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Executive Summary

The analysis presented in this report suggests that the existing policy framework for promoting livestock marketing in the northern communal areas (NCAs) provides a fundamentally sound basis for action, but, critically, it lacks detail and prioritisation. Policy interpretation and implementation actions by government agencies (of the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry) have focused on free veterinary (including quarantine) and extension services and limited infrastructure development, while that by parastatals (the Meat Board of Namibia and Meatco) has focused on market place development and subsidizing producer prices.   

Some progress has been made by the Directorate of Veterinary Services in preparing for the extension of the Foot and Mouth Disease free area into the NCAs.  But little progress has been made in addressing the problems of (i) community objections to the erection of the new VCF, be it in blocks or along the northern border, and (ii) lack of progress in establishing a buffer zone veterinary regime in Angola.

In terms of the impact of government’s livestock marketing policies, formal cattle marketing volumes have increased in the Caprivi region, and marginally decreased in the other six NCA regions since Meatco stopped procurement by auction in 2000.   No significant progress has been made in promoting formal marketing in the four north central regions since Meatco took over the Oshakati abattoir in 1992.  No formal marketing of small stock takes place.  The failure of formal marketing to take off means that market-led livestock development processes have not taken place as in the country’s disease free areas.  

This review finds that by far the most important government policy and strategy priority should be the translocation of the VCF.  It is recommended that the  government should re-prioritise and invigorate its VCF translocation initiative by:

· establishing a high level Commission of political office bearers to direct, and in   particular ensure community participation, in the process; and 

· facilitating a bilateral collaborative effort, supported by international donors, in establishing the required veterinary regime in southern Angola.

Recognising that NCA livestock development and formal marketing is constrained mainly by several clear instances of significant market failure, it is recommended that, until such time as the disease free area is extended northwards, a comprehensive package of direct State and industry subsidies should be used to improve net producer prices in the NCAs.   The aim should be to create a subsidy regime which results in producer prices, net of marketing transaction costs, approximately equivalent to those received in the disease free area.  It is suggested that given a certain threshold net producer price, farmers throughout the NCAs will, within two or three years, significantly increase formal cattle marketing volumes. This is likely to have a snowball effect on several development processes, for example it should contribute to the increasing adoption of improved farming practices – based on a market-led development strategy – and should improve the acceptability of the VCF translocation to local communities.

The proposed subsidy regime should be transparent in terms of what exactly is being subsidized and by whom.  Subsidies should be paid for by the State Revenue Fund, the industry (through Meat Board levies), and Meatco to the extent that it benefits from its management of the NCA abattoirs.  An annual round of subsidy fixing in line with changing supply trends and price inflation, and negotiations between those responsible for payment, is proposed.  

The table below indicates the current cost levels of the subsidies proposed – and suggests where responsibility for these subsidies should lie.  Given assumptions about marketing volumes which are more or less reflective of the current situation, the annual cost of the subsidies proposed amounts to about N$ 8 million annually.   This includes some N$ 3 million of existing subsidies now paid by Meatco.  The finances involved are relatively modest in comparison with State funded subsidies received by farmers in the disease free area. 

Table 10.  Proposed subsidy regime outline

	Subsidy
	Estimated annual cost
	Suggested payee

	Demonstrable Meatco operational losses

(see 4.2.1)
	N$ 310 per head x 9,787 = N$ 3.03 million in 2004/05 – should decrease as abattoir throughput increases
	To be negotiated by Meatco and State Revenue Fund 

	Meatco Price Matrix subsidy (see 4.2.2.1)
	Approx. N$ 1/kg on average decreasing as carcass weights increase (N$ 2.72 million in 2003/04 and N$ 1.65 million in 2004/05, for example)
	Meat Board Stabilisation Fund

	Uniform Meatco Daily Price (see 4.2.2.2)
	37 cents per kg carcass weight (N$ 1 million in 2003/04 and N$ 0.61 million in 2004/05, for example)
	Should be incorporated into Meatco’s operational costs

	Quarantine drought subsidy (see 4.3.2)
	Estimated 2 years in 10 x 20,000 animals x N$ 50 flat rate = N$ 0.2 million p.a.
	State Revenue Fund

	Transport from quarantine facility to abattoir (see 4.3.4)
	Approx. N$ 1.77 million at present rates
	State Revenue Fund

	Total
	N$ 8.27 million (underlined amounts)
	


The impact of these subsidies on net producer prices would be an increase of about 25 percent for a typical B grade Sanga type ox marketed at Oshakati, and of about 15 percent for a typical B grade large framed breed ox.  This would bring net producer prices to roughly the same levels as those received in the disease free area by a farmer located at the same distance from the abattoir as the NCA farmer is from the quarantine facility.   

In addition, it is recommended that the problem of mistrust between farmers and Meatco, especially in the north central regions, should be addressed.  The government should consider in detail the implications of changing the management of NCA abattoirs as a basis for a policy decision.  Also, measures should be taken to strengthen the representation of NCA farmers and traders on the Meatco Board of Directors. 

Finally, a number of recommendations are made concerning research and information and advisory extension services.   Notably, it is suggested that feedlotting be investigated in three contexts:  

· the viability of combined quarantine-feedlot-auction facilities;

· the viability of feedlots for finishing cattle;

· the viability of large-scale feedlots for finishing cattle in emergency drought situations. 

Main Recommendations

1.  It is recommended that MAWF prepares for Cabinet approval a new formal statement of livestock development policy and strategy for the NCAs.  (see page 13)

Limited Market Outlets and Channels

2.  Dealing with community objections to translocating the VCF is essentially a political not a technical matter.  Responsibility should therefore shift from the Directorate of Veterinary Services to the national political leadership.   It is recommended that a high level Commission be appointed reporting to Cabinet or the Office of the Prime Minister to guide the process.  Membership should be as proposed for the implementation of the translocation strategy approved by Cabinet in 2000, but never implemented, as follows:  Regional Governors (community liaison); Ministry of Trade and Industry (import & export control); Ministry of Home Affairs (Immigration); Ministry of Foreign Affairs (International Co-operation);  Ministry of Defence (protection and patrol of the fence); MAWF (DVS and DEES); Ministry of Finance (Customs and Excise); Ministry of Information and Broadcasting (Information).   The Commission should be supported by a team of technical experts, including veterinary officials.   (see page 25) 

3.  In view of the lack of progress in establishing a buffer zone veterinary regime in southern Angola, the option of preliminary translocation of the VCF in blocks, as rejected in 2000, should be reconsidered.  Examples of blocks to be considered should include:  northern Kunene region, south western Omusati, southern Oshana, eastern Ohangwena and Oshikoto, southern Kavango, and northern Otjozondjupa. (see page 25)

4.  Community objections to the erection of the VCF are partly based on lack of understanding of what its benefits would be.  The introduction of temporary State subsidies on cattle prices and marketing costs (to be discussed below) should be considered as a means of increasing formal marketing and hence raising community awareness of its benefits.  (see page 25)

5.  Sufficient time has now elapsed since the adoption of the Stock Brands Act (Act 24 of 1995) to recognize that strict implementation in the NCAs is the only way that farmers (in certain regions) will adopt registered branding.  It is therefore recommended that the exemption granted to the NCAs by the Act’s gazetted regulations should be rescinded as soon as possible.  This will mean that registered branding would become compulsory as in the rest of the country, and penalties for non-compliance should be applied after an initial six months period. (see page 25)

6.  The MAWF should initiate and fund research into the commercial viability of feed lotting in the NCAs considering beef-fat conversion ratios for different breeds and crosses, animal ages, animal types and conditions, standing periods, feed types, and so forth.  Based on the findings of existing and limited adaptive research, it should be possible to design and test different potential viable business models.  Based on such testing business and investment models should be prepared and credit guarantees and other support offered. (see page 26)

7.  It is recommended that the option of subsidising the capital and/or operational costs of commercial quarantine-feedlot-auction businesses should be considered.  This requires the investigation of the financial viability of 21 day quarantine feedlotting and of feedlotting for finishing purposes.   Such a feasibility study should consider the impact of the shortage of skills necessary for managing such enterprises in relation to their high skill requirement and low profit margins that may be expected on the viability of such enterprises.  Recommendations should be made on the technical and financial assistance that would be required by farmer organizations and private individuals in establishing such businesses. (see page 27)

8. It is recommended that contingency plans be prepared for future Livestock Marketing Incentive Schemes to increase coverage of the scheme to several slaughter facilities in addition to the two Meatco abattoirs.  This may require new approaches and additional government administrative capacity. (see page 27)
9. In the absence of emergency grazing in NCAs, the feasibility of establishing  large-scale emergency quarantine-feedlots (for holding and taking fat grade 0 to 1 & 2)  should be considered, and, if found positive, contingency plans should be drawn up - particularly in areas where die off is likely to be highest and market consumption least likely to cope.  (see page 27)
10. It is recommended that the Meat Board of Namibia (i) investigate whether there are countries willing to accept meat from FMD affected areas without quarantining and de-boning, and (ii) develops a strategy and plan of action to organize, regulate and develop the local NCA meat market.  (see page 28)
Meatco Practices
11. While it is too early to determine the impact of the new Meatco procurement strategy, it can nevertheless be recommended that the information communications strategy be improved by increased collaboration with the DEES and the NNFU and its affiliates, as well as by upgrading print and radio materials to provide more detailed information to farmers.  It is recommended, therefore, that an integrated information communications campaign be jointly planned, financed and implemented by the key stakeholders.  (see page 29)
12. It is suggested that Meatco be requested to propose an new Price Matrix for providing an incentive to NCA farmers to increase the carcass masses of supplies, that is appropriate to the range of live masses in the NCAs. It should detail the costs that it would incur in adopting it given current marketing volumes.  Thereafter, responsibility for funding this subsidy, together with a package of others still to be agreed upon, should be negotiated by the State, the industry (e.g. Meat Board levies), and Meatco. (see page 32)

13.  National meat price policy providing for equal basic prices north and south of the VCF should be applied (or revised).  The possibility of covering the extra cost to Meatco that would result with a temporary price subsidy, until such time as the VCF is moved to the Angolan border, may be considered.   (see page 32)

14.  A detailed feasibility study should be commissioned by the MAWF to consider in detail the implications of a possible take-over of the NCA abattoirs by an alternative company.  The option of a professionally managed co-operative, the members of which would be the suppliers, should be considered amongst other business models.  As part of this exercise, Meatco should be requested to define the costs and benefits it would expect to incur with such a change of management arrangement.  This is required to inform a proper policy decision in the national interest. (see page 34)

15. It is recommended that NCA producers should elect an advisory committee of seven members (one representing different regions), the elected chairperson of which would sit as a co-opted member on the Meatco Board.  Such an NCA advisory committee would meet before Meatco Board meetings to advise its representative on matters pertaining to the company’s NCA operations. (see page 34)

Quarantine Costs

16. The feasibility of establishing additional community managed quarantine facilities near to the main production areas should be further investigated.  In addition, feasibility studies should be conducted into the viability of organising truck transport from production areas to quarantine farms at cost (as is currently offered by Meatco in Caprivi) by farmer organizations or Meatco. (see page 36)

17.  It is recommended that when the condition of quarantine grazing has deteriorated to a certain level, where direct costs are likely to be incurred by farmers, a quarantine subsidy should be paid to farmers. (see page 37) 

18.  It is recommended that the State Revenue Fund be used to subsidise transport from quarantine facilities to abattoirs as a temporary measure until quarantining becomes unnecessary.  (see page 40)
19. It is recommended that the community quarantine farms in eastern Kavango should market at Katima Mulilo, at a distance of 420 km (at an estimated cost of N$ 130/head at current rates), instead of Oshakati at a distance of 640 km including more costly dirt roads (at an estimated cost of N$ 200).  (see page 40)

20. It is recommended that the Agribank and Meatco should investigate the demand for and viability of a credit scheme involving short-term loans to farmers based on collateral in the form of a legally binding commitment to market cattle to Meatco in the defined future.  (see page 40)
_________________

Introduction

The Division of Policy and Planning, of the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry’s (MAWF) Directorate of Planning, is currently reviewing the National Agricultural Policy of 1996.  This is being done in collaboration with sector stakeholders and focusing on a number of key policy themes.  It is intended to prepare a White Paper updating the policy.  To complement this initiative a special policy review was undertaken to look in detail into the specific issue of formal livestock marketing in the Northern Communal Areas (NCAs).  This issue is of on-going national concern, and is the focus of one of the outputs of the European Union supported National Agricultural Services Support Programme (NASSP).  The policy review was undertaken by officials of the Division of Policy and Planning supported by a short consultancy funded by the NASSP.

