the
 
very narrow current differential, this activity has almost
 
disappeared, with a corresponding drop in the percentage of
 
choice animals sold to KMC.
 

We perhaps should recognise that KMC currently has
 
difficulty in getting morn money for choice than for FAQ,
 
either in the domestic or export markets. Thus, KMC would
 
prefer a minimum FAQ-Choice differential. However, we
 
b~lieve our various merchandising and grading recommendations
 
may solve this problem.
 

We believe that the proposed prices will, on balance,
 
benefit the feedlots. However, we reiterate the point that ai
 
even more Important recommendation to the viability of
 
feedlots is that of finding ways to heln the feedlots obtain
 
Ieedstuffs at reasonable prices.
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proposed producer price f or: FAQ: of'Sh4 ,7 85: per, kg -14'aT propbied 

woesale price for FAQ' averaging,Sh 9. 45.'peri"k'g'vnd 4a'r, 
pooed wholesale price for'FAQ- hindqjuarte'rsi-of Sh',10;55 -per: 

. 

kg. Since Most of the internatdnals demandeem 
'"hindquarters,. this' price relationship' means*; ,that KMCoildb 

erable penalty. 4Tiiissit tii nonly e ' 
certainly argues against -the use. of exp~rti parity prices ,,'lone 
for domestic pricing which, in -any- case; we wo~ul&!oppoie''-i-< 

For KMC, there are three possible "solutions." tothe''A 
problem"', 

First, we believe that: itis 6 's 
Present,'prices are very depresse6d.-, Accd n;:~o'd a,,ove 

&i&#--'1',9 76 ,'IBRD- beef price. projectionq 4'~0 ± 
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Avwx~t pI*cef *w Would have 12.00 in 1977 and 14.50 Ahn-107P,1 
.Thm would be reasonable prices relative to,propolsed pro4ca 
.an wholesale prices. 

8edooly, we believe that there is bcope ror improvea._. 
export marketing by INC, as described at some length in, 

Chapter V. This includes selection of target markets and, for 
a small volume at least, special high quality exports to high 
priced markets. We believe that these activities will make 
the returns to KMC from exports more attractive than at present, 
even at present general export price levels. 

Thirdly, we reconend that the Government give to KMC an
 
export rebate similar to the rebate recently granted for
 
canned corned beef and beef extract exports. We believe this
 

a processed
is reasonable since chilled and frozen meat is 

Should the rebate be 10 percent at current prices, it
product. 


would increase KMC's return from Sh 9.00 to Sh 9.90 per kg, FAQ.
 

This would still be less than the proposed wholesale price for
 

FAQ hindquarters, but the gap would be narrowed.
 

With regard to canned corned beef, as noted elsewhere,
 
the product is made from commercial grade carcasses with some
 

We have proposed a
standard and trim from the higher grades. 

very modest increase in the producer price of commercial. With
 

the relatively favorable current price of about Sh 150.00
 
(US$ 18.00) ex factory per case (24 x 12 oz), and the recently
 
approved 10 percent export rebate, we believe that the canning
 
operation will remain profitable with reasonable throughput.
 

we explain our view that, in spite of frequently
In Chapter II 

expressed opinions that the demand for the product is decreas­
ing, we believe that it will remain strong. Further, we
 
believe markets other than the Uhited Kingdom can and should
 
be explored, and could provide greater profits.
 

d. Recommended Extent of Price COntrols
 

The above price recommendations-were made on the
 
assumption that all prices would be controlled. However, all
 

prices are not controlled even today and we believe that some
 
diminution in the degree of control would be desirable.
 

We believe that the previous recommendation, made by the
 
Ministry of Agriculture in late 1976, that the FAQ, Choice and
 
Prime grades be freed, is basically valid and we support it.
 

But we would limit decontrol to the wholesale and retail prices.
 

In more detail, this would mean the following.
 

For retail prices, the prices on FAQ and choice cuts would
 
be freed from control. Butchers could charge what they liked
 

for these cuts, although competition would preoriably tie
 

prces to KMC prices. However, ungraded cuts, prasumably made
 
from 3tandard carcasses, would remain price contiolled. This
 
would b.iso give the opportunity to the price contrclVueqharknm,
 
:,control the use of the designation choice Lnd prfir.on.th 

cts. Re ail prices for bone-in and bone-out meat wo.d remain: 
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C. Revised 3supy Prolections nning ReaPic 

We have estimated that a total of 97,252 tonsof meat, 
over and above the 165,000 tons in our basic projections, would 
be produced in Kenya by 1990 if the recommendations set out in 
Section F are followed.
 

The total projection would be as follows, in 000 tons.
 

Sheep dnd
 
Beef Goat meat Total
 

1975 143 66 209
 

1990 Basic Proj. 111 54 165
 

Supply Impact 70 27 97
 

1990 Revised
 
Projection 181 81 262
 

This is a significant increase, amounting to 25 percent
 
between 1975 and 1990, or an average annual increase of a
 
little less than two percent. It will still mean a
 
decrease in per capita consumption in Kenya from 1975 levels
 
and further mean that, if there are to be exports, a positive
 
program involving further, small, reductions in per capita
 
consumption will be required.
 

As in Section-E above, we have attempted to allocate the
 
individual supply impacts among the regions of the country to
 
produce an estimate of production by region by 1990 assuming
 
revised policies.
 

The results are on the following page.
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TABLE 111-17 

1990 DEMAND AND SUPPLY PROJECTIONS COMPARED 
(STABLE INCOMES ASSUMPTION) 

TONS 

A. PRESENT'P0ICIES/NO PRICE CHANGE 

(I Demand 

Beef 
Sheep/Goat (Meat and Offals) 

Total 
Supply 

Beef 
Sheep/Goat (Meat and Offals 

Total 

Deficit 

Beef 
Sheep/Goat (Meat and Offals) 

Total 

248,O00 
107,000 

:355,000 

117,i0 
54,0OO 

171,100 

130,900 
53,000 

183,900 

B. RECOMMENDED,,POLICIES/20% REAL.PRICE INC 
(Beef and Sheep/Goat Meitf and !Off 'l 

tM( ait an&d Offa~) A", 



* 	 -AC 

Total 328 	000 

Supply : 	 ..... 

S 1ee/6ot -_at_______Ofi 
Total 	 262uuzajsj %h"8iOWO 

Def icit 
Beef 
She~p/Goats (Me'at and Offala's) 5 O~'r 

Total 66~O 

D. 	 RECOMMEN&DED! P0LICIES/26i PLS -
PRICE INCI &E (Beat ifid e tad"'ff& 

Demand 
Beef l 4 ~O 
Sheep/Goat (Meat and Offals) 3 J"-'W 
Total 2431000 

beef.- ~ ~ 'O~
 
Sheep/Goat (Meat and .Offal.)- 42,61ib004i
 
Total
 

Deicit 
 a 
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ODw firs3,t ee I.~e a 1011, Wks" onftA1dingto nd A'W 
we.g.t fators adjusted to, cold dressed _.ighti. um r, It 
Is.qlzer tram Anex Table 111-1.3 that Weights of.carca s,5id" 
1975 wer: .oCUiJdrably Ibeow those in..1970. The quesion a. 

thin , 
t -waSs found that using Aldington and Wilson.' sweight- ftotor, 

Lbwtber to raise t";, weights for 1970 or lo er-o for 10* 

the average cold dressed weight of carcasses in 1970 came to. 
108.5 kg -- only slightly above the weight of cozmercial grade 
ccrcasses in that year. However, cattle slaughatered in.the 
districts are likely to include those that would grade as 
standard and some cattle even heavier than is normal for 
standard grade. Thus there seemed to be a case for using 
weights in 1970 11.1% higher than Aldington and Wilson's
 

while using their original weights for 1975. Aldington and
 

Wilson suggested that their weight factors might be on the low
 

side (p. 9). Higher weights have been used by Peberdy
 
(1970 p.24) and subsequent authors estimating beef output in
 
1970.
 

An estimate of the supply balance sheet was drawn up to
 

check the consistency of the figures for supplies and their
 
In the balance sheet itutilisation (Annex Table 111-1.4). 


is estimated that imports of livestock were equivalent,in
 
meat to the smaller number of heavier cattle that were
 
exported to Uganda etc. It also appears that the high level
 
of KMC supplies to the domestic market in 1970 provided most
 
of the meat required to .supply Nairob.t and Mombasa in a year
 
of depressed urban beef consumption.
 



ANNEX TABLE 111-1.3 

AVERAGE COLD DRESSED WEIGHTS OF CARCASSES REPORTED BY K.M.C. UMi 

Carcass raae 

Baby-eef 

First/Prime 

GAQ/Choice 

FAQ-

Third/Standard 

FOurth/Commercial 

Manacturnlg . 

Reject. 

Overa1l Average
(Weighted) 

.1966 

224 

253 

229 

2.00 

..154. 

114 

1 0 6 a 

147 

196.7. 19.6.8 

229 226 

253 265 

237.. 246 

205' 215 

152 . 156 

-109.. 120 

100 " 109 

.15Q .. 12.4 

142 158 

19.69. 

225 

246 

242 

221 

155 

ill 

103 

1.32 

145 

1970' 19.71 .."19.7-2 .1973.. 

- -

218 237 249 256 

242 226 226 229 

222 209 197 207 

154 146 153. 155 

108 104 103 103 

99 95 100 102 

.136. .111 12.7 .104 

140 132 143 148 

174.1-7 

243 

226 
205 

143 

94 

80 

117 

126 

.7" .. 

244 

215 
199 

126 

93 

89 

95 

125, 

. 

t3: 

L84-

L22 
.1 

_74, 

_m 

-,.-A Weighted average of Manufacturing "An and *E. 

b. KAthi River only. 

f4OUZCqs KNC nnual Reports. 



D
Items 


(1) Recorded Kenyan output 	 115.3 

(2) 	 Imports (unofficial, approx. 54,000 head) 5.4 

.120,7(3) 	Supply 


Utilization of supply
 

(4) 	Slaughtered within district of 86.6
production 


(5) 	Meat equivalent, Cattle supplied
 
directly to Nairobi and Mombasa
 

27o5
(6) 	KMC procurement 


Exports of livestock
 
1.4
(7) Official (9,706 head) 

(8) Unofficial (approx. 30,000 head) 4.0 

Total 120.7 

Sources
 

Row (1) Annex Table 111-1.2, col.(9)
 

Row (2) Meyn (1970) p.2 3
 

Row (4) Annex Table 111-1.2, col.(7)
 

Row (5) A residual but related to Annex Table 111-1.2 col. 
(8)
 

minus KMC Procurement.
 

Row (6) KMC Annual Reports.
 

Row (7) Trade Statistics
 

Row (8) Meyn (1970) o.23
 

Our estimated output of 115,000 tons in 1970 is compared
 

with other estimates in Annex Table 111-1.5 beloW.
 



C€A0=05 01 3 T23 OF CT=Zt OUTP 1970 

Offtake C.D.W. Output
 
!Mzscs 0i0 head kg. per haad C04 at
 
.os study 	 957 120 115
 

Peberdy (1970 p.24) 1,464 93.6 137.1
 
(Calves) (432) (27.2) (11.7)
 
(Cattle) (1,032) (121.5) (125.4)
 

uNECA (1972) 	 912.7 150 136.9 

Mayn (1970) 1,712 101 173.9
 
(Calves) (497)
 

Meyn : Offtake - Appendix 3, Table 5-9
 
Output - Appendix 3, Table 12
 

Our estimate is consistent with Peberdy (1970) when
 
figures for calves and unrecorded hides etc. are excluded
 
so as to come closer to the 'commercial supply'. The UNECA
 
report of 1972 assumed that carcass weights were 30 kg higher
 
than those used here or those used by Peberdy, thus resulting
 
in a higher level of output. Meyn's figures for the number of
 
cattle produced in 1970 are probably higher than ours due to
 

" 	Inclusion of calves, which also depressed
 
the average weight per head.
 

* 	Inclusion of cattle in the output which
 
are part of losses in remote areas and
 
for which even the hides are not marketed.
 

* 	Other differences arising from his
 
methodology based on herd structure
 

D. Estimation of Cattle Output 1975
 

Our estimates of cattle output in 1975 were based on the
 
same sources as those for 1970, supplemented by early results
 
from the Integrated Rural Survey I. The figures for !he weight
 
of edible tissue per head of offtake, equivalent to carcass
 
CDW, were 10 percent lower than those used for 1970 as stated
 
in 	discussion of Annex Table 111-1.3 above. Lower carcass
 
weights were also to be expected in 1975 after sevcral dry
 
years and raduced forage supplies in many rangeland areas. Our
 
estimates of output in Annex Tablu 111-1.6 are related to
 
utilization in Annex Table I11-1,7. Data from thi!R balance
 
sheet were then transferred to tables in Chapte%-I! on the
 
pattern of procurement.
 



