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Summary

This report concerns the effects of the deliverynefat by World Food Programme to the
Sahelian countries Burkina Faso, Mali and Nigeshlbws that these countries have an
abundant supply of meat, which is an important expduct for them. Because of that it is
recommended that the delivery of meat to these preatcing Sahelian countries should be
terminated. Because of the advantages, first doathe producers, but also for the other
citizens and for WFP itself, imported meat showdddéplaced by either locally purchased
pulses or by locally produced meat. Should theaghoi local purchase be made to buy meat
instead of pulses, it is recommended that the loesdt factories should be supported with
advice that will enable them to upgrade their skill order to be able to fulfil the necessary
hygienic conditions. In that case WFP can purclhasa meat instead of importing it.



Introduction

This report deals with World Food Programme (WF8licy with regard to its effects on
cattle-owners in three Sahelian countries (Burlkiaso, Mali and Niger). It proposes
solutions in terms of what the Dutch governmentidaio to influence WFP policy, in
order to to bring their policy more into line widevelopment needs.

The way livestock is kept in these countries cdasm the main part of pastoral cattle
raising (Annex I), carried out by Fulani (Peulhjplarouareg among others. The problems of
the Touareg have received ample attention for domeebecause of the so-called Touareg
revolt in the nineties. Besides the many people fidwto the cities or to other parts of

their own country, an estimated over 10.000 Nigexigged to Mali, Chad, Algeria and
Burkina Faso, while about 150.000 Malians in thain sought refugee in Niger,

Mauritania, Algeria and Burkina Faso.

Peace negotiations finally resulted in agreemestiwden governments and rebés.the

27th March 1996, during a great ceremony in Timbultms surrendered by the rebels were
burnt in a great fire (Flamme de la Paix). On tiusasion the Minister of Development
Cooperation of the Netherlands, then Mr. Pronknpsed assistance to the northern zones.
The truce still holds, but is very weak and newbtems can occur any moment.

Economically the northern zones of Burkina Fasoli kiad Niger are suited for almost
nothing but pastoral cattle raising. Although thegtor is in a crisis (Annex ), pastoral cattle
raising remains for the moment the best solutioritfe inhabitants of these regions.

There are possibilities, however, for supportingtpeal cattle raising in a rational way,
thereby making a small contribution to the solutida great problem. To do so, the
support of WFP is required. Until now, throughritée in providing meat, WFP has
conducted a policy that does not take the intexddtse pastoralists sufficiently into
account. Its policy has been slightly adjusted médgebut | think that WFP needs a little
push in the right direction so that with its co-mgi@n in future the suffering pastoral sector
can be assisted as well.

The purpose of this report is to suggest meanstieee this goal.

For this study | will concentrate on the countiBgkina Faso, Mali and Niger because these
three countries have muchaommon. All three are land-locked. They are therefo
confronted with huge transportation costs forladlit imports and exports. The countries
have common borders and pastoralists do not batiart borders very much. There are few
good roads to the area and within it, so that@tids have to be transported over the same
roads. These countries have, too, relatively easgss to each other. These are also the
countries (esp. Mali and Niger) where the Touasdgellion has been most severe.

In the first part of the report (Chapters 1 andt &5 argued that WFP deliveries of meat to
the meat producing countries in the Sahel shouktdygped. Meat deliveries should be
replaced by either pulses, or by locally purchasedt. In the case of pulses these should be
locally bought as well, whenever possible.

In order to enable the local purchase of meati@second part (Chapters 3 a&)dt is
proposed to give advice to local factories in otdeznable these factories to fulfil the
necessary hygienic requirements. In that case WiFBevable to purchase locally instead of
importing. Finally conclusions are drawn and recandations are formulated.



1. WFP policies concer ning meat deliveriesto Sahelian countries.

WFP has been supporting development projects ielBahcountries for several decades, i.e.
in the form of food-for-work projects. This kind a$sistance implies that people who are
working on development projects are being paidtierr labour by means of food rations.
For long time it has been a point of discussiontiwaiepeople who are working on a
development project from which they will benefiethselves, should be paid. Food instead
of money is often chosen as an intermediate solutisually canned meat or fish are part of
the food ration in order to provide the necessaoygins.