The exercise used two key methods:  a review of existing and on-going development activities and documentation; and interviews with those involved in policy formulation, implementation and evaluation.   In practical terms this meant that an extensive literature review was undertaken (see Bibliography), and that meetings were held with key informants both in Windhoek and in the northern communal areas (see Annex 1).  

The paper is structured as follows: 

· It starts by presenting the existing policy framework for promoting livestock marketing in the NCAs (section 1).

· Section 2 notes key interventions by government and parastatals in implementing policy.   

· The impact of these interventions is summarized in Section 3 in the form of selected indicators of the status of the livestock sector, and formal marketing in particular, in the NCAs.   

· Section 4 presents the main findings of the study.  It identifies a range of policy factors which have contributed to the current situation – that is to say the limited impact of government’s livestock formal marketing policies in the NCAs.  It makes a number of policy recommendations specifically related to the mandate of the MAWF.  
· The last section of the report prioritises and elaborates on the policy reforms that are recommended. 
1.
EXISTING GOVERNMENT POLICY

1.1
Agricultural Policy:  an Enabling Environment for Sustainable Livestock Development

1. The National Agriculture Policy (NAP) of 1995 forms the basis of complementary policy statements presented in NDP1 and NDP2.  Key policy statements taken from the 1995 National Agricultural Policy related to the government’s role in creating an enabling environment for livestock development include the following (report’s bold).

· Government services 

“The provision of Government services will be designed to redress the structural imbalances and dualism inherent in the agriculture sector by redirecting and strengthening essential agricultural services and facilities to the communal areas, where their socio-economic impact is likely to be greatest.” (para 37)

“Presently, livestock and grain production represent the foundations for the growth of agricultural incomes, exports and rural employment.  They also contribute to import substitution and food security.  The crucial significance of meat and grain production justifies the concentration of Government resources on the promotion of these two commodities, at least in the immediate future.” (Para 52)

“The Northern Communal Areas offer the greatest potential for intensification and d   iversification. … To achieve agricultural growth, communal farmers need to be integrated into domestic and export markets as a matter of priority.  They also need access to vital rural infrastructure and essential agricultural development services.” (para. 50)

· Veterinary services

“Measures will be adopted to improve the animal health status of the northern communal areas in order to allow for the eventual marketing of both animals and red meat on international markets.  The Government will strive for improved veterinary controls in neighbouring countries in order to facilitate the access of the northern communal areas to international markets.”  (Para 79)

· Rural infrastructure

 “The Government will accord priority to investments in rural infrastructure which facilitate the integration of communal areas into the mainstream of the national economy. (para 163) The Government will prioritise the establishment of suitable infrastructure for animal disease control.  It will also implement measures to stop animal diseases spreading across borders so that, in due course, the disease-free buffer zone can be moved to the northern border.  This will improve market access and the economic well-being of livestock farmers in the northern communal areas.” (para 165) 

· Agricultural subsidies

 “Subsidies to agriculture commonly comprise three types:  subsidized services, subsidized prices and subsidized credit.  Such subsidies may be useful to achieve certain agricultural or socio-economic objectives in the short-term.  In certain cases, the government may subsidise agriculture for a longer period if it is seen to be in the national interest to do so.  However, in general, long-term or continuous subsidies will be avoided because of their tendency to cause distortions in the economy and to contribute to fiscal deficits.  The impact of subsidies on production, food security, employment, income distribution and fiscal sustainability needs to be carefully reviewed and continuously monitored.”  (Para 94)

· Marketing

“Agricultural marketing systems must ensure equitable access for all participants. The Government will facilitate the creation of an environment that improves the efficiency of markets in order to reduce costs and increase demand.  Such conditions are necessary for realizing the full potential of agriculture’s contribution to meeting the needs of society and achieving balanced economic growth.  Government support to agricultural marketing will be largely aimed at addressing shortcomings in service structure, the market environment and marketing mechanisms.  Direct intervention will be limited to the correction of market imperfections and socially unacceptable effects.” (Para 123) 

· Sustainable natural resource development

“Agricultural growth will not be pursued at the expense of the environment. … The government will ensure that sound agricultural and macro-economic policies and a conducive investment climate encourage efficient and sustainable resources use.” (Para 145)

2. In summary, Namibia’s agricultural policy sees the role of the government as being to establish an enabling environment for farmers to generate incomes for themselves and their employees in an environmentally sustainable manner.  In other words, government is seen as a facilitator of private sector development – providing a favourable macro-economic environment, as well as research, extension and training services, credit and market information.  The private sector is also seen as the provider of some agricultural services, notably input supplies and product marketing and processing services.   Government is expected to intervene only when markets and private sector services fail. 

1.2 Cross-sectoral Policy Issues 

3. One key theme running through the NAP, NDP1 and 2, and Vision 2030 is that economic growth and development must not threaten the sustainable use of natural resources, specifically in the case of livestock development, grazing.   As such, NCA livestock development policies should aim to reduce the current unsustainable use of the range resource by reducing stocking rates in line with range capacity.  On the one hand, this requires that farmers are able to get their livestock off the land in times of reduced carrying capacity such as drought – range resource tracking. This is one of the main justifications for the State’s promoting of NCAs formal marketing systems able to absorb large numbers of cattle.  Yet, without complementary land tenure and management policies, livestock development (including marketing) policies could have negative impacts such as increasing cattle numbers at the expense of the range resource, and increasing the concentration of ownership at the expense of equity and poverty alleviation objectives.   

4. Such complementary policies include the introduction of secure and exclusive tenure at the individual and community level, and the creation of local organizations capable of managing community land resources. Progress in this area continues to be painfully slow.  Another example of lack of progress is government’s resettlement policy, one of the stated aims of which is to assist large scale livestock farmers to move from communal to commercial areas, thus relieving grazing pressure on the former.   Without any related initiative to stop large farmers continuing to farm in communal areas this has had no impact on livestock ownership in the NCAs.  These issues highlight the need for strategic and cross-sectoral development approaches.  

1.3
Overall Assessment 

5. This review believes that the existing agricultural policy statements continue to provide a fair basis for livestock development planning and action in the NCAs.   However, the need for increased policy clarity is illustrated by the following examples:

· Clear policy is needed on the promotion of small vs. large framed cattle breeds in the NCAs.  The national uniform meat pricing policy, as implemented by the Meat Board and Meatco, aims to promote large framed animals, while sustainable environmental management policy, as implemented by MAWF research, extension and training services, aims to promote better environmentally adapted small framed breeds.

· Although the national land policy aims to promote communal tenure and community benefits, the Communal Land Reform Act does not provide for group leasehold rights.  This is leading to the allocation of leasehold properties to individuals at the expense of communities.

6. Perhaps most fundamentally the NCA livestock development strategy is not clear as to the relative prioritization it gives to promoting livestock development based on improving productivity, based on improving marketing, and based on land reform.  Consequently, it would appear that different national agencies of government pursue different and often uncoordinated strategies.

7. In addition, detailed policies are needed on key issues to provide a coherent framework for guiding coordinated government interventions;  for example,  the translocation of the VCF and use of short-term subsidies to promote market-oriented livestock production in the NCAs.   

8. It is observed that in the absence of clear policy making on such issues by government in recent years, specific agencies notably the Directorate of Veterinary Services, the Meat Board, and Meatco have tended to fill the gap.  The actions and inactions of such agencies have in effect lead the way in promoting livestock marketing in the north.  Also, while actions taken by such agencies have often been at the behest of the Ministry’s political leadership, this has reportedly not always been the case.  Furthermore, the Meat Board and Meatco, by definition, pursue vested interests, as distinct from the national development interest of the Ministry, and the DVS has a specific objective of maintaining the health status of the national herd.  There is thus a strong case to be made for the Ministry playing a more active role in policy formulation regarding NCA livestock marketing issues. 

9. This was attempted in 2000 in the form of Cabinet approved strategy for translocating the VCF to the Angola border from 2001 to 2010 (Cabinet Decision No 16th /30.05.00/004) and the follow-up report of the Task Force on Animal Improvement, Marketing and Health Services in the Northern Communal Areas to the Minister of Agriculture of November 2000.  Unfortunately, the initiative made little progress.  

10. A separate Ministerial initiative resulted in the “Final Report of the Northern Namibia Farming Communities Inter-Stakeholder Consultative Forum on Marketing of Agricultural Produce” of October 2004, and more recently to the adoption of a plan for “the Improvement of Cattle Marketing and the Animal Health Status of the NCA”.  This plan can be summarized as follows:

Short term strategies

· Use the Meat Board’s Stabilisation Fund to subsidise NCA Meatco prices.  (This was designed by the Meat Board and implemented as from 1 May 2005 comprising a subsidy of N$ 1/kg carcass weight for A, AB, and B grades, and 80 cents for C grades). 

· Activities (still to be defined) to encourage farmers to market when cattle are in good condition.

· Activities (still to be defined) to provide truck transport from production areas to quarantine camps.   

Medium term strategies

· Increase Meat Board levy on slaughtered large and small stock to further subsidise NCA prices.

· Provide appropriate information and advisory extension services.

· Activities (still to be defined) to use mobile auction pens.

· Activities (still to be defined) to facilitate organized farmer structures at constituency level.

· Fast track FMD serological surveillance testing activities.

· Investigation of the cost effectiveness of feedlots at and around quarantine camps.

· Encourage banks to open more banking facilities in NCAs.

· Implement the Animal Identification Programme (traceability).

· Promote planning of feeder roads in line with marketing needs.

· Develop new export markets. 

Long term strategies

· Promote farming under leasehold tenure.

· Erect a VCF along the Namibia-Angola border.  

11. The policy review which follows makes recommendations on several of the above issues which are considered to be most pertinent.  It also considers some additional matters.    

	Recommendation

1.  It is recommended that MAWF prepares for Cabinet approval a new statement of livestock development policy and strategy for the NCAs.  




2.
IMPLEMENTATION OF GOVERNMENT POLICY
This section highlights key actions taken by government and supportive agencies in implementing agricultural policy statements as noted in section 1.1, above, with regard to livestock marketing in the NCAs, and comments briefly on the manner of their implementation.  Findings derive from a wide range of literature sources.

· Research, extension and training services 

“strengthening essential agricultural services and facilities to the communal areas” (para 37)

“concentration of Government resources … meat and grain production” (Para 52)

“Northern Communal Areas offer the greatest potential … communal farmers need to be integrated into domestic and export markets” (para. 50)

· Research, extension and training services: – establishment of network of Agricultural Development Centres, research stations, Ogongo Agricultural College, livestock improvement centres, employment/mobilisation of research, extension and training officials. 

But…

· Little sustained livestock-oriented research.

· Extension in the NCAs focuses on small holder crop farming (perceived to be 100% of farmers).

· The limited livestock extension tends to focus on small holders (the approx. 90% of cattle owners with 1-30 cattle), not on livestock farmers with marketable surplus (the approx. 10% of cattle owners with more than 30 cattle). 

· Research and extension focuses on livestock production, not marketing and market information issues.

· Major constraints to the implementation of the Farming Systems Research and Extension (FSRE) strategy include limited support from subject matter specialists.

· Extension officials in the north central regions must on average serve approx. 3 times the number of farmers as those in the rest of the country.  

· Veterinary services

“improve the animal health status of the northern communal areas ….improved veterinary controls in neighbouring countries”  (Para 79)

· 2003 Directorate of Veterinary Services post establishment reform and recruitment of significant numbers of expatriate veterinarians.

· DVS human resources development through training of Animal Health Technicians.

· Annual FMD and CBPP vaccination campaigns where appropriate.  

· Improved animal health service clinical and outreach through increasing additional veterinary facilities.

· Provision of free DVS quarantine services and control of private services.

· Training and equipping of Community Animal Health Agents. 

· Some progress in establishing stock branding and traceability system. 
· Research into Foot and Mouth Disease serological surveillance testing.
· Annual liaison meetings with Angolan veterinary officials.

But… 

· Insufficient training of veterinarians. 
· Little progress in community participation in planning the Veterinary Cordon Fence.  

· Insufficient support for Angolan efforts.

· Rural infrastructure
 “investments in rural infrastructure which facilitate the integration of communal areas into the mainstream of the national economy. (para 163) 

prioritise the establishment of suitable infrastructure for animal disease control.” (para 165) 

· Upgrading of two export abattoirs.

· Construction of three local abattoirs (Ministry of Trade and Industry).

· Establishment of 13 operational quarantine facilities (six DVS farms, four community camps and three private quarantine feedlots (see Table 9)).

· Construction of 11 auction facilities
.