110 31 -3 '2 9D 
140,' 47; _ U 9D12 M 

20 Aa~tu1~mN. 1.230 43 3$ 78. 271 42 .. 20 


C I2
-A 	 3 Iand" 	 30f31.0
72 15 	 .30~a1in3 6 19 ID ~ 1;.1 l-.- ?20 

siu2 78 inS 4.31 .. 32.072 IW 

RU69 6-22 23 90 2.61 .35 2.0 
Usa14 2 2 16 90 1.26 is, .4 

1~i 95sm~~a) 7 47 40 3.1 A , ,46 
so 2- 24 	 100 .40 

105 334 0 '3.36'" a43 (a) 322 32 

TW Note= L 1,522 161 22.22 183 - 16.71 .2.22 190
 

Owt~e1 Prowmes I'm6 130+ -23 9 139 139 1M.07 1.25~ 19,32;
 

Mu5 2428 20 5 .353 2.94 2.47
 
maricho 97 712 120 105 ,10.19 1.37 11.56


1. 200 .G 1.00 1.60L uwalmt 	 6 5 20
1rw 5 22 10 1.20 1.00 2 .20 2 20 


tmRiftA 1, 060 220 41 61 281 12.52 6.21 18.3
 

wyu akwinm 2,327- 263 -4 -4 264 200 24.80 :a. 26.40LI
 

1__rtnrVioa 760 144 -15, -15, 2In 100 , 14.40 -1.50 12.90
 

(b)lax emym 
24 2. 	 2.40t4Aum 160 22 36 160 3.84 6.24 

Trutboi 120A 17 13 12 20 1L4 2.31 2.20 4.61 T 
thOim 110t 13 28 14 27 240 1.82 2.20 3.92 

Ifii*170 20 55 20 40 150 2.00 4.CO; ~7.c0 

low (rifta) 55: 318n 59 132 .10.97 10.90 21.77 

%VMI.pai atiatiw,bYatM.. iLvtd tba27,2utip
 
aus11fantt.a 1zslrt th ,t
rn *pwMa2Rw 
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(1) itecoided Ienyan output 14205 

(2) Imports (unofficial approx.19,000 head) 2.4 

(3) Supply 144.9 

Utilization of supply
 

(4) 	 Sl ,.htered within district of
 
113.8
production 


(5) 	 Meat eq'iivalent, Cattle supplied
 
directly to Nairobi and Mombasa 14.1
 

(6) 	 KMC procurement 16.7
 

Exports of livestock 

(7) 	 Official (2,704 head) 0.3
 

144.9
Total 


Sources :
 

Row (1) Annex Table 111-1.6, col. (9), Supply 1975
 

Row (2) Estimated from data on cattle movements Annex
 
Table 111-1.6# col.(3).
 

Row (4) Annex Table 111-1.6, cOl. (7)i 

Row (5) A residual but related to net exports of Districts
 
plus international movement of cattle minus KHC
 
procurement.
 

Row (6) KNC Annual Reports 

Row (7) Trade Statistics 
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shrub grail_, r 
• angnsiland
19*74-a ..to acicens anle-acara"ter 

Wvgation mae'2"tvr 
Mii~-~)~ ~~.sssltoand landi 

en Piar gressessws ur on 
aucer'i are1ocaliud'Vithin aii inanEy'
annuraal an. Priductv ty 1 :6 nf in ed
largely to unreliiblesaoailihs 

b. Integrated Rural'SurvmeaI CIRSI) j 

hol51g IRS I was a sample survey of agricluralV,'

olng conducted by the CentralBureau Of satistics 6f the 
Ministry of Finance and Planning in'19,74-1975. The iaipLe-was 
drawn from districts of small scaletfaxming andi,,te ldedn 
the largefarm districts of Nakuru Trains 'Nii Lai 
Uasin Gish'u, .as well as predominantly range~diutriots.j?,.-The f
size limit on holdings to be included in the survey was ',twexity L 
acres (8.1 ha.). This was, however, above, the largest size of
 
holding sampled.
 

c. Large Farm Survey (1975)
 

Each year the Central Bureau'.of Statistics ~ 
conducts a postal census of large farina. -The L.F s. is-the
 
only source of data on farms in the four large'scaie farming.
 
districts mentioned abovet but it does r : c
no over the
 
increasing small scale farmingq in these'districts.' On,-he­other hanid, the survey does provide data on. ' trge farm in~ 
some areas covered by IRS I.* The data 1uaedJ,1n-Trable 1III3f 
is from the 1975. survey and is provisional as' of Febrta 
1977.
 

d. Statistical Abstkaot,.19.75.
 

This ,is published -:Ih eir1 8 'GAJ 

a~ 

http:Abstkaot,.19.75
http:Bureau'.of


oPrev Wia eati"f 

~Tput:i ewt irei and a i, isc I 

'No, haved velno: ona 
tatan the form niedi&dnorgubeaqur ...........
 

ii~ianof~ these fctors-,are fas 

.
a. Cultivated Area 

distribuTotal e41 m/orbe tll hosecultivatedfs7 area,, mzefiiiii ' 
measured twice during the crop year 1974/5 coeredby IRSan
,
The first was called "Original"-.and thoiecod ',a,sube'~nt 
Sometimes the same' rea wasmeauredtwic Thu'adueopla d c6he g di eihooe"yearwoult, ofnd n uner rtivation
 
larger than either tie original measurement or"
 
measurement but smaller than their sum."., The 4:'ikcelih6'6df .,.
er areas ha ving. bi,4A -l"odiiinf4pdouble counting is greatest in 

distribution and where the interval,between '-Vest o 
first crop and the plantingof the secon g

farmers to prepare a second crop on all,,or,:par of~h 
used for the original crop, thusp1 wco 
on the same. land (i.e. a double: crop).O Thus 'j ~&eit ?a4",'

Jto be made on ./,. 

"eThe likelihood of double cropping 

*An estimation of its magnitude. ; j : 

* "Crop Clna4"Oi 

eLabor r quirents,1k a. 
4 
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t0 aC 

'ra 1~ V h f, o i; to 

'A" 

t6in orer C v r. 

<;,paddocks taken, friom',the, Large, Farm Surveyad IRSt to a stock'[I~ ~'rjngcpacity~ g it :is, necessary, to .allocat'eufaet 
hecage to~ each, livestock, unit. relevant -,to';.thec oe 'TheJ 

followin4g factors were used 

-,~Zone, II 0.3 Ha/L.u. 
Zone .111 0.5 Ha/L.u., 

*.Zone IV 2.0 Ha/L.u.
 

These f igux~es wee ,taken from, investigationS.I conducted;
 
on fodder,-,ed to Amup3oved cattle at Kitale ,and,the 'apparent~
 
-performance of these,-aeas ofintensive forage production%.'
 

. .... d. Stock-Carrying Capacity,,,t 

- The following factors were-used ,for un~iioe 

raing -'land. ". 

- ~ Zone I I 0.6 Ha/L.u. 
zone- ~ 1.0 ,Ha/L.u.:' 

N ~ '~~nkeh' 4OHa/L,u., 
e.-,2 . 0 Ha/L. u. 

figur,. those,,put~forv dt,ur<Ts1.Be .iekn 


a"t r : -", , 

http:ur<Ts1.Be


ara 'i ran o er tubnn r £pery gte
holdihgs'wa-sobta n' 

seet available areas, i, co nuoozone(44treoandcd9ist 

calculated ' a a rs 
 A 

gazetted',and',ungazetted,forests'ahd sri l f6ithe­
adjusted eco-zonewa etraii* availabie 
is the net availabe aee lsi total,areacu 
In n saking entheas hclculaton,'w20 errektiedf aomh zone7 was, 
assumed'to be' unavailable %fokcl~ialf wa tfran, &~6&16 
hilltops, --wet valley, bottoms', rocketb.' b 
hilly districts .(such as those .in-'Cettal.Ptovinide) ., thls t" 

actinger the arnas 7) ae:a~dd.:n:- mfoddeub parks: 

enough to accommodate total cultivated area (up to the.
 

80 percent or 70 percent maximum), the spillover was allocated U

orio areaUivie' 

to Zone III and so on.
 

Stock carrying capacity is derived from thenet grazing
 
area by eco-zone translated into livestock unt ,s ;LU;)
 
capacity by using the appropriate hectars.pe h,u fatbrs
 
(see, Fatr, d.). At this, point, the- contribhtibn'bf 6br 
residues (6)and fodder production (7)are added in to make
 
the final figure. Note that, 50 percen ofth6,aliovicefor
et 

hilltops etc. in each eco-zone was assumed to be available 
for fodder production required according'to'ttheb total fodder 
production. figure (7). ~ 

~1 Estimates of the level of domestic herbiVore activity
6metiihates, of~being sustai.nedin each region were derivJed'fk.

the number's of cattle, sheep and'-goats -iv6W~h, T5~b i":ti- 1-
The grazing needs of these stock w,ere ddd a c 
their energy requiremaents for body iaEni &d 6 i i'. 
in terms of metabolisable 6hergjy (9). These-ca~ i6hi ! r 
made for typical herds of i ti~l jb~ 6 ~ 

J-grade dairy' cattle j:an~d, ~ a ai&du1
 
Persian".iheepl The
 

f ~et ancb, kjPhf ii.1ign 


1 



andlt,1 "C"4 "j.rel 

P ectasions to 1990
 

uin4,6ut 1990 Ard 1975 human& p lotih e~iit6u
 

et out in20Chater IIthe projected popu....a 0was 
calculated byoregion. aOet tukdl 12...Oricu : 
per additionalt dpsp Ti-, ......n were developed and 4-iiedW - t:e<,,,t[used 
are listed below i 

Ha. Land per Person
I;Region/Province 
 Zone. II Zone .III Zone-,IV 
Southern 0.20 004so 
Coast 0.27 0.30 ... 

Eastern 0.2 0.25. 0.60 
Central- 0.20 0.25 0.60 
Nyanza 0.12 0.MO. 
western 0.16 0.20 .. 
Rift A 0.20 0.-. 
Rift B302 OI A 
People not in 

~fi Agricultural Households 0.10 0.12 . 

The figures are based .on data from Kitale and' aialysiiu
of the district by district data for 1910& Use. ofthei 
coefficiehts takes account of the failit6 i ~ibae 
as cultivation is extended into lessadles dijii ai 

., 

Thus in akea. of food crop self sutffidii-i-~ e i additi~hiii 
person in Agridulture reqdires more tiiihi wit 

ff da-used per Obkion in, thbik, are&. ev i,*h ~li~i~ 

th A g k 

1 ck t a f t "Rig 
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Reg4uon1.
)4.n a± at 
r
te' the aain egonwas less 

... thmn theou t aind :ot e 
uthernIao Regionihe -he, 

nu-mrbea We 

Rifts atoe th nswna Ropul.b, 

p4odaono vstk me- rn ,, '-a r 

f 
Zone5, snd ieft Zone. wa...d..f dq ..flhin io 

- :a d :: ':
 waseo on Tile niae toe-g-, atSoutnernR,- . ,,:-,
tasrr theu inrer.rgio= °pouhtioin eeregise 

pthe0 projecteioln eaein rteNroerego doeasot
popultinonelivstockh noutbers. easmetaton.aii
 
increase bteen9 aegiond 10 oin tin t iee r i5* :fB'' '
factuald ~t~ fdii ri- ...of laionc o dependac haeao , ,
appoprate50aheest tlaignthenhc col o ,,
 

. h in a otace wihte,Yupshae' e std 1in Rift5T Jis nsof 
i ! :
RiftBrea wilmirtofte other Regionados
The population3 'ec swhich dsussd 'nte 6bfdy"0 *iCp
& 


ao piae soI 

adjusted our projections accordingly.
 

As noted above, the livestock populations, in L.u.s, for
 
"'ns~i,-
Ppouction tcnologyint and throe dendene filbliy 


1975, shown in the next to last column of TableIened p5are
' :e

based on our own estimates of actual population in l9,75y Fdr
 

~~o.
the 1990 projections,,we have, simply retaine te175 i 
6"u
of livestock population to carrying capacity as appearsit

have existed in 1975.. This is in accordance with the.,purpo
 
of Table 11- 3 which, as discussed in the body ofChaper
 

a onedintheIIIt is to provide a projection of supply based on existing:'99
 

production technology and project land availability. These"
 

. . I -u_.. .. 