Recently WFP has taken a more critical attitudeatols the supply of food aid in the form of
canned meat to Sahelian countries. The reasohifowas the diminishing willingness of
donors to provide food for these countries. ThisWeFP to a reconsideration of its policies
for these countries: in the case of food purchiasehoice is made for "low-cost, high-value"
food. This means in practice that where WFP hdmémce the purchases itself, meat is
being replaced by pulses. This is because pulsdgaioas much proteins as meat and fish.
CSB, corn/soy blend, in particular, which is 80%cand 20% soy, is a good nutritional
supplement that contains all the necessary vitaandsminerals.

For example (Source: WFP): In 1999 WFP purchaseat mdtaly for distribution in

Kosovo. Cost$ 850 per ton. In comparison yellow/split peas wg&10/220per ton. The
total cost, including costs of transportation,dioipping these to the Sahelian countries
would have bee® 1050 per ton of meat, vers#s410/420per ton of peas.

Local purchase of niébé beans in Niger was eveapareb 300 - 387 per ton, delivered
respectively Tahoua, Agadez and Dosso, and Niamey.

However, the meat that was delivered to the Samhebantries consisted of gifts in kind.
That means that WFP costs in these cases werghm®y200 transportation costs.

The choice for pulses is very rational. It is g pitough, that this choice has been made
only recently, at a moment when WFP was in a firalycweak position. It has also
become evident that the local population itselfgnefresh meat to WFP canned meat.

The intended move of WFP Western-Africa HQ's froomf® to the region (Dakar) in
September 2001 will probably lead to a criticalieewby WFP of existing policies, and the
formulation of new policies.

The question that should be discussed is whetleee ik a justification for providing meat
to a meat producing area.

If these shipments do have any effect on the lecahomy, it is a negative one. Additional
supply to a market not in crisis is not favourdblelocal trade. Besides, meat is not a
common food for the majority of the local peoplasionly eaten at special occasions. If,
then, meat is consumed, fresh meat is preferredeatenned meat. By shipping meat
instead of purchasing locally either meat or pylaggood opportunity to strengthen local
markets by local purchases is lost, and local ntarke weakened.

The fact that in most cases WFP ships meat thaistsrof gifts from donors, so that WFP
only has to pay for the cost of transportation,sdoet remove WFP from its responsibility
of having a critical look at the effects of themhients of meat, and of informing the donor
that this gift is not appropriate in this partiautauntry.

For the reasons above it will be important to hawtose look at the formulation of WFP
future Sahel policies, and to take action in times to redirect these policies
appropriately. If this formulation of policies isft entirely to WFP, the interests of donors



and WFP itself will prevail again.

To summarise;:

a.
b.
C.

d.

-

the local population prefers fresh meat to WFP edmmeat,

the effects of shipping WFP canned meat are negj&divthe local economy,

the costs in case of meat purchases outside tiemrage much higher than for pulses,
whereas the nutritional value is the same,

The local purchase of pulses can be cheaper thahame outside the region, and
local purchase stimulates the local economy.

WFP has adjusted its policies only when its owariicial resources were at stake,
There is a need to influence WFP policies concgrelmpment of meat to the meat
producing Sahelian countries.



2. WFP ddliveries of canned meat and fish

During the period 1990-1999, WFP has distributathed meat and fish to Burkina Faso,
Mali and Niger as part of its total food distribari Quantities may change from year to year,
and there were some years during which a speafiatty did not receive any canned meat
and fish at all, but on the whole there was a omwtius flow of canned meat and fish to
Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger.

The next table shows the total deliveries of carmedt and fish by WFP to Burkina Faso,
Mali and Niger during the period 1990 — ‘99. Fistldaneat are taken together because WFP
provides both meat and fish as part of a balanésdgtroteins), and meat and fish are in that
sense changeable.