· Construction of crush pens.

· Feeder road construction.

But….

· Locations of quarantine infrastructure makes formal marketing transaction costs extremely high.  

· Agricultural subsidies

 “government may subsidise agriculture …in the national interest”.  (Para 94).

· Meatco has subsidised its NCA operations to the tune of N$ 500/head slaughtered from 1992-2003 (excluding Meatco and government capital investment).

· Meat Board subsidized bull scheme.

· Meat Board Incentive Scheme (as of 1 May 2005):  a price subsidy of N$ 1 on all A, AB and B grade animals, and 80 cents for all C grade animals slaughtered by Meatco in the NCAs.

· Governments drought assistance programme:  the Livestock Marketing Incentive Scheme and the Hire of and Transport to Emergency Grazing Scheme had limited application and impact in the NCAs in 2003, but apparently significant impact in 1995.

· Free extension and veterinary services including quarantine services. 

But…

· Formal market prices and net producer prices are still perceived as the major constraint to formal marketing. 

· Marketing

“Direct intervention will be limited to the correction of market imperfections and socially unacceptable effects…. (and will address) shortcomings in service structure, the market environment and marketing mechanisms”. (Para 123) 

· The 1992 agreement that Meatco should operate the two NCA abattoirs for export and the national uniform livestock price system.  

· Procurement by auction was stopped in 2000 and replaced by marketing at the abattoir and self-quarantine, supported by regional procurement officials. 

(Others as described under infrastructure and subsidies)  

But…

· The location of abattoirs and quarantine facilities is far from surplus production areas (esp. Kunene and Kavango regions).

· Sustainable natural resource development

“Agricultural growth will not be pursued at the expense of the environment. … government …will encourage efficient and sustainable resources use.” (Para 145)

· Major focus of research and extension services and donor supported projects such as NOLIDEP and SARDEP. 

But…

· In the absence of capacity to implement the Communal Lands Act little progress has been possible in promoting sustainable rangeland resource management.

3. 
IMPACT OF GOVERNMENT POLICY

12. The current status of livestock marketing activity, as a component of livestock development activity, in the NCAs can be characterised by the following problem statements:- 

· Livestock production is undertaken using low-input low-output farming practices.  

· Few farmers sell to the formal market which, because of its unique capacity to absorb significant livestock numbers, is a pre-requisite to commercial off-take rates, systematic generation of income, and re-investment in production.  

· Incomes from livestock are limited because sustainable market-oriented livestock farming practices are virtually non-existent which is, in turn, due to indigenous breed characteristics, poor farm management practices, and marketing constraints.

· Market-led rural development processes that have occurred in the rest of the country, including the adoption of improved and sustainable farm investment and production practices, and the development of farmer organizations, are constrained.

· Livestock are a major productive asset in the NCAs, however, due to high stocking rates and lack of off-take opportunities, sustainability is under constant threat from drought.  

The rest of this section contains selected data which indicates the status of the NCA livestock sector in terms of its contribution to national and local development. 

National Livestock Herd Distribution

13. DVS figures indicate that some 50 percent of the nation’s cattle (see Figure 1 and Table 1) and goats, and 5 percent of its sheep are located in the northern communal areas.  Due to the methods used in gathering these figures, real numbers north of the VCF can be assumed to be higher.

     Figure 1. Cattle Numbers North and South of the VCF
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Table 1.  National Cattle Herd and Percentage of National Herd North of the VCF

	Region


	2000
	NCA %
	2001
	NCA %
	2002
	NCA %
	2003
	NCA %
	2004
	NCA %

	Total NCR*

 
	794,741
	31.7
	800,000
	31.9
	653,332


	28.0
	550,090


	23.6
	685,285


	29.2

	Kunene N.
	173,969
	6.9
	156,577

36,825

46,005

33,530

40,197
	6.2
	157,458

37,025

46,256

33,780

40,397
	6.7
	165,724

38,231

45,171

40,188

42,134
	7.1
	189,052

31,498

31,421

52,902

52,780
	8.1

	Kavango
	135,402
	5.4
	131,384
	5.2
	131,894
	5.6
	129,773
	5.6
	132,086
	5.6

	Caprivi
	151,526
	6.0
	152,711
	6.0
	149,362
	6.4
	165,057
	7.1
	156,072
	6.6

	Total NCA
	1,255,638
	50.1
	1,240,670
	49.5
	1,092,046
	46.8
	1,010,644
	43.3
	1,162,495
	49.5

	Total National
	2,504,930
	100
	2,508,570
	100
	2,329,553
	100
	2,336,094
	100
	2,349,700
	100


*North Central Regions (NCR): Omusati Oshana Ohangwena and Oshikoto regions.

The Value of the NCA Livestock Herd

14. Assuming average slaughter weights and prices, the capital value of NCA cattle amounts to some N$ 2.14 billion
, and of small stock to N$ 640 million (Motinga et al. 2004, p. 137).  Assuming off-take rates of 15 percent (for all meat production uses), theoretical incomes of about N$ 417 million (excluding non-meat values) are generated annually
.

Ownership of surplus producing cattle herds

15. One constraint to NCA formal market off-take is often thought to be ownership distribution. (See Table 2) 
Table 2.  Numbers of  Cattle owned by Farm Household by Region
	Region
	Number Of Farm Households
	Estimated % of Hh With cattle
	Number of Cattle (2004)
	Average Number of Cattle Per Farm Hh
	Average Number of Cattle Per Farm Hh Keeping 

	Caprivi
	12,124
	74% = 8,972 
	156,072
	12.9
	17.4

	Kavango
	22,000
	56% = 12,320
	132,086
	6.0
	10.7

	Ohangwena
	35,938
	44% = 15,813
	175,981
	4.9
	11.1

	Oshikoto
	26,164
	57% = 14,913
	191,412
	7.3
	12.8

	Oshana
	20,689
	62% = 12,827
	84,236
	4.1
	6.6

	Omusati
	37,822
	51% = 19,289
	233,655
	6.2
	12.1

	Kunene Nth
	4,740
	90% = 4,266
	189,052
	39.9
	33.3

	Totals
	159,477
	88,400 (55%)
	1,160,490
	7.3
	13.1


(Source: MAWRD, 2003; DVS Census 2004)

The majority of cattle are owned by households owning less than 30 cattle (assumed to be the minimum to sustain off-take for the formal market of at least one animal annually). Nevertheless, as shown in Table 3, an estimated 25,000 NCA farm households own herds of 30 or more cattle.  Of these, unknown numbers own herds of ranging up to several thousand animals.  No figures are available indicating ownership distribution trends.

Table 3. Number of Farm Households owning more than 30 cattle by region

	Region
	Number Of Farm Households
	Hh with > 30 cattle

	Caprivi
	12,124
	13% = 1,576

	Kavango
	22,000
	12% = 2,640

	Ohangwena
	35,938
	4% = 1,438

	Oshikoto
	26,164
	11% = 2,878

	Oshana
	20,689
	6% = 1,241

	Omusati
	37,822
	4% = 1,513

	Kunene North
	4,740
	68% = 3,223

	Totals
	159,477
	24,509 (15%)


(Source: MAWRD, 2003)
Assuming an average of 30 animals belong to the 25,000 households noted in Table 3, and annual formal market off-take of 10 per cent, we arrive at a figure of 75,000 cattle annually.  This should be the primary target group of NCA cattle marketing promotion efforts.  In addition, many of the approximately 130,000 households owning less than 30 head (and especially those owning more than 20) can also be expected to sell some animals to the formal market.  In all, it is reasonable to expect off-take of 75,000 (6 per cent of the total herd, compared to more than 20 percent in the rest of the country) leaving a generous number for the informal market and domestic consumption. This is worth some N$ 134 million given the assumptions used in paragraph 14. Current formal market capacity at the two Meatco managed abattoirs amounts to about 60,000 head per annum.    

Formally marketed volumes
16. Table 2 and Figure 2 illustrate an overall downward trend at Eloolo (Oshakati) and taking the NCAs as a whole, as well as an overall upward trend at Katima.  NCA price responsiveness is demonstrated in 1994, 1995, 2002 and 2004 when relatively high or low prices impacted positively or negatively respectively on marketed volumes.

Table 2.  Cattle Slaughtered by Meatco in NCAs

	Year
	1992
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	Avge

	Oshakati
	13,017
	22,927
	24,329
	20,617
	8,639
	12,450
	13,338
	11,902
	8,886
	11,628
	6,895
	3,864
	13,085

	Katima
	3,194
	3,870
	5,200
	5,527
	5,497
	6,318
	6,290
	6,071
	8,170
	12,601
	10,231
	5,923
	6,376

	NCA Total

	16,211
	26,797
	29,529
	26,144
	14,136
	18,768
	19,628
	17,973
	19,057
	26,231
	19,129
	11,791
	20,077

	Nat. Total

	365 634
	406 044
	414 489
	497 963
	226 775
	320 671
	351 369
	262 118
	309 525
	338 336
	322 212
	-
	351 328

	NCA % of Nat 
	4.4
	6.6
	7.1
	5.3
	6.2
	5.9
	5.6
	6.9
	6.2
	7.8
	5.9
	-
	6.0


Figure 2.  Cattle Slaughtered by Meatco in NCAs
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Formal marketing of cattle in the NCAs amounts to an average of 6 percent of the national total.  No formal marketing of small stock takes place in the NCAs.  In terms of tons and value of meat, the percentage formal marketed in the NCAs is less than this because the average carcass mass of NCA cattle sold to Meatco is only about two thirds of that sold in the rest of the country. 

The Oshakati abattoir has operated at an average capacity of 27 percent over the period 1992-2004  (assuming 265 slaughter days at 180 cattle a day = 47,700 cattle per annum), while the Katima abattoir has operated at an average capacity of 44 percent over the period 1992-2004  (assuming 265 slaughter days at 110 cattle a day every other day = 14,520 cattle per annum).

It is difficult to determine the regional breakdown of formal market supply using quarantine camp figures because Omutambo Omawe cattle come from both Kunene north and Omusati regions.  Figures from the latter part of the Meatco auction period (1997-2000) indicate that of the cattle marketed at the Oshakati abattoir about 64 percent came from Kunene north, 22 percent from Kavango, and 14 percent from the four north central regions.  There is no evidence to suggest that the situation of low volumes marketed from the latter has changed.

          Formally marketed off-take 

17. Table 3 shows that average off-take of NCA cattle for the formal market over the last five years has averaged 1.7 percent.   This compares to about 20 percent for the rest of the country.  Although figures for southern communal areas formal market off-take are lacking, one study estimated the figure at 14.2 percent for the Erongo region in 1996 (Paskin, Hoffmann, Dunkley & Iithete, 1996)
 

Table 3.  Formal Market Off-take of NCA Cattle (2000-2004) 

	Year
	2000
	2001
	2002
	2003
	2004
	Average

	Total NCA cattle
	1,255,638
	1,240,670
	1,092,046
	1,010,644
	1,162,495
	1,152,299

	Total marketed
	17,973
	19,057
	26,231
	19,129
	11,791
	18,836

	Percent
	1.4
	1.5
	2.4
	1.9
	1.0
	1.7


Meatco figures from the period when its NCA procurement was by auction (1992-2000) indicate that formal market off-take in the north central regions has ranged from 0.1 to 0.5 percent of the total herd.  Since then it has remained on the low side of this range.  Kunene region formal market off-take averaged some 4 per, and Kavango regions some 3 percent in the years of Meatco auctions, but both have declined since then. 

By contrast, formal marketing off-take percent in Caprivi has ranged from 8.5 percent (12,603/149,030) in 2002 to 3.9 percent (5,923/153,772) in 2004, while during the Meatco auction period it averaged some 4.5 percent.

Formal marketing quality and incomes

18. Selected indicators are presented below: 

· In the last three years about 65 percent of NCA cattle sold to Meatco were lowest value C grades (aged more than 4 years).  

· The average carcass mass in the last three years in Katima Mulilo was 153 kg, and in Oshakati was 173 kg, thus being subject to significant price deductions due to Meatco’s weight/conformation price matrix.  

· In 2004, 22.6 percent were lowest value 0 fat grades.  

· Net incomes are much lower due to the high market transaction costs estimated at between N$ 100 (Caprivi) and N$ 400 (eastern Kavango) per animal.  

· While in the days of Meatco auctions, farmers sold to Meatco directly, since the introduction of self-quarantining it is estimated that between 50 and 80 percent of cattle marketed to Meatco are sold by traders (rather than farmers) and their costs and margins lower producer prices.  The remainder are mainly sold by large-scale owners.  