-outputian-aizri99
 
wolje nsqua 'ters livestockpopation by 0
 

are Mbas ojt tostwie ac
 

ou
 mepp
basisigfhsp im atpentd nd
 
.ma : A;.,to5.Meat Tot utput 

AP 4"pk, 9­
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areas f k6i' Ehe 'di46 to 1 dion ma.i 
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(5)~~~ re n-~w 
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d"hi 

4 
wy 

6li t 

B 



44 

71 

'o7O !,i''Oj2: 

* 	 1 - 430388-1: 

- 109i61 VAN:,20 

Patkis 43,00 	 64250-
WOSetvios 	 4,o ijio

Not 	 206M8 lbiod I 

A? i14,~~ 



-!n7 

, i, , . . - 8X* 

A#16 . ,A 6 -- -O
 

m ­

sexv±~~ - 4j00 ,0
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 -" BrJ No - ,1236 ;, " 933 24200 271)000OO -00 

-. adm 218 jO 1600b, Os- 1250w Ai,00 
16 ift ,7700- 1ibrt - 244160 .td01o4'6 -

Parks 
Service 34100 3000 6" 

97#74o 198#803 3700000 113#600IiHNt-
Lam V 

Gross 121,000 279,000 228,000 23 , 
'-~54Ftrnmt - 13o236 13,236 27,983 #1 

Parks --

Service 0 
Nut - 107o564 265,764 200017 #3000s ,934 

Gr- 3810001 7,000,-103,000, 1548:000' , 6 
-'2825, 2 82 5 

~4#775s-1 --7#000' I0'l7ool68 

330,000' -Q4 
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Parks- - - -


Serices --
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NaI~ru 
Gross 318,003000 263 000 70400 

~bet- 76,398 1 "7398'*;. 

Services - 4,000 2,000 600 I 
-3Net - 237,602 121,000 256X637 61 
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- ~ im526pOQ6 
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I 1n reincalatk iiith teAV0.Ii 

" The ercent of all e&iti. cI at 

e etint ate te 

based f ie fro 30 pe(6ht!iO : 

pregnant during the outbreak.' 

e Five percent of all cows are ntad, stetile 
We assumethat these are cullqed. 

a Ten percent of cows have their' calving 
interval increased from 19 months, to 
22 months, i.e. a 16% reduction 'in .the 
number of calves from 10 percent of...h.. 
cows not in calf at the time f 
outbreak. . " 

*Three percent of calves die iro ;.FZ4PD. 
We then estimate the calf mortality,'- ' 

rate rises from 30 percent to-.-33 Orcent. 

*All cattle in the herd which ari7' 
slaughtered in the year of the -disease . 
suffer a weight loss of approxiitO'_ly1 < 
26 kg liveweight. 

The table shows the following 

*At. 

I 

U 

Total 3,year output :6~3 
veaefor one year:21 

Normal output : ~23,469 

,Lose; in one Year; 

1 
4 C~4 
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iit 12 -91 
-W38 15 

CSIveI Of com 3303 .(253-) 
c~zmales 30o -76 

offtakeA Of 818-* 

ii ~ 
Calet< 1yr

tality 12 
1517: 
-1 

MIas 1-2 yr
3~tlit 12 

138 ' 
-17 28 

Offtake. 6 -8 5 

Mortality 12 -4 2 
Offtaka*. 20 -22 84 

~;+77 -

()I2tfftmkSe -46 135 , 

±11 -1 -1 4 . 

21o i~: ~ 

:u5A2~ 
j 6 

, 

476 12~ 
4­

-848, 204~ 
18420 
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'36r 

7 

22I 

+717 
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7601 

Offtafei.42 

Cal1ly 

30-6 +lve 

157 5 

+i3ll < 

mot Aity 

c~alvesy 

t*artality 
Offtae. 

-Miles 2-3 
y~~~1t 

f 12-

12 

120 

-14 

1134 
-14 

18S 

28 

84 
42 

16 

3021 

588 

"4 

106 
713a 

20 ,476, 
A48 

477 
-31 51 

~7
1Sl 

iit 



totu 

b.~a oatu"noaiuwa 
sheep, 7 ~ an beef, 	 rtC 

. k> I lbckt, and, tet -catier herdA; 
is aitaitied. thee; fowever, hi 

rgam i'not inactive.
aroma breii 

cI. Nyandaw~ricultural-aemearch Station-

AAfield station for the UNDP/FAO Sheep
 
and Goat Development Project.
 

U e Cross breeding between native and 
corriedale. sheep. 7 

d. 	Grassland Research Station - Hlo 

*Pasture evaluation using HampshireU.Down and Romney, sheep.1
 

A field station Ior. the UNDP/FAO Sheep
a 

and Goat DevelopmentProject.
4 

e. NationalAnimal Husbanidry-Research St itio 
4 ~ki 

-~>~\Naivaiha 


LULer~ remis-arwee .ee.AfCWL 
4'e, 	 The-main rI.. anal, 

the' headquarters_ for.-,the. UNDP/FAO. ,Shee~t~ 
and Goat.-Developteft;i eCi.c 

Dor -Anr ris 
L V y 

1A y1 a 

~ *Sahiwal, 

behavioral, mu 
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4 *Wildlife tanwakt 'JA rtink 

6,:! 	Catite' reseiardh bn id~tdtionl bretin 
andthedftd at liveitddk~b koft 

e 	 Sheip and, Goat-, research tat,#disease1 

Vcontrol and produbtiot inmovemedht4
 
measures.
 

Fh. 	 Euchuma Range Research- Station -Mtackinnon, RoadM 

f-'*Risearch activities' are Seriously 
Affected by- persistent:-droughit 
conditions the land area available4F
-and 


*Work has been.done in the foflotding 
uubject' areas a ecology and grating. 
managerent, : sheep' and'-goats, 'cattle. [ 

*Specific~ research has ~included,bhaiqes j;
in vegetation follOviing'selectiveibush, 
control, effect of cattle/goat gtai'hq 

and: burning, on' mikedjlvodland W	 

' 

vegetation, Dre atik'edPriu 
aoss524
sheep under range, conditions,' goat c 

breeding9 11andamat prductiba(r
potentials'" roa n2 keading,efIeo 
on 	rate at, natoztindens 4 atl<> optimal time'.fpr- Sditl of a
 

~ Iproduced;-Ste ers.o
 

i.-i Animal Huisbn fleror6F 



iltbough not directly gomanoafd With 1iVedtooke the 
NN is vitally interested in grasing conditiois Japtcially in 
National Parks and on game migration routes. 

The Kenya Rangeland Ecological Monitoring Unit (1IWXM) 
seeks to provide broad scale ecological data on which to base 
range management plans. Specifically it is interested in 
changes in animl distribution with season and change. in 
primary production with rainfall. The project began in 1976. 

S. 	East African Community (EAC)
 

1. 	The East African Agricultural and Forestry Research
 
Organisation (EAAFRO)
 

This is funded by the EAC with its headquarters at
 
Muguga, north of Nairobi. Their Animal Production division,
 
which does research relevant to this study, is staffed by
 
eight research officers. Staffing is made difficult by low
 
salary scales, the demand for Tanzaiian and Ugandan
 
researchers in their own countries, and the current political
 
climate within the EAC.
 

Current research is entirely associated with Boran and
 
Zebu in marginal areas. Activities fall into three areas of
 
investigation - plant introduction, silage production and
 
evaluation of existing vegetation.
 

" 	Plant introduction - the division has
 
a 1600 hectare station at Athi River
 
(Ecozone 4) where 30 to 40 varieties of
 
grasses and legumes for reseeding and
 
oversowing are being evaluated.
 

" 	Silage production - in cooperation with
 
the Beef Research Station at Lanet,
 
crop husbandry trials are being
 
undertaken on various crops to determine
 
their suitability for silage production
 
in Ecozone 4.
 

" 	Evaluation of existing vegetation - using
 
cutting experiments, researchers are
 
attempting to develop a predictive model
 
to relate rainfall regime, grass and soil
 
type to the probability of forage *
 
production and the resultant effect on
 
breeding and meat production.
 

2. The East African Veterinary ResearchOrvanisation
 

This i. also funded by the EAC and has its 
"adquartrs at tuuge together with EWAFRO. 



C. 3StatiIol,Caasatilns, 

1'. se International Center for Insect Physiloqy mA, 
3~c1ow(IMMP) 

This orVanisation concentrates (as its name says) 
on the physiological and eco'Zogical aspects of insect lIfe and
the implications this reveals for insect control. 
In this 
respect their rmsearch may be thougnt of as innovative as 
opposed to directly pxoductive. Of direct c~ncern to the meat 
industry is their research into tsetse fly and tick -- both
 
very important livestock disease vectors.
 

2. The International Laboratory for Research on Animal
 
Diseases (ILRAJD)
 

ILRAD is supported by the Consultant Group on
 
International Agricultural Research, a consortium of donor
 
countries and agencies. ILRAD's emphasis is on trypanosomiasis
 
and theilerioeis (East Coast Fever). The center is scheduled
 
to be at full operatiag strength by mid 1978 although the
 
research program on both diseases has started.
 

3. The International Development Research Center (IDRC)
 

This is a Canadian Government sponsored research
 
organisation based in Ottawa which seeks to support research
 
by indigenous scientists into local problems. In Kenya they
 
are supporting trypanosomiasis and East Coast Fever
 
investigations and the EAC (see Section B). At the
 
Commonwealth Institute of Biological Control in Curepe,
 
Trinidad, a related program in tsetse fly control is being
 
assisted and is coordinated with efforts in Kenya.
 

D. Organisation for African Unity (OAU)
 

The Interafrican Bureau for Animal Diseases performs a
 
coordinating function among member states in information
 
distribution. At the request of members it also helps to
 
identify projects and to find suitable funding agencies.
 
Currently it is involved with three projects in various states,
 
including a survey of food and feed for beef, distribution
 
of disease resistant animals and rangelands development on
 
border areas.
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4.4 

There are three modern slaughterhouses inL Kenya.,1
Two are owned and operated by the Kenya Meat ,Commi'ssion KMC),(, 

one at Athi River near Nairoi an h.te tMobra Te 

., 

Hthird,currently under construction by :a private grou -and 
called HalalMeat Products, is expected',to',Lo'pn' in Aoi 1977"' 

Based on observation and discussions 'with -apprppri'ate y~
Imanagers, the daily (eight-nine hour) capacity of th~ 
plants'is as followsz
 

Sma11utok~ 
KMC Athi River 70-he libo-hed . 

(Icattle 
KMC Mombasa 400 "2.' Z1 

"A8OZik"
Halal 30 


1. Management at Athi River tizes this f4gure, ae on'ay
 
75 head per~lhourp nine hours, i
The %StudyTema 

speiaiat f~sthe Aesign_fcapaityeoft p t 
.04Le±ht,.bour', day z-joir,1l5 shead 4perr hor:"T 

pet -day.figures" oi 
"a' io 



4 *1 

is ~of ~ p ,,rod 

~jonlThere is course no: reason,_li~ po 
dy: icgot-p c 1 ,. ,~J-das~ ng~o~mr 

Scannt esil Aoitextenive overt~ie ac I~ 
becuseof ure cofling oo0eapat liitios Bu
 

adingl!a .... Lift to AthRi-veriouldbringt . 

theoretical capacity of.te o crnser l , a y
 
ior 546L000 if lantewere iiulj-utilized the year <43.per year othe 

enase od-eiiii~h
cant*esl farnt as we hv 

b. Local"SlaUooterhouss .
 

are no c€omprehesi ve data :ava':Iabe :on the number'* 'o~c1 1
laughterhouses or their capaciy. The 1Depareno 


Veterinary ServiceS has inl ast. e
thbeR ...... dh 

the KMC plants (and Uplands Bacon iFactoy) , it: 1nl7 h 4 

Department was aesgned~rosponsibility for4 a "_P
 
Kenya. To date, for plant n some of the majo0.rresponeibil itionly the Department;has actually taken oe,nts_ 

ak ret -ih uiedto
Thika and Nyeri over ofalisl the i Ei r4 

January 1977." This imeans ithe4 !Departet a r'e€oraonli as few ile ,"~s whih of courseofLthelocal slaughterhouses adarve...ths.
Veteriay Services'' ha's' in 
af
.re 
ncordsrsgesis that thfe B~iaon 'Faic " 'trthe s" and UandsKMCrLits fr"Departent assassind__niblt 

Thmen pastmnnto

D is riVdP"o "nJanary15.ste nalacit. of t metit of~slaghtrhues or1975r 



-a-m t --1* 

'Ther lso, considerable ,fiis ane l 
s ,ug t r,,e inV
_'..,perctslaut 


was'on farm ,Ibased 6n diucussioflV g
 
diuputt. etimatO
$ ersonnel-': We fund no net 

2. Ded i Ptionof Fac ltiO df 

The pl1ant at, AthiRiver,was;, yisit6d .by- the,~ 

laughterhouse Specialist .onl several occasioi:..-i.Hf n he
Si 

plant. to be generaly quite'satisfactory.;,jThe slaughr oor
 

The floor .-layout
equipment is modern and up-to-date. 


compact and efficient. A powered conveyor chain puhes the:
 

inte'rvals,carcasses,'hanging on trolleys-1.spaced at~re ulirZ 

past-the various dressing stations, 

where,air powered,
 
The cpnyor

mechanical skinning knives are in extensive.use. 


passes over a moving top Viscera Inspection.Table 4here'the ,
 
carcasses are eviscerated'.
 