Table 1 Deliveries of canned meat and fish by W&~Mali, Burkina Faso and Niger during
the period 1990 - '99

Quantities in MT

Burkina Faso Mali Niger Total
1999 - 161,14 89,76 250,9
1998 125,65 638,29 179,11 943,05
1997 1921,9 269,9 480,15 2671,95
1996 860,21 - 293,85 1154,06
1995 - 566,43 31,43 597,86
1994 1040,85 599,55 265,03 1905,43
1993 116,28 227,97 481,31 709,28
1992 - 501,15 4427 943,85
1991 212,06 - 299,8 511,86
1990 721,91 1041,43 181,99 1945,33

Source: WFP/INTERFAIS

On average, this amounted to 1.163 MT a year dwerlD year period, and over the period
1994 -’98 it even rose to 1.454 MT a year.

Totals per country are shown in next diagram.

Graph 1 Deliveries of canned meat and fish by W&-Mali, Burkina Faso and Niger during
the period 1990 — 1999.
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Sorted out country-wise it appears that duringethea years most of canned meat and fish
has been shipped to Burkina Faso, 4.999 MT, foltbtaxe Mali with 4.006 MT and that the
smallest quantity has gone to Niger, 2.745 MT.

Graph 2

Share of each country in WFP's deliveries of
canned meat and fish during 1990-1999
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It appears that the quantities of canned meatiahdifstributed by WFP are very small
compared to the quantities of cattle exported, maare average of 1,454 MT which WFP
supplied a year over the period 1994 -’98, aganstverage export of 50.403 MT of beef and
veal (source: FAO) a year during this period (Anhéx As a percentage that is only 2,9 %.
Should we use the data of CEBV (Annex V), the patage would be even lower. The
percentage would diminish even further, if we dfdcee into consideration small ruminants.

In 1994 the value of cattle exported amounted t8%of total export values of the three
countries taken together (Annex V).

The next graph shows (according to FAO) the expagteantities of beef and veal, compared
to the quantities of WFP imported canned meat afddver the years 1994 - '98.

Graph 3 Exports of Beef and Veal and WFP deliveries
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From Chapters 1 and 2 the following conclusions tmaygrawn:

1. WFP has been shipping meat to countries where imeat of their few resources and
even an important export product

2. The import of meat should be terminated, and thaikl become official, written
policy

3. The policy that has already been initiated by tHePv/gtaff, namely to replace
imported meat by pulses, is a step in the righaation

4. Whenever possible, it should be practice to puretasally

5. It should be examined whether it is cheaper tolpase meat or pulses locally

In the next chapters it will be argued that, inesrth enable the local purchase of meat, efforts
should be made to create the conditions that wakerthis possible.
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3. Advantages and disadvantagesrelated to the local purchase of meat

In order to stimulate development, it is desirghbkg as much value as possible is added in
the country of origin of the product. In the caseneat, this could be done by supporting
existing local meat factories (such as those whezat is dried and smoked) with advice
about hygiene so that they become able to fulfilR¢Fteria.

Should WFP in future purchase from these locabfdes instead of importing, this would be
a great help to these factories.

It would not only be positive for the factories,iasould also increase demand for cattle and
therefore the chances of survival of the pastdsalis

When examining the advantages and disadvantagésefoegion connected to the
establishment of such a meat factory, a strikingaathge is that processed meat can be kept
for a longer period. This gives the factory theguoidity to purchase at the most convenient
time, which will often be when prices are low. Foe livestock-owner this is beneficial as
well, because it creates the possibility for hinséd in drought years when he is obliged to
sell because he cannot keep his cattle anymore.Willihave a stabilising impact on prices.
This is especially important in years of continudrgught when cattle prices go down very
rapidly and the terms of trade cattle/grain detat®very fast. In these years, the possibility
of selling to the meat factory will lay the basis & certain bottom price.