Informal markets are important for the north central and Kunene north regions

19. Informal unregulated markets absorb large numbers of both large and small stock in the north central urban areas, but not in other regions.

          Livestock numbers are at unsustainable levels
20. NCA livestock numbers and stocking rates are at all time highs.   (See Figures 3 and 4 for north Kunene and Caprivi regions respectively).

Summary conclusion

21. Formal livestock marketing performance in the NCAs, as indicated by cattle numbers marketed, has improved in the Caprivi region and marginally deteriorated in the other six NCA regions since Meatco stopped procurement at buying points in 2000.   No significant progress has been made in promoting formal marketing in the four north central regions since Meatco took over the Oshakati abattoir in 1992.  There is no significant evidence of improvements in cattle and meat quality in the NCAs.  It can be concluded therefore that, overall, the formal market system in the NCA is not contributing to important national development objectives. 


[image: image3.wmf]Figure 3  Livestock numbers in Caprivi region 

(DVS Census figures 1957-2003)

0

20,000

40,000

60,000

80,000

100,000

120,000

140,000

160,000

180,000

1957

1980

1981

1982

1983

1984

1985

1986

1987

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Year

Cattle 

Goats



 EMBED Excel.Chart.8 \s [image: image4.wmf]Figure 4  Livestock Numbers in Kunene North Sub-region 

(DVS Census figures 1971-2003)

0

50000

100000

150000

200000

250000

300000

350000

400000

450000

500000

Year

Number

Year

Cattle

Goats

Sheep

Year

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

82

83

84

85

86

87

88

89

90

91

92

93

94

95

96

97

98

99

0

1

2

3

Cattle

163

141,

115,

115,

110,

117,

132

128

106

110,

60,

15,0

22,

30,

42,

48,

58,

72,

80,

85,

92,

59,

107,

101,

137,

157,

168

175,

174,

176,

176,

177,

183

Goats

131,

78,

61,7

61,7

116,

103

116,

112,

125,

123

89,

34,

61,

80,

109

118,

122

135,

140

140

277

123

205

235

23

43

43

43

43

471,

258

259

274

Sheep

37,

36,

20,

20,

33,

23,

33,

30,

42,

40,

25,

7,8

11,7

16,

19,7

22,

24,

26,

34,

60,

68,

32,

61,1

66,

69,

72,1

74,

72,

71,3

74,

63,

64,

67,

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33


4. IMMEDIATE POLICY PROBLEMS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

22. A wide range of policy factors have contributed to the current situation.  The issue of livestock marketing is a part of the overall issue of livestock development, and ultimately rural and national development.  While this report looks only at livestock marketing policy, it is important to be aware of the bigger picture especially insofar as it constrains marketing policy development.   As noted in section 1.2, it is essential that policies on land management (including livestock development), land reform and resettlement are planned together, and implemented in coordination.  However, this review focuses on policy instruments which the MAWF, and the partners it has traditionally worked with (the Meat Board of Namibia and Meatco), have direct and immediate responsibility for, and can use to establish an enabling environment for livestock marketing.   It will not therefore address fundamental policy concerns such as communal land reform, poverty alleviation and various cross-cutting issues.  The analysis and recommendations will assume the status quo is maintained in these other policy areas.

4.1
Limited Market Outlets and Channels

4.1.1
Veterinary Cordon Fence

23. The Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) and Contagious Bovine Pleuro-pneumonia (CBPP) status of areas north of the Veterinary Cordon Fence (VCF) limits access to livestock markets south of VCF and export markets.  NCA market options are limited to the formal Meatco ox-cow market destined for export and the small-scale informal market.  Government policy statements have repeatedly stressed the importance of upgrading the NCA’s disease status and translocating the VCF so as to provide unimpeded access to additional markets.

24. Most notably in May 2000, Cabinet approved a strategy to translocate the VCF to the Angolan border over a period of 10 years (2001-2010).  Progress has been made by the Directorate of Veterinary Services (DVS) in key areas, for example: DVS post establishment reform, DVS human resources development, initiation of improved animal health services through increasing veterinary facilities and Community Animal Health Agents, as well as progress in establishing traceability and FMD serological surveillance testing.  The possibility of accessing export markets on the basis of “FMD freedom with vaccination”, as is accepted by the EU from South American producing countries, offers a fast track option for accessing export markets.  However, despite the efforts of the DVS, no progress has been made in addressing the following two critical problems: 

i.    community objections to the erection of the new VCF, be it in blocks or along the border, and 

ii.   lack of progress in establishing a buffer zone veterinary regime in Angola.

	Recommendations

2.  Dealing with community objections to, and indeed promoting community cooperation in translocating the VCF is essentially a political not a technical matter.  Responsibility should therefore shift from the Directorate of Veterinary Services (and its agent in certain facilitation purposes: the Meat Board) to the national political leadership.   It is suggested that a high level Commission be appointed reporting to Cabinet or the Office of the Prime Minister to guide the process.  Membership should be as proposed for the implementation of the 2000 strategy, but never implemented, as follows:  Regional Governors (community liaison); Ministry of Trade and Industry (import & export control); Ministry of Home Affairs (Immigration); Ministry of Foreign Affairs (International Co-operation);  Ministry of Defence (protection and patrol of the fence); MAWF (DVS and DEES); Ministry of Finance (Customs and Excise); Ministry of Information and Broadcasting (Information).   The Commission should be supported by a team of technical experts, including veterinary officials.   It may also be advisable to co-opt selected Councilors and Traditional Chiefs representing particularly sensitive areas.   

3.  In view of the lack of progress in establishing a buffer zone veterinary regime in Angola, the option of preliminary translocation of the VCF in blocks, as rejected in 2000, should be reconsidered.  Examples of blocks to be considered should include:  northern Kunene, south western Omusati, southern Oshana, eastern Ohangwena and Oshikoto, southern Kavango, and northern Otjozondjupa.

4.  Community objections to the erection of the VCF are partly based on lack of understanding of what its benefits would be.  The introduction of temporary State subsidies on cattle prices and marketing costs (to be discussed below) should be considered as a means of increasing formal marketing and hence raising community awareness of its benefits.  

5.  Sufficient time has now elapsed since the adoption of the Stock Brands Act (Act 24 of 1995) to recognize that strict implementation in the NCAs is the only way that farmers (in certain regions) will adopt registered branding.  It is therefore recommended that the exemption granted to the NCAs by the Act’s gazetted regulations should be rescinded as soon as possible.  This will mean that registered branding would become compulsory as in the rest of the country, and penalties for non-compliance should be applied after an initial six months period. (Vigne & Associates Consultants, 1998) 




4.1.2
Feedlotting for Finishing Cattle

25. One consequence of the VCF is that NCA cattle cannot be sold to national or regional weaner markets.  Weaner production is an important component of Namibia’s livestock industry, the absence of which is a severe constraint to developments in the NCAs.   Feedlotting in the NCAs has up until now been thought of as uneconomic.  But practical experience has been limited.  The prospect of increasing irrigated crop production under the Green Scheme initiative and the recent improved access to yellow maize from Zambia has changed the situation.  The private sector is starting to show interest.  However, the lack of government involvement means that previously disadvantaged farmers are likely to be left behind.  National affirmative action policies suggest that government should be involved in research and development activities in support of previously disadvantaged communities and individuals.

	Recommendation
6.  The MAWF should initiate and fund research into the commercial viability of feed lotting in the NCAs considering beef-fat conversion ratios for different breeds and crosses, animal ages, animal types and conditions, standing periods, feed types, and so forth.  Based on the findings of existing and limited adaptive research findings, it should be possible to design and test different potential viable business models.  Based on such testing business and investment models should be prepared and credit guarantees and other support offered.




4.1.3
Auctions and Quarantine Feedlots

26. Informal market prices are attractive relative to Meatco’s in the north central regions (but not in other regions), especially during holiday periods.  But the market is small in terms of “demand on the day/place of marketing”, and not suitable for commercial scale producers.  Moreover, marketing to local informal and often distant markets is difficult for the farmer who therefore usually relies on intermediary traders and speculators, who buy on farm at low prices to cover their operating and profit margins.

27. In most of Namibia, the main purpose for which farmers organizations have established themselves is to improve the members’ bargaining position in dealing with livestock traders.  However, without the buyers who grow and fatten animals for later sales, in the NCAs the only markets are Meatco and informal urban markets. Without buyer competition auctioning and permit days have not taken off.  Yet, potential for farmer organized marketing does exist, particularly, at this stage, in Kunene and Caprivi regions were market volumes are sizeable.  

28. Under the current circumstances, the best option would appear to be the establishment of 21 day quarantine feedlots (optimally located in relation to transport costs from production areas, feed transport costs, and transport costs to the ultimate market) linked to auctions. Auctions could take place before the 21 day quarantine feedlotting – so as to save on the quarantine feedlotting costs
 for those animals not bought by Meatco.  At such auctions, the quarantine feedlot operator would offer a fixed price based on Meatco's grade/weight price and the cost of feedlotting and transport to abattoir, and other buyers could compete accordingly – just as previous Meatco "auctions" in the NCAs.  (see para 4.3.3)
	Recommendation

7.    It is recommended that the option of subsidising the capital and/or operational costs of commercial quarantine-feedlot-auction service businesses should be considered.  This requires the investigation of the financial viability of 21 day quarantine feedlotting and of feedlotting for finishing purposes.   Such a feasibility study should consider the impact of the shortage of skills necessary for managing such enterprises in relation to their high skill requirement and low profit margins that may be expected on the viability of such enterprises.  Recommendations should be made on the technical and financial assistance that would be required by farmer organizations and private individuals in establishing such businesses. (Arbirk & Vigne, 2002)




4.1.4
Emergency Marketing

29. An important constraint to NCA livestock development and marketing in the long term is the lack of effective policies and strategies to enable emergency marketing in times of severe drought.  In contrast to the rest of the country, the NCAs does not benefit significantly from the National Livestock Marketing Incentive Scheme applied in drought periods, nor does it have the slaughtering and other market capacity to handle large scale off-take which may be expected to result from drought.  In the former case, the government currently lacks capacity to administer the marketing incentive other than through Meatco.  In the latter, capacity is limited to Meatco abattoirs (amounting to a maximum of 60,000 head per annum (about 5 percent of the total NCA herd using official figures), but much less during the critical months when emergency marketing would be required) and there is a lack of emergency grazing or feedlotting to ensure market ready stock.  The negative social and economic consequences of a massive die off of livestock in the event of two years of severe drought in the NCAs (see Figure 4, years 1981 and 1982, for example) warrants the development of contingency drought plans. 

	Recommendations

8.  It is recommended that contingency plans be prepared for future Livestock Marketing Incentive Schemes to increase coverage of the scheme to several slaughter facilities in addition to the two Meatco abattoirs.  This may require new approaches and additional government administrative capacity. Details of such proposals are being considered by the MAWF’s Livestock Sub-Committee of the Technical Committee on Drought at the time of reporting.

9.  In the absence of emergency grazing in NCAs, the feasibility of establishing  large-scale emergency quarantine-feedlots (for holding and taking fat grade 0 to 1 & 2)  should be considered, and, if found positive, contingency plans should be drawn up - particularly in areas where die off is likely to be highest and market consumption least likely to cope.  




4.1.5 Other Markets

30. Namibia’s livestock industry is dependant on export markets.  It is vital that a small exporting country such as Namibia is constantly working to exploit new opportunities.  While it is clear that most international markets insist that their meat imports come from FMD disease free areas or from the northern area after quarantine and deboning procedures, it is not known whether some countries may be more flexible.  Clearly, this possibility, however remote, should be investigated.  

31. Another area where development could yield dividends for NCA cattle is the local market.  Some 60 percent of Namibia’s population live to the north of the VCF, and many more return there for holidays and other reasons.  Furthermore, this population is increasingly urbanized, and willing and able to buy meat.  In addition, numerous institutions have a significant demand for meat including hotels and lodges, and government schools and hospitals, and the Namibian Defense Force.   To a great extent, meat for these consumers currently comes from either the local informal market, which remains completely unregulated in terms of pricing, registration, health regulations and hygiene standards, or from south of the VCF.  A few initiatives have been undertaken to bring some order to this market (for instance, the Ministry of Trade and Industry slaughterhouse and butchery project, and the efforts of the Oshakati Municipality health officials).   Yet, there is no strategy or plan to gradually formalize the local NCA meat market. 

	Recommendation

10.  It is recommended that the Meat Board of Namibia (i) investigate whether there are countries willing to accept meat from FMD affected areas without quarantining and de-boning, and (ii) develops a strategy and plan of action to organize, regulate and develop the local NCA meat market.   