,.re..Rides, Inedible BpoutEdible Of f al and,,id 
dropped to the floors below for processing 

and work-up.
 
",cleaning .of, casingsis _


Up-to-date equipment for,"fresh
,


Producton efficiency at,thetimebirve.as
installed.: 

70 cattle per hour with 88 workers on the slaughter,
 

Chill rooms in use include five new ro.ms..with
4a.capacity, f ; 

337 cattle each, 4 rebuilt rooms-itao
 
cattle each and 3 rooms to be rebuilt 

capcityof*
tatiea,. 

The e

160 cattle each for a total of i.21 
capacity of 100 m.t. tandhe holdingfe,,fZer ,,acapa'citypf
 

1 of 1 m a
 

The Canning Department has a. capacity., of '72,O00 -2,-oz,,..­
o 


can" 'pf 1 ou~athe bulk ,of w4hich 4tepa xot 

smonitoredb _! date:
o, uoliimtric canfile 64ir 
q 

poniol'tecfliial.~ V, 
 pe hudy P! PT eo
s'-~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ for ndhck Val$ikdrcotnst weighing 'ovpr, wi 

e-he,ofm' seali'adex~~i ~ 
V forl conceuir ndinuse 

http:thetimebirve.as


C 

atk~ A.yoiV afp as
 
-theias 'zn!iois,
a le-lhook- conveyorha 

approx J m~e~j:6u...."... ' 5....of 'Ksh,'96#!OOO* 
4i.atear66Wciedb truck., and- by .lp 

lchuth-ekodsr?.ti unloa lea-n cht1 t
 

,wa sprays: f..or.
!< stunningnpendis eqd . .wih er . wai. t..e, 
cliifim-o ving,to hei cea ,in
cattle and' with a f -tl,, 

A powered chaincoes to dresing 
stations and over the movingtop Visc Table forperaonnspection-, 


a e'
 Hsad .Edible'Offal, 'tHides.an&,Irid-dible
evisceration-
 I_ 'okupad4Byproducts are dropped to the f loors below.,-for 
processinj. Casings are not saved buit qare.-sold 7i',ocally. '. 

' 

very-good;
 
21 men onthe line were slaughteringaf d dressing50O


Production efficiency was -observed,.to,"bei, 

PcatteA
 

e r,
per hour for-'a 'line' production -efficincyl Of L. ,at 
hour. This is above the average, 1.T~. cattle,-perl hourin, line,' f 
efficiency'of 25 U.S.A. -plantsstudied,~ ti~l f43 

sII
workers were employed in combined 'line". and;_ .,"'upport,. .,,(head'
trimming, offal and viscera work-up).-operations for,-line 
and support efficiency of 1.2 cattle per man, per hour .i; j 

Chilled carcasses were boned, orimorel,properly, &tieiueat
 
Cha gingandsn trolpeysp)roliningoaI
was stripped from the skeleton 


a 
total 'of,21 men,boniing5O' , 

on an overhead gravity rail) and dropped'into ,atroia.gh,below.
 
,Production efficiency, with a 

caIttle per hor a .8cattle peIrImanI,,per huwhich.is 
very high 'but explained by,the fact 'that ,zth6 operation£s.i$7 
carried tout only to provide meat for !
--the; cahningp aiiok..at 


Athi River, so it is a'ey 'm'l''o~tti'i'
 
hung by plastic straps, suspended on trolley and traAnspo te'
 

to the cold storage at Makupa for transhipment toAtli River.
 

-ofX5
Two chill rooms are installed"with, -icaat 
ctleah'' ,The'cold strgHpatatiakp 'a a ac 

n 1 i*~obms--of storagemltnfa,.'12 

dep~n0W,40:Slifiht~i, He&d
 
at. Hidii'itake-up Te la
 

http:huwhich.is
http:atroia.gh
http:lchuth-ekodsr?.ti


mC
 

a; 

ttwlocaugIter, a htao VI aC 
Departntheftina' , l ­

expected thatthe pl t, wil eAn 6 oat 

;'
 
ies'fteK~3a~ed~on,-t'h ,plans ,'and - a i czuroto 

progress, thi plant' wouldl be4a' "ihow lc"xay qt 
in the worl withlits extensive uie " ti-leon"te sOf 


throughout the operti g depnartme s room arrangement fo 
fficient pauht a f irdothflow and'othe installationof
I. up-to-date. processing equipment. 

3. Description of Facilities-Local ''::''
 
rep ortd1apaity of :5 rhedia a,!Ad;te! 


a. Typical ExistingPlants 
 121k'Pb 

With the assistanceand inthe company,

officials of the Department of ,Veterinary, Services,"..vis its 
were made to two local slaughterhouses in the' Nairobi- area.-
These were said to beetypical of.the.local.slaught rhu i 
municipal areas. ,whichare now operatingunder tbeuu6rvision 
of the Department of Veterinary Services., Bqth of lants' 

Avisited are involved with custom; slaughter;,,. one.with .a~
 
reported capacity of 35 head a , day'and ~the lotlher,with' a
 
reported capacity of 50 Mead a day,. In~iscu'ssing-capacities
 
in this way, it is important to, realize .thatt~oper'ators must.',,"
 
pay the Department of Veterinary Services a feper~head
 
slaughtered for the inspection. service ,'and are. also",s~iibj ect~ 
to taxes. There is an obvious incentive to,understtvL 
capacity and actual throughput., 

At the plants visited, cattle~are,-stuck,qbled #and - t 
partially sided before being hoisted for perfo rmance <of the 
final operations. Heads are. inspected eby the 'Deal~mit,.o 4­

'4 Veterinary Services'~ lay, inspector o6nithe foor,. De, 
sides and,7quarters are transferred~ourfio~~ j 0Q1 

imdiate -,distribution toretailj outL~s am~dzue pr
_',~R iepr6pQteadl'y, burieds ,,none wer lose. C Xy

inar~,lce~o1
rergeaio~installe &. 


co0 smtion,,­

4btin i U y nal a 



i Opal to-thie
 

Application -.Coye
 
Vit n tioth. P',I vl .
 

e,,,!, ?zi:i.a]centersithroughoubt.lt , aut nt.oVi~o 

' arxesv:
oe it"ierpstndund_ a,rthere 0 h _ ?..'r iocere mayresult insome ' '' 

abattoirs even without the p mitY20baitto 
discussed below. 

b. Pl ean ov Plantsd h 

We understand there are extensiveplans-vforothat 
system of more sophisticated'muhicipal-sAugIterhousesIfor) 

the larger centers throughout~ thie Country', - ;Th' ithi6,A to 
have some 50 plants each with a ~capacity -'of- 40 -,tdo 50-tle",,er 
day. These plants will, presumhably: repr'aceL rnn~oft~ 
existing local slaughterhouses ofvthe 1dyc'ribrdtde Inve II 
process whicfG, according to the'Deparimehtoie 
Services ofcas,will: be 'assisted by--,togr,,fcrj '.tZ,, 
requir the local slaughterhouses to co: orm~to, itiorit 
sftnitary requirements.: It -is;estimated, 'tlha t'ter-e%4i plirnt4'­

-, ­will be installed over the next 10 yeiars .K:;. 5 J; 

According to plan, these plants ,'wi-11' roe, d 
adequate stunning, landing-;and bleeding 'ardas fFloos-and'i-)-'
 
walls will be faced with impervious ~bil~o~tri1
 
be supplied for cleanup as well as for hand 'wash, laaitorie's',, 
and knife and saw sterilizers. -

We believe that these -municipal' plants: w Y, i 17­
needed -function in the ~livestock~lecoinony: df9Ka~
 
~producer will receive -payment:ti oi~dl ~h~1m
 
between, actual42 slaughter,4and& ( 

~ pick up by the -producers1 ',vill'be- misn ad
 
i i '-­

-

lotvaflI of the, ahnialvil ons 

'a' &dthi4' sns e
a befun 


ifotesml~ ~ ~ n 1' pducer. ~~
 -~ 

1: 6~e 4 '-1pr 

http:ithroughoubt.lt


thk £twhe xpuie Of thsex~iutin u0t~ ~ si. 
time. 'IO :,aonaare : 

The present single &I ft capaOity of the
 
modern plants (including Halal) Io' 1,400
 
head of cattle per day or 364,000 per
 
year, is already in excess of apparent
 
requirements for modern slaughter. KMC's
 
highest aanual slaughter since 1971 was
 
about 210,000 head and the 1975 figure
 
was about 134,000. Even with the various
 
improvements proposed elsewhere in this
 
report, and by many others, there is*
 
unlikely to be a strain nn this capacity
 

0 

for 	some time to come.
 

" While it is true that seasonal
 
requirements, in the dry weather, can
 
sharply increase the short term capacity
 
requirements, much can be done with
 
overtime (as KMC demonstrated in the
 
autumn of 1376) and even more with two
 
shifts at Athi River. Although it might
 
be theoretically possible to run two
 
shifts at 1,000 head per day each at Athi
 
River, we feel the practical limit is
 
750 per shift and the ideal figure would
 
be two shifts of 600 each. This would
 
permit expanded operations with
 
practically no increase in staffing.
 

Should it develop that additional
" 

capacity is required, we imagine that it
 
will be in Coast Province as a result of
 
ranch and feedlot development and
 
improved transport from the North East.
 
The Mombasa Plant should then be
 
expanded, probably by adding additional
 
chill room space, blast freezing
 
facilities, and facilities for expanding
 
slaughter of smallstock as well as
 
cattle. It would probably be desirable
 

" 

to add a canning line as well.

1 We
 
estimate that 48 months lead time is
 
necessary for a major expansion or a
 

1. 	we understand that, as a result of a visit by a leading
 
Arab financier in December 1976, the KHC is seriously
 
considering the addition of a canning line in Hombasa
 
which would cost $5 million. KMC is making its own
 

premature
feasibility study. Frankly, we believe this is 
and 	not justified on the basis of (1) the conditionand',
 

present utilization of the canning line at AthiRiVet, 
and (2)the current demand for canned cornedbef. 3 en 
,a~protct built vith a'soft ,Arab loan costa Sn'e ..
 



:tht avalltbiLites will. Uw
 
rapidly that'48 'months .-ead,
 
be a .problm.
 

* 	 Should further capacity be roq ired 
eventualli, consideration migb be given 
to a now plant at a location such as 
Archer's Post. The primary purpose 
would be for processing smallstock 
produced in the North East,' but the plant 
might also have 40 head per hour gravity
 
rail system for slaughtering cattle in
 
drought periods.
 



CHAPTER V 

MARKETING
 



CuNPT V 

This chapter provides our analysis and recommendations
 
It is, of course,
on domestic and export marketing of meat. 


tied in with material in other chapters of the report, such
 

as demand (Chapter II), price policy (Chapter III) and
 

KMC's operations and management (Chapter VI).
 

There are three sections to Chapter V : A - Export Market
 

-Domestic Market Trade Offs, B - Domestic Marketing and
 

C - Export Marketing.
 

A. Export Market-Domestic Market Trade Offs
 

Under current supply and demand conditions, the export
 

of meat performs two very useful functions, in addition 
to
 

Export
providing Kenya with much needed foreign exchange. 


of canned corned beef provides an important outlet for
 

commercial grade beef which might be difficult to dispose 
of
 

on the local market, as well as fat and trim from higher
 

quality carcasses. Export of chilled and frozen meat
 

provides an outlet, normally at very favorable prices, for
 

high quality carcasses which may be in excess of local market
 

demand. Of course, in the past year or two, with export
 

prices depressed and local production costs increasing,
 
export of high quality meat has been less profitable.
 

Taking all the costs, including indirect costs such as
 

those involving the selectivity of some export markets,
 
which leaves KMC with large numbers of forequarters or other
 

parts which are difficult to dispose of locally, export has
 

been taking place at a loss.
 

In the short term,that is the next few years, we
 

believe that export beef prices will recover and that KMC
 

will be able to export at a profit again. If the
 

recommendations designed to improve export marketing in
 this
.subsequent sections of this chapter are adopted, 

should enhance the potential level of exports and their
 During
profitability, as will the recommended export rebate. 


this period, exports should continue at a relatively high
 

level and continue to clear the market of surplusses in
 

specific grades, and earn valuable foreign exchange.
 

Within a few years, however, it appears that domestic
 

meat demand will overtake supply, especially of beef. Our
 

projections indicate this, as do projections of other
 

authorities. When that happens, any exports will be at the
 

4weanae of a reduction, or a further reduction, in
 



meat consumptibn In, Renya. Ths q~aesti tnin, 
'ieher the Government sho14 make a special effort to 

continue exports under these coiditions. 

We believe that the Government should do so. However, 
we would recomend, as we do in more detail in sectiorn C 
below, that under these conditions, it 4.r very important.
 
for exports to earn the maximum possible return per ton.
 
This means export of high quality sides or cuts to special
 
high quality markets, and canned corned beef to markets
 
which pay the highest possible price.
 

