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Executive Summary

Alive is a partnership for Livestock Development, Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in the Sub-Saharan African region. The aim is to develop common visions among the partners on the most important policies for pro-poor and sustainable livestock development.

Dairy development is one of the first areas for discussion and a Draft Proposed Policy Note on Smallholder Dairy Development in Sub-Saharan Africa has been prepared. This provides an overview of experiences in smallholder dairy development in Sub-Saharan Africa and highlights the main constraints for pro-poor development. It also makes recommendations on future policy changes and investment opportunities. 

The present report describes an electronic discussion of the Draft Proposed Policy Note among a wide range of stakeholders. It describes the methodology and structure used for the discussion, it synthesises the discussion themes and provides recommendations for finalisation of the Policy Note. The report moreover discusses the lessons learned on the use of the electronic forum for involvement of African stakeholders in policy discussions and also provides recommendations for the further dialogue process. 

The discussion was carried out using an interactive electronic forum for virtual learning. The discussion forum was accessed on the address: www.alive.daas.cursum.net.

88 stakeholders registered themselves and followed the discussion. This involved stakeholders from a broad range of backgrounds and institutions, however, with an over weight of research and education institutions, NGOs and international organisations.
The discussion was structured around the Draft Proposed Policy Note with the four main themes:

1. Smallholder dairy development as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction

2. Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level

3. Provision of services required for development of smallholder dairy production

4. Processing and marketing of dairy products from smallholder producers

The overall impression from the discussion was that the content of the note is fairly well received but the discussion also suggests areas that should receive particular attention and be more elaborated when finalising the note:
· Stronger argumentation for the relevance of public sector investment in development of smallholder dairy production including data for documentation

· More emphasis on pointing out strategic options for development of the sector in the light of the opportunities and threats of the different production systems

· Elaboration of the particular requirements for development of traditional and pastoral dairy systems and the prospects for reducing vulnerability in remote rural areas

· Policy option for how to deal with public health concerns in appropriate ways without threatening smallholder dairy livelihoods

· Including data on consumption patterns, milk intolerance and the potential role of marketing "hubs" in the section on markets
· Discussion of policy options that would encourage private sector engagement in delivery of the required services

· Elaboration of the potential role of producer and breeder associations as stakeholders for developing and guiding policies

Despite the fact that important views and issues came out during the discussions, the overall experience was that the participation in terms of number of contributions was not at high as expected. It was sought to investigate then reasons behind the relatively low activity.

The responses from the participants to the facilitators during the beginning of the discussion indicated that for many it was their first time to participate in this way on an interactive discussion platform and some found it difficult to get started. Some participants had experiences of not being able to access the platform because of technical errors. The reports of errors that were found had all to do with time-out, meaning that the internet connection of the user is too slow to download or upload contributions. 
The experiences of the present discussion forum were compared to other experiences of discussion forums and e-learning platform
 and discussed with one of the leading Danish researchers in the area
. It was found to be a general experience with e-discussion forums that this kind of media for communication is still new to most people and many internet users have personal barriers to participate in an open forum, with people they have not met at some point. They like to follow discussions and read the contributions of others, but they are reluctant to participate actively themselves. The best experiences of participation are in more closed forums, where people know each other from personal meetings. Despite the strong development in the direction of inter-active electronic communication, there is at this point of time clearly a gap between what the electronic communication technology can do and offer and the actual competencies of most people in utilising the technology. The fact that most stakeholders in this forum were based in Africa might also have contributed and constrained the discussion further. 
On the background of the lessons learned from the present process, it is recommended that the Revised Policy Note should as soon as possible be taken for presentation and discussions directly among stakeholders in Africa at a series of regional meetings, where a good representation of the same stakeholders are invited to meet physically. The main objective of meetings would be to raise the awareness of the stakeholders and provide opportunity for direct response and questions to the Policy Note.

1. Background

The World Bank has established a partnership for Livestock Development, Poverty Alleviation and Sustainable Growth in the Sub-Saharan African region (SSA) in close cooperation with its partners. The partnership is called ALive and aims to develop common visions on the most important policies for pro-poor and sustainable livestock development in the region and get those visions better integrated in key policy documents such as PRSPs and Country Assistance Strategies.

The purpose of ALive is thus to facilitate a dialogue between stakeholders and to inform African policy makers and decision makers in international aid and financial institutions on the latest development in key areas important for pro-poor livestock development and provide them with options on how to address them. In order to initiate this, a series of draft policy option papers on important key areas are being prepared and will be discussed in various ways.

Dairy development is one of the first areas for discussion as it is one of the most important pathways to pro-poor livestock induced growth. Dairy development can make important contributions to pro-poor livestock induced growth. This is, however, considerably affected by factors such as resource access, service delivery, food safety standards as well as national and international subsidies. A Draft Proposed Policy Note on Smallholder Dairy Development in Sub-Saharan Africa has been prepared. This is based on a desk study of past experiences in the different agro-ecological zones of Sub-Saharan Africa and provides an overview of experiences in smallholder dairy development in Sub-Saharan Africa and highlights the main constraints for pro-poor development attached to the above mentioned factors. It also makes recommendations on future policy changes and investment opportunities. 
In order to involve a wide range of stakeholders in the Smallholder Dairy Sector in SSA to broaden the perspective and make the policy note complete, ALive assigned Danish Agricultural Advisory Service (DAAS) to establish and facilitate an electronic discussion forum for dialogue on the most important policies for pro-poor and sustainable dairy development in the region. The draft policy note served as the starting point for the electronic discussion.
The present report describes the methodology and structure used for the discussion, it synthesises the discussion themes and provides recommendations for finalisation of the Policy Note. The report moreover discusses the lessons learned on the use of the electronic forum for involvement of African stakeholders in policy discussions and also provides recommendations for the further dialogue process. 
2. Methodology

2.1 Preparation of list for invitation

A comprehensive search was carried out to prepare a list of people to be invited for the discussion. The aim was to involve a broad range of stakeholders with a priority to stakeholders in Sub-Saharan Africa. The stakeholders was sought to represent national and international policy makers, research and educational institutions, national, regional and international institutions, producer organisations, processing and marketing institutions and private companies, public and private service institutions, non-governmental organisations and interested individuals. The final list of people invited for the discussion included 208 addresses (see Annex 1). 

	Type of institution
	No of addresses invited
	No of addresses registered

	Research and education institutions
	59
	26

	African service institutions
	6
	3

	International organisations
	18
	11

	Donor agencies
	23
	3

	Regional organisations, initiatives and networks
	16
	3

	Dairy producer and processing organisations
	25
	4

	Dairy processors/industries
	4
	7

	Other private enterprises
	2
	5

	NGOs
	40
	16

	Individual persons/consultants
	15
	10

	Total
	208
	88


The search was carried out through an extensive search on the internet and also using a network of personal contacts, which were spreading the news in the circles of professionals. Many professionals with interest in smallholder dairy development assisted with access to their network.

It was decided that the list should be open in the sense that the invited people were encouraged to share the invitation in their network and all interested were encouraged to register themselves as participants on the Platform. The final list of people who registered to participate in the discussion included 88 addresses (see Annex 2).The list shows that people from a broad range of backgrounds and institutions registered, however, with an over weight of research and education institutions, NGOs and international organisations.
2.2 The discussion forum

An interactive electronic forum for virtual learning was chosen as a platform for the discussion. The tool was CURSUM, which is microsoft.NET based Learning Management System. DAAS has good experiences with CURSUM and uses it for all internal e-learning as well as e-conferences and discussions.

The discussion forum used the Forum Module of the CURSUM system. The Forum Module is a threaded discussion forum, where it is possible to establish an unlimited number of themes and threads for discussion and where it is possible to discuss cases, ideas and particular papers in a closed environment. The forum makes it possible to attach files and see statistics on each discussion forum. It is moreover possible for the facilitator to control the process by moving or deleting forums and inputs if necessary.
2.3 Structuring the discussion

The Proposed Draft Policy Note was placed under the main menu of the discussion forum and the discussion was structured according to the structure of the proposed draft policy note in 4 themes:

1. Smallholder dairy development as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction

2. Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level

3. Provision of services required for development of smallholder dairy production

4. Processing and marketing of dairy products from smallholder producers

For each of the themes, the facilitator made the first contribution as an introduction to the theme and a suggestion of eventual topics for discussion under the themes. The participants were encouraged to access each of the themes according to their interest and expertise and make contributions inside the themes, where they were able to start new discussion threads according to their needs.

In order to keep a common line in the discussion, it was sought to discuss each of the themes in the following phases:

First week: 
How do we see the present situation, opportunities and constraints?

Second week: 
What are the different scenarios for development?

Third week: 
Which successful cases do we know of?

Fourth week: 
What are the policy implications and investment options?
During the first weeks of the discussion, it became evidently difficult to keep the discussion within the phases and it was therefore opened up for wider discussions under the themes. However, towards the end of the discussion, the facilitator sought to guide the discussion in the direction of specific issues for policy implications. 

Apart from directly requesting certain experts among the participants for particular contributions, the facilitator tried to keep most contributions and questions inside the forum during the first 2 to 3 weeks of the discussion. However, as the participation was not very satisfactory, the facilitator then later started to make summaries of the latest discussed topics and posing further questions to these in e-mails directly to all participants in order to catch the attention and interest to access the discussion forum and contribute.
2.4 Evaluating the discussion

Towards the end of the discussion, the participants were requested to evaluate their experiences and satisfaction with the discussion forum. The questionnaire for evaluation is attached as Annex 5. The outcome of the evaluation is discussed in section 3.

3. Synthesis of the discussion

3.1 Smallholder dairy development as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction

The discussion started out looking at how and why dairy development contributes to rural livelihood and poverty reduction. This was characterised by general agreement among the participants and showed that contributions are at different levels: There are significant direct contributions at household level of dairy producing households. In summary these were the following:

· Access to high quality nutrients – improved nutritional status of the children 

· Employment of family members

· Regular incomes for long periods

· Manure for crops and improved soil fertility
· Income funds for education and health expenses

· Social status and obligations

Secondly it was also agreed that a big contribution of dairy development is the generally increased opportunities for on and off farm employment in the rural areas, which contribute to more general rural development. The contribution to more general growth of national economy was, however, questioned more and took the line of discussing the return to investment in smallholder dairy.

It was discussed whether local milk production is enough competitive to imported products such as milk powder. In the case of milk powder produced with subsidised milk this is clearly not the case. However, there is no clear answer to how this unfair competition can be avoided. Section 3.2 includes a brief discussion on pros and cons for policies of import taxation as a measure to protect local production against dumping of imported powder milk.