4.2 Meatco Practices

4.2.1
Meatco Operational Losses

32. Meatco figures indicate that from 1992 to 2003 the company suffered operational losses averaging about N$ 500 per animal slaughtered at its Oshakati and Katima Mulilo abattoirs.  This figure excludes consideration of capital costs.  These losses are cross-subsidized using income from south of VCF. Unless a link can be made to a long-term development strategy, these losses would appear to represent a net loss to the industry and indeed the economy as a whole.  On the other hand, Meatco might argue that, by stifling competition that an alternative operator of the Oshakati abattoir would represent, it maintains for itself an overall advantage in that producers from Tsumeb, Grootfontien and Otavi Districts that might otherwise sell to the Oshakati abattoir because of transport cost advantages, continue to supply Meatco’s more profitable Okahandja and Windhoek abattoirs.   Certainly, it is quite likely that the costs and benefits of maintaining Meatco’s monopoly position in the NCAs are different for Meatco and for the State.  This situation would appear to merit further investigation (see 4.3.3).

33. In the interests of improved efficiency, Meatco operations were recently streamlined and block slaughtering introduced. This reduced operating losses to some N$ 310 per head in 2003-04.  Ultimately, however, viability requires significantly increased throughput at Meatco’s Oshakati abattoir and maximum throughput at Katima Mulilo.  For this reason, Meatco has recently adopted a new more pro-active procurement strategy involving a more vigorous information communications approach, as well as other changes including the addition of the 50 cents/kg on all sales, instead of the “contract bonus” offered in the south, pricing on the day of agreement to slaughter rather than on the day of sale, and, in Caprivi, the offer of transport of cattle to quarantine facilities (at cost).  

	Recommendation

11.  While it is too early to determine the impact of the new Meatco procurement strategy, it can nevertheless be recommended that its information communications strategy be improved by increased collaboration with the DEES and the NNFU and its affiliates, as well as by upgrading print and radio materials to provide more detailed information to farmers.  It is recommended, therefore, that an integrated information communications campaign be jointly planned, financed and implemented by the key stakeholders.  




4.2.2
Meatco Prices

34. The main constraint to marketing to Meatco is the net price received by producers.  The impact of improved information communication, and all other non-producer price related interventions, are likely to be minimal while producer prices remain low in comparison to the informal market and the rest of the country, and market transaction costs high.  An important point of departure is the recognition that farmers (and particularly traders) in the NCAs, have over the years, clearly demonstrated price responsiveness.  This is seen for instance in the increased marketing that took place in mid-1990s, partly in response to the drought marketing incentive scheme, and more recently in 2002 in response to the high prices which derived from favourable exchange rates.  Net producer prices are influenced by Meatco’s pricing policies, as discussed in this section, and by marketing transaction costs, to be discussed below.   A number of Meatco pricing policy issues need attention for both substantial and presentational reasons.

4.2.2.1
Meatco Price Matrix

35. Clearly, it makes financial sense for Meatco to provide price incentives to farmers to produce large carcasses reflecting Meatco product market prices, as well as unit slaughtering and processing costs.   However, the current price matrix is designed as an incentive for producers of medium and large framed breeds which predominate south of the VCF.  It can be argued that in the case of small framed Sanga cattle, which predominate in the NCAs, the price matrix is counter-productive.   

36. For example, an animal with a carcass weight of 159kg (average for Katima Mulilo in 2004/05) will receive N$ 1.54/kg less (about 14 percent of the price of a C1-4 grade animal are current prices) than one with a carcass weight of 230 kg (average weight at Okahandja was 244 kg in 2004/05).  Table 6, overleaf, shows the likely impact on different carcass weights, including the influence of the quarantine to abattoir transport fee (alone amongst other marketing costs).  A comparison is also made with a typical small framed Sanga ox at 3 years (which would receive a net price of N$ 1,230), and a typical large framed breed ox at 3 year (which would receive a net price of N$ 2,667).  These amounts exclude private quarantine fees but include a “typical” quarantine transport cost.  Excluding the latter, and adding 37 cents per kg (see 4.2.2.3) – to give an approximate equivalence to the disease free area – would give a net producer price of N$ 2,907 for a 3 year old large framed breed ox.

37. The Meat Board incentive scheme, implemented as of 1 May 2005, involving a price subsidy of N$ 1 on all A, AB and B grade animals, and 80 cents for all C grade animals slaughtered is, in effect, a partial counter to Meatco Price Matrix deductions on smaller animals.  One unfortunate aspect of the Meat Board subsidy is that it has not been presented in terms of the Meatco Price Matrix
.  Rather, linking the subsidy to the age of the animal serves to further complicate the already confusing pricing system in the eyes of the farmer.  It is not yet clear how Meat Board will promote the scheme to farmers, but the job is certainly made more difficult by its design.  

38. The implicit objective of the Meat Board incentive scheme’s slightly lower subsidy on older animals is to encourage the supply of younger animals.  However, it is quite clear that the difference, 20 cents more for A, AB, and B grades as compared to C grades is insignificant.  While communal farmers have unlimited grazing, limited production costs, and often poor reproduction performance, it makes economic sense for them to keep cattle for sale when older so as to benefit from their increased mass.  The effect, in terms of financial returns, of a slightly lower subsidy for C grade animals is far out-weighed by the benefits of their increased mass.  This tendency is, of course, significantly increased by the Meatco Price Matrix.  

39. Another point is that while marketing transaction costs are high, and NCA average live and carcass weights are as currently in relation to the Meatco Price Matrix, the net benefit of the price subsidy is diminished.  For this reason the Meat Board Incentive Scheme is likely to have more impact in Caprivi where market transaction costs are relatively low. 

40. A final observation about the Meat Board incentive scheme is that its timing, starting in May and running for a six months’ trial period, will mean that it will only operate for some two months (May and June) before grazing is depleted and animal condition deteriorates.  Furthermore, unless a massive publicity campaign is mounted immediately, few farmers will become aware of the subsidy during these two months.  Given the short notice of the scheme, few traders, likewise, will be able to take advantage of the scheme.  As such the response of farmers and traders to the trial will offer few lessons for the design of future price subsidies.

	Table 6.  Typical NCA Sanga Net Prices by Type and Weight 
	
	

	(also a typical large framed breed 3 year old ox) 

	

	Type
	Approx age 
	Live weight  (kg)
	Typical live weight (kg)  #1
	Typical dressing %
	Carcass weight (kg)
	Grade   #2
	Daily Price (N$/kg) #3
	Matrix change (N$)
	Price (N$)
	Total price N$/kg
	Transport cost (N$) #4
	Other deductions (N$)  #5
	Net price received (N$)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Weaner calves
	8 months
	100-150
	125
	48
	
	 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Heifer
	1 year
	150
	150
	48
	72
	A
	12.16
	-3
	9.16
	659.52
	149.5
	37
	473.02

	Ox
	1 year
	150
	150
	48
	72
	A
	12.16
	-3
	9.16
	659.52
	149.5
	37
	473.02

	Heifer
	2 years
	180-200
	190
	48
	91.2
	AB
	12.16
	-3
	9.16
	835.392
	149.5
	37
	648.892

	Ox
	2 years
	200-250
	225
	48
	108
	AB
	12.16
	-2.69
	9.47
	1022.76
	149.5
	37
	836.26

	Heifer
	3 years
	220
	220
	48
	105.6
	B
	11.13
	-2.78
	8.35
	881.76
	149.5
	37
	695.26

	Ox
	3 years
	280-350
	300
	48
	144
	B
	11.13
	-1.29
	9.84
	1416.96
	149.5
	37
	1230.46

	Cow
	4 years +
	280
	280
	48
	134.4
	C
	10.65
	-1.67
	8.98
	1206.912
	149.5
	37
	1020.412

	Ox
	4 years +
	350-400
	375
	48
	180
	C
	10.65
	-0.23
	10.42
	1875.6
	149.5
	37
	1689.1

	Bull
	4 years +
	400-450
	425
	48
	204
	C
	10.65
	0.05
	10.7
	2182.8
	149.5
	37
	1996.3

	Ox
	6 years +
	400-450
	425
	48
	204
	C
	10.65
	0.05
	10.7
	2182.8
	149.5
	37
	1996.3

	Ox
	8 years +
	450
	450
	48
	216
	C
	10.65
	0.42
	11.07
	2391.12
	149.5
	37
	2204.62


	Type
	Approx age 
	Typical weight (kg) #1
	Typical dressing %
	Carcass weight (kg)
	Grade   #2
	Daily Price N$/kg #3
	Matrix change (N$)
	Price (N$)
	Total price/ head (N$/kg)
	Transport cost (N$) #4
	Other deductions (N$) #5
	Net price received (N$)

	Large framed breed ox
	3 years
	480
	50
	240
	B
	11.13
	0.76
	11.89
	2853.6
	149.5
	37
	2667.1


	#1 Weights are highly dependent on husbandry and feeding (ie status of natural grazing/ rainfall) 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	#2 Assuming fat grade 1-4 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	#3 12 April 2005:  Including 50 c premium - Oshakati price
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	#4 From Omutambo Omawe, Oshivelo, Okongo (see Table 8)
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	#5 Meat Board Levy N$10.05;  Insurance N$12.04; Handling Fee N$ 3.00; Grading Fee: N$ 3.20; Inspection Fee 3.90; VAT 15% N$ 4.83 - NB no private quarantine 

fee included


41. While Meatco does not allow animals from south of the VCF to be marketed at its northern abattoirs, it should be possible to implement a different price matrix appropriate for acting as an incentive to increase NCAs carcass masses.  Although the cost of such a subsidy may well be similar to that of the Meat Board’s age related subsidy, it would have the advantage of being more rational and therefore more understandable to farmers. 

42. Carcass weights triggering price deductions and increments should be based on prevailing carcass weights as supplied.  For instance, currently, while the average NCA carcass weight is around 150 – 180 kg (as compared to more than 230 kg in the rest of the country), it could be that the price matrix maximum price for the NCAs should be offered for carcass weights of 200 kg (rather than 230 kg as now) and that the cut-off weight between deductions and increments should be 170 kgs (rather than 200 kg as now).   Alternatively, a two-tier system could be designed recognizing that currently the bulk of cattle are small framed Sanga types, but that there are increasing numbers of crosses with medium and large framed breeds in the NCAs.  In future, carcass masses may be expected to increase as more farmers adopted large framed breeding stock and related improved management practices.    

	Recommendation

12.  It is suggested that Meatco be requested to propose an new Price Matrix for providing an incentive to NCA farmers to increase the carcass masses that is appropriate to the range of live masses in the NCAs. It should detail the costs that it would incur in adopting it given current marketing volumes.  Thereafter, responsibility for financing this subsidy, together with a package of others still to be agreed upon, should be negotiated by the State, the industry (e.g. Meat Board levies), and Meatco.



4.2.2.2
Meatco NCA Daily Prices

43. To the NCA farmer, it seems irrational that Meatco NCA prices are 37 cents/kg lower than those paid at Okahandja.  While this cost is attributed by Meatco to lower hide quality, the lower value NCA offal market, and the costs of transport from the north, this appears arbitrary in relation to Meatco’s other NCA costs which result in their annual operating losses in the north.  This price difference means that it cannot be said that Meatco operates a national uniform pricing system, and contributes to the lack of farmer trust in Meatco.   Subsidising this amount would have cost N$ 1 million in 2003/04 and N$ 0.61 million in 2004/05
.   

	Recommendation

13.  National meat price policy providing for equal prices north and south of the VCF should be applied (or revised).  Again, the possibility of covering the extra cost to Meatco that would result with a temporary price subsidy, until such time as the VCF is moved to the Angolan border, may be considered.   




4.2.3
Meatco Price Information Communications  

44. Meatco daily prices issued at Okahandja and Windhoek abattoirs, broadcast on NBC and published on the internet, are based on maximum price (for a 230 kg carcass, conformation 1, and contract premium of 50c) while those issued at Oshakati and Katima Mulilo are based on a 200 kg carcass weight price.  This, combined with the prices differences noted in 4.2.2.2 above, results in the apparent presentation of prices about N$ 1.65 per kg lower for all grades in the NCAs as compared to the rest of the country.  This again has lead to misunderstanding and mistrust and should be addressed. 