The fact that prices can fluctuate largely withiveg/ear can be illustrated by prices in the
market of Léo in Burkina Faso. In particular, thiee difference for a bull between the end of
the dry season and the rainy season is very |&ifé).

Table 2 Variations in price in different periodstlveen some categories of animals in FCFA
on Léo market (estimations PDCS, 1991)

age (ans) fin saison seche saison de pluie
BOVINS
taureau, bonne état 5 42.000 70.000
vache 5 25.000 30.000
PETITS
RUMINANTS
chevre, bon état >2 3.000 3.500
mouton, bon état >2 2.000 3.000

Source: De Boer et Kessler 1994, estimations PDG%].
Price differences in drought years can even be rhigtter, sometimes even dramatically so.

The higher prices livestock-owners can receivergught years through the presence of the
meat factory, can prevent income from falling tapidly. Since there will be no dramatic fall
in income of the cattle-owners they will be ledsarg on food aid. Their capacity to rebuild
their herds after the drought is higher as welkhst they don’t have to wait for well-meaning
relief agencies to come to their support.

At the national level, higher income for cattle @ will lead to higher tax revenues after
some time, and this in turn will eventually leadatbigher standard of living in the country.

Imported meat will be replaced by locally purchasesht. Food aid is a kind of assistance
that should be used very carefully in order nadigturb local markets. In the case of grains,
it is usual to check whether the quantity of giawported does not have a negative effect
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on the local grain markets. In the case of meacking might be a bit more difficult,
because it is not obvious whether imports by WHectd local demand, or that meat which
wasn't part of the diet before enriches the diet.

The amount spent on purchase of cattle, howevangvsspent within the country and
remains there, instead of in the donor' s courtihhough the donor will provide the same
value of food as before, it brings him less bersditause now the domestic demand in
Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger is stimulated rather his own domestic demand, and an
additional market is lost.

The growth of such a factory depends on a numbkmdfng conditions. It must be able to
generate a profit, otherwise no entrepreneur witlgny money into it. 1t is at this stage that
WFP could play a positive rolé:meat remains part of the WFP food basket, this mea
should be bought locally. If WFP continues to dedimneat to its beneficiaries and purchase
this meat locally, the factory would have a soligic turnover.

Hygiene will probably be the most difficult problexmsolve. It should be kept in mind
that not only local hygienic demands must be matViBFP (high) hygienic norms as
well. This requires a high degree of expertise mithe factory which in turn requires
assistance through education.

If local meat factories were stimulated so that V¢BBId buy its meat from these
factories, this would have the following advantaged disadvantages:

Advantages

At the international level

for WFP

B |ower transportation costs

B |ess complicated logistic operations

B because of the increase and stabilisation of indontlee cattle-owners, lower demand for
emergency food aid

At the national level

for the citizens of Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger

1. improved marketing possibilities for local produasdtle

2. better marketing possibilities for cattle duringught periods as well, preventing prices
from falling too low

3. these improved marketing possibilities enhancetssibilities of survival for a

population threatened with regard to its traditiomay of living, with none or very few

alternatives outside pastoralism

4. creation of added value

5. capital enters the country as money instead of food

6. higher tax revenues

7. because of the increase and stabilisation of indontiee cattle-owners, less demand for

emergency aid

8. this part of the food-basket can be distributedamapidly

9. (a bit) less dependant on fluctuating exports

10. the meat that will be distributed meets thallpceferences better than imported meat.
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for WFP
part of the food aid basket can be distributed nnapedly

At the local level
1. growth of the meat factories
2. training for the employees

Disadvantages

At the international level

for donors

B fewer possibilities for donors to get rid of theurpluses

B capital expenditures destined to buy meat do noaine in the donor country

To assist the factories more in their developmiet possibilities for exporting meat instead of
cattle to the coastal countries should be (re-)éxadn It seems that in Ghana they would prefer
to import meat from the Sahelian countries instefachttle, as is the case nb®hould this be
correct, this would provide additional possibikti#or these factories.