The discussion thereafter took a line on discussing the opportunities and constraints for small rural producers to benefit from dairy development. Jorgen Henriksen opened this discussion by pointing out that livestock and dairy experts might agree that dairy development can contribute to poverty alleviation in rural areas, but that many economists regard it a waste of money to make the necessary investment. The increasing market for dairy products is particularly in the urban areas. It will therefore require considerable investment in infrastructure to link the small rural producers with the urban markets. This combined with expected effects of economy of scale make many economists argue that it would make a faster return to the investment to develop an efficient industry and service sector around the bigger cities. 
Other participants argue that economy of scale is not so much an issue, when it comes to dairy production and a number of examples are mentioned where smallholder dairy development has been successful in rural areas and improved the standard of living in these areas. One example was mentioned from a cooperative in Bamako in Mali, where the expansion of crossbreeding, livestock health services and supplementary feeding has increased production from 220 litres of milk per day to 800 litres per day and this had added the value of 2,660 Euro in one year for the 35 members. Moreover, India and China are mentioned as examples of countries where smallholder production is very important and has been successful as a measure for rural development and poverty reduction. The argumentation is that smallholder producers can produce milk at much lower costs than more industrialised peri-urban productions or producers in European countries and US. 

Joachim Otte emphasises the need to differentiate the production systems in SSA and to discuss the strategic options for dairy development. There are different views on which producer groups that would be able to benefit from smallholder dairy development. One participant argues that the investment needed to commercialise traditional or pastoralist cattle owners would be too high, while others argue that this would be very beneficial to a local market for traditional dairy products and would make these products more available to the growing rural population that does not own cattle. It is also argued that pastoralists are among the poorest segment of the population and investing in dairy in arid and the drier semi-arid pastoral areas could be justified under the objective of reducing vulnerability. However, all the participants in the present discussion agree that the social and economic benefits from smallholder dairy development are so important that it is certainly worth the investment in areas where the climatic and ecological conditions are suitable.

Bassirou Bonfoh contributed with the "Healthy milk for Sahel" describing research from Mali on models for improving milk quality. The contribution shows that the concerns from the public sector over the possible health risks associated with indigenous milk markets in Africa are seriously threatening smallholder dairy livelihoods and thereby the potential for poverty reduction, unless they are dealt with in an appropriate way. The research shows that the risks are real: Milk products are a risk factor in terms of food-borne toxic infections. The low awareness of many people of hygiene precautions makes all milk products risky, even those that are normally regarded as safer – due to recontamination and lack of cold chain facilities.

This contribution points out that there is need for guidelines on hygiene in the milk chain of local products, which apply a compromise between the livelihoods perspective and the public health perspective. For the dairy industries, regulations are easily applicable. The main area of concern is here securing the milk from the producer up to the collection centre. Quality would be easier improved if quality was considered, when setting the price of the milk to the producer.
A paper posted by Eric Fermet-Quinet (see Annex 4) describes attempts to promote milk conservation systems such as treatment of milk with lacto-peroxidase and cheese making for local markets (rural markets and smaller towns in East Africa). Despite many projects and demonstrations, these technologies have not taken off and applied in real life outside of projects. The paper argues that the reason is that policies of the promoting development agents have demanded that the use of lacto-peroxidase so far has only been applied in a project-style approach. The policy has been that only trained personnel in collection centres should handle the activator and that the milk should thereafter be taken to bigger dairies for pasteurisation or cheese-making. This system has, however, not proven economically viable in real life of rural markets or smaller towns where milk is sold directly from the producer or the collector to the consumer and where the milk is actually in the hands of producers and collectors through the longest time span from production to consumer. The new technologies have therefore never gotten any foot-hold among the private sector actors. On this background, the paper describes a new programme of cooperation between AU-IBAR, French Cooperation, FAO and some private suppliers of the activators to promote the new technologies directly to the producers, milk collectors or dairy processors. The programme will at the same time train the local dairy processors in quality control and train trainers on milking hygiene.
The paper, however, also mentions that for this to work the producer must get a share of the benefit from the added value of better quality. It also emphasises the need for a policy on traceability and transparent certification that is applicable to the actual private actors in the rural small scale dairy sector.
3.2 Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level

This part of the discussion started with a discussion of the different groups of dairy producers, their production systems, potential and constraints for commercial dairy development and ended with some recommendations on the policies needed to enable these to take advantage of their opportunities. Most contributions described the difference between the formal and informal dairy sectors and also agreed that the informal market of milk and dairy products is in reality by far the largest part of the total market in Africa. A contribution by Joachim Otte divided SSA milk production systems into four distinct groups: 
1. Pastoral / agro-pastoral
It is estimated that approximately 30 to 40% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems. The cost of milk production is low in this system, but marketing costs are high and thus milk production is mainly for home consumption and local exchange

2. Smallholder dairy
Mainly in temperate zones, based on feeding of grass, crop-residues, cultivated fodder (Napier) and to some extent concentrates. This system has proved very successful in East Africa; it provides around 50% of SSA’s milk supply and has probably a good scope for expansion

3. Commercial peri-urban dairy:
Less than 10% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems which are based at least partly on ‘concentrate’ rations. The costs of production is higher but the transaction costs for both input and output are low

4. Dairy ranching
Produces less than 5% of SSA's milk

Most participants see the expansion of the smallholder dairy systems as the system with the highest potential for increased milk production in SSA, especially in the high potential temperate zones, which are suitable for ‘improved’ breeds and where infrastructure is more or less well developed. The policy issue raised here is how to make this system efficient enough to withstand competition from low-cost imports. However, the contributions also show that currently the smallholder dairy systems supply milk and dairy products to a large, increasing and informal market handling about 90% of the milk in SSA. The smallholders have the advantage of being able to respond to the local demand for fresh milk and traditional processed products. 
Concerning the policy issues of the formal and informal markets, the views of the participants differ considerably, while some participants argue that the main threat to the smallholder system probably arises from policies attempting to formalise the markets served by these smallholders, one participant proposes policies to regulate and control milk and dairy products going through the informal markets. 

It is pointed out that the issues related to pastoral and agro-pastoral systems are not considered in the proposed policy note. The mobile production system has the purpose of efficiently accessing different natural resources in different seasons. But the mobility at the same time clashes with the opportunities to effectively access services, markets, capital and technologies provided by institutions, which do not consider the pastoralists' mobility neither in terms of technologies, nor when providing services. Some of the participants argue that it would be more worthwhile to focus on meat production in the pastoralist systems, while Michele Nori on the other hand points out that market integration is an increasing trend in the pastoral systems and the opportunity for dairy commercialisation particularly in the form of the unique traditional rangeland products could play an important role. 
Apart from the environmental concerns that are associated with the peri urban commercial production systems, these have often rather high production costs particularly on fodder. They, however, benefit from low transaction costs for inputs, services as well as for marketing. These systems are the ones most subject to competitive pressures from global markets. 
The dairy ranching is very small in SSA and has only very limited potential for poverty reduction.
It is noted that some countries e.g. Uganda have chosen to protect the development of their national milk production through taxation of the imported milk. One participant even suggests that such tax should be used to establish national dairy development funds to be channelled for investments in developing the dairy sector. It is, however, also noted that this makes particular sense in a situation, where the local potential for production is high enough to secure a good amount of locally produced milk or else this system will render too much disadvantage on the side of the processors and consumers, who need a steady supply.
3.3. Provision of services required for development of smallholder dairy   development

The proposed draft policy note reviews the main issues connected to the recent changes in approaches to technical service systems for dairy production. It also looks at the present trend in development of sustainable and more user driven delivery systems for the services. It emphasises the important progressive impact of farmers' organised technical and marketing services, but also the financial problems of such services especially when the public sector withdraws too fast from the responsibility of financing the development. 
The discussion forum added only very little to the proposed policy note on these aspects. Only Aichi Kitalyi mentioned the need for a stronger emphasis on services that could assist in improving feeding systems and thereby assist the farmers in better utilisation of the genetic potential of their cows for milk production. Also the need for a policy to improve quality control of feed is pointed out.
Cees de Haan asked the participants whether there would be policy issues involved in improving the feeding systems, which from his experience will improve only if it is economically beneficial for the producers. Roda Kilonzi suggests that policy can compel all dairy producers to have a certain acreage of fodder and pasture.
There is a very small discussion on the public responsibility concerning quality control of fodder. It is mostly found to be a public sector responsibility, but Cees de Haan also mentions that there are only few examples of effective control by government institutions. 
The facilitator wishes to comment that quality control could also be seen as two areas:

· Control of food safety issues e.g. content of residues, toxins etc.

· Control of nutrient value for the cattle
The first area is obviously of public interest, whereas the last mostly is of private economical interest to the producers. An option could therefore be for the authorities to ensure the control of food safety issues and maybe monitor and fund the control of nutrient value for implementation in the private sector by producer organisations.
3.4 Processing and marketing of dairy products from smallholder producers

The proposed policy note reviews the issues connected to milk collection, processing and marketing. It also provides recommendation for policy particularly on formulation of hygiene and food safety regulations taking local consumption and preparation habits into account. The last was partly discussed under 3.1 under the thread on how to safeguard both public health and dairy livelihood.

Joachim Otte disagrees with the policy note when it stresses import policy as an important macro level issue. His argument is that the local production is generally so small in SSA and the demand so fast growing that he finds it more relevant to highlight the domestic institutional and policy constraints to dairy development for the national policy makers to consider. Some of the issues that he highlights are the growing markets around urban centres when the production takes place far away in rural areas and the seasonality of the production in the tropical climate that in many cases makes it necessary for the dairy processors to import milk powder to overcome the lean periods. He suggests that the policy note seeks to emphasise more on the development of a strategic visioning of dairy sector development in SSA.

Jorgen Henriksen takes up the discussion by adding that even if the driving forces of the market are around the urban centres, this is still the actual opportunity for development in the rural areas, where the production potential is present. It is realised that this will require much improvements in terms of production, quality, transport, processing and marketing for the farming community to be able to deliver the required dairy products to the cities. This would benefit the national economies through employment creation, infra structure development and business development beyond the dairy business itself.

Joyce Turk identified a number of issues that could be addressed in the policy note:
· Market information systems to guide production strategies

· Use of Information and Communication Technology for better management practises such as record keeping for dynamic management, market intelligence and development archives

· Discussion on markets to include data on consumption patterns, milk intolerance and consideration of the role of milk marketing "hubs" in providing credit facilities and controlling quality of inputs

· The use of value chain approaches to assure efficiencies at the level of production, bulking, chilling, processing and distribution

· Encouraging building of support services by the private sector
· More discussion of the quality versus quantity among smallholder dairy systems

· The role of producer and breeder associations as lobbies for developing and guiding policy

Krishna Kaphle moreover emphasises the need to create consumer awareness of the nutritional benefits of dairy benefits as opposed to less worthy expenditures.
3.5 Recommendations for the finalisation of the policy note 

Several contributions to the discussion express an overall agreement and satisfaction with the content of the proposed draft policy note. Although it is not possible to conclude that lack of protest on the forum should be a sign of agreement, the overall impression is that the note is fairly well received – section 4 will deal more with the question of participation in the discussion forum.