45. On the other hand, the Meatco “additional bonus”, essentially a dividend offered to sellers at the end of the business year, offers a good opportunity to present Meatco in a positive light.  In the NCAs this is little understood, as is the entire concept of Meatco as a utility company serving the interests of farmers.  Likewise, greater positive news could have been made of Meatco’s recent decision to pay the “Contract Premium” of 50 cents/kg as applied south of the VCF, in the form of a “Meatco Support Bonus” on all NCA sales.  Indeed, alternative uses of the 50 cents, which would have been better understood by NCA farmers, might have included the retention of the contract bonus (albeit little used currently) and the equalization of the Meatco NCA price (as 4.2.2.2.).   

4.2.3
Farmer Distrust of Meatco 

46. The relationship between the livestock seller and the abattoir is always a delicate one which needs careful nurturing.  Mistrust of Meatco in the NCAs stems partly from historic, socio-political factors, and partly from the structural constraints to marketing imposed by veterinary controls which are easily blamed on Meatco.  In this context, Meatco has failed to mount promotional information campaigns that adequately explain and justify its position.  This has allowed disinformation and misinformation directed by NCA opinion leaders at Meatco over many years to hold sway.  It is particularly tangible in the north central regions where it undoubtedly has a negative effect on farmer marketing behaviour.  Our assessment is that the problem is so deep-rooted that the recently adopted procurement information approach is unlikely to have an impact in the north central regions – though elsewhere it may impact on a slightly more receptive audience.  Instead, more radical approaches to building trust are required than it would appear that Meatco is actively considering.  Two options are proposed, both of which will require detailed investigation before a policy decision can be made.

4.2.3.1
Management of the NCA abattoirs

47. Several commentators have suggested that replacing Meatco with a company that is  more acceptable locally (the so called “Ongopolorisation” option) would result in an immediate change of attitudes of north central farmers to marketing to the Oshakati abattoir and, assuming similar prices, increased supplies.  It would also result in some farmers in Tsumeb, Grootfontein and Otavi Districts taking advantage of lower transport costs by marketing at Oshakati instead of Okahandja.  One scenario could be that the Oshakati abattoir would soon have sufficient throughput to make it profitable.   The Katima abattoir is already on the verge of achieving sustained high levels of throughput which presumably mean it will be profitable.  Finally, supplies from the north central and Kavango regions, combined with supplies from the northern freehold farmers, could enable the Oshakati abattoir to operate profitably without supplies from Kunene region.  At this point the construction of an export abattoir at Opuwo could be considered – if Kunene has not by then already been integrated into the disease free area, in which case reopening the Otavi abattoir might be a better option.   

48. While Meatco operations may suffer from this option (by loosing northern freehold farm supplies), national development objectives should be greatly furthered.  One unknown factor is the extent to which Meatco, as a utility company with certain natural monopoly characteristics, might suffer nationally, and whether this might justify the government’s continued support for its NCA operations
.  Equally, by dispensing with its loss making northern operations it might even be a net winner. The extent of the costs and benefits of the various trade-offs involved in this policy decision require detailed study well beyond the capacity of this review.  

	Recommendation

14.  A detailed feasibility study should be commissioned by the MAWF to consider in detail the implications of a possible take-over of the NCA abattoirs by an alternative company.  The option of a professionally managed co-operative, the members of which would be the suppliers, should be considered amongst other business models.  As part of this exercise, Meatco should be requested to define the costs and benefits it would expect to incur with such a change of management arrangement.  This is required to inform a proper policy decision in the national interest.



 4.2.3.2  Strengthening Meatco Governance


49. If the government decides to retain Meatco management of the NCA abattoirs, and indeed up until such time as a policy decision is made, it is recommended that Meatco implements a strategy to strengthen the voice of NCA cattle suppliers on its Board.  This is justified because of the extraordinary need to improve relations with this group of beef suppliers, and also because of their uniquely different situation as compared to suppliers from the rest of the country.  

	Recommendation

15.  It is recommended that NCA producers are enabled to elect an advisory committee of seven members (one representing each NCA region), the elected chairperson of which would sit as a co-opted member on the Meatco Board of Directors.  Such an NCA advisory committee would meet before Meatco full Board meetings to advise its representative on matters pertaining to the company’s NCA operations. 




4.3 Quarantine Costs

50. Significant formal marketing transaction costs are paid by NCA farmers, over and above those that would normally be borne by farmers south of the VCF.   For farmers to the north of the VCF, the equivalent to the cost for farmers south of the VCF of movement from the farm gate to the nearest abattoir (even though farmers may sell to various intermediaries), comprises a number of costs, as shown in the Table 7 below. 

Table 7. Cattle Marketing Cost Items in the NCAs

	Marketing activity


	Cost items

	Arrangement of slaughter date with Meatco, and movement permits with traditional authorities, police and DVS 
	Transport, management

	Movement from the farm gate to quarantine facility
	Trekking labour; stress-related weight/fat loss; stress related mortality; management

	Stay in quarantine 
	DVS quarantine:  herding labour; weight/fat loss due to poor/changed diet

Private quarantine: fee

	Transport from the quarantine facility to the abattoir
	Per head transport fee


51. These items represent market transaction costs to NCA farmers due directly to the VCF (for the sake of simplicity the term VCF will be used as short hand to refer to those veterinary control measures which protect the country’s FMD and CBPP disease free area and enable access to export markets), not payable by farmers in the rest of the country.  

52. Actual costs vary depending on distances from the production area to quarantine and from quarantine to abattoir, as well as on the condition of quarantine grazing.   One indication of average costs is given by Meatco producer prices paid during the period it purchased animals at buying points throughout the NCAs, and managed the quarantine process itself.  For example, using 1998 figures, Meatco paid N$ 601 for a 300 kg B2 animal in the NCAs.  This would have netted N$ 1,298 at the abattoir gate in the disease free zone.  The difference, N$ 697 is due to Meatco’s costs (including the auction process) in managing the marketing process (Bennison et al 1998).    

53. These costs represent a clear instance of market failure which in large part constrains formal marketing.  It can be argued that it is fundamentally unfair that one group of farmers should suffer in this way for a system benefiting another group of farmers and the nation as a whole.   Another reason for addressing the issue is that these costs limit the influence of price fluctuations on the net producer price in comparison to the disease free zone.   

54. In considering whose responsibility it is to address them, it is important to analyse who, in terms of major stakeholders, benefits from the current VCF arrangements, and who would benefit from subsidising the marketing costs that they give rise to.  In the first case, it can be argued that Namibia’s current livestock production, marketing, processing and export trading industries, as well as various up and downstream industries, collectively contributing some 8 percent of GDP annually, as well as significant export earning, tax revenue and employment generation, depend on the VCF.  In other words, both the livestock industry and the State benefit.  As for who would benefit from subsidies, it is clear that the major beneficiary in the short term would be the State, though in the long-term as market volumes from the north increased, the livestock industry too would benefit.     

4.3.1
Movement to quarantine facility

55. Due to the extensive design of DVS and community quarantine facilities, and hence their location far from major production areas, the costs of transporting cattle from the farm gate to the nearest quarantine facility are high. Costs include the direct cost of labour for trekking or vehicles for trucking, the indirect cost of loss of condition (lowering of weight and fat grades) resulting from trekking, and of occasional mortality resulting from trekking stress.  

	Recommendation

16.  The feasibility of establishing additional community managed quarantine facilities near to the main production areas should be further investigated.  In addition, feasibility studies should be conducted into the viability of organising truck transport from production areas to quarantine farms at cost (as is currently offered by Meatco in Caprivi) by farmer organizations or Meatco.




4.3.2
Stay in quarantine:  DVS quarantine costs

56. Costs of staying in the quarantine facility include the cost of herding labour in DVS quarantine facilities, and the cost of loss of condition (lowering of weight and fat grades) resulting from change of grazing and lack of grazing in quarantine facility. 

It is suggested that loss of condition, weight and fat in normal years is likely to be negligible.  In some cases, there will even be gains.  Labour costs in DVS quarantine farms are probably less than the fees charged in community and private quarantine facilities, and therefore do not justify further subsidy over and above those already paid for by the State in offering a free quarantine service.  The main problem requiring attention is that of lack of grazing in quarantine facilities due to overstocking and drought (and sometimes fire).   Here the option of providing subsidised fodder inside quarantine facilities has been considered, but rejected because of high direct and overhead costs.  Rather, it is suggested that, when the condition of quarantine grazing has deteriorated to a certain level such that direct costs are likely to be incurred by farmers, an additional subsidy should be paid.  This might be added to the incentive paid out in times of drought under the Livestock Marketing Incentive Scheme.  Or, if drought is not declared but the quarantine grazing is nevertheless depleted, it could be paid out as a separate payment.  A flat rate figure of N$ 50 per head may be considered for this purpose. 
	Recommendation
17.  It is recommended that when the condition of quarantine grazing has deteriorated to a certain level, where direct costs are likely to be incurred by farmers, an additional subsidy should be paid to farmers.




4.3.3
Stay in quarantine:  private quarantine fees

57. Although capital costs of construction and plant are already subsidized by Meatco and NASSP, community quarantine facilities charge fees of N$ 50/head for the duration of the quarantine.  Construction of service quarantine feedlots have been supported by the MAWF at Oshifu (Hippo Pools) and Onuulaye, yet operational and feeding costs require fees of N$ 150 and N$ 158/head respectively.  As animals in quarantine feedlots for 21 days do not gain weight or fat, this is a direct cost to the farmer.  It may be wholly or partially offset by savings in market transport costs associated with transport to relatively inaccessible quarantine facilities. 

58. Subsidising private quarantine fees would act as an incentive for establishing  additional quarantine facilities (including possible mobile quarantine-feedlot-auction facilities or combinations thereof).  These may be located according to the relative advantages of:

· access to surplus production areas (e.g. less marketing management constraint to farmers); 

· access to feed (e.g. lower feedlotting costs); and

· access to north central regions urban markets  (e.g. improved competition at auction). 

(see also para 4.1.3 and recommendation 7 on page 27)

4.3.4
Transport from quarantine to abattoir

59. The cost of cattle transport from the quarantine facility to the abattoir depends on distance and road condition, and whether the seller uses his or her own transport or privately hired transport.  

Table 8.  Quarantine facility to abattoir transport rates (2005)

	Quarantine Facility
	Fee per head (at 40 head/truck) (N$)
	Total including 15% VAT (N$)

	Katima Mulilo
	13
	14.95

	Kopano
	25
	28.75

	Hippo Pools
	80
	92.00

	Omutambo Omawe, Oshivelo, Okongo
	130
	149.50

	Mangetti East
	135
	155.25

	Otjakati
	140
	161.00

	Ehomba
	150
	172.50

	Matumbo Ribebe
	182
	209.30

	Thomas Shiyave
	200
	230.00


60. Potential advantages of subsidising transport from quarantine to abattoir include: 

· it would do away with the cost deriving from the existence of the VCF of transport from quarantine to abattoir in addition to that from the producing area to the quarantine.  It would also replace the advantage of production location close to the abattoir, as exists in the disease free area, with that of production location close to quarantine facilities.
· it would be easily and cheaply administered by direct payments to Meatco or those few producers with their own transport at the same rates. 
Potential disadvantages of supporting transport from quarantine to abattoir include: 

· a marginally negative impact on quarantine feedlots established to take advantage of closer location (and hence lower transport costs) to abattoirs.   

61. As shown in Table 9 on the following page, the cost of a quarantine to abattoir transport subsidy, given present patterns and levels of marketing (50% of the throughput capacity of the Katima abattoir and 25% of the Oshakati abattoir) is estimated at N$ 1.77 million per annum.  Costs for a projected increase in marketing to 80% of capacity of the Katima abattoir and 70% of the Oshakati abattoir are estimated at N$ 4.71 million per annum.   

Table 9. Estimated costing of quarantine to abattoir cattle transport subsidy

Model A:  estimated quarantine throughput based on approximate current sourcing patterns and approximate current levels of abattoir throughput:  Oshakati 25% of capacity = 12,000; Katima 50% of capacity = 7,000 (see section 3).

Model B:  estimated quarantine throughput based on approximate current sourcing patterns and projected levels of abattoir throughput:  Oshakati 70% of capacity = 33,000; Katima 80% of capacity = 11,500 (see section 3).

N.B.  These models exclude existing quarantine feedlots at Oshifu, Onuulaye and Katima Mulilo and potential new quarantine feedlots.  Per capita transport costs from such facilities to abattoirs should be much lower than those of existing facilities.  Also, capacity of existing quarantine facilities is not sufficient to cater for the Model B Katima projection – which would therefore have to be provided for by quarantine feedlots.  