Exports have an impact on domestic prices under these
 
conditions. In fact, any change in the level of exportis will
 
affect domestic prices, which is part of the domestic market
 
-export market trade off. We have made a calculation to
 
illustrate the trade off. Wei have assumed an increase in
 
exports in 1980 by 11,000 tons of meat. Applying projected
 
consumption figures, population, income, urban and rural
 
demand and other factors, and assuming our recommended
 
retail price increase of 20 percent in real terms, we
 
calculate that such an increase in exports would mean an
 
8.5.percent decrease in domestic supply and a six percent
 
increase in real domestic prices.
 

Should Kenya be in a position of no export surplus at
 
current prices, an export program which resulted in an
 
export of 11,000 tons would have a similar effect. Of course,
 
any changes in the conditions or assumptions would change
 
the price effect, but prices would certainly go up.
 



Dmestic marketing of seat in Kenya ishandled at the
 
and by private slaughterhouses,wholesale level by the KN 

and by a wide range of retailers at the retail level. The INC
 

supplies a relatively small proportion of the total 
local
 

demand and is widely considered to be uncompetitive 
with the
 

In the first sub-section below,, we
 local slaughterhouses. 

examine KMC competitive pcsition vis-a-vis the 

private plants
 

and find that, under present conditions in Kenya, 
and in the
 

The second major sub-
NC, KMC is very uncompetitive indeed. 


section below deals with several special KMC 
issues such as
 

health standards, grading practices and custom 
slaughte'r.
 

1. Competitive Ability to Attract Livestock
 

a. General Comparison
 

A review of KMC's present methods suggest strongly
 

that KMC is not very competitive with the local 
slaughterhouses
 

The main points follow :
in purchase of livestock. 


KMC purchases livestock on a CDW basis
 

and generally pays the minimum prices
 

fixed by the Government. Higher prices
 

re paid for high grade cattle purchased
a 

from feedlot operators. Exceptions are
 

also made on rare occasions when high
 

grade cattle are required for export
 

orders. However, almost 98 percent of
 

the purchases are on CDW basis at
 

minimum prices.
 

Private slaughterers do not operate on
 

a fixed price policy. They buy
 
liveweight cattle at market prices,
 

which are ever changing.
 

KMC has a very unaggressive policy on
 

procuring livestock in the numbers and
 

quality required, at different times.
 

Except for high grades which are
 

purchased from established commercial
 
ranchers, receipts of cattle are not
 

More than 75 percent of the
planned. 

cattle are purchased from pastoralists
 
who bring in cattle at their convenience
 
and KMC accepts whatever is brought in.
 

KMC has, therefore, little or no control
 

over its daily throughput. Very wide
 

fluctuations have been recorded in
 

KMC's daily throughput.
 

On the other hand, private slaughterers ­

appear generally to be able to obtain the,
 

roquired number of cattle, .,at required.i I 

timesi and in requreed qualitlby. tbo 

.follbowing 'an laggressivoe poltiy of ,g.0ingu' 



.or
 

~hWinmjVi4*~~~siW for~2 

mmg
Sovernment or each 
contrled,iarednot effctvlycotol
 

s not graded eerly
aT thvermetPri atesla lteu sap i
 

private,-slaughterersare abl -to-vary ­

prices depending on market.conditions. 

The flexibility available to private slaughterers on
 
buying and selling'prices, coupled with immediate cash
 
payment offered on live cattle to producers, puts them in an
 
extremely advantageous position against KMC. Livestock is
 

away from KMC and KMC is left to acceptcontinuously diverted 
what is not attractive to the private operators. . .
 

b. Cost Comparison
 

The above points of comparison are rather 
general. It is also clear that KMC's operating costs are much,.
 
higher than the private slaughterhouses. Since-this is the 

case, the private slaughterhouse operator can ,afford to live 

on a narrower margin or differential between cost of animals
 
and price of meat sold. , he can pay higher-,prices. Of 
course, he must make a profit and KMC, being ta-.parastatial',. 
organisation, does nothave to make a prOfit;4 This can narrow 
the difference in what the two can afford to pay. 

In order to analyse the basic competitive'-situation, we 
have compared the production costs of MC andthe-private 
slaughterhouse. These are very differentorganioationuin 
size and nature of operations,'0pa 
extensive adjustments in K acc t 
--. pates onlyon th eo t m-e..--­
oazc I sses* tomake';KC..ccumpAri i tS li4i.1Qthe,,d ti_, ,ad' nlLa.1i~ccounts 0dt i~
 

ten975thouigput,dita,,,i A'
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.06otoAsmigt ae epetedo,.C,thof 60per CDW,
s,,ropet tdlfiut; e-sne! .;Sh profit Sh7 kg. an1improvemeuitof
 

Sh .52.2.
 

These figures must be comparedwith'similar figures for a
 
typical private slaughterhouse. To obtain such figures', we
 
visited, five private slaughterhouses, near, Nairobi"-anadl;in 
other centers, and attempted to obtain perAtincost data:
 
As mightbe expected, this pro eddifficult, sinceowner 'had
 
little-data and were reluctant"ato provide what they 'had;
 
However, by persistent questioning and cross checking, we were
 

ableto evelop a typical pro forma statement. I s 

reproduced as Schedule V-5. !,z 

The schedule shows the private slaughterhouse ,owner'
 
operating on a margin of Sh 1.00 per kg.CDW as opposd/to'1KMC-

Sh 1.*50. He recovers Sh' .70 from'-the fifth qarerisc~c

Sh ;86, with considerable processing -costs)- a' i6 so ,S~l :.70- ~
 
to work with. His operating costs per'"kg',. W~e
 
per kg. CDW (vs. KMC's Sh 2. 42), which,'gives ,him a, prof it:1
 
Sh-'1.22 per kg. CDW, or Sh .22, abv, h o l i
 
his r'ecovery from the fifth quarter more, thah'rW= ihi",
 

SIf~we were tAoI assumfe:that ,',bbthKMC'nid thep4e 

c it itAit~ast 
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SCHEDULE V-3 

RMC PRICki D.±rFERENTIALS - PRODUCER PRICES VERSUS SELLING PRICES, LATZ 1976 
Sh per kg.
 

Beef Grade and Type Producer 

Grade Passed or Quarter Price 
____________retained 

Prime Passed Fore } 
Hind ) 

7.20 

Choice Passed Fore 7.10 
Hind ) 

FAQ Passed Fore 7.00 

Retained 
Hind ) 
Fore ) 6.30 
Hind ) 

Standard Passed Fore ) 
Hind ) 

Retained Fore ) 
Hind ) 

Commercial Passed Fore ) 4.25 
Hind ) 

Retained Fore )Hid3.90Hind ) 3.0 

Manufacturing Passed & 
Retained 

Fore ) 
Hind ) 

2.45 

Averaqe of all grades (weighted) 5..265 

X;3tiuwated 
"sdon 52/48 Hindquarter/Forequarter ratio
 

Selling Price 


Quarter Average** 

8.55*) 9.43 
10.25*) 

8.45 ) 
10.15 ) 

9.34 

6.10 ) 
9.90 ) 

8.08 

6.10 } 
9.90 ) 

8.08 

5.70 6.02 
6.30 ) 
5.70 6:02 
6.30 ) 

5.50 )
6.00 ) 

5.76 

5.50 	 5
6.05.76
6.00 )
 

4.20*) 4.46

4.7* 	 4
 

6..63 


Differential
 

2.23
 

2.24 

1.08
 

1.78
 

1.17
 

1.57
 

1.51
 

1.86
 

2.01
 

1.498
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SCHEDULE V-7 

PRICE DIFFERENTIALS 
KMC BREAK EVEN CHART 

REQUIRED AT VARYING LEVELS OF THROUGHPUT 

Throughput (000's head 
of cattle 

(1975) 

132.4 150.0 175.0 200.0 225.0 250.0 27 

Percentage of plant capacity 
based on estimated capacity 
of 275,000 head a year 48.2 54.6 63.6 72.7 81.8 90.9 

Price differential required 
between buying and selling 
prices to break even 
Sh per kg. (based on 1975 
level of fixed expenses) 1.56 1.37 1.18 1.03 0.92 0.82 

j0tfferential at late 1976 was Sh 1.498 per kg. 

AwLagaCDW per head estimated at 125 kg. 



CcO;ra,~ ~ ya toiaes.3.~ ~ guss~ 

m.e Tors of Referarce for the stud askus to 

coasider.a number of policias which might improve 
or optimize 

In view of the discussion of.-lCmMCI operations. 
ability to attract livestock and the breakeven
cvtitv 

analysis for KUIC in the two sections just above, it.sems. clearl 

that KIC should work to increase throughput and decrease costs 

if It is to optimize its operations.. In the sub-sections 
which follow, we cover a number of specific points 

requested in
 

the Terms of Reference : price policies, subsidies, health
 

standards, grading practices and custom slaughtering. 
We
 

should also point out that, in Chapter VI, we report 
the
 

results of our management study of the KMC and make 
a,great
 

many recomtoendations.
 

a. Price Policy
 

Price policy is discussed in considerable detail
 

in Chapter III. Basically, wo recommend that KMC producer
 

prices remain controlled but that they increase by varying
 

percentages in order to make KMC more coipetitive in
 

purchasing animals, especially standard grade, and 
to provide
 

We recommend that
 an incentive for increased output. 

wholesale prices be increased as well, by a slightly 

lower
 

proportion on average than producer prices, with the
 

objective of giving KMC a weighted average margin of about
 
Retail prices should be increased in a
Sh. 1.20 per kg. CDW. 


similar way'. For wholesale and retail prices, we recommend
 

that prices be decontrolled for FAQ grades and above.
 

The objective of these price recommendations, from the
 

point of view of KMC, is to help KMC increase the throughput
 

of animals in order to make a margin which is lower than 
that
 

required in 1975 but adequate for a slight profit at a
 

throughput of 180,000 head, which we consider a reasonable,
 

minimum long term target.
 

b. Subsidies
 

On the basis of our analysis, two possible
 

subsidies might be considered for KMC : an export rebate and
 

a subsidy to compensate for KMC's service as a buyer of last
 

resort of any animal offered.
 

(1) Export Rebate
 

Although we have not found it explicitly
 

stated anywhere, we believe that the Government wishes to
 

at least maintain exports of meat at a minimum level, even at
 

the cost of reduced per capita consumption in Kenya. We agree
 

with this policy; Kenya needs foreign exchange. However, in
 

a market economy such as Kenya.s with the exporting,
 
enterprise under some pressure to operate copercially ande­
profitable, it may be difficult to maintai exports ,ntbe 

....
£a"e of declining per capita output .and risin d.mstic .eat ":,-fioerwh£ deedain I
Ia.th .lct, p 
hch are to ~A~r~in~ rcs expecte ~00N 



Iqheisef@, to 'help ensure a miniaulvl fepotw 
"aes000&thatothe Government provide. lC w4ith-0 .IPor 

similar to t at provided.f ... edrebate for fresh meat, 
corred,beef.. The level might be the same .10'percent ,provided 
for canned corned beef, or iso.e other level arPropriAt6-tho 
export rebate system. 

This recomtendation is discussed in more detail under
 

price policies in Chapter III.
 

(2) Buyer of Last Resort Subsidy
 

As a buyer of last resort, KMC is forced
 

to accept certain inefficiencies in its operations which it
 

could avoid if it were free to purchase or reject animals at
 

The major result is an uneven throughput which either
will. 

requires KMC to maintain a plant and staffing higher than
 

would be the case if throughput were more even, or to pay
 

considerable amounts for overtime and'casual labor.
 

At the time of large scale distress sales of pastoral
 
cattle in late 1976, we considered proposing a subsidy payment
 

on each such animal that the KMC was required to accept, since
 

the cattle were very poor in quality. However, on the basis
 

of KMC's preliminary figures for 1976, these large scale
 

purchases resulted in a very high throughput for the year,
 

lower unit costs and profits. Thus, this approach to subsidy
 

does not seem feasible.
 

We must conclude that the development of a feasible
 

formula for such a subsidy requires more work, and we are not
 

prepared to make a specific recommendation. It may be that if
 

KMC follows the various other recommendations made in this
 

report, including those in the Management Study, Chapter VI,
 

and if our price recommendations are accepted, KMC can operate
 

at a reasonable profit level without an additional subsidy,
 

even though, in theory, such a subsidy could be justified.
 



aa. ea 

Onie 'df thesadvantages th pr.vt esgt 
have aW _the INC 4i0 the lorhelhstnads ,hbon~s of health inspetie tey irtoll' ad tho lover level .

health and Inspection mstaisdard
subject to "For this study, 

the better private slaughter­in the two MNC plants and two of 
houses were evaluated by the Team Veterinarian.
 