There are, however, some points in the discussions, which deserve particular attention when finalising the policy note. A summary is the following:
· The policy note would benefit from stronger argumentation around the relevance of public sector investment in development of smallholder dairy production. If possible this could include data for documentation of this. The suggested grounds for the argumentation would according to the discussion be:

· The potential for increased efficiency and level of production that exist in the sector. This would require some elaboration on the particular circumstances, where this would be the case such as climatic and ecological conditions as well as particular market conditions
· The potential impact this may have in terms of household poverty reduction, general rural development, employment creation and off-spin on the national economy 

· According to the discussion contributions it would also be helpful that the policy note points out the most distinct dairy production systems, the current trend in opportunities and threats and discusses strategic options for development of the sector in this light
· In line with the above it would be appropriate to emphasise that dairy development among traditional or pastoralist cattle owners will require considerable investment and consideration of the particular requirements attached to this such as technologies appropriate for arid and semi arid conditions, appropriate processing technologies and service institutions geared to deliver services to mobile customers. The justification for this kind of investment would probably not be a fast return to the investment but rather the prospects for reducing vulnerability in these areas.
· Public health concerns need to be well thought about and dealt with in appropriate ways such that the realities of the local market, where the major part of the milk is sold directly to the consumer or through a milk collector are acknowledged without threatening the smallholder dairy livelihood. Policy options could according to the contributions be:

· Guidelines and regulations on hygiene in the milk chain of local products, which apply a fair compromise between the rural livelihood and the public health perspective

· Policies, which would enable the promotion of milk conservation systems for local markets and provision of guidelines for quality control and milking hygiene appropriate and directly applicable to producers, collectors and processors in the private sector (formal as well as informal).

· Promotion of systems where the producer benefit economically from the added value of better quality

· The discussion on markets would benefit from including data on consumption patterns, milk intolerance and the consideration of the potential role of marketing "hubs". It is moreover recommended to discuss market information systems, the role of these to guide production strategies and the use of ITC for market intelligence.

· In the discussion on support services, it could be further discussed, which policy options would encourage private sector engagement in delivery of the required services to smallholder dairy producers and also the public responsibility for partly funding this kind of development 
· Finally, the potential role of producer and breeder associations as stakeholders for developing and guiding policies should be further elaborated and discussed.

4. Lessons learned from the process

4.1 Experiences from the ALive discussion forum compared with other forums 

Many people from a broad range of institutions in SSA, US, Europe and also some Asian institutions were very interested to join the discussion forum. The list of invited participants in Annex 1 clearly demonstrates that. The invitation was sent out to 208 addresses. After the participants had registered themselves at the discussion forum, the number of participants came to 88 participants, the profile of participants were still a broad representation of stakeholders in dairy development in Africa although some of the important participants such as African Producer Organisations were not very well represented.
Despite the fact that important views and issues came out during the discussions, the overall experience of the discussion was that the participation in terms of number of contributions was not at high as expected. Despite the fact that many have visited the forum (there has been 1050 hits) only 18 participants have created 58 posts on the platform. This shows that many have followed the discussion as passive participants while only few have been active. In order to increase our knowledge on this kind of processes, it was sought to investigate then reasons behind the relatively low activity.

The responses from the participants to the facilitators during the beginning of the discussion and also later was that for many it was their first time to participate in this way on an interactive discussion platform and some found it difficult or complicated to get started. The participants who requested for assistance from the facilitators were provided with this and thus managed to post their contributions.
Around the middle of the discussion, the facilitator started to send out summaries of the latest contributions to participants' e-mail trying to encourage more contributions on the topics. This caused some response but still not satisfactory.

During the later weeks a problem arose on viewing the contributions on the screen, because it appeared that the width of the text followed the top text, which kept widening as people answered to each other's contributions. The problem was corrected and the discussion was extended for another week in order to make up for the mistake. But it is, however, possible that this has made some people give up participation. 
An evaluation questionnaire was placed on the discussion platform during the last week of the discussion and e-mails were sent to all participants requesting these to fill in and comment on the questions (see Annex 5). The questionnaire sought to investigate the reasons for non participation as well as experiences and feelings about participation in terms of content, facilitation and techniques. Only 3 participants responded by sending back the questionnaire. However, some e-mails were received directly telling about experiences of not being able to access the platform because of technical errors, which the facilitators were not aware of before.
Most of the few responses that were received commented that they had found the topic for discussion and the structure relevant and interesting but that the process of using the platform was new and therefore difficult for them. For some it took a long time to post their contribution. One also mentioned that there was probably too much agreement around the proposed policy to arouse a good discussion. One, however, commented that she found the policy note and the topics for discussion rather theoretical and complicated. 

6 participants have sent messages back that they experienced problems or errors, when trying to access the forum and/or the contributions. At the CURSUM administration, the reports of errors that were found had all to do with what they call time-out, meaning that the internet connection of the user is so slow that it takes too long time to download or upload contributions. From the administration it is also said that the description of errors, which the facilitators had received directly, appears to be the same problem. 
When comparing the experiences of the present discussion forum with other experiences of discussion forums and e-learning platform
 and discussing it with one of the leading Danish researchers in the area
, especially when these are open and the participants do not meet at some point personally, it is found that this kind of media for communication is still extremely new to most people and many find it difficult or complicated to understand the procedure and therefore give up if they have no formal obligation to participate. Many internet users have personal barriers to participate in an open forum, with people they have not met at some point, especially when the discussion is taking place at a very high level. They like to follow discussions and read the contributions of others, but they are reluctant to participate actively themselves. Surveys have found that the reason in some cases has to do with the way of communication being new to people but most people apparently still feel uncomfortable about the media and feel unsafe about writing out in "cyberspace" to an unknown audience. The best experiences of participation are in more closed forums, where people know each other from personal meetings.

Despite the strong development in the direction of inter-active electronic communication, there is at this point of time clearly a gap between what the electronic communication technology can do and offer and the actual competencies of most people in utilising the technology. One author reflects on the analogy to the transition from orality to literacy, which involved rather slow changes in skills and practises between people before they were able to take advantage of the new technology of printing messages. The author states that although social and technical changes can be propagated much faster now, it is still necessary to gradually evolve suitable mixtures of practises and systems to support the move
.
It is not possible to prove from these experiences, but the fact that most stakeholders in this forum and therefore also participants in the discussion are based in Africa might also have contributed and constrained the discussion. It could be expected that the technological constraints of ICT in Africa seriously increase the gap between the electronic communication technology and peoples' competencies and feelings about using it. In fact it appears that the technical errors experienced by some participants in opening the forums have appeared because of technical errors occurring at their home systems. 
4.2 Lessons learned

It is a fact that the choice of using an electronic discussion forum to facilitate the discussion of the proposed policy note has provided opportunities and awareness among a huge number of people and a wide range of stakeholders. The expectations were that this would at the same time have caused a high level of participation in terms of contribution of views and comments. The last has, however, not been the case.

The alternative would have been to invite few representatives of the same stakeholders for a workshop somewhere in Africa, where the policy note could have been presented and discussed. It could be expected that this sort of workshop could have been facilitated in such a way that it would have brought about much more comprehensive comments to the finalisation of the policy note. On the other hand it would be a fact that much fewer people would have become aware and would have been provided the opportunity. 
Taking the line of Gerry 1999, who recommends a gradual transition and a mix of practises, the ideal solution in term of creating a participatory process, would most probably have been a combination of the two. For example with physical workshops with representatives of the different stakeholders taking place in the different regions of SSA, where suggestions for a proposed policy note could have been drafted. This could then be followed by wider discussion on the platform.
4.3. Recommendation for the further process

According to the TOR, the discussion forum will be followed by revision of the Proposed Draft Policy Note according to the recommendation derived from the synthesis of the discussion (section 3.5). On the background of the lessons learned from the present process, it is, however, recommended that the Revised Policy Note as soon as possible, while the topic is still hot, would be taken for presentation and discussions directly among stakeholders in Africa at a series of regional meetings, where a good representation of the same stakeholders are invited to meet physically. The main objective of meetings would be to raise the awareness of the stakeholders and provide opportunity for direct response and questions to the Policy Note. 
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	African Service Institutions

	ITS (International Trypano-tolerance Centre, Gambia)
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	AGROPAST (Association d'agro-pasteurs, Niger
	
	agropast@intnet.ne

	Private dairy processors/ industries

	 Uganda Dairy Processors Association
	John Anglin (Chairperson)
	anglin@paramountcheese.com
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	Intercooperation
	Annette Kolff
	akolff@intercooperation.ch

	
	Felix Bachmann
	fbachmann@iringanet.com
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	Philippe Steinmetz
	Livestock Specialist
	Commission Europénne, Unité environnement et developpement rural 
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	Mobido Traore
	Director
	AU/IBAR
	mobido.traore@au-ibar.org
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	Bana Dairy
	niraj@banasdairy.coop

	Roda Kilonzi
	Policy and marketing officer
	KENFAP
	producers@kenfap.org

	Private dairy processors/industries

	Devireddy Chandrashekher Reddy
	Partnership for Livestock Development
	Creamline Dairy Products ltd
	devireddy_r@hotmail.com
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Annex 3

Word version of the discussion threads
Smallholder dairy development as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction 

Introduction

Welcome to the discussion on the theme: Smallholder dairy development as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction. 
Section 1 and 2 in the proposed policy note introduces dairy development as an important tool for poverty alleviation and rural development in certain areas of Sub-Saharan Africa. Box 1 specifies the experience from the Central Highlands of Kenya, where the increased value of milk, dairy products and meat compared to cash crops has triggered particular prosperity to these areas. The box also mentions the prospects for dairy development to mitigate impacts of HIV/AIDS.

In the present discussion we ask you through dialogue to further the analysis of the issues attached to dairy development as tool for poverty reduction and rural development with the aim of reaching a convergence of views on the policies needed to ensure poverty reducing impact of dairy development.

In order to get closer to a common understanding of the issues, we ask you to discuss the theme in four phases: This first week we should discuss towards a common understanding of the current situation: How and why do dairy production/development contribute to rural livelihoods and poverty reduction?
During the coming weeks we will then continue to discuss the opportunities and constraint, areas and cases of success and the ingredients to this and end up with discussions of the recommend policies.

We assume that you will get around topics such as 

· Macro level issues (imports, International trade issues, domestic production and consumption)

· Contribution to rural livelihood

· Resources needed and risks involved

· How to safe guard both public health and smallholder livelihoods

· Widening stakeholder representation

· Etc.

You are welcome to take up any of these or new topics under the theme and phase by creating new threads to the discussion.

Hezekiah Muriuki:
Dairy production contributes to rural livelihoods and poverty reduction in many ways especially for the smallholder sub-sector. At the farm level, milk is a source nutrients for the family over and above employing the family members in productive activities; generating incomes spread through a long period from milk sales; providing manure for the family food crops; enabling the family to generate emergency funds for school, hospitalisation etc.; and as source of social pride and obligations for dowry etc. Dairy production creates off-farm employment in the rural areas for many folks including those directly involved in milk trade and those providing inputs and services to the dairy farms and milk traders.