	Quarantine Facility
	Location
	Km to export abattoir
	Ha
	Ha:lsu

	Capacity
 (head p.a.)
	Transport N$/head
 
	Model A through-put
	Model A cost N$
	Model B through- put
	Model B cost N$

	Omutambo Omawe
	N.E. Etosha N.P. (24 km form main road)
	345 km
	25,000 
	30
	10,000
	130
	8,000
	1,040,000
	10,000
	1,300,000

	Oshivelo
	West of main road, north of Oshivelo VCF gate post
	190 km
	25,000
	18
	16,667
	130
	1,200
	156,000
	9,000
	1,170,000

	Mangetti East 
	45 km west of tar road at Mururami VCF gate
	Via Mangetti 420 km
	16,000 
	15
	12,800
	135
	550
	74,250
	3,000
	405,000

	Okongo 
	80 km east of Okongo, 
	237 km
	20,000
	15
	16,000
	130
	1,000
	130,000
	8,000
	1,040,000

	Otjakati 
	40 km west of Opuwo, 
	359 km
	3,000 
	30
	1,200
	140
	500 
	70,000
	1,000
	140,000

	Ehomba
	Km north of Opuwo, 
	
	
	
	
	150
	500 
	75,000
	1,000
	150,000

	Matumbo Ribebe
	south of Hamoye Forestry Research Station 
	To Osh 584 km
	2,400 
	15
	1,920
	182
	250 
	45,500
	1,000
	182,000

	Oshakati 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1,590,750
	33,000
	4,387,000

	Kopano
	North of Sachinga
	50 km
	9,000 
	23

	4,696
	25
	3,000
	75,000
	5,000
	125,000

	Katima Mulilo
	6 km from Ngwezi abattoir on Chinchimane road, 
	20 km
	9,880
	275
	4,391
	13
	3,500
	45,500
	5,500
	71,500

	Thomas Shiyave 


	Makena, 110 km west of Bagani 
	KM 420 km

Osh 640 km

	1,800
	15
	1,440
	130
	500
	65,000
	1,000
	130,000

	Katima
	
	
	
	
	10,527
	
	7,000
	185,500
	11,500
	326,500

	Total
	
	1,776,250
	
	4,713,500


62. Finally, subsidising both private quarantine fees and transport from quarantine to abattoir would tend to promote the establishment of private quarantine facilities (including possible mobile quarantine-feedlot-auction facilities) in surplus production areas.  This would promote market-oriented production where it is environmentally most suited and support the development of remote rural areas.   However, considering that the objectives of developing remote areas is essentially of a social rather than economic nature, and that support to remote area development is furthermore likely to be a long-term commitment (that is subsidies would need to continue after the translocation of the VCF), it is suggested that subsidization of both quarantine feed and transport to the abattoir should not be adopted simultaneously.   

	 Policy recommendation

18.  It is recommended that the State Revenue Fund be used to subsidise transport from quarantine facilities to abattoirs as a temporary measure until quarantining becomes unnecessary.  




	Policy recommendation 

19.  It is recommended that the community quarantine farms in eastern Kavango should market at Katima Mulilo, at a distance of 420 km (at an estimated cost of N$ 130/head at current rates), instead of Oshakati at a distance of 640 km including more costly dirt roads (at an estimated cost of N$ 200). In the past this was not allowed due to the CBPP free status of Caprivi.  This situation has now changed.  The movement of cattle by sealed truck through Caprivi to stand for 24 hours at the abattoir before slaughter represents a minimal risk of spreading CBPP from Kavango.




4.3.5
Delayed payment due to quarantining

63. Currently, payment for cattle sales is not received until at least one month after a farmer decides to market – again due to the quarantining process.  In some instances, further delays may be experienced resulting form block slaughtering or oversupply to abattoirs.  For the small-holder in urgent need of funds this represents disincentive to formal marketing.  

	Policy recommendation

20.  It is recommended that the Agribank and Meatco should investigate the demand for and viability of a credit scheme involving short-term loans to farmers based on collateral in the form of a legally binding commitment to market cattle to Meatco in the defined future.  Such a scheme would involve an insurance cost to cover the possibility of livestock mortality and price fluctuations.  It would also require the adoption of registered branding to identify animals.

  


4.3.6
Management costs

64. The cost of managing the complex marketing process involving quarantining are considerable.  This cost cannot be valued in monetary terms but is one of the major factors inhibiting direct marketing to Meatco in the north.  Farmers wishing to sell only a small number of animals at one time have a choice of joining forces with others to build up a herd of some 20 or more animals to be sold, which provides for a reasonable spread of overhead costs, or selling on-farm to collectors and traders.   The main problems with the apparently simple solution of co-operative marketing are that (i) farmers are not used to working in collectively and lack the traditions for allocating responsibilities to elected office bearers necessary for group marketing, and that (ii) farmers are located at considerable distances from each other and lack communications systems to bring them together for marketing.   What is sometimes seen is that one farmer takes the lead and organises marketing for others in a community on an agency basis for a fee.   Again, this is not fully satisfactory as the fee eats into the net price received by the farmer. 

65. The fact that, despite the apparently strong case for collective marketing at the community level, no such systems are known to have been established, whether informally or formally through farmer associations or cooperatives, suggests that this is indeed a difficult issue from a socio-cultural perspective.  It also a reflection of the weak state of NCA farmer organisations.  Not one case is known where a farmer organisation has used a truck, even on a hire basis, to facilitate cattle marketing.   As such, it is difficult at this stage to make meaningful recommendations on collective marketing.  Perhaps, in future as formal marketing becomes more common, the situation may change and outside interventions may be recommended to facilitate collective marketing.  Indeed, in the Caprivi region, where this is already the case, it is understood that farmer organisations are interested in collective marketing, yet still lack the required management capacity.  

5.
CONCLUSION

5.1
Benefits of Increased Formal Marketing 

66. Increased NCA cattle off-take for the formal market should have numerous benefits to individuals, communities and the State.  These include:

· Increased incomes and employment in the meat production and processing sector, and related upstream and downstream industries.

· Release of capital (now in cattle herds) for on-farm investment (including that based on leasehold arrangements in terms of the Communal Land Reform Act.

· Improved range management (relief and resting from grazing pressure).

· Improved cattle management practices (e.g. supplementary feeding, breeding practices and health care for the market, record keeping, etc.).

· Improved drought mitigation (e.g. tracking of grazing). 

· Improved drought management (e.g. emergency marketing).

· Promotion of farmer organisation development as a means of better managing marketing (most farmer organisations countrywide have developed principally for this purpose).

· Increased willingness of farmers and communities in the north to accept and support the translocation of the VCF to the northern border.  

· Preparation to take full advantage of full export market access that will pertain after the extension of the disease free are status and translocation of the VCF.  For instance, farmers who have been involved in formal marketing will be in a better position to deal with traders/speculators seeking quality breeding stock in the north.

· Increased export earnings, tax earnings and Gross National Product.

In all, it may be expected that promoting formal marketing should contribute to sustainable development as defined in terms of capital assets (both human and natural) and institutions, as well as increases in output more narrowly defined in terms of GDP.   Converse, it could be argued, that without developing the region’s livestock sector, numerous development processes will be constrained.

5.2
Addressing the Root Cause of the Problem

67. The root cause of the formal marketing problems – e.g. market monopoly, low Meatco throughput, abattoir operational losses, lower daily prices, quarantine costs etc.–  are due to the VCF.  Meatco and quarantining related issues, as discussed in the preceding section, will disappear if the disease free area is extended.  Hence, by far the most important policy and strategy priority should be the translocation of the VCF.  Apart from the Cabinet resolution of May 2000, and a burst of energy by the DVS that followed, this reality is not reflected in current policy statements and actions.  It is noted, for instance, that the Final Report of the Northern Namibia Farming Communities Inter-Stakeholder Consultative Forum on Marketing of Agricultural Produce of October 2004, and minutes of follow-up meetings, through not completely clear on the matter, appear to have relegated it to a “long-term objective” under the responsibility of the Meat Board.  

68. Hence, the main recommendation of this policy review is that the government should re-prioritise and invigorate its VCF translocation policy initiative by:

· Establishing a high level Commission of political office bearers to direct, and in particular ensure community participation, in the process. 

· Drawing up detailed plans for the erection of the fence or fences.

· Facilitate an international collaborative effort, including donors, in establishing the required veterinary regime in Angola.

5.3
Preparatory Measures

69. Up till recently, one of the main reason attributed by planners and policy makers for limited formal marketing was the problem of farmer risk aversion (“the traditional socio-cultural value of cattle” etc.).  As such, the main policy instruments employed have been free extension and veterinary services, limited infrastructure development, as well as costly formal market access following a period in quarantine.  It was hoped that these interventions would “change farmer attitudes” so that they adopted marketed oriented production.   

70. This review argues that the evidence suggests that the impact of existing policy has been minimal due to the overriding influence of market failure caused by other factors.  Specifically, it is suggested that the main reasons for market failure are follows:

· Transaction costs involved in the NCA livestock market are excessively high because the VCF limits market competition by limiting access to markets and marketing channels.  

· The nature of Namibia’s meat processing and trading industry means that it may be best supported by a single supplier or monopoly – due to its high capital costs.  Yet, markets require competition to ensure efficiency.  

· Transaction costs are high because of the need to quarantine prior to sales.

· Transaction costs are high because quarantine facilities are remote, and road communications poorly developed due to lack of State investment in road infrastructure.

· NCA farmers and traders are also subject to credit constraints and poorly developed utilities such as rural electrification and telecommunications. 

· Markets are distorted by the free-rider problem of communal land ownership where land is a public good which cannot be charged for.  Low production costs associated with communal grazing mean that farmers do not need to market to raise incomes for investment in production.

· Markets do not function well in the absence of property or user rights – again a feature of the degraded communal tenure systems that prevail in much of the NCAs.

· Markets do not reflect externalities, or benefits and costs to society.  If we can say that livestock development will have major development impact and this is hindered by market pricing, then State intervention can be justified.

If this rationale is accepted by policy makers, then it is clear that new policy instruments are needed .   

71. It is suggested that the time is now ripe for the adoption of a comprehensive package of direct State and industry subsidies as the key short term policy instrument to improve net producer prices in the NCAs as an incentive to increased marketing.  The interventions recommended are of a temporary nature – until such time as the key fundamental causes of market failure have been addressed.   The aim should be to provide for producer prices, net of marketing transaction costs, approximately equivalent to those received in the disease free area.  It is suggested that given a certain threshold net producer price, farmers throughout the NCAs will gradually, and within two years significantly, increase levels of formal marketing. Increased marketing could well snowball as numbers increase and farmer organizations take a more active role in facilitating marketing.  Numerous positive spin-offs may also be expected; for example it should contribute to lead to improving farming practices – based on a market-led development strategy – and should improve the acceptability of the VCF translocation to local currently reluctant communities.

72. In terms of economic theory, it may be argued that, while subsidies can distort factor prices, can lead to inefficient use of resources, and can be difficult to go back on, the situation at hand differs because:     

· Market failure is occurring to the extent that the market’s pricing mechanisms do not support the rational use of economic resources, in this case inhibiting investment in sustainable market-oriented livestock production.  

· When access to export markets without the need for quarantining occurs there should be no need for continuing subsidies.

73. What is needed is a subsidy regime designed to increase net producer prices and hence to increase the numbers of cattle formally marketed to export abattoirs.  It should be transparent in terms of what exactly is being subsidized and by whom.  Subsidies should be paid for mainly by those who stand to benefit, notably the industry (through Meat Board levies) and the State.  Meatco may also pay some additional subsidy in line with the benefits it receives from its management of the NCA abattoirs. The subsidy regime should also be understandable to the farmers and those who are providing the subsidies.      

74. What is proposed is an annual round of subsidy fixing in line with changing supply trends and price inflation, and negotiations between those responsible for payment.  Table 10 gives an indication of the current cost levels of the subsidies proposed for consideration – and suggests where responsibility for these subsidies should lie.  Given assumptions about marketing volumes (described elsewhere in the report), which are more or less reflective of the current situation, the annual cost of the subsidies proposed amounts to about N$ 8 million annually.   This includes some N$ 3 million of existing subsidies now paid by Meatco (which are having limited impact on marketing volumes).  It is notable that the funds involved are relatively modest in comparison with State funded subsidies received by farmers in the disease free area, which include payments made under the Livestock Marketing Incentive Scheme, and the Hire of and Transport to Emergency Grazing Scheme in times of disaster drought, and Agribank subsidised interest rates, not to mention numerous State subsidies paid in past decades which greatly strengthened the freehold tenure livestock sector.   It is also notable that all of these proposed subsidies will involve negligible administrative and management costs because they are all payable through Meatco directly to sellers.