It appears from above that local purchase has rmdwgntages, and this would provide a good
stimulus to pastoralists as well as to local faegrThese factories do need assistance,
however, to meet the requirements.

Another possibility would be to stimulate the creatof a regional meat factory. This factory
could provide WFP with meat for the entire regiBesides the traditional techniques of meat
preparation, such a factory could eventually caatras well.

However, there are complications involved in sucagional factory. Practice shows that even
with grains it is not easy to transport food fromeaountry to the next. That's why WFP
effectuates its local purchases of grain withindbentry where the food-assistance is needed.
This means that grain for Niger will not be puraa Mali, but only in Niger itself. The
reasons for this are:

1. border-crossing is too difficult; bad roads, maeyags at the borders

2. truck rates to go from one country to another acehigh

3. hygienic standards vary from country to countryd #mt leads to great problems at the
border.

Where these problems already exist with the tramigg@rain from one country to the other, it

is obvious that these will occur even more in thgecof transport of meat.

Further research will have to show whether a ragitactory will be feasible, or if it will be
better to support factories at national level.

! Such was the impression of Nancy Morgan, FAO fée return from a mission to Ghana
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4. Potential supply of meat

In this chapter the question will have to be ansdeavhether the supply of cattle will be
sufficient to replace the quantities of canned na@at fish that is actually distributed in the
WFP projects.

In Annex Il it is shown that the quantity of donieproduction is sufficient to cover the
needs of domestic consumption, and in Annex IV thate is even room for a considerable
exportation of cattle.

Chapter 2 indicates that the quantities of cannedtrand fish by WFP are very small
compared to the exported number of cattle, nam@&pdy the most unfavourable data.

The next graph shows schematically country-wise ekiio beef and veal consumption and
exports (according to FAO) and WFP deliveries ofreal meat and fish for the year 1994.

Graph 4 Export and domestic consumption of beefvaadland WFP deliveries of canned
meat and fish in MT in 1994
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The conclusion is that the number of cattle posdiytavailable is more than sufficient.
Supply to the meat factory will not change eithemestic consumption or the export position
significantly, whereas it will lead to a certaimlsility in price. Besides it will add value by the
additional processing and attract foreign curranayase WFP purchases from the factory.
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Conclusions and Recommendations

1.

2.

In the past WFP policies for the meat producingeBah countries paid too little attention

to the interests of the cattle-keeping populatiothese areas ,

The promise that the then Minister Pronk gave sisathe peace process, makes support for
the pastoral way of cattle raising important,

It is necessary to exercise influence on WFP pegicioncerning shipment of meat to the
meat producing countries in the Sahel,

The recently started, but not formally approved,RAfelicy to replace imported meat by
pulses, is a step in the right direction,

Being an important donor of WFP, the representaiftbe Netherlands should propose in the
Executive Board that WFP formally decides not todsany meat to the meat producing
Sahelian countries anymore so as not to disturlottegd market,

It should be decided upon from case to case whétkdocal purchase of meat or pulses is
preferable,

In order to be able to purchase meat in the mealyaing countries of the Sahel, research
smoked meat, or whether assistance should be tpvwe creation of a regional factory that
can produce canned meat as well,

In order to augment the possibilities of local hase of meat, the Dutch Government
could assist factories by providing advice on nratté hygiene,

Assistance could also be provided for the studyassibilities for exporting processed meat
to the coastal countries and the harmonisatiorygiemic regulations in the different
countries,

10.Should possibilities exist for purchasing meat liyc&VFP should commit itself to

purchase locally instead of importing meat,

11.As a general rule, WFP as well should support &fftar add value locally.
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Annex | The pastoral sector

For many centuries the livestock sector in Burktiago, Mali and Niger has been the domain
of so-called pastoralists. A common characteristipastoralists is movement with herds.
This can vary from complete nomadism to being pagidentarised whereby part of the
production-unit leaves part of the year with the herd to otheriggareas (transhumance).
The reason that until recently livestock was alnexsiusively kept in the northern parts of
the Sahel was the presence of animal diseasesufimgpmiase), that prevented raising
animals in the more southern areas.