Bassirou Bonfoh:

"Healthy milk for the Sahel": from research to interventions and policy conceptualisation.

Sorry that I could not separate my contribution as all aspects are linked. But I can give more details at a later stage to specific aspect in my area and region of work.

 

In West Africa sub region, most projects have focused their research and intervention on animal husbandry and the issue of increasing milk production in volume. Since 2000 a group of actors have investigated some of the determinants related to dairy development.
Originally focused on the microbiological quality of milk and milk products, the project "Healthy milk for the Sahel" was initiated in Mali as a concept that goes beyond the conventional quality perception and risk analysis. The project focuses on the whole dairy system and on the local strategies for milk production as food security, income generation and employment. The project involved national (Central Laboratory, Consumption association), sub regional (Institute of Sahel) and international institutions (Swiss Tropical Institute and Federal Polytechnic School in Zurich). The project was launched as a case study in Mali with possible extension in other sahelian countries.

In Mali, most people consume regularly small quantities of milk (heated or not) and other dairy products, often as a component of local dishes. But the hygienic standard of the milk products sold on the local market is usually poor with regard to contamination with potentially pathogenic bacteria. This poor quality is mainly a result of the quite low level of the local milk production (adulteration), high environmental temperatures (rapid multiplication of bacteria), lack of energy, appropriate equipment for pasteurization and neglected hygiene measures. Whilst first human brucellosis and Q-fever cases have already been confirmed, food-borne toxic-infections are found to be a more complex issue which is sometimes even ignored by consumers and clinicians.

The complexity of the dairy sector and the related public health risks is of great concern of consumer's associations and local authorities. The lack of basic hygienic knowledge and understanding is also a major constraint to increase milk quality in small dairy businesses. The milk quality improvement interventions model tested in Mali and validated elsewhere (Niger, Chad) were proven to be technically feasible and cost-effective. The foreseen milk quality standard implies the specificity of local products and the consumer's preferences. The adoptions of technical recommendations (tools and methods) at the farm or household levels are dependent on the socio-cultural, economic and environmental conditions which the stakeholders face. If the outcome of hygiene improvement is not perceived directly by the stakeholders, interventions will not take place unless consumers pay or share the producers' costs.

Currently, the extensive livestock system with low milk yield (1-2 liters/cow per day) is the main meat supplier in the sub-region. However in the coming years, the expanding crossbreeding (Zebu x Exotic), livestock health services and supplementary feeding are expected to lead to an increase of milk production (5-12 liters/ cow per day) under the hard local conditions. This model was applied in Kassela cooperative around Bamako where the production increased from 220 litres/ day (2003) to 800 litres/ day (2005). The improvement has generated between 2004 and 2005 an added value of 2 660 Euros for one year to the 35 members of the cooperative. Yet it is well known that farmers with resources constraints tend to use lower levels and combinations of investments from different sources as milk is not perceived as the farm man objectives. 
Improved access to credit schemes, adapted technologies and carefully targeted neo-breeders may facilitate higher levels of input and improve production and hygiene. This credit system was also tested in two ways. First subsidy was given to interventions that promote hygiene and not perceived by actors as generating income (equipement, small laboratory). Further, credit was given on activities wher farmers gain money (feeding, Artifical Insemination). In general we have experienced that small scale milk processing processing (100-1 000 litres/ day) or Milk collecting centres of the same level are targeted tools for local produced dairy development compared to big industries (5 000 to 20 000 litres/ day) using imported powder milk.

Awareness on hygiene in the milk production chain was planned and implemented by NGOs (Vétérinaires Sans frontiers Swiss and CAB Demeso in Mali). This has evolved in reducing waste from 10% to 3% (collectors) and from 3% to 1% during processing. While future research will concentrate on antibacterial proteins and starter culture isolation which induce respectively pasteurization (for producing fermented milk for the local market) and the reduction of bacterial growth The established network (www.laitsain.com) in 2003, is now helping to share the Malian experience with other Sahelian countries.

Since 2005, the research program was shifted to other research question. From that perspective, one has noticed that consumption pattern and marketing are also important determinants in dairy development. The most important activity is the ongoing sub regional project (www.repol.info) that will contribute to transform dairy policy in West Africa using evidence and experiences generated from research and development projects.

I wish that I have given an overview of what the international group has been doing so far. Comments and question are welcome and I wish
Sanne Chipeta:

We now got started with the discussion on smallholder dairy as a tool for rural development and poverty reduction. So far we have received a contribution from Hezekiah Muriuki, who has pointed to the benefits of dairy development to household nutrition and livelihood and also to general on- and off-farm employment in rural areas.

Bassirou Bonfoh contributed with his experiences with the project: "Healthy milk for the Sahel".

This points out the growing concern from consumers and public authorities for the potential health risk of milk products and the threat this may pose on the small scale production, processing and marketing of dairy, especially when inappropriate regulations and policies are applied in order to safeguard the public health. The new thread was therefore created on How to safeguard both public health and dairy livelihoods. 
 

Bonfoh added on his contribution showing an example of an un-foreseen public response of fear to awareness creation. But also describing how they continue the route towards creating appropriate guidelines for hygiene and milk quality with all stakeholders. Eric Fermet-Quinet moreover posted a contribution on dairy collection and processing in Eats Africa and discusses the experiences with promotion of milk conservation systems. Since we know that others work on this essential topic and there are experiences also from e.g. Kenya, we hereby call for more contribution to this thread.

During the second phase of the discussion, the focus should be on opportunities and constraints for small rural producers to benefit from dairy development. We therefore also call for discussions in this line.

For example, there is a strong trend towards growth of dairy production in urban and peri-urban areas. So we could ask: What are the comparative advantages and disadvantages of dairy development in rural areas and what are the current constraints for the rural producers to benefit from the growing market?
Opportunities and constraints for small rural producers to benefit from dairy development

Jørgen Henriksen:

Many of us livestock and dairy experts agree that dairy development can contribute to poverty alleviation in rural areas. 

However, there are many macro-economists that think it is a waste of money to develop the necessary infrastructure etc to link the remote rural producer to the market. The economy of scale will anyway have the producers closer to urban centres as the winner in the long run, they claim. And the world market price of milk cannot justify the cost involved in development of a national dairy sector! If the smallholder dairy sector is profitable then the market forces will of course make sure the smallholder get involved. Anyway, the economical growth in most African countries is just taking place in the Capital city plus a few kilometres beyond the large city. 

Do we have strong arguments and cases that demonstrate smallholder dairy development is a strong tool for poverty alleviation and can we document that it is sustainable and good for the national economy to invest the needed resources?? The funds available for public investment in African countries is limited so why should Governments and donors invest in smallholder dairy development, when they know the output will be faster and better, if they use the resources to develop an efficient industry and service sector in and around the bigger cities? That is also where the most critical voters are living!

I would like to see strong evidence and facts that can convince Governments and donors that investment in smallholder dairy is a good investment, not only for the farmers, but also for the national economy. Anecdotal evidence is NOT convincing economists!

Cees de Haan, The World Bank:

Let me react to some of the points raised by Jorgen. First, I don't believe so much that the economy of scale argument is very important in dairy. It is much more important in pigs and poultry than in dairy cattle, where individual care is an important production input. International agencies have supported dairy development in countries such as India and China. 

However, what is more important to the economists, is that we have to prove that the dairy sector is competitive, and can compete with imports, not so much with dumped products, but with unsubsidized products (New Zealand, Latin America). This can include a premium for fresh milk domestically produced, if the consumer is willing to pay for such fresh product. Too often have we asked for protection, which might help the producer, but hurts the consumer. And, also in Africa we have probably more consumers than producers and potential producers!! So, unless we can demonstrate that then total impact of producing milk locally with smallholders producers more social and economic benefits than imported SMP and butter oil, we are in trouble. My question to the forum is; Can we do it?

Cees de Haan:

In line with my earlier comment to Jorgen, what is the cost of production of the domestically produced milk, and what would be the price of the imported product? And how many producers supply milk to the scheme in Bamako and how many consumers are there? These would be the kind of questions my colleagues here would ask.

Cees de Haan:

Let us not forget, that there are quite a number of people in the development community, who say that a dairy cow is very risky, because of the high value invested in one animal, and that small ruminants are much more suitable for the poor. Moreover, my colleagues also argue that milk is a too expensive product for the poor, for example in school milk programs, and that, therefore we focus our efforts on the production of vegetable protein. Do you have any reactions to help to convince my colleagues?

Peter Hofs:

In the hope also non dairy development specialists will read this and feel challenged to take part in the discussion.

All of us rural dairy development specialists agree that this development really contributes to poverty alleviation - and contributes to several of the MDGs!. Obviously!!

We are now triggered to justify obvious advantages, because policy makers and economists are not taught and do not believe in small scale development. There is a widespread fear 'to voice' the poor!

So I would like to turn the question 180 degrees: What alternatives governments and economists can suggest to arrive at the same impact as the introduction of small scale dairy?? 

· Rural employment? 

· Regular cash income for many rural poor?

· Benefits of the whole sector remain rural?

· Quality food available for poor rural children?

· An improved ecological environment through 'well thought of' pasture and forest management
· An improved soil fertility through manure input? 

· Saving firewood through the use of manure as 'fuel wood'? 

· Social security for the poor through the 'banks on 4 legs'?

Charles Mutagwaba, Tanzania:

For a poor family owning a cow means the family net wealth has increased by USD 400 – 500. In addition, if the family is selling five litres a day that means additional earning of approximately USD 1.0 per day. In addition this family will be getting either a heifer or a young bull to sell every year for about USD150 per year. You can add to this manure for the crops. 

This is why in every village in Njombe district, Iringa region in Tanzania, the farmers who own a dairy cow have a better house with a corrugated iron roof, are better dressed, all their children go to school (some to private secondary schools where fees are much higher), will be getting better maize harvests – the list is endless. The evidence from a more scientific study may not be available but this should not make policy makers blind of even the most obvious benefits dairy farming has on family (household) welfare and poverty eradication (this is circumstantial evidence)

Generally in Tanzania the farm gate price of a litre of milk is from USD 0.20 or more depending on location while the cost of producing a litre of milk is below USD 0.10. This gives a 100% return. Dairy development in such areas, and there are many, means a lot to the farm households and any attempts to defend cheap imports which have their production and export costs subsidized from the EU and the USA will mean condemning all these families to abject poverty – presence or absence of ‘scientific evidence’ not withstanding. 
Is smallholder dairy worth the investment?

Sanne Chipeta:

The discussion on smallholder dairy development appears to suffer from too much agreement among the participants on the proposed Policy Note. The latest contributions however, ask for evidence to convince the sceptics among especially economists that investment in smallholder dairy development actually is worthwhile. 

Jorgen Henriksen start out as playing "the devils advocate" by asking: "Do we have strong arguments and cases that demonstrate smallholder dairy development is a strong tool for poverty alleviation and can we document it is sustainable and good for the national economy to invest the needed resources?" 
Cees de Haan supports this question and asks for evidence that domestic dairy production is competitive to imports of dairy products. 