Table 10.  Proposed subsidy regime outline

	Subsidy
	Estimated annual cost
	Suggested payee

	Demonstrable Meatco operational losses

(see 4.2.1)
	N$ 310 per head x 9,787 = N$ 3.03 million in 2004/05 – should decrease as abattoir throughput increases
	To be negotiated by Meatco and State Revenue Fund 

	Meatco Price Matrix subsidy (see 4.2.2.1)
	Approx. N$ 1/kg on average decreasing as carcass weights increase (N$ 2.72 million in 2003/04 and N$ 1.65 million in 2004/05, for example)

	Meat Board Stabilisation Fund

	Uniform Meatco Daily Price (see 4.2.2.2)
	37 cents per kg carcass weight (N$ 1 million in 2003/04 and N$ 0.61 million in 2004/05, for example)
	Should be incorporated into Meatco’s operational costs

	Quarantine drought subsidy (see 4.3.2)
	Estimated 2 years in 10 x 20,000 animals x N$ 50 flat rate = N$ 0.2 million p.a.
	State Revenue Fund

	Transport from quarantine facility to abattoir (see 4.3.4)
	Approx. N$ 1.77 million at present rates
	State Revenue Fund

	Total
	N$ 8.27 million (underlined amounts)
	


75. The impact of these subsidies on net producer prices will be as shown in Table 11 below (using the same prices as in Table 6 on page 22). 

Table 11. Net producer prices for large and small framed 3 year old ox at Meatco Windhoek and Oshakati with proposed subsidies

	Type
	Meatco Abattoir
	Age/ Grade
	Carcass weight (kg)
	Daily Price N$/kg 
	Matrix change (N$)
	Price (N$)
	Total price/ head (N$/kg)
	Transport cost (N$)
	Other deducts (N$) #5
	Net price received (N$)

	Sanga ox
	Oshakati
	3 years/ B
	144
	11.13
	-1.29
	9.84
	1416.96
	149.5
	37
	1,230.46

	Sanga ox
	Windhoek
	3 years/

B
	144
	11.50
	-1.29
	10.21
	1,470.24
	0
	37
	1,433.24

	Sanga ox
	Oshakati with subsidies
	3 years/ B
	144
	11.50
	-0.29
	11.21
	1,614.24
	0
	37
	1,614.24

	Large framed breed ox
	Oshakati
	3 years/ B
	240
	11.13
	0.76
	11.89
	2853.6
	149.5
	37
	2,667.1

	Large framed breed ox
	Windhoek
	3 years/ B
	240
	11.50
	0.76
	12.26
	2,942.4
	0
	37
	2,905.4

	Large framed breed ox
	Oshakati with subsidies
	3 years/B
	240
	11.50
	0.76
	12.26
	2,942.4
	0
	37
	2,905.4


76. It should be noted that the subsidies proposed pose no problem in terms of the limitations on subsidies imposed by the World Trade Organisation Agreement on Agriculture.  As price support is being advocated, the so called Amber Box provisions come into play, even though the extent to which they may be trade distorting is likely to be minimal.  The Amber Box allows de minimis  levels of domestic support up to 10 percent of the value of the individual commodity produced in the case of support directed to individual commodities, and 10 percent of the value of aggregate production in the case of support to producers of a number of commodities.  Thus, government can provide support up to 20 percent of the value of production if this is distributed in line with the foregoing provisions.  In addition, developing countries can exclude investment subsidies with are generally available to producers, and agricultural input subsidies generally available to low-income or resource poor farmers.  Finally, Green Box support measures, which are deemed not to be trade distorting, which are supported through publicly funded government programmes, and which do not involve price support, are in addition to Amber Box provisions.   All in all, it is clear that the support measures proposed in this report fall well within what is allowable by the World Trade Organisation Agreement on Agriculture as they conform to the exempted Green Box and de minimis categories mentioned.   

77. In addition, it is recommended that the one way of addressing the problem of mistrust between farmers and Meatco, especially in the north central regions, could be to change the management of NCA abattoirs.  Alternatively, measures should be taken to strengthen the representation of NCA farmers and traders on the Meatco Board of Directors. 

78. Finally, a number of recommendations are made concerning research and information and advisory extension services.   Notably, it is suggested that feedlotting be investigated in three contexts:  

· the viability of combined quarantine-feedlot-auction facilities;

· the viability of feedlots for finishing cattle;

· the viability of large-scale feedlots for finishing cattle in emergency drought situations. 
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Annex 1.   Key Informants

	Name


	Organisation/Position
	Telephone

	Amufufu, C. Mr
	Agricultural Extensuion Officer, Ongwediwa
	065 233820

	Ashipala, Mr E.
	Quarantine Master, DVS, Omutambo Omawe
	065-273012

	Bennett, Mr B.
	Marketing TA: DoP
	2087676

	Breytenbach, Mr
	Meatco – Acting NCAs
	061-216810

	Chitade, Dr
	State Veterinarian, Caprivi
	066-253142

	De Wet, P. Mr
	Namibia Development Corporation, Windhoek
	2062111

	Els, J. 


	Chief Livestock Research, DART\, MAWF 
	

	Embundile, M. Mr
	CAEO, DEES, Eehnana
	065-263015

	Imalwa, Mr V.
	D-Dir DEES NCD
	065 233820

	Ingo, E. Mrs
	NNFU, Oshakati
	065-222749



	Iyambo, A. Ms
	Onulaye Omahangu Storage and Marketing Cooperative
	

	Kahuure, Mr K.S.
	Permanent Secretary, MAWRD
	

	Kambinda, M. Mrs
	DEES, CAEO Caprivi region
	066-253015



	Kapi, Amon. Mr
	Ngatuuane Farmers Union, Chair
	Tel: 065-273253

Cell: 0812632528

	Kapi, B. Mr
	Ngatuuane Farmers Union, Chair
	Tel: 065-273253

Cell: 0812632528

	Kasheta, S. Mrs
	D-Dir DEES, MAWF, Meat Board member
	

	Katire, F. Mr
	Agricultural Research Officer, DART, Katima Mulilo
	066-253015

	Kruger, B. Mr
	Desert Research Foundation of Namibia – Oshikoto Livestock Development Programme
	229855 / 0811240124

	Kwenani, K. Mr
	DEES, Caprivi, Nolidep
	066-253015

	Mambasa, E. Mr
	Meatco, Rundu
	066-255166 

	Manda, B. Mr
	Procurement Officer, Meatco, Katima Mulilo
	066-253662

081272642

	Mangetti East
	-
	

	Masire, E. Dr
	State Vet, Ondangwa
	065-240833 / 0812561416

	Mbinge, Mr
	Chiarperson, KUNOCOFU 
	0812753251

	Midzi, E. Dr
	State Veterinarian, Grootfontein

I/c Mangetti Easst quarantine farm
	067-242000/127/243371

	Mkandawire, Dr
	State Vet, Caprivi Meatco
	0812744630 

	Motinga, S. Mr
	Ministry of Trade and Industry – Director :  Industrial Development
	2837328



	Mukuahima, E.
	Namibia National Farmers’ Union
	271117



	Mundiba, Dr
	DVS, State Vet
	065-273012

	Nambasa, E. Mr
	Procurement Officer, Rundu
	

	Nandago, G. Mr
	Agricultural Extension Technician, Onulaye ADC
	

	Nantanga, L. Mr
	CAEO, DEES, Outapi
	065-251080/28

	Naute, S. Mr
	Division of Marketing, Directroate of Planning, MAWF
	

	Ndeutapo, P. Mr

	Directorate of Extension, Omusati region Acting CAEO
	065-251080/28

	Negumbo, Mr S.Ts. 



	Manager Marketing: Meat Board
	275830

	Nel, J. Mr
	Meatco, Eloolo
	065-220241

	Ngulungulu, F.J. Mr
	Stock Inspection Assistant
	065-251080/28

	Pokolo, S. Mr
	NDC - NCD
	065-240595

	
	
	

	Richter, I. Mr
	Lux-Development, Mashare
	066-258652

	Rocher, T. Mr
	Private quarantine feedlot
	0811283216

066-253227 (wk)

066-253232 (hm)

	Rothgkegel, B. Mr
	Director, DoP, MAWF
	2087680

	Samkange Dr
	State Veterinarian, Otavi
	

	Sezuni, R. Mr
	Telecom/Quarantine Feedlot
	066-253015

	Sheyeuwanga, A. Mr
	Oshenyu Investments Co.
	2087055

	Shuro, Dr
	State Vet, Rundu
	066-255016 / 0812754336

	Sitwala, L. Mr
	Chief Agricultural Extension Technician, DEES, Katima Mulilo
	066-253015



	Smit, C. Mr
	Mashare Agricultural Development Institute, Officer in Charge
	066-258711



	Strydom, P. Mr
	Manager, The Meat Board of Namibia
	275830

	Tyapa, H. Mr
	DVS, Chief Animal Health Inspector
	065-273012

	Van Staden, K. Mr
	Namibian Development Corporation:  Slaugherhouse Project 
	2069111 / 0812932073

	Van Uytvanck, M. Mr
	NASSP Team Leader
	2087683

	van Zyl, D. Mr
	Private quarantine feedlot
	0812589831

066-254880

	Weyulu, E. Mr
	Chief Agricultural Extension Technician, Eehnana
	065-263015











� Auction kraals have been contructed (though not yet used in all cases) at Opuwo, Kaoko Otavi and Okangwati (Kunene N.); Oshambelo, Oshifo (Omusati); Uupeki, Ongwediwa (Oshana); Omaune (Ohangwena); Onuulaye (Oshikoto); Nepara (Kavango) and Mafuta (Caprivi).


� Estimated unit value of cattle:  N$ 1,786/head (x 1.2 million cattle)


Average carcass weight as sold to Meatco Eloolo and Ngwezi Abattoirs = approx 160 kg (Meatco Statistics)


National Livestock Auctions Average Price for C1 grade slaughter cattle  February 2005 = N$ 11.16 kg carcass weight (Meat Board webpage) 





� Official figures (Agricultural Statistics Bulletin (1993-2002) for the total national communal area output for all livestock are much lower – for example N$ 87.6 million in 2002.  This calls into question national statistics.





� Source:  NCA figures from Meartco


� Source:  National figures from Meat Board of Namibia


� Paskin, R.D., Hoffmann, G., Dunkley K, Iithete, E.  Socio-Economic Study: Erongo Region.  Directorate of Veterinary Services, Namibia, 1996.





� Curently Hippo Pools 21 day quarantine feedlot charges N$ 150/head and Onuulaye N$ 158.  


� While the Meat Board states the subsidy is to be applied at all NCA abattoirs “rendering classification services ” , this effectively means Meatco abattoirs only for the time being.


� 2003/04: (Oshakati 6,895 head x 170.66 kg) + (Katima Mulilo 10,231 head x 151.04 kg) x 0.37 cents = N$ 1,007,136.6;  2004/05: (Oshakati 3,864 head x 183.78 kg) + (Katima Mulilo 5,923 x 158.8) x 0.37 cents = N$ 610,758 million.  


� Meatco can be considered a so called “natural monopoly”, as with other utility companies (such as bulk water supply). Abattoir services in Namibia appear to be most efficiently provided by a single supplier because of the enormous capital costs of establishing infrastructure.  Yet, as with other strategically important utility companies, there is a continuous natural tension between the needs of the service provider, the clients (e.g. the farmers) and the government to control this strategically and economically important business.  While Meatco continues to fulfill the needs of government efficiently there should be no problem – indeed this should be the fundamental reason for the company’s continued involvement in the NCAs.  Yet, the impact of its efforts to date has been limited, which raises tensions.  





� Ha:lsu includes 50% contingency for poor rainfall years (not disaster drought). N.B. Because of the highly variable rainfall (both temporally and spatially) in the NCAs carrying capacity figures are of limited value in assessing quarantine camp capacity. This is all the more so because producers often seek to market their cattle when grazing conditions are poorest.


� Capacity assumes throughput of 12 batches per annum per camp (30.4 days per batch).  


� 2005 prices


� NEPRU. 1997. p. 17


� 2005 price is N$ 200/head to Oshakati – this model assumes a cost of N$12.50/km carrying 40 head 


� 2003/04: (Oshakati 6,895 head x 170.66 kg) + (Katima Mulilo 10,231 head x 151.04 kg) x N$ 1 = N$ 2,721,990.9; 2004/05: (Oshakati 3,864 head x 183.78 kg) + (Katima Mulilo 5,923 x 158.8) x  N$ 1 = N$ 


1,650,698.3
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Figure 3  Livestock numbers in Caprivi region 
(DVS Census figures 1957-2003)
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(DVS Census figures 1971-2003)
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