(1) KMC Facilities
 

The KMC plants have been the subject of
 

meat and hygiene inspection by the Department of Veterinary
 
A review of the current
Services for a number of years. 


situation indicates that the level of sanitation at 
the plants
 

remains very good and the inspection procedures are very
 
Observed cooperation
thorough by international standards. 


between the Meat Inspection Service and KMC management 
is of a
 

high order. At both plants, there is ample hot water and live
 
The meat and hygiene inspection
steam for cleaning purposes. 


covers sanitation and hygiene in the plant itself and both
 

ante-mortem and post-mortem inspection of each animal.
 

The thorough nature of the inspection program is
 
For example, in 1974, the
illustrated by the results. 


(measles) infestation
inspection service recorded a C. bovis 

rate of 23 percent and there were more than 1,000
 

condemnations (21 or more cysts) at Athi River, .7 percent of
 

Liver flukes were found in 38 percent of the beef
the kill. 
 Total
livers resulting in condemnations of the livers. 


carcass condemnations from all causes, including emaciation
 

and dropsy, C. bovis and severe bruising, came to 3,311,
 

2.8 percent Bf te-k-ill. Parenthetically, these figures also
 

serve to illustrate the seriousness of the measles problem 
in
 

Kenya.
 

(2) Private Slaughterhouses
 

The small local abattoirs have a much
 

lower standard of sanitation than the KMC plants. The
 

facilities examined were overcrowded. There were no head
 

racks or wooden tables on which to carry out the work 
or
 

health inspections. Floors were dirty and hot water was
 

lacking for cleaning. The only refrigeration was a small
 

freezer for storage of carcasses having one to five measles
 

cysts, in order to hold them 10 days to kill the cysts 
before
 

sale. Hot meat was loaded directly into metal lined pick up
 

trucks for rapid delivery to customers. Although these trucks
 

should be thoroughly cleaned each day, at least one observed
 

had clearly not been cleaned at the end of the previous day.
 

The Team Veterinarian and Abattoir Specialist concluded 
that
 

there was no way that these plants could be brought up 
to
 

As such, they are considered a
 reasonable sani.tary standards. 

public health problem.
 

The two plants visited are under regular inspection:k,: 
from the Department of Veterinary Serviceds. ,:Vrii.nspectors 



---

the D5 lan SPtsd only' theA1i ha 
.osbity&MO o ma 

t@ 19 , LOW bu i hP 
W"teService was assigned 

Through the endof l974i the
Uiprecion. throughout -Kenya. majOr"tOS.
zide had assumed responsibility only. In.the 

Nakuru, Eldoret, Kisuiu, .itale,.
Including NairobiMo.mbas#a 

is planned that the Service expind to hijka and Nyori. It 
cover the entire country in 1977, although 

with a current
 

staffing of 15 veterinarians and 56 lay inspectors, 
this might
 

be difficult.
 

In any case, in spite of the low level of sanitation 
in
 

these private plants, regular inspections are 
carried out.
 

However, because of the conditions, and 
because of the fact
 

that inspections are by lay inspectors with, 
apparently, rare
 

supervision by a veterinarian, the inspections 
do not appear
 

Regarding conditions, it was
 to be as thorough as at the KMC. 

observed that head inspections were being 

carried out on the
 

floor in one plant because there were no 
tables or head racks
 

Further, although examinations for measles
 for the purpose. 

are carried out, and mildly infested carcasses 

can be stored
 

in the freezer to kill the cysts according 
to regulations,
 

there is no practical way to divert carcasses 
with 6 to 20
 

cysts to heat processing and canning as can 
be done at the
 

Since the alternative is condemnation and 
complete loss,


KMC. 

there is a very large incentive to evade 

the regulations and
 

put the carcasses on the market, with or without 
the freezing
 

treatment.
 

Additional evidence that inspections are less 
thorough at
 

non-KMC plants is in the lower condemnation 
rates recorded by
 

Data for Coast Province was quoted in
 DVS in such plants. 
 In 1975, DVS reported a
 Chapter IV and is repeated here. 

cattle carcass condemnation rate at KMC Mombasa 

of 1.9 percent
 

while the two private slaughterhouses at which 
inspections
 

were reported had condemnation rates of 
.14 and .07 percent
 

There may be several reasons for the rather
 respectively. 

wide difference, including better buying 

or intake on the part
 

of the private plants, but one cannot escape 
the conclusion
 

that the inspection standards must be lower.
 

We believe that the lower sanitation standards 
and,
 

perhaps, less thorough health inspections constitute 
both a
 

public health problem and a distinct competitive 
advantage for
 

the private plants and can only assume that 
the standards at
 

the private plants under DVS inspection are 
considerably higher
 

than at non-inspected plants outside of the 
main areas or those
 

operating illegally within the main areas.
 

Both of these problems may be eased by the 
planned
 

development of municipal slaughterhouses 
in many centers
 

These facilities, while not up to
 throughout the country. 

KMC standards, will have considerably higher 

sanitation
 

standards than the existing plants, which 
they will replace in
 

whole or in part.
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for CDW maxima, it would encourage rapid, fattening: and tlie$[
 
production of relatively youthful, relatively heavy animals. I
 
This maximum CDW weight requirement has been,one;factorin; the
 
downwoard trend of average carcass weights processed'byKMC'.
 

e
Finally, we propose an arrangement, for modifying 
handling of the question of maximum fat cover onigrades FAQ 

We understand that,, at the moment, relativelyafewnaand above. 

carcasses are downgraded for -exceeding the l Ltsb this
 

We believe that, rather than downgrade a
could change. methd*fat should be instituted. -,iThe
discount for exces 
would be a dual grading system. -4-q--, s: 

the excess fat. coveris notFor FAQ and above, when 
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'fat .which'thedisco-unted for the excess fat in the carcass, 
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Thus: 


.not penalizing the cut beef department­
for having to take overfatr.carcasses,
 
and
 

making more top-grade beef 'available. 
a
 

amatic..
.].A.ratherr 

odil
rahe raatcillustration of the need 


grades was pointed out by. Mr. John lewe Chief Grader;','
 
'He stated
Veterinary Department, stationed at Athi River. 


. . otherwi se
thatalthough it does not happen very often, .an 

e, ,tgrdd b' nmusttChoice Grade carcass eds "figradetif ft thcknes exc 20,,w,; 

fat rcover,.;requiemnthiss,also',has a 20 zmm. maximum ibecause -the relativelyunfortunatee 
after a bit of trimming, :would ,be r b 
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'ir ta de''-they 6c uld badly need,-Choci4rade'l cuts' from 
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plant colitwfa Ind -Pr'ft fed5 an;-estiumatert oQ eAmp1-n 
can pay for that carcass. 

fl,Various combinations may. need&t. be-woro.',-n_- he 
amost pr'ofitable -Way to allocate, the 4i feet'_ patso 

carcass if alternative cutting methods are &aosi Iiity~ 

jThis approach puts the-responsibility -fr-rcs;o*ec,
 
whe'ire t
grade of carcass, and relationships between them, 


belongs, with the Marketing Department.
 

(2) Live Grads * Mature 'Animals 

It is possible to have live grading[­
-discussfor both mature and immature cattle-. HreweIsystems 

171
live grades for mature cattle. 

(a) Reasons' 'f Lit'rds 

Wbelieve -,ht ,iq. g'dn SL 
necessary to make KMC mora -competitive,!.with'iprf4ate battoirw_,1. 

(5 : : and butchers in purchasing cattle )Wceaaa j Z' 
been tried~before, land, that, there,"ritbtoi iq4the inautr 

who do.not believe ,it.-i neesar :i but-4ii bli4vqia~ih6 iid - 4 
that- INC: has been.-getting. pciesvl ifiq;#aad poorer 

is in part attributable, to ispacl ~ ~ 3 
c-attle 

ccass grades and ofpayn," r sh The 
1or0*etition,- whichvis-ableito6 I~ aripayoth 
A'olear,,aidvantiage ,-,,vith- mny, uopp1er. 

~ j~ 1~ ~.b)4: Frob*mtsiv Ga 



Ime~ht pzbIG is, that buyers.o iectl eux 
NGIS 4"i11,~ kauvledlo and, taii. ~~WOv~i 

o nOt haVeto b&Cattle aintions are usd so that ,grades 
and ,othereuplictly and foamlly an openly used,t IN 

grade ovauateIgekOr buyers at the auction must be able to 
the anima8s they buy, ;predicting the weight and. quality of 
carcasses thao the animials will produce. 

The third problem is that the presence or absence of 
"Measles* is not apparent in live animals but causes 

However,
devaluation when later discovered in the carcasses. 

KNC has complete data on the extent of downgrading due to 
measles and can "insure" itself by bidding down on live cattle 

by an easily-computed amount to cover this anticipated loss. 

We understand that about 20 percent of the 1975 kill was 
It is
downgraded by one or more grades because of measles. 


also understood that the incidence of measles is lower in the
 

lower grades, and in certain areas of the country. This means
 

that the "insurance" discount does not have to be uniform and
 

that allowances can be made for factors that might increase or
 

decrease the probability of getting an infected animal.
 

(c) Applying Live Grading to Mature
 
Cattle
 

We recommend that the same grades be
 

used on live mature animals as on carcasses, since the
 
objective is to make KMC more competitive by moving the
 
grading and buying operation, from the point of view of the
 

seller, up to the live animal and possibly field location
 
stage. Therefore, the live grading would be by the KMC buyer
 

and not by the Veterinary Service, since the official grading
 
for merchandising purposes would still be on the carcass. The
 

KMC buyer would simply try, using the system described below,.
 

to come up with the same grades on the live animal as the DVS
 

grader does on the eventual carcass.
 

Clearly, if the buyer is able to do this with some degree
 

of consistency, and assuming that KMC maintains up to date
 

records of carcass yields by grade, the live animal price for
 

each grade can easily be tied to carcass value.
 

Of course, there remains the problem of live weights. If
 

the buyer is working at a place where there is no weighbridge,
 
and if the objective is to purchase on the spot for
 
competitive reasons, the buyer will have to estimate the
 
weight at the same time that he is live grading. This, of
 
course, increases the possibility of error, but the graders'
 
training program would be designed to minimize this as well as
 
grading errors.
 

There may be times when official live grades Rre
 
required, for export of live animals for example.. In .such
 

cases, it will be necessary for the live grading
 
ts g dC buyers. would have to undergo the same taii 
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@@.ipetitive sources of supply in PotentialmaetadKna 

this section of the'-pPorte e p,id- aVeGn, f. 

.rative advantae wit respect to those"-e-W 
atep3 to improve Kenya's cospV.J-tiveG position, in-thos-,4

dIsas on which Keya mghtmarkets .and specific target markets 
concentrate. We make a range of iWarketing cmeflati..... 
aimed mostly at export markets but with implications 

for 
domestic marketing as well. Finally, we cover the matter of 

export slaughterhouses, and conclude that, for the present 
and
 

foreseeable future, the existing slaughterhouses are adequate
 
In all of this
and no new facilities need be built. 


discussion, we assume that the export surplus will 
remain
 

rather limited and that the main objective will 
be to obtain
 

the optimum returns from the limited amounts of meat which are
 

exported.
 

1. Kenya's Competition
 

Since Kenya's export pattern, especially for 
fresh,
 

chilled and frozen beef, has been and is widespread, 
it faces
 

In the

competition from most major meat exporting countries. 


European market, the main suppliers are Eastern 
Europe,
 

The Middle East is very
Argentina, Australia and New Zealand. 
 African

heavily supplied by Australia and New Zealand. 


markets are satisfied by a wide variety of suppliers, 
including
 

many in Europe, especially for high quality, well packaged
 

products.
 

In Europe, Kenya would appear to have little 
comparative
 

Other
 
advantage in fresh, chilled and frozen meat products. 


countries have a well established name, a high 
volume,
 

extensive marketing experience, no questions 
about health
 

standards and even a transportation cost advantage, 
because
 

of shipping rates and volumes.
 

To illustrate the point about volumes, below are
 

Australia's shipments to selected destinations by volume
 These years are
(net shipped weight), in 1973 and 1975. 


selected because 1973 was a relatively high year 
and 1975 a
 

relatively low one, because of EEC restrictions 
and other
 

problems. Note, however, that the exports to the Middle East
 

have increased sharply between 1973 and 1975.
 



44. 

Ow~*f -01O00 a 

.49. 