ALive can produce a nice and smooth policy note, but unless some of these important questions are addressed it is unlikely that hard core economists will be convinced that there should be much investment towards smallholder dairy development in Africa. I therefore encourage you to participate in this discussion and provide your experiences and evidence to the discussion.

Can we get more precisely to what the costs of domestic milk production is compared to imported milk products and what are the social benefits of producing the milk locally?

Joachim Otte: 

Colleagues,
 

Cost of production is only one issue in the bigger picture of dairy development. Many smallholders can produce small amounts of milk at low cost - certainly at a cost lower than that in Switzerland and Norway, the US and most EU-15 countries. 
Collection and processing costs are some of the items that determine the overall competitiveness of a dairy chain, and need to be seen in conjunction with consumer preferences and purchasing power. If consumers are wealthy and prefer processed products, then procurement on international markets at artificially low prices is probably the preferred option. Where consumers have a preference for fresh milk, domestic production of at least some amount of milk is necessary. 

The latter situation is exemplified by India, now the largest milk producer. Here, average dairy herd size is still below 2 cows with the number of dairy farms having grown by 42% over the last decade. There must therefore be some attraction for smallholders to engage in dairying even in this time and age. Whether or not there is scope in smallholder dairy development will depend on 'initial conditions', i.e. stage of economic development, alternative sectors that can be developed, alternatives for milk procurement, natural resource conditions etc, etc. 
Eric Fermet-Quinet: 

I completely agree with J Otte on this point. Trying to follow-up this forum, I found very difficult to be confronted with supposed "macro-real-policy" makers: they will always explain you that the best "comparative advantage" of a poor is finally to remain poor (i.e. extra cheap manpower). 

 

Coming back to our dairy forum, it is obviously stupid to say that milk produced in arid land or remote areas is not competitive on the world market for at least to major reasons: One is that this milk IS NOT on the world market but on a very local one. The second is that milk is the generic name for technocrats but encompasses hundreds of products (tastes) for human beings.

To develop a local milk market, especially in difficult or arid lands, the first thing to analyse is by who, when and for what fresh local milk is used rather than powdered milk (which I assume is available everywhere). To try to compete with imported powdered milk is a non sense in term of price, but it becomes possible when it comes to differentiation of products and of use. 

Poor people have access to both for the time being...and I don't think development is to feed them only with imported competitive non-subsidised (sorry but New Zealand in NOT a good example to say there is no subsidies...) powdered milk. 

Sorry for the macro economist, but poverty is not only a question of price, it is also a question of pride. And as long as a child can milk a thin goat in the desert for 25ml, he is less poor that to drink 50 ml of powdered milk from elsewhere. For sure if our only reference in Africa for milk production is the highlands of Kenya, we can compare and discuss about standardised milk for international market. But we would not be talking of dairy in 95% of the rest of Africa.

 

Godfre Tafida:

Yes, we do have strong argument: 

 

In Nigeria, the traditional cattle owners (Fulani pastoralists) are also the ones producing all the milk and dairy products that go into the informal market. They are about 10% of Nigeria's population, which is currently projected at 125m. They own 95% of the 19 million heads of cattle with about 13% in the milking herd. 

 

To enrol these traditional cattle owners in commercial dairy production so that we can begin to reduce the imports of such products, which currently stands at over 400,000 metric tons, would take forever because they are resistant to change. Moreover, the average holding in the traditional system is about 50heads and in the Fulani culture, the bigger the size of your herd, the more you are respected. However, in spite of the herd size, the productivity in terms of milk and meat is very poor. For example, a milking cow in its first quarter yields about 0.5 litres per day during the dry season (December - May), and about 1.5 to 2 litres per day during early rainy season (late May - early July) with the growth of lush grass. Getting the pastoralists to work in groups to generate critical mass and to have bargaining power is almost impossible for several reasons; to convince them to limit movement is sacrilegious, therefore to introduce improved technologies in nutrition, health, genetics and management is a hell of a task. They cannot be easily reached by government or development agencies and therefore do not benefit from services and assistance. 

To move the dairy industry forward and for it to be a tool for poverty alleviation, the small holder dairy is the key, because in the small holder dairy scheme, crossbreds are introduced. This stock requires improved nutrition, health and management. This scheme would target the over 70% of the population (125m) that are crop farmers who are familiar with agricultural extension services and packages. In addition, they are sedentary and own the land under traditional systems. They also have access to crop residue from their fields that would supplement other feed resources in a small holder dairy development scheme and would quickly adapt too pasture development, forage production, or fodder bank establishment.

 

The issue is: Would it be competitive? To answer this directly, I would say let the producing nations remove all the subsidies on their production, then the 'hard core' economist can begin the comparative analysis. The world bank arm twist African leaders into removing subsidies on agricultural inputs to ensure that their surpluses could be dumped on our shores and further enslave our economies and keep our citizens perpetually poor and dependent. The cropper/grazier conflict has become an issue of national security.

The social benefits, in addition to poverty alleviation, food security, women and youth empowerment, are enormous. The nutrition to children and nursing mothers, the daily cash flow, the list is endless. We really need the 'hard core' economist to convince us otherwise. 

Though under the traditional system, it is difficult to determine the cost of producing milk. It would be very straight forward in the small holder system. Using local feed resources such as crop residue that is abundant versus imported milk produced from high energy concentrates plus high tech health and support services would clearly state the facts.

The 'hard core' economist should be asking why we have not started small holder dairy development schemes. The success story of small holder schemes would encourage interested pastoralist to reconsider their production system. If they are enrolled and a milk collection system (Anand concept of India) is introduced, the number of people that would be involved in the dairy value-chain would be better imagined. It's contribution to the national economy would be tremendous.

How to safeguard both public health and dairy livelihoods

Bassirou Bonfoh wrote the above contribution describing research from Mali on models for improving milk quality. There are considerable concerns from the public sector over the possible health risks associated with indigenous milk markets in Africa, which could threaten smallholder dairy livelihood - and thereby the potential for poverty reduction - unless they are dealt with in appropriate ways. 
We have therefore created a new thread on how to safeguard both public health and dairy livelihoods. We hope that others will contribute to this thread as well.
Bassirou Bonfoh:

Thanks to Sanne Chipeta for creating this new thread. For clarifying the context evolution within the project “Health milk for the Sahel”, since the publication of our results in Mali (February 2003), we have experienced frustration from all milk producers who have seen their sales drastically reduced after information on the local news. While the consumer association was satisfied with what they have been complaining on so far, the state control and regulation department in Mali called upon all Bamako producers to send weekly their products for control in the national laboratories. From there one has in the mean time noticed institutional problems such as conflict of interest between veterinary laboratory and medical laboratories both having the mandate to perform the control. Knowing that the aim of the project was not to raise fear within actors (consumers and producers) but rather finding solutions for mitigating the relative risk the situation evolves in conducting case-control study to evaluate the real incidence on public health. The cohort study was not possible because of logistic and financial limits. In collaboration with “Vétérinaires Sans Frontières-Suisse” we further implement a pilot project for improving milk quantity and quality.
Local milk is popular and widely appreciated. The association of consumption habits with socio-economic status is related to product prices and availability. Traditional products, such as fresh raw milk and fermented milk are mainly consumed by poorer households, more expensive products, such as pasteurised and condensed milk, yoghurt, cheese, butter and cream are mainly consumed by richer households. Development of the milk market should then lead to an increasing of local production and improved distribution of dairy products.
Despite the health risks associated with locally processed milk products (from raw milk or powder milk), consumption is still increasing and need specific guidelines in the milk chain. It is true that technologies for local products are not standardised and what could be considered as hazard is commonly consumed and even preferred by consumer (ex. fermented milk from raw milk; milk considered as laxative…).
Milk products may be a risk factor for food-borne-toxi-infections. Attention has to be paid to products considered “safe”, such as boiled or pasteurised milk. The low awareness of potential risks of many people may increase the risk of milk consumption. To achieve a sustainable increase in local milk production in Africa, milk quantity and production and transformation quality should be improved simultaneously.
The association of exposure to potentially pathogenic bacteria in milk with a toxi-infection is complex with various factors contributing to this interaction. Our studies demonstrate that some dairy products can increase the risk of a food-borne toxi-infection, even those with the reputation of being safer, such as boiled milk (due to recontamination and lack cool chain).
The next step on which we are working is to contribute for co-constructing guidelines for hygiene and milk quality with the stakeholders and follow the process up to the optimum standard that guarantee public health. Risk analysis or milk quality should not be perceived as a threat to livelihood. But in other sense, when considering the production system, regulations are most likely applicable to big production chain such as dairy industries where HACCP could be easily applied. For local products it is envisaged to build the “Guide for good hygiene practices” for stakeholders applied with compromise between economics (livelihood perspective) and quality (public health perspective). When considering sub urban and urban production systems, one has noticed that quality improvement secure the product up to the collection centre but yet milk price is not increasing. The challenge is to consider quality when fixing the price. All this system is not applicable in rural or pastoral area where milk products are consumed and sold in the local markets.
The establishment of an iterative milk hygiene standard and information to the producers and consumers about the potential health risk (low quality) and financial return (high quality) from milk are crucial. However innovations could only be accepted if they are cost-effective and affordable to all parts involved. From that perspective, additional inter sectorial approach between veterinary and public health will contribute to evaluate the exact relative health risk in the sector.

Does Dairy reduce poverty?

Roda Kilonzi:

Yes it does, because it can be kept by smallholder farmers in zero grazing units, they sale milk to neighbours, milk vendors, and even to milk processors! In return they earn some income. If smallholder dairy farming can be improved through finances i.e. Soft loans/grants the farmers can improve in their breeds and buy higher yielding ones and this can reduce poverty. Availability of good quality and cheap feeds will increase yield thus reduce poverty.

Roda Kilonzi:
Yes, dairy does create employment through farm workers, milk processors, transporters milkers etc. Through sale of milk the farmers can afford to pay school fees, buy seeds fertilizers, cloth their children and medical care

Godfre Tafida:

Dairy reduces poverty in the following areas:

1. Daily cash flow

2. Variety of value-added products that attracts premium price

3. Improved nutrition which reduces health cost due to opportunistic diseases 

4. Dairy value chain (cow-consumer) creates jobs and business opportunities
Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level 
Introduction

Welcome to the theme: Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level. 

The proposed policy note mentions in section 3 issues at stake for dairy development at farm level. The issues underlined in the policy note are: Access to services, access to land, access to water and access to credit. 

The dairy producers, conditions for production and the resulting production systems however, differ tremendously in Africa. During the discussion of this theme we would like you to go more in detail and discuss the opportunities and constraints of the different groups or categories of producers characteristic in Africa in order to reach a common understanding on the policy needed to create enabling environments for the different producers to be able to take advantage of their particular opportunities.