The pastoral way of living, however, became moie rmore difficult to sustain over the
years. Borders prevented their free circulatiosgbleon the movement from one pasture and
waterpoint to the next pasture and waterpoint. dsiand this was fatal to both man and
animal, in the seventies and eighties of last egrgteat droughts occurred. Thousands of
animals died and because of that the basis fely dwan the pastoral economy, all the more
because the terms of trade animals/grains deté&ggvery fast in drought periods. To this
should be added the growing population pressutiedrSahel. Because the population in the
rural areas is growing, more and more land is bnbugo cultivation, including land that
because of its situation on the borders of the Bafen’t suited for cultivation at all. The
consequence of the growth of the area of land takercultivation is a diminution of
pastures. Horticultural projects were started mesgterpoints, with the consequence that
animals couldn’t get near the water anymore. Tloeeaiore animals have to live on less and,
importantly, less suitable land, which in itseldis to overgrazing and degradation of the
environment.

Outside the area of livestock keeping, there aredessibilities for the pastoralist to generate
an income. In case, forced by circumstances, hensadzes, only the most marginal land is
available for him. Sedentarisation means changiragticulture, for which he lacks the
necessary specialised knowledge. Socially a corseguof all changes is diminishing social
structures that are not replaced by good alterestiv

So unfortunately, the possibilities for the padistaf surviving with his herds are
diminishing, without there being many alternatieesilable to him for earning a living. This
disappearance of social and economic structurdspastoralists is a potential source of great
problems, as illustrated some years ago by theréguavolt in Mali and Niger. An
intervention on behalf of these people therefomoisonly economically important, but also

in order to retain political stability.

2 The production-unit is the unit within which deoiss concerning production are taken. This unit@amsist of
one or more households.
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Annex || Herd sizein Burkina Faso, Mali and Niger

FAO data indicate that over the years 1994 - 1888twere on average 12.185.000 cattle
spread over the total area of the three countries.

The herd of small ruminants in these years achieveaverage of 15.566.000 sheep and
21.575.000 goats.

It should be realised, however, that errors maydg large, due to the near impossible task
of getting to know the real numbers in these vesis

Besides these animals there are large quantitiesickens, pigs, camels etc.

The human population in 1994 was 10.022.000 in Barkaso, 9.681.000 in Mali and

8.805.000 in Niger. In total 28.508.000 persons.
Source: FAO 3

Tables 1 and 2 indicate the herd sizes of cattliesamall ruminants (sheep and goats) in the
three countries

Table II-1 Cattle stocks 1.000 head

Cattle

Stocks 1.000 head

1989-91 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 3.937 4.261 4.3446 4.433 4.522 4.55(
Mali 5.007 5.380 5.54] 5.708 5.882 6.058
Niger 1.712 1.968 2.008 2.048 2.089 2.131
Total 10.656 11.609 11.895 12.189 12.493 12.739
Source: FAO 1, FAO 5

Table 1I-2 Small ruminants stocks 1.000 head

Stocks
1.000 head
Sheep | | | |
1989-91 1994 1995 1996 1997 199§
Burkina Faso 5.048 5.6864 5.800 5.950 6.2071 6.350
Mali 6.072 5.173 5.431 5.703 5.950 5.975
Niger 3.100 3.678 3.789 3.849 4.151 4.140Q
Total 14.220 14.537 15.02(¢ 15.502 16.308 16.465
Goats \ \
1989-91 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Fasp 6.563 7.242 7.400 7.550 7.914 7.95(Q
Mali 6.072 7.380 7.748 8.135 8.550 8.525
Niger 4.974 5.566 5.716 5.869 6.025 6.307
Total 17.609 20.1884 20.864 21.554 22.489 22.782

Source: FAO 1, FAO 5



19

Annex |11 Domestic meat consumption per head

In spite of the fact that so many animals are kegtat consumption per caput is low. Meat is
a luxury product that is eaten only occasionallye Tiext table shows domestic meat
consumption, split into Beef and Veal, Mutton anokGmeat, and Total meat consumption.
Total meat consumption comprises also pigment,tponieat etc. In countries like Mali and
Niger pig meat consumption is because of religi@asons very low.