2.0 - hc' im ;tn n a 

be0_f~ Morn,~l~ t toon'sp 
4N~iY44-c-

Ir '6666in Af ribanf 'ottribsi', Kenyabwoul appear av y 
ict ,oname and­better,' chliice. ,Trade',~Is' less,,'e ,6tib'sd,, 

lt L~sipowr qualiY he>r ,vo1ume experience ~Tre 
1j;6d;mea 4s ac-c-' table' ~If. not_ referred 'In some, ca 
w ~164i''transportation advantage. .nestfg Nigira 

from Keniya of fers -a ,god~aaconsiderable'distance 
miust, comeiby Utrasprtti n at-.~.--

. t eysair as a "resiult 'of Lpo"rt _conein 
than the-majr comettOS:. 
especially Nigeri'a ','-the-&psyhoo cai~trdios, ita 
African, trade" aa t6'be. ignificantl ;I 

For the Middle East, the large prjected'.: imuport', olum~es,
 

asnted' in Chapter. II, 'r ,Iin shepd K'yah
 
,,.,cppE~etit~i.
no significant toziniage' to iefport ..~l 

f row other: East Affiican, countri~seithchrtisd..
ZalrandoSoalia) 'and 4 especilly.:fr6DrAu51rJi and '.w 

~'be veystong or-'largevoume5. 
J~ ivotistl;­46r ston~ 

rn te.,strength f .{the,,AutM a' u 
t1ono... 

htt f outh copAustralia 
 teollowingt Te carr es, fu;theAusralanMeat .Board. he MdlEastactivites,, aon Xothers,~to;4p b slsi 
-h~iii
at(ranf~
The 'Board0 maintains*, ar~fief 

~ eatm~~leneck Cand h4.F 
~ t Mddl Estern c nries 

,obl. Fo x 

i 



recipe .ooodk.. L...Astnralanl pc*atite anae az mat 
prcot@6l xpndtures- for. the - iddle, Bast, in. 1974/5 ywoe: 

the ~r pnAS77A,00 second only to Japan and Asia where 
AS 397,000. These expenditures and emphasis are clearly almed 
not at oxisting levels of exports but at muchlarger levels 
expected in the future. 

It would seem impossible for Kenya to compete directly,
 

head to head, with the major exporters such as Australia. 
The
 

fact that total Australian meat exports in 1975 were 
about
 

(of which 475,000 tons were beef and veal and
575#000 tons 

most of the rest mutton and lamb), which constituted 

less than
 

half of the Country's production, means that Australia, 
and
 

the other major exporters, can afford high level promotional
 

and marketing campaigns and dominate markets almost 
at will.
 

On the other hand, although Australia exports mostly
 

beef and veal, most of her exports to the Middle 
East (except
 

Beef and veal exports are
Egypt) are mutton and lamb. 

Thus, there are opportunities for Kenya to
 relatively minor. 


export relatively small quantities of beef to the 
Middle East
 

by picking specific areas and customers overlooked 
by the
 

major exporters, or too small for their attention.
 

2. Steps to Improve Kenya's Competitive Advantage
 

We do not believe there is a great deal which can or
 

should be done to improve Kenya's overall competitive 
position
 

This does not mean that there are not
 in the export markets. 

things which should be done to maximize Kenya's exports 

and
 

the yield from those e:cports; these are discussed in the
 

sub-section below. However, with regard to overall
 

competitive position, we believe that Kenya's potential
 

volume of exports is so low compared with the major
 

competition, that broad steps, such as price cutting, 
are not
 

indicated.
 

With regard to price, it is frequently stated by 
KMC and
 

others that Kenya's export selling prices in various 
markets
 

Currently it is said that the Australians are
 are high. 

underselling Kenya by 25 percent in the Middle East, 

and that
 

some sales are being lost for this reason. No doubt some
 

On the other hand, there is no one price for
 sales are lost. 
 prices fluctuate and
 meat, or even a specific type of meat; In

depend on supply and demand situations of the moment. 


situations in which the major competition is interested 
and
 

willing to quote low prices, Kenya will not be 
competitive and
 

should not, in our opinion, attempt to be, since 
this would
 

But we are certain that-there have
 mean subsidised exports. 

been, and will continue to be, situations in which 

Kenya can
 

make competitive offers, all factors considered, 
without
 

cutting prices.
 

this to be the case even at the present'!
We believe 
*obange rate for the Kenya shilling,.which is generaly
 

e to be..overvalued.. .'Putt. ..
the,shli 
'of .dourse, -make Kenya'S mem~a.expot-4_11i'vWoul 
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if other exports had to be eliminated-becauseof,,local,­
requirements, it would seem.justified to continue ,to,make, 
these high quality exports. The approach.which ,is,bein., 
considered for these exports, and which we.,support, is 
discussed in the following sub-section on marketing
 

~frecommendations. 

We believe that a small list of targets such,,as th ,one+,: 

presented should, if actively pursued and given priority
 

''Forotkher
attention, result in stable, profitable exports .:.: 

ies 	bekanswered an hmarkets, we would suggest that enqui 

efforts be made to fill orders, but, that-martets out-o'
 
target list not be actively pursued. If.KMC is7unable-I6fill
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and fm the point of viw of ;a
 
"ere aneae to be two possibl ae.s 
of inadoquacy s they do not mset IE 
reqnirments for separate handling of 
suspect carcasses and they are ,ot both
 
within the Specific Disease Free Zone
 
(thi River is, Mombasa is not). 
Neither of these is very important,
 
considering the recommended target
 
markets.
 

The Halal meat plant, under construction,
* 

is also expected to be of excellent
 
export quality. Assuming it has or will
 

receive an export licence (we have
 
conflicting information on that point),
 
it will absorb a portion of the
 

exportable animals and, generally# 
increase
 
We


Kenya's export slaughter capacity. 

recommend that it be permitted to export,
 

since, otherwise, it will have to sell on
 

the domestic market where the competition
 
for KMC will be more serious.
 

Should the high quality export program 
be


* 

very successful and generate a high level
 

of sales, it may require some improvements
 

or expansions in the existing plants.
 
These would be in specific areas, such 

as
 

ageing facilities, rather than in overall
 
These would be relatively
capacity. 


modest investments, much less than would
 

be required for new plants.
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CHAPTER V 

ANNEX
 



GADING~
 

A. introduction 

This Annex provides additional material on grading. First,
 
we 	 provide an illustrative example of an exerciee for use in 
selection, training and monitoring of graders. At tho end of 
the Annex can be found a reproduction of the KHC carcass grade 
standards and photographic charts of cattle used by USDA as 
part of its live grading system. 

B. Illustrative Procedure to Improve Accuracy of Graders
 

Figure 1 is from work done by Michael Creek at Lanet. It
 
was used as the basis for the following grader training
 
example. In this hypothetical example, two graders are asked
 
to look at 11 feedlot-finished cattle and estimate the
 
percentage yield of export cuts. They could as well be asked
 
to estimate the carcass grade of each animal. In this case,
 
each grade would have been numbered consecutively from highest
 
to lowest, and the numbers used in exactly the same way as the
 
percentages are used in the following example.
 

After the exercise, the export cuts from the 11 carcasses
 
would be kept separate by carcass number, and carcass weight
 
and export cuts weights would be recorded.
 

Annex Table V-Llgives the results of this hypothetical
 
Grader No. 1 averaged coming within 1.3 percentage
exercise. 


points on the 11 animals in his estimating of export cuts
 
percentages. Grader No. 2, on the average, estimated the
 
lot's export cuts percentage yield exactly, doing better than
 
grader No. 1 on the average.
 

On 	closer examination, looking at data on each individual
 
carcass (which must be done for each individual grader), we
 
see that although grader No. 1 was off more on the average, he
 
was more skilful in lining the carcasses up in order of cut
 
yield.
 

Thus, we note that grader No. 2 appeared to accidentally
 
and randomly guess on each animal. There is no apparent
 
relation between his guess and the actual cut out yield.
 

Grader No. 1, on the other hand, though biased a bit,
 
did an excellent job of lining the live cattle up in order of
 
cut yield. He can do the job. He must just reset his sights
 
a bit.
 

Two rules in training and evaluating graders could be : 

e 	 Do not worry about the bias -- it can 
be corrected 



ANNEX TABLE V-1.1 

HYPOTHETICAL EXAMPLE OF A TEST OF PERFORMANCE OF 
TWO GRADERS ESTIMATING YIELD OF TRIMMED EXORT CUTS 

AS A PERCENTAGE OF COLD DRESSED WEIGHT, ON INDIVIDUAL LIVE ANIMALS 

Actual .. Grader -No... -............ G-v a d e -r o- -2 

Animal Percent Estimated Minus Actual Estiaated Minus Actua. 
Estimate Difforencs
Estimate DifferenceNumber aCuts o t . ..C rs 
 .squa r ed .. . .
 .. . D f er n e . ed
Carcass Wt Difference E a.... fference
Diffre ,
 

1 35 37 + 2 4 32 - 3 9
 

2 29 29 0 0 32 + 3 9
 

3 32 32 0 0 32 0 0
 

4 27 28 + 1 1 28 + 1 I
 
5 26 26 0 0 32 +-6 36
 

..6 25 27 +.2 4 28 + 3 9
 

31 33 +.2 4 30 - 1.
 

8 33 36 + .3 9 28 - 5 25
 

30 31 +1.9 1 28 -2 4 
3O 28 30 + 2 4 30 +2 4 

- 11 34 35 + ' 1 . 30 - 4 .6 

330 344 14 28 330 0 114' 
30 . 31.3 + 1.3 . ..... .0 . . .3 



96m cascoruedt bu~ h~ ~ ~ 
graderIs, etimes arudte tA 

eoRave each grader 'fiz up a table lke Iftble YLIZO 
training exercise. A statistical fommula should beuedox 

caqting the scatter in order to give graders a score each 
time -- in order to be able to rank thm ins..a 
Much of the work for computing the scatter, or the variance of 
the differences between individual estimates and actuals for 

each grader has already been done in Table V-L]. 

Starting with that : 

The sum of all .
mu differences,Take the 
Subtract qantity suared.* 

of the inividual 
 n r of ai a ls
 
squared differences 


Number of animals minus 1
 

* means "divided by" 

For grader No. 1 :
 

28 - (14)2/11 = 1.02 = "Scatter" 

10 

For grader No. 2 :
 

114- (0)2/11 = f40 = "Scatter"
 
10
 

The numbers to be squared etc. are usually small enough
 

that the graders can do their own calculating with pencil and
 

paper.
 

Twenty animals would be a better number than 11 for
 

statistical tests, but with fewer animals at a time, it is
 

easier to recall each live animal when looking at its carcass
 

This writer has usually used 20 animal* and their
 or cuts. 

carcasses per test of two or more graders.
 

Graders should also go through this exact same exercise
 

repeatedly to learn to estimate dressing percent (carcass
 
The plant would need
weight as a percentage of live weight). 


to supply live weight on each animal in the test, and carcass
 
Dressing percent would be estimated by the graders
weight. 


while viewing the live animals and they would check their
 
The procedures


bias and scatter just as explained above. 

outlined herein should also be used to sharpen trainees'
 

Many tests or exercisOeability io estimate live weight.
could be run with the data on one sot of cattle. 
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mI mmA mMT COMISSION ACT 
(Cap. 363) 

InEXERCISE of the powers conferred by section 24 (2) of
 

the Itenya Heat Commission Act, the Minister, after consultation 

with the Commission hereby makes the following Regulations :-

THE KENYA MEAT COMMISSION (GRADING)
 
(AMENDMENT) REGULATIONS, 1974 

1. These Regulations may be cited as the Kenya Meat
 

Commission (Grading) (Amendment) Regulations, 1974.
 

The Kenya Meat Commission (Grading) Regulations, are
2. 

Sub. Leg. amended by substituting for the Schedule
 
thereto a new Schedule as follows -

SCHEDULE
 

GRADE
 
SPECIFICATION OF GRADES MARK
 

BEEF - "PRIME" GRADE
 

Eligible slaughter stock-steers, maiden heifers
 
and bulls.
 
CDW Limits - Maximum 320 kilos.
 

'KMC
Fat cover - Maximum 15 mm. 

!PRIME
Age - Maximum 30 months, in case of bulls 


18 months.
 
Dentition - Maximum 4 incisors (2 pairs) in case
 

of bulls 2 incisors (1 pair).
 

Final grading of carcasses meeting the above
 
specifications will not be done until after they have
 
been chilled overnight and quartered between the 1oth
 
and llth rib for inspection of the rib eye muscle.
 

"PRIME" Grade beef shall be derived from carcasses
 
with very good conformation and shall be well finished.
 
The fat covering shall be evenly and moderately
 

The fat shall be
distributed over the entire carcass. 

a white/creamy colour and of firm consistency. The rib
 
eye muscle shall be well rounded with a bright cherry I 

red colour and a moderate amount of marbling. The lean
 
muscular meat shall have a fine texture.
 

The carcass must be free of blemishes other than 
statutory excisions. Carcasses retained for measles_..,I:--

Are excluded from this grade.1 



UNCIICA2 OTGRAD28S
 

5331F "CEOICV GRADE
 

Eligible slaughter stock - steers, heifers and
 
bulls.
 
CDW Limits - Maximum 320 kilos.
 
Fat cover - Maximum 20 imu. 

Age - Maximum 42 months, in case of bulls 


maximum 18 months.
 
- Maximum 6 incisors (3 pairs), in
Dentition 


case of bulls 2 incisors (1 pair)
 

"CHOICE" Grade beef shall be derived from well
 

proportioned and well fleshed carcasses with evenly
 

distributed fat. The hindquarters shall be free from
 

blemishes but superficial blemishes shall be allowed
 

in the forequarters. Carcasses retained for measles
 

are excluded from this grade.
 