In order to get closer to a common understanding of the issues, we ask you to discuss the theme in four phases: During this first week of the discussion we ask you to concentrate on defining the different groups of producers and discuss their production systems and conditions for production.
The coming weeks, we will go deeper in the discussion with looking at the particular opportunities and constraints of the main groups – different scenarios for development, successful cases and areas of development, the important ingredients to success at end up with discussing your views on the policy implications and recommendations. 

We assume that you will get around topics such as 

· Access to natural resources (land, fodder and water)

· Access to markets

· Access to services

· Costs of production

· Environmental interaction

· Access to appropriate technologies

· Animal health monitoring

· Access to capital

· Organisation and widening stakeholder representation

You are welcome to take up any of these or new topics under the theme and phase by creating new threads to the discussion. 

Eric Fermet-Quinet:

Hi,

I was in charge of the Regional Action for Livestock in East Africa from 2001 to 2005. It was mainly dealing with dairy on a regional point of view (policy, training, network and technology transfer). I could send you step by step what was our description (this week) and propositions (next weeks). Normally you could find all information on www.ralea.org but this site has been inactivated for few weeks. I hope IBAR would reactivate it before the end of this forum.

I propose to send you information in attached files hereby, usually both in French and English (Arabic optional).

Charles Mutagwaba:

In Tanzania most dairy production is based on smallholders keeping one to five dairy animals. Another source of milk is from the traditional cattle sector as a by-product.

Most of the commercial smallholder farmers are organised into farmers groups at village level but in some places have also been organised into farmers associations at divisional level (Tanzania is organised administratively from the ward at the lowest level, several wards form a division and several divisions form a district, districts form a region and the regions form the republic). It is in only in one region (Tanga) where some of the farmers have organised themselves into a cooperative union.

In most places the milk is traded locally and informally but there is also a fast growing formal sector. Milk producers have formed their National Association (TANZANIA MILK PRODUCERS ASSOCIATION, TAMPRODA) and are represented on the Tanzania Dairy Board by three representatives. The Milk processors have also formed their National association (TANZANIA MILK PROCESSORS ASSOCIATION, TAMPA) and are represented in the Board by one representative.

The traditional sector produces 70% of the milk in Tanzania and 90% of this is consumed at home and only 10% reaches the formal sector while the commercial smallholders produce 30% of the total and of this 33% is consumed at home, 57% is sold in the informal sector and 10% reaches the formal sector. But, all in all, those selling milk be it in the informal or formal sector have or are in the process of escaping poverty.

The main constraint at present is ACCESS TO DAIRY TYPE CATTLE. There are several Heifer in Trust schemes originally started by HPI 30 years ago and presently adopted by other mainly Dairy Development Projects but they do not have enough cattle to satisfy the demand which has been generated by these projects. So I would consider this as the most important constraint then the others will follow because the farmers on their own can not do anything on this constraint at least for Tanzania.
Sanne Chipeta:

Thanks a lot for the contribution which contain interesting information regarding organisation of dairy farmers and statistic of marketing in Tanzania. I have just two additional questions: 

First, in the first paragraph, you state that most dairy is produced by smallholders and the traditional sector's production is a by-product. But in the 4'th paragraph you also state that the traditional sector produces 70% of the milk. - It would be interesting if you could elaborate a little more on describing the different production systems and their importance in Tanzania?

Secondly, I find the question regarding the access to dairy cattle interesting. In terms of policy - what is hindering the dairy farmers' organisation (TAMPRODA) to take action on this constraint?

Michele Nori:

While appreciating the information and the overall picture the policy note provides, problems related to mobile livestock systems, pastoralists, are not considered, despite the high relevance these systems hold, especially in SS Africa. You ask in this first week to define the different groups of producers and their systems.

 

Pastoral groups inhabit areas where constraining soil, rainfall and temperature conditions provide limited effective and sustainable options for land use other than mobile livestock rearing. Agro-ecological conditions and physical characteristics of range resources are critical in shaping the socio-economic livelihood patterns of pastoral communities as they are characterized by highly variable and unpredictable resource endowment. 

 
Two major elements characterize pastoralists from other rural groups: their highly reliance on livestock products to ensure their livelihoods and their mobility patterns, which can range from pure nomadic (opportunistic, no fixed base), through various forms of transhumance (set migratory routes on seasonal basis) and levels of agro-pastoralism (attachment to seasonal crop production), to more sedentarised patterns (ranching), each demanding different involvement from household and herd members.

Problems related to dairy developments in pastoral areas are therefore quite evident, and touches upon most of the domains that are mentioned in the introductory paper. As pastoral mobility is set to access natural resources in different seasons, this often clashes with options to effectively access services, capitals and technologies provided by ‘modern’ institutions – which do not often consider the needs of pastoralists.

Despite this quite gloomy picture, market-integration is an increasing trend in most pastoral regions, and dairy commercialisation plays a critical role in this process. I have seen this in many different areas (from the Tibetan plateau to the Middle East, to East and west Africa). Human and social capitals are very important elements for pastoral dairy commercialisation, as they allow cutting down costs and making the best use of the unique features of range livestock products (such as camel and yak milk products). 

It may be relevant to open a specific forum thread on problems of pastoral dairy – so that technical and policy options addressing the needs and the potentials of pastoral systems should be considered. But we have to be careful, as too often pastoralists are already perceived as different producers and citizens, which need specific attention. This is not the case, as they might represent an extreme but still integral part of the rural society.

Sanne Chipeta:

Thank you very much Michele for opening up to the definition of a production system, which is important for Africa. Please feel free to open a new thread on the pastoral production system. 

However, as you also state the needs and potentials of the pastoral systems need attention probably through all the other themes - so please also consider opening up threads under these, so that we get a discussion going on the required policies for appropriate service provision and marketing channels for pastoralist dairy producers

Eric Fermet-Quinet:

Hi Michele,

I agree with you. Could we start by saying that if we really want to cope with dairy production in Africa, we must specify three main production systems and so three strategy of development to discuss:

- the highland production systems

- the arid land production systems

- the periurban production systems in arid land

B. Bonfoh:

Considering the production system as mentioned by EFQ, in the perspective of developing the dairy sector, it is a matter of applying well targeted and adapted technologies and policy to each system according to the production objectives.

For example as mentioned by Kitayili, One should note that, not all the production systems could contribute to increase milk production. The specificity of the extensive production system should be recognised in meat production and furnishing cows for growing urban milk production system.

Eric Fermet Quinet:

Eric Fermet Quinet here attached a file document: Dairy Collection and processing in East Africa: A wager in favour of farmers and dairy processors. You will find it attached in Annex 4.
Opportunities and constraints of the main group of dairy producers

Sanne Chipeta:

Dear Participants

We now got started with the discussion and the contributions so far show different views on the potential for increasing the production among different production systems, particularly the intensive versus extensive production systems.

A way of proceeding could be that we now go more into detailed analysis of the particular opportunities and constraints for the different groups of producers to increase their dairy production.

Please feel free to open up new threads, if you want more discussion on a particular topic.

What Policies enable different production systems to explore their opportunities

Sanne Chipeta:
In the second theme of the ALive discussion forum: Development of smallholder dairy production at farm level, a number of points have been raised on the opportunities and constraints of different milk production systems. Michele Nori pointed to the fact that pastoral milk production systems are not particularly considered in the Policy Note and she describes some of the difficulties related to pastoral dairy development. Other contributions question the relevance of extensive systems for increase of milk production.

A contribution by Joachim Otte divides the SSA milk production systems into four distinct groups:
1. Pastoral / agro-pastoral: Our estimates are that app 30 to 40% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems. Cost of milk production is low, but marketing costs are very high, thus milk production will be mainly for home consumption and local exchange. Per capita increase in milk demand in these regions is low and expansion of milk supply by these extensive systems appears limited. However, pastoralists are among the poorest segment of the population and investing in dairy in arid and the drier semi-arid pastoral areas might be justified under the objective of reducing vulnerability (however other options might be better to achieve this goal).
2. Smallholder dairy: mainly in temperate zones, based on feeding of grass, crop-residues, cultivated fodder (Napier) and to some extent concentrates. This system has proved very successful in East Africa, currently provides around 50% of SSA’s milk supply, and probably has scope for expansion. Climatic conditions in temperate zones are suitable for ‘improved’ breeds, population and thus demand density is high, and infrastructure is comparatively developed. The policy issue often raised here is how to make this system efficient enough to withstand / protect it from competition from low-cost imports. However, ‘protection’ is currently offered by the large and fragmented informal markets (handling around 90% of milk in SSA) supplied by these smallholders, which respond to the particularities of local demand (preferences) for fresh milk and traditional processed products. The main threat to this system probably arises from national endeavours to ‘formalize’ the markets served by these smallholders.

3. Commercial peri-urban dairy operations: Irrespective of climatic conditions, based at least partly on ‘concentrate’ rations, less than 10% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems, in which cost of production may actually not be that low (promotion of this system may also be questioned on environmental grounds). These peri-urban systems benefit from low transaction costs, both for inputs as well as for outputs, but are the ones most subject to competitive pressures from global markets.

4. Dairy ranching: Supplies less than 5% of SSAs milk, and which has limited direct poverty-reduction potential.

One could from this ask the questions:

Should policies determine certain milk production systems to be favoured?

Or should policies create enabling environment for different production systems to explore their comparative advantages and the particular opportunities these give?

How can this be done - what policies would enable the different systems to develop? 

Jorgen Henriksen:
Comment to Joachim Otte's input. 

You are very right in saying that the demand growth is to a large extent occurring in urban centres, while much of SSA's milk production takes place elsewhere. And that is exactly one of the challenges and one of the best opportunities for rural economic growth through dairy development. The driving forces for growth in the agricultural sector are the urban markets. 

The market is there and it is growing and unless we want the poor rural farmer to continue just to produce to themselves and neighbours and continue to be poor it is necessary to improve production, quality, transport, processing and marketing for the farming community to be able to deliver dairy products to the cities - where there is potential for milk production of course. 

For the time being it might be true that milk produced in New Zealand and transported 8,000 km's to Dar Es Salaam might be cheaper than milk produced and transported 800 km's from Iringa - but shouldn't it be looked into why it is like that, or should the policy maker be happy for the import and not look into possibilities for making the local production competitive? For the benefit of national economy? Don't you think there is a huge room for improvement in the efficiency with which milk is produced and marketed in SSA?

Furthermore, you are mentioning the complication that the tropical climate leads to strong seasonality in milk production. That is true in many places, but is it necessary and unchangeable?? I think the seasonality in Europe in the old days were as significant with 3-5 months of winter with no natural fodder production at all. The farmers overcame the winter problem - why shouldn't the farmers in SSA find a way to overcome the dry period to some extent?? 

It is important that policy makers are not constraining themselves with the present facts and restrict themselves to look into dairy as a sector only supplying dairy products to consumers - a dairy sector in growth will create employment and infra structure development of great importance for rural development and business far beyond the dairy sector - again if there is a potential for dairy. Do not forget that World market prices are what they are also because of surplus production that is exported with huge subsidies from EU and others. 
Eric Fermet-Quinet
It appears very important to establish different strategy models to development each of the 4 production systems defined by J Otte:

- First be clear on each definition, to bring more on board of these definitions. I'm not comfortable with the word "ranching"? I would like to have something more common showing that this system is near the American/Oceania/Europe industrial dairy system.