The origin of domestic meat consumption is competem domestic production.

Table IlI-1 Domestic meat consumption in Burkina&aViali en Niger in 1994

Meat and Meat and veal Mutton and | Mutton and |Total meat |Total
Veal in MT |per caputin |Goat meat in | Goat meat perconsumption | meat
kilograms MT caput in (incl. pig consum
kilograms meat, poultry | ption
meat etc.) in | per
MT caput in
kilogra
ms
Burkina Faso| 40.000 4,0 31.000 3,1 105.000 10,4
Mali 83.000 8,6 45.000 4,6 179.000 18,5
Niger 34.000 3,9 34.000 3,8 114.000 12,9
Total 157.000 110.000 398.000

Source: FAO 5

When comparing these data with the average overatied 1984 - 86, it appears that total
meat consumption has risen from 317.000 MT in 19848, to 398.000 MT in 1994. This
can largely be attributed to the population grovisthywever. Total meat consumption per
caput has risen in Burkina Faso from 9,9 to 10,4akgl in Mali from 16,7 to 18,5 kg. In
Niger however, consumption per caput has gone doymn 17,2 kg in 1984 - 86 to a mere
12,9 kg in 1994, as shown in table IlI-2.

Table 1lI-2 Domestic meat consumption during theque1984 - ‘86

Meat and VealMeat and veal Mutton and | Mutton and | Total meat Total meat
in MT per caput in | Goat meat in | Goat meat |consumption |consumptic
kilograms MT per caput in | (incl. pig meat, | n per caput
kilograms |poultry meat |in
etc.) in MT kilograms
Burkina Faso| 28.000 3,5 13.000 1,7 78.000 9,9
Mali 58.000 7,2 34.000 4,2 134.000 16,7
Niger 34.000 55 44.000 7,2 105.000 17,2
Total 120.000 91.000 317.000

Source: FAO 3

These data indicate consumption resulting fromllpoaduction, which means that food aid
is not taken into account.
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Annex IV Livestock exports

According to FAO the total number of cattle expdrie 1994 was 351.400, with a total value
of US $ 84.000.000

For small ruminants the number of exported animals 1.010.000, with a value of $
47.400.000. Therefore, the total value of cattlé small ruminants amounted to $
131.400.000.

The total value of all exports of these three coastin 1994 was $ 776.600.000 (IMF:
Balance of Payments Statistics Yearbook, vol. 999). This means that the value of the
export of cattle and small ruminants amounted t® 8 of total export value.

It can be concluded that the export of animalsverg important source of income of these
countries.

Over the period 1994 - '98 the total number ofleagiported for the three countries had gone
up to an average of 409.406 animals, with a vaflfei®6.160.000. The export of small
ruminants had gone down to a yearly average of6d49 with a value of $ 42.507.000. For
cattle and small ruminants together the yearlyayewralue had risen from $ 131.400.000 in
1994 to $ 148.667.000 during the years 1994 - '98.

Table IV-1 indicates number and value of cattleagigal for each of the three countries.

Table IV-1 Exports oCattle during the years 1994 - ‘98

in numbers

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 103.900160.654 100.000 100.000 100.000
Mali 169.500 222.000 229.000 200.000 200.000
Niger 78.000 116.000 89.000 83.000 98.674
Total 351.400 498.654 418.000 383.000 398.6783
in value (1.000 $)

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 10.000 19.901 12.000 12.000 12.50(
Mali 50.000 75.000 75.000 70.000 70.00¢
Niger 24.000 35.000 27.000 25.000 13.397%
Total 84.000 129.901 114.000 107.000 95.8971

Source: FAO 5

FAO gives also data on Carcass Weight for Beefvaad slaughtered in the country. Use of
these data for animals exported, gives an indicabdhe quantity of beef and veal that has

been exported.