BEEF - "FAQ" GRADE
 

Eligibl4 slaughter stock - steers, heifers, cows
 

and bulls.
 
CDW Limits - No limit..
 
Fat cover - Maximum 20 mm. 

Age - No limit, except 18 months for 


bulls.
 
No limit, except 2 incisors (1 pair)
Dentition ­
for bulls.
 

"FAQ" Grade beef shall be derived from fairly well
 

proportioned and fairly vell fleshed carcasses with
 

fairly evenly distributed fat not excessively yellow
 
Quarters shall be free from extensive and
or oily. 


penetrating blemishes.
 

BEEF - "STANDARD" GRADE
 

Eligible slaughter stock - All.
 
- No limit.
CDW Limits 


Fat cover - No limit. 

Dentition - No limit.
 

"STANDARD" Grade beef shall be derived from
 
Carcasses
carcasses with some covering of fat. 


having extensive and penetrating blemishes
 
affecting the prime cuts shall not be included in
 
this grade.
 

KM 
CHOICE
 

KMC
 
FAQ
 

SMC
 

DARD­



SPNCZZCATON 01V am:s 

Dow1 GVADE-COOMC3IAL" 

Eligible slaughter stock - 5 All. K 
CDW Limits - No limit. ERCIAL
 

- No limit.
Fat cover 
 No limit.
-
Age 


"COIUERCIAL" Grade beef shall be derived from
 
plain carcasses of steers, heifers, cows or bulls.
 
This grade shall include beef from higher grades
 
which are severely blemished.
 

BEEF.- "MANUFACTURING" GRADE
 

At an abattoir where manufacturing facilities
 
exist, "MANUFACTURING" Grade beef shall be derived
 
from beef carcasses so severely and extensively blemished'
 
as to be unfit for resale as fresh meat and from beef
 
carcasses of such inferior quality as to be unfit for
 
resale as fresh meat and from beef carcasses containing
 
between 6 and 20 measles cysts.
 

BEEF - "REJECTED" GRADE
 

At an abattoir where no manufacturing facilities
 
exist (Nakuru and Ngong), "REJECT" Grade beef shall be
 
derived either from carcasses so severely and extensively
 

fresh meat or from
blemished as to be unfit for resale as 

beef carcasses of such inferior quality as to be unfit
 
for resale as fresh meat. Beef of this grade shall
 
include carcasses which at the discretion of an authorised
 
rteat inspector have to be cooked or boiled due to measles
 
being present in the meat.
 

Made this 25th day of October, 1974.
 

J.J.M. NYAGAH
 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE
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KI4C Sales Department'as "'s 

Nairobi 25%~ '
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SO feamnC .w qalt animals "n 

a bayer of last V'440- ina4"aanmlMfi eN has :acted as 4doing has providd what has amounted to annaticcal Occa.so 
service which has perhaps been deserving of greats, reor4nltiol 
than has been given. 

in acting as a buyer of last resort in times of drought# 
INC finds it has to use its operational capacity to the full 

When a drought
as well as working considerable overtime. 

finishes it can find itself working at we.l below 

capacity for
 

So far it does not som to have proved
prolonged periods. 

to procure an even throughput throughout the year 

so

possible 

to avoid carrying for long periods a wasteful excess 
of
 

as 
plant and manpower resourcas.
 

Throughout its existence KMC would appear %o have 
been
 

producer oriented in the way it has operated and in its 
Board
 

composition -- over the years there has been a bias towards
 

the appointment of distinguished politicians, government
 

officials and producers. Experience in commercial and
 

financial management does not seem to have been given the
 

priority that might have been expected if KMC was to 
run as a
 

viable commercial undertaking.
 

There are those who would like to see KMC operated 
as a
 

profit making commercial enterprise, whilst others would
 

prefer to see it providing as high a producer price as
 

possible whilst accepting losses on the bulk of its meat 
sold
 

on the local market.
 

In the past when KMC has had a good year the Board 
has
 

tended until recently to vote for bonus payments to producers,
 

these payments being in addition to the prices already paid.
 

The creation or improvement of financial reserves by
 

allocations from profits has not until recently appeared 
to
 

receive any priority.
 

In purchasing livestock KMC is in competition with a
 

rapidly increasing number of abattoir operators and local
 

butchers, whose licences it is itself recommending. Local
 
KMC supplies
butchers supply the bulk of the local market; 


low quality meat for local use and for canning which goes
 
At the same time KMC endeavours to supply
mainly overseas. 


overseas markets and some local buyers with limited quantities
 
KMC buys all livestock regardless
of high quality fresh meat. 


of quality offered to it at minimum prices laid down by 
the
 

the other hand go out and
Government. Its competitors on 
choose the quality of animals they wish to buy and then
 

negotiate a price.
 

DE incurs annual expenditure of the order Rk million ir, 

paying the cost of transportation of livestock to it 4 
~~seabttolrs.' It. competitors. do not incur this tp 

to ~yhig lketh same extent.' 
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Feedlot kor. background operator 91 7 1 

Abttoir,, operator/meat- packer 

eat whblesaleir ,
 
[~if Butcher/Meat retailer ­

1V. Livestock trader or transporter. 

The Autbority may 'come, under the,.contr I' of' the Ministe~ 
6of Agriculture. It may come under his ,direct~control 

under a senior civil servant. 

The Authority-may be-headed by' a-,ch'ai~rmaif. ~Th41m 
suitable person might, be a senior civil'suervant in the.Ministry. 
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q4L 
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anL,order,.-not,as a, 
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result of active decisiolsby,'M 


a lack of balance between sesind',Production.
 
Tere is tock offrshi ma--d"I~ 

As an example of this, during. lg76­
the "main-'prdubtionl~pan4 ,­

canned corned beef built up eat 

Fresh meat rachdaigtof7
AthRver. 


which represents about 3'.4 months"P-odutionl11 cartons '.of 
donthsiidq-cnin,


corned beef rea hed 160,000 -- abou,2'. 

1 thei locali~ma ket.
KMC appears to have little ,image ,in
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os't,'ca taie~
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the marketing thinking ias'"Whatcaf bdone~Throughout KMC 
to prices to improve our margins?", Little thought ,.ii,"gven",~
 

the concept of increasing throughput to lower unit costs.,'
 

~**Use should be made of professional 
..in~its,;economists to guide KMC 

marketing strategy.
 

it is likely that this~expertise could'easily,,be -made 
o6f'A.gricualtu.rei,Qavailable when required either by the Ministry 

or by the Ministry of Finance-and Planning.~
 

effort of KMC is 'somewhat; hahzr,The export sales 
With the exception 'of canned, corned beef :' ales, to$~eU~t'i 

n,
Kingdom, no major sales, penetratioftl' has' been a-ichieVid~h 

i a ;
one country. The sales of.!canned beefI'toUK­
to be'-made now because'they'have benmaeib
 

because this has been consciously ide tified- asapf
 
to tU.K,.4marke~t The volume 'of Asilei 
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fominMombasa istasres crassMIs pon6tlo l1 arket ho ae 

in Nairobi or for processing. The Moilbi sai'b&tto'ir,.with"it. 
capacity .of 50 head of cattle per hour. :u'king'ai hou' a 
and with its high standard of hyin I1s,,; ini an excellentsi 
position to sell a large quantity of its high quality,, apar 
production at the Coast. The.Sales.-Department doese'rnot-apa 
to have used this opportunity. 

SEffective marketing support for salesII
 
at the Coast of the Mombasa production
I~Ishould be given by the Marketing
 
Department. 

This need not necessarily mean the ~establishment'of~a
 t-sales office in Mombasa. 


3. 	Accounts and Finance 

At present there is an Accounts;Departme nt which ±s-IiI 
headed by a Chief Accountant who . rpts.dri ',o-the-Nanaging. 
Commissioner. There is. a staff, ,of 1,22l,'of',who 46,,rI a' ,H-ead 

ionHl
SOffice; 42 of the 121 staff are managemen t n a"W 

In,this section accountingl act4vitiesyae diu sied-'
 
Sw-brief ly, and the, lack, of ,planningis.c6m~ne hjd.
 

in HUddff:The' 	 accounting, fucinb diatL8I'jno,aI 

1 



* 	~w~afliflqfunctions.sboWA'b 
oarri,,4 out by clearly designated 
sections. 

* 	iac of these sections should have a 
senior nember of the accounts staff in 
charge of it, who should report directly 
to the Chief Accountant. Job
 
descriptions for these senior staff
 
should be drawn up.
 

Elsewhere it is recommended that Head Office be moved to
 
When this has taken place it will become possible
Athi River. 


to eliminate duplication between sections. The accounting
 

sections are then likely to be :
 

Stocks and Cost Accounts - preparation of stocks and sales data, 
reconciliations, costings. 

Debtors Accounts - handling of debtor information, 

reconciliation of debtors. 

Treasury 	 - cashier's functions, bank accounts
 

Salaries and Wages - calculation and payment for all
 
staff
 

Machine accounting - processing all machine accounting
 
data
 

monthly accounts and management
Management accounts ­
reports.
 

There is an utter lack of standardisation of accounting
 
policies and methods throughout KMC, even to the extent that
 
different codes are used for the same products in different
 
places. There is no accounting manual and there is not even
 
an up to date list of account names. This non-standardisation
 
and lack of written instructions makes KMC dependent on very
 
junior staff knowing exactly what to do, means that there is
 
inflexibility in the use of accounting staff and makes it
 
difficult to get information out of the accounting system.
 
Also, as a result of this non-standardisation many more staff
 
are employed than need be.
 

* 	An accounting manual should be drawn
 
up.
 

Besides these accounting functions the Chief Accountant is
 
also responsible for the Computer, Internal Audit and
 
Purchasing.
 

Nearly all the activities mentioned so far savor of
 
historical accounting. No staff in the Accounting Department
 

eiiAnd,
have the tim and direction to look forward., The plann~, 

nthc....
ptoJecting of the cash position, even two or thzeej 

ad# is utterly inadequte. The whole b oucesth4i 
ba~tet is,dis.o.rted and the study of the~ sources iMan,, 
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7forward lookingi-and should. doy'etAi1 

with Finance: &Ardb tail 
-

Oprata 

d. Livestock Inoai~o 

TAi L1etok keport. of. iiPkroudddi-one -page,18 


with a few line, of explati on,
 
The Liivestock Re ot net~erciIid ~2tidni
 

the, nexkt few months. nior do tis't diA fi
 
i6&cition or marketing
 

lie, seaa te, tkit'k h
u R~r 

b7 
pa n it 

http:expor.ed


47 

Sfod aio it~*h a target establiih~hi s. 
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recouuuendatioli of other."or.'recommendatio- ~4or ipenting,
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CHAPTER VI
 

ANNEXES 
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2 iieteguli kly*4'th' the Miktt t 
utyotitief ilfoiiid'6n all, uhorto' if' 

A(smaket re4ire kto ~ 

' ftbii' ih moist--the ne~yu.3.d k'pitePl' 
ptt haues so6 't:.oei~~of 

vArkettiq plan&r' 

or ai- ?~ '4a Plah, and coordinate. td1~i1iOtM 
cniiOi
abattoirs so as4 to achieve,'optftm',,O~oipitrtiiken's
operation&l &aic&ity a'id ftrktet~rq 

IO q~~~~ip&~ so,
5'Cootdinate p anned ta~faft" 

as to ensuire minithii dislod~itiOn of pkodu'6 i6h: Vhii1t '>",,11. 
fidedyaid
achievinig malci~ti stanfid ds, 

A~safety ini all Podutdioh un~it's 

imiemmit,staff,,develoo*fteht a~~at±h 
Pkdoaie and 

for the O.e atiotiBb Mpdi tlt, i ooM4dtiiflPogr~ih 


lfk1 hbts1AAti h ~ith tM.Peb OtkUJ
 

6ViiiI& afidl 6AMALI Alabot,
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~3 ~V~*~a 

T,6 0111A*Ad ;, 

biiaieks4 Ais to -,1660 B 

o46soi-aB 6nI. Planer otitqgbth 

M b ' ,dt itof livestock purchases so,' as' to e~ii 
marketing plan, 

4. Plan and coordinate the ,produtadiofl tiOkaM §,,ik all 
abattoirs o as, to achiev oiiiM 6UoU dois 

,operational capacity and fi~kk~t, teji6ittf' 

5'. 'Coordinate plarnned ffiaihtethkd6 M~~ l 
as to ensure minimum dialodati iof 8~fdt~fif 4nils 
achieving maximum ~at ~f~litfiifd
 
safety in all pkodtdti'i vtu
 

6. Prepare anid implemn~Ot dtifdf O~tet 
i6kbt~diiprograms for the ok~atib~i Dd -ihfb' 

~a~timta OfhIdhb
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