- Second to analyse and thus to define for each of them the advantages, inconveniencies, constraints, markets etc.

- Third to disseminate the technical and organisational (policy) knowledge available for each of them in the different countries (even elsewhere than in Africa, expecially India/Asia, South America and Europe for small holder and peri-urban systems, but also in Europe/America/Oceania for the "ranching")

The last paragraph of J. Otte is important: It refers to seasonality of production and use of dairy equipment. One does not forbid to use cheap powdered milk when there is no milk to process in a small unit, BUT experience shows that the business is so much more easy with powder than with fresh milk that the processors are shifting very easily to ONLY powder even if the equipment was set up to develop local milk production.... that is a reality that has occurred in many "dairy processing projects".

As we are unable to control this shifting (which by the way make sense in term of business), it is the duty of policy makers to "protect" local milk production.

Some countries as Uganda have chosen the taxation of imported milk. Personally I think it has been very efficient to develop Uganda's milk production, but Uganda is a specific situation of milk production in Africa (highland, less seasonality, higher potential etc.) and it made sense to protect the market to build a competitive production system. 

In many other countries, the taxation would be less efficient because the competition would be between huge standardised imported milk quantity and small local fresh milk quantity. If a policy really wants to develop this type of local production, the only way is the information of consumers and a very clear and compulsory "labelling/differentiation" of local milk.

Mario Younan

Dear Joachim Otte

A few points in reaction to your very interesting contribution - Some Arguments in favour of supporting pastoralist/agropastoralist milk production:

1) For pastoralist milk producers in semi-arid Greater Horn of Africa milk sales are the most regular income. Earning cash regularly through milk sales also reduces their vulnerability.

2) Pastoralist milk is often the only fresh milk that sedentary populations in these regions can access. The non-livestock-keeping population that has to purchase their milk is on the increase. More than 50% of the population in some pastoralist areas is no longer able to produce their own milk. So there is a growing local demand.

3) The only alternative sources of milk available to sedentary populations in pastoralist areas are UHT-milk (very expensive) and imported milk-powder (risky hygiene, due to poor water quality).

Sanne Chipeta

Dear participants

During the discussion, different views have appeared concerning the comparative advantages of different production systems. The differences seem to be particularly on the extensive (pastoralist) production systems compared to the intensive smallholder dairy systems. It is however also pointed out that these systems serve different markets. 

This leads me to the following questions regarding the milk consumption in African populations: Isn't it so that despite the growing demand mentioned, the general overall consumption of milk is extremely low?
Does this mean that issues of competition between production systems are currently irrelevant?

Policies needed

Roda Kilonzi:

A Supportive policy environment is needed to aid the development of Kenya's dairy industry, which contributes significantly to employment, public health, and overall economy of the nation. However certain policy issues need to be urgently addressed, e.g. pace of review of policy and legislation, the appropriate enforcement of regulation, development of institutional capacity, and widened stakeholder representation.

Specific policy priorities relate to provision of veterinary services, access to credit, and road infrastructure improvement

Current policy and legislation initiatives need to take full account of broader national goals.

Godfre Tafida:

In Nigeria, the policies needed include:

· Systematic regulation of imports of powdered milk by placing higher tariffs 

· Review land use laws to facilitate easy access to land by traditional cattle owners 

· Enact laws that would systematically discourage transhumance with cattle 

· Instate a participatory grazing reserve development approach that would enhance pubic-private-participation at all levels of decision making and implementation 

· Enact laws and instate an enforcement framework for establishment of strategic infrastructure within the grazing reserves and across the cattle producing areas 

· Reinforce periodic herd health programs for management of disease and pest situations 

· Regulate and control milk and dairy products going through the informal markets 

· Introduce a national school feeding program using milk and dairy products in primary schools 

· Subsidize inputs required for dairy development (AI, medicaments, supplements, etc.) 

· Empower the National Animal Production Research Institute (NAPRI) to revitalize the Livestock Investigation and Breeding Centres (LIBCs) and commence an extensive and aggressive 50/50 cross bred production program and AI training 

· Introduce a small holder dairy system to the current crop producers who own land, are amiable to extension packages, have crop residue while encouraging the pastoralist to improve their production system at their pace 

· Extensive government investment in power, roads, water and communication 

· Increased and improved access to agricultural credit facilities by dairy farmers and support services 

· Instate a separate and comprehensive dairy development policy, independent of livestock policy 

· Introduce a special tax on milk and dairy products from dairies or processors using reconstituted imported powdered milk 

· Establish a 'dairy development fund' through which all revenues generated from tariffs and taxes on milk and dairy products will be channelled for the development of the dairy sector

· Enact a law that facilitates remittance of value-added-tax (VAT) from imported milk and dairy products purchased by consumers into the 'dairy development fund' 

· The National University Commission (NUC) and regulating bodies of poly-techniques, colleges of agriculture, education should review the curricula to be in tune with the realities of the times

· Systematically commercialize the traditional production system by improving literacy level of producers, introduce basic business skills and planning

Provision of services required for development of smallholder dairy production
Introduction

Welcome to the theme: Provision of services required for development of smallholder dairy production.

Technical service systems for dairy production have undergone extensive changes during the last decade. The proposed policy note reviews the main issues connected to the changes as well as the present trend in development of sustainable and more user driven delivery systems for the services. It emphasises the important progressive impact of farmer's organised technical and marketing services, but also the financial problems of such services when the public sector withdraws too fast from the responsibility of financing the development.
In order to get closer to a common understanding of the issues, we ask you to discuss the theme in four phases: We ask you during this first week of the discussion to concentrate on: Defining the situation on the ground right now, what services are required, how are they currently delivered and how do the producers benefit from them?
During the coming weeks we would like you to go more in detail and discuss the opportunities and constraints of the available approaches and delivery systems, the successful concepts for development and the important policy ingredients to the success in order to reach a common understanding on the policies needed to ensure that dairy producers have access to the effective and appropriate service that they require.

We assume that you will get around topics such as:

· Public and private responsibilities

· Private sector development

· Development of institutional capacities

· Funding mechanisms

· Widening stakeholder representation

Aichi Kitalyi:
It is a privilege and great honour for me to participate in this E-conference. I am nearly more than ten days late but I do hope I can give my initial contribution, which is a comment on what we have in the policy note and this theme on provision of services.

The policy note is quite elaborate and I commend the authors for managing to capture most of the important issues in Dairy Development in SSA. However, there is need for more thrust on feeding systems. While animal breeds for dairy and health aspects have probably been well disseminated to smallholder dairy producers, the importance of feeding and more so regular feeding through out the lactation period have not been well addressed. As a result farmers are keeping too many animals, which are producing much below their genetic potential. At the same time producers are not adequately protected from commercial providers of dairy meal or concentrates, who put sub-standard feeds in the market.


Sanne Chipeta:

Thanks a lot for the contribution pointing out the "missing link" of training and dissemination of knowledge an skills in animal husbandry to farmers. Are there any of the participants, who have good experiences in delivering this type of service to farmers, which assist farmers in better understanding the connection between feeding, feed quality and milk yields?

Cornelis de Haan:

Let me, as partial author of the note also get involved in the discussion. I agree with Aichi Kitalyi, that feeding is important, but, this is a note aimed at decision makers, and as far as I am aware, there are few policy options, which we need to bring to their attention. My experience is that fodder production and silage making is only adopted by smallholder dairy farmers if the return to labour and land of producing fodder or silage for dairy cattle is the same of better than they get from other alternatives (crops) and that concentrates are only used, if the price ratio between concentrate and milk is attractive (being about 1 to 1). The only public sector involvement could be quality control, as mentioned by Aichi, but there are few successful examples of effective control by government institutions. So are there any points we still should raise? 
Sanne Chipeta:

In the Alive E-discussion's third theme, the last contribution is by one of the authors of the Policy Note – Cornelis de Haan. He questions whether there are policy issues involved in the lack of dissemination of feeding systems and quality control dairy concentrates, which was raised by Aichi Kitalyi.

Aichi Kitalyi mentions that services regarding breeding and health care are comparatively well taken care of, whilst feeding is not. I suppose that one could look at breeding and animal health services to be comparatively easier to privatise and make economically viable through the sale of inputs such as medicine and semen than the advice and training required to disseminate technologies and skills of fodder production.

What would be the policies required to enable the development of this kind of services – what are the public and private responsibilities involved?

There is also the question about control of feed quality – this probably also goes for other inputs than feed – what are the public and private responsibilities in this and what policies are required?

Roda Kilonzi:

A policy is needed to compel every smallholder dairy to have at least certain acreage of fodder and pasture.

Public responsibility involved government to enforce the policy while private lobbies government to pass the policy.

On feed quality Kenya bureau of standards to check and control quality. For the public, the government is to act while private are -farmers organisation, Drug companies, NGOs and the government.

The required services include: Extension services, artificial insemination, disease control, and the general livestock husbandry with emphasis to dairy.

Processing and marketing of dairy products from smallholder producer

Introduction

Welcome to the theme: Processing and marketing of dairy products from smallholder producers.

The proposed policy note reviews the situation and issues connected to milk collection, processing and marketing at the end of section 3. In section 4 it provides recommendation for policy particularly on formulation of hygiene and food-safety regulation taking local consumption and preparation habits into account. Box 3 moreover provides an example of how market development through producer cooperatives in the Indian "Operation Flood" provided important opportunities for small-scale producers.

The African experience also holds important lessons concerning successful policies for processing and marketing of dairy products. E. g. Kenya has undergone important and interesting development during many years. During the discussion of this theme we would like you to discuss the opportunities and constraints for marketing of smallholder's dairy products at all levels, macro and well as meso and micro level in order to reach a common understanding on the policies needed to balance issues of increasing the market and domestic consumption at the same time as safeguarding both public health and smallholder livelihoods.

In order to get closer to a common understanding of the issues, we ask you to discuss the theme in four phases: During this first week of the discussion we ask you to concentrate on describing the current situation of processing and marketing (formal and informal marketing). What are the currently most important market constraints and constraints for processing enterprises? 

The coming weeks, we will go deeper in the discussion with looking at the interesting scenarios for development and options for investment, successful cases and areas of development, the important ingredients to the success and end up with discussing your views on the policy implications and recommendations. 

We assume that you will get around topics such as 

· Public and private sector responsibility

· Macro level constraints to marketing of African dairy products

· Measures to increase the local consumption?

· Comparative advantages of different dairy agents

· Processing technologies – high technology or marketing of traditional products

· Infrastructure for milk collection

· Capital requirement

· Appropriate enforcement of food safety regulations

You are welcome to take up any of these or new topics under the theme and phase by creating new threads to the discussion.