Table IV-2 Carcass wt Beef and Veal in kg

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 110 110 110 110 110
Mali 130 130 130 130 130
Niger 118,9 119,5 122 126,7 129,1
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Source : FAO 5
In table V-3 the quantity of beef and veal expdrtas been calculated.

Table IV-3 Beef and Veal exported in MT

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 11.429 17.671,9 11.00( 11.00(¢ 11.00(¢
Mali 22.035 28.86( 29.77( 26.00( 26.00(
Niger 9.274 13.862 10.858 10.516 12.739
Total 42.738 60.394 51.628 47.516 49.739

That is an average of 50.403 MT of beef and vealaa.

If we use the data provided by CEBV, however, totaldoe even higher.

The ‘Communauté Economique du Bétail et de la VBAH@GEBYV), an institution of the
Conseil de I'Entente, is a collaboration of thertdas Benin, Burkina Faso, Ivory Coast,
Niger and Togo. CEBV, which bases itself on ttaistical figures provided by the member
states themselves, publicises different data fokiBa Faso and Niger.

Because Mali is not a member state of CEBV, no detggublished by CEBV concerning
Mali. This means that unfortunately no complete parison between FAO and CEBYV data
for the three countries together can be made.

Table IV-4 gives CEBV data concerning the numbetaifle exported from Burkina Faso
and Niger.

Table IV-4 Number of cattle exported from Burkinasb and Niger according to CEBV

1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997 | 1998

Burkina Faso 173.028 147.929 150.351 147.467 184/32

Niger 113.406] 64.929| 110.435 89.904 83.704

Source: CEBV

This implies that, using the data on carcass wdight table IV-2, the quantities of beef and
veal exported will be (table 1V-5)

Table IV-5 Quantities of beef and veal exportechg<LEBV data

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

Burkina Faso 19.033] 16.272 16.53Dp 16.221 14.7//b

Niger 13.484 | 7.759 13.437] 11.391 10.806

The difference between use of FAO data and CEBY dashown in graph 1V-1
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Graph IV-1 Quantities of beef and veal exportedrfidurkina Faso and Niger calculated with
FAO data and CEBV data

Exports of beef and veal in MT according to data by
CEBV

20.000

18.000
16.000
14.000
12.000
10.000 4
8.000
6.000
4.000
2.000
0

Quantity (MT)

I\\+

FAO and

—&— Burkina Faso CEBV
—#— Niger CEBV

Burkina Faso FAO
Niger FAO

1994

1995

1996
Year

1997 1998

If any conclusion can be drawn from this differenteés that figures concerning the livestock
sector in these countries are notoriously unrediabhe figures give an indication, that is all.

Turning to the export of small ruminants, FAO pd®s us with the following data.

Table IV-6 Exports obmall Ruminants from 1994 - 1998

in numbers
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 200.000259.557 259.557 259.557 259.557
Mali 560.000 450.000 450.000 450.000 450.000
Niger 250.000 200.000 200.000 200.000 300.000
Total 1.010.000 909.557 909.557 909.5571.009.557
in value (1.00
$)
Burkina Faso 4,400 6.709 6.709 6.709 6.709
Mali 32.000 25.000 25.000 25.000 25.00¢
Niger 11.00( 9.00(0 9.00(0 9.000 11.698
Total 47.000 40.709 40.709 40.709 43.407

Source: FAO 5

To compare, again the data according to CEBV

Table IV-7 Exports obmall Ruminants by Burkina Faso and Mali from 1994 - 1998
according to CEBV

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998
Burkina Faso 244.334 249.165 246.760 278.583 343,68
Niger 641.692| 224.786| 495.018 593.626 508.844

Source: CEBV
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Especially striking in the by FAO-provided datasmall ruminants is that numbers remain
the same for a number of years. This again doesreate too much confidence in the figures.
As can be seen from tables IV-6 and V-7, themgui¢e a difference between the data

provided by FAO and those by CEBV.