Joachim Otte:

Local milk production for SSA as a whole still dwarfs imports (not all of the imported milk powder will be reconstituted into liquid milk) and therefore the stress the note puts on import policy (last paragraph page 4) as major macro-level issue seems unwarranted to me. Rather the domestic institutional and policy constraints to dairy development should be highlighted for national policy makers to act upon.

The problem many countries in SSA face is that domestic dairy production has difficulties in keeping pace with growing demand, imports are therefore rising (particularly for processed products) and most countries in SSA have become net importers (yet, self-sufficiency ratios are still quite high in most SSA countries and dairy imports only constitute around 6% of all SSA’s agricultural imports). The demand growth, particularly for higher quality and processed dairy products, is to a large extent occurring in urban centres, while much of SSA’s milk production takes place elsewhere, and this is where a general analysis of the ‘comparative’ advantage of different production systems, including the marketing constraints, and of alternative ways of sourcing dairy products should come in. 

Broadly speaking, in SSA milk is produced in four distinct production systems with varying potential for expansion:

(1) Pastoral / agro-pastoral: Our estimates are that app 30 to 40% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems. Cost of milk production is low, but marketing costs are very high, thus milk production will be mainly for home consumption and local exchange. Per capita increase in milk demand in these regions is low and expansion of milk supply by these extensive systems appears limited. However, pastoralists are among the poorest segment of the population and investing in dairy in arid and the drier semi-arid pastoral areas might be justified under the objective of reducing vulnerability (however other options might be better to achieve this goal).
(2) Smallholder dairy, mainly in temperate zones, based on feeding of grass, crop-residues, cultivated fodder (Napier) and to some extent concentrates. This system has proved very successful in East Africa, currently provides around 50% of SSA’s milk supply, and probably has scope for expansion. Climatic conditions in temperate zones are suitable for ‘improved’ breeds, population and thus demand density is high, and infrastructure is comparatively developed. The policy issue often raised here is how to make this system efficient enough to withstand / protect it from competition from low-cost imports. However, ‘protection’ is currently offered by the large and fragmented informal markets (handling around 90% of milk in SSA) supplied by these smallholders, which respond to the particularities of local demand (preferences) for fresh milk and traditional processed products. The main threat to this system probably arises from national endeavours to ‘formalize’ the markets served by these smallholders.
(3) Commercial peri-urban dairy operations, irrespective of climatic conditions, based at least partly on ‘concentrate’ rations. Less than 10% of SSA’s milk is produced in these systems, in which cost of production may actually not be that low (promotion of this system may also be questioned on environmental grounds). These peri-urban systems benefit from low transaction costs, both for inputs as well as for outputs, but are the ones most subject to competitive pressures from global markets.
(4) Dairy ranching, which supplies less than 5% of SSAs milk, and which has limited direct poverty-reduction potential.

Compounding the above ‘complications’ is the fact that the tropical climate prevailing in much of SSA leads to strong seasonality in production, while consumers and processors require a more constant flow of supplies. Thus, to be efficient and competitive, dairy processors will need to be able to import milk powder to overcome supply troughs, and / or, if this option does not exist, at flush times processors will have to refuse ‘excess’ production (unless it can be preserved as milk powder or UHT, but again alternatives may be cheaper). Policy makers therefore should recognize the strategic potential offered by ‘low cost’ milk powder (even dumped milk is not sold below world market price) available on the world market both from the viewpoint of processing efficiency, and for providing access by lower income urban households to lower priced milk.

In summary, we would suggest that the forum should try to develop a (more) strategic vision of dairy sector development in SSA in addition to addressing ‘tactical’ considerations concerning individual actors.

 

Jørgen Henriksen

Comment to Joachim Otte's input. 
You are very right in saying that the demand growth is to a large extent occurring in urban centres, while much of SSA's milk production takes place elsewhere. And that is exactly one of the challenges and one of the best opportunities for rural economic growth through dairy development. The driving forces for growth in the agricultural sector are the urban markets. 
The market is there and it is growing and unless we want the poor rural farmer to continue just to produce to themselves and neighbours and continue to be poor it is necessary to improve production, quality, transport, processing and marketing for the farming community to be able to deliver dairy products to the cities, where there is potential for milk production, of course. 
For the time, being it might be true that milk produced in New Zealand and transported 8,000 km's to Dar Es Salaam might be cheaper than milk produced and transported 800 km's from Iringa - but shouldn't it be looked into why it is like that, or should the policy maker be happy for the import and not look into possibilities for making the local production competitive? For the benefit of national economy? Don't you think there is a huge room for improvement in the efficiency with which milk is produced and marketed in SSA?

Furthermore, you are mentioning the complication that the tropical climate leads to strong seasonality in milk production. That is true in many places, but is it necessary and unchangeable?? I think the seasonality in Europe in the old days were as significant with 3-5 months of winter with no natural fodder production at all. The farmers overcame the winter problem - why shouldn't the farmers in SSA find a way to overcome the dry period to some extent?? 

It is important that policy makers are not constraining themselves with the present facts and restrict themselves to look into dairy as a sector only supplying dairy products to consumers - a dairy sector in growth will create employment and infra structure development of great importance for rural development and business far beyond the dairy sector - again if there is a potential for dairy. Do not forget that World market prices are what they are also because of surplus production that is exported with huge subsidies from EU and others. 
Joyce Turk:

With regard to the Policy Note, I didn't find mention of market information systems and how these can be useful in determining and guiding the production strategies. Dairying should be viewed as a business and production should be market oriented. At all times the dairy industries should be competitive, built on core strengths and be aware of and in line with the global trends.

The Note contained less or limited discussion on ICT and other technologies to achieve faster progress and best management practices, e.g., record keeping, use of records for dynamic management, and market intelligence. Developmental archives seem to be non-existent yet these would make a significant step towards avoiding duplicating mistakes already made by developed countries and partner development projects. The archives are also crucial in developing and implementing sustainable strategies on a case-by-case basis to enhance progress.

Discussion on markets needs to include data on consumption patterns, milk intolerance, share revenue expenditure and elasticity among the developing SSA countries. This could draw more on stratification of classes and the influence of a middle class population in determining demand-supply gaps. In addition, the role of milk marketing "hubs" in providing credit mechanisms and controlling quality of inputs must also be considered. 
Most importantly, there needs to be a clear discussion or emphasis on the use of a value chain approach to assure efficiencies at each level of production, bulking/chilling, processing, and distribution. Discouragement of opportunistic middlemen and the building of support services by the private sector would ensure the use of quality affordable inputs. Ultimately this has a significant bearing on competitiveness.

I believe the quality-versus-quantity mentality among smallholder dairy systems should be discussed more. Value addition, vertical integration and economies of scale receive less attention yet these have the potential to create a significant pull effect and more income to the system. 

The role of producer and breed associations to establish effective grass-root lobby groups should be discussed as the lack of these is a major constraint in developing and guiding policy.

Krishna Kaphle:

In my opinion, consumer awareness for dairy products should target and mix health-economy together. We should understand that we have to compete with limited buying ability of consumers and their unnecessary attraction and investment in less worthy things. How do you convince a nursing mother that the benefit of a glass of milk for her child far exceeds the benefits of drinking a can of coke or a pack of cigarettes? In this aspect, things can only be achieved if we can divert attention of consumers from the tempting world of media endorsement and join hand with health and other development agency to create a base for niche market.

Eric Fermet-Quinet

Posted the document: Dairy collection and processing in East Africa: A wager in favour of farmers and dairy processors is found in Annex 4.

Annex 4 Document attached to the discussion forum

Dairy collection and processing in East Africa:

A wager in favour of farmers and dairy processors
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Development aid: A different approach
Combining regional policy integration, technology transfer, civil society and the private sector


The difficulties of dairy and poultry farming in East Africa prompted the Inter African Bureau of Animal Resources (IBAR) to request the support of the French Government, through its French Cooperation, with a regional program managed by the Intergovernmental Authority for Development (IGAD). IGAD is a political organization for regional integration comprising the member countries of Djibouti, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Kenya, Sudan and Uganda. Endowed with a limited budget of 600,000 Euros over a period of four years, the program aimed to identify measures that could be addressed at the regional level and to respond to major problems.
Within the programme’s component « support to the dairy sector », an agreement was reached between IBAR and a French company, Bioserae, on the promotion of milk conservation systems through the activation of lacto-peroxydase and on the manufacture of cheeses of various origins (including camel milk cheese).
A second agreement allowed the South African company, Milk-Pro, to develop demonstration units for pasteurising and packaging small quantities of milk. These agreements aim to stimulate short range dairy production systems for direct or semi-direct sales in smaller towns and rural African markets.

Central to this wager is the conviction, supported by history, that the key to the worldwide development of dairy production systems lies in the control of milk collection and processing by the farmers or pastoralists themselves, individually at first and then in association.

Within this structure, the dairy collectors (salesmen, collectors, individual dairy processors etc) are equally important. 

Lastly, transparency, traceability and consumer information on new technologies are vital to the recapture of local markets in the 21st century.
A common observation within the East African region:

After 18 months of studies carried out by private local consultants, three common elements have been noted:

· In Kenya, Uganda or in Tanzania relatively structured productions exist and supply to the big cities. The types of farms are varied, but the volume of the all over demand for milk allows for a “classic” structure in the end. These productions are, however, concentrated geographically and demand medium term and costly inter professional structuring, which could only be build at local or national levels. On a regional level, only legislative and fiscal harmonisations would be relevant and efficient.
· In all the countries of the region there are individual pastoral or farm production that have very little structure. They mainly supply to smaller towns or rural markets. 

· The marketing of this produce is in small quantities (from 2 to 20 litres) and either on a direct sales basis or with only one intermediary who often is connected to the producer himself. 

· Markets of this type sell between 100 (Tadjurah in Djibouti) and 10,000 (Gedareff or Wad Madani in Sudan) litres of milk every day.

· The farmers generally have to walk for several hours to deliver their milk and they give preference to direct door to door sales rather than selling at the market. For the bigger markets, such as those in Sudan, milk is collected in aluminium containers by small trucks.

· There is no quality control and the consumer must rely on personal taste to find out if the milk has been diluted with water or if it will curdle when boiled
· Cheese production in the region is limited: it is confined to the bigger urban markets and carried out by a few private enterprises. None of the milk processing traditions is particularly notable except for fresh fermented milk and traditional butter.

In the two latter cases, to develop solutions within IBAR and then to disseminate them at regional level within IGAD could represent a real added value. This is the wager engaged by the French Cooperation.
Relevant technical solutions for small farmers….mired by the «project » style approach.

A number of relevant techniques have been proposed, notably by FAO, to address these problems. 

· The promotion of small pasteurisation and packaging equipment has been developed (the Milk Pro* system for 200 to 1 000 litres per day).
· The milk conservation system through activation of lacto-peroxydase (natural milk enzyme, activation of which prolongs the natural conservation of milk at room temperature for several hours) has been validated by the Codex Alimentarius. The activation agents are now produced by several European companies, one of which is Biosérae, but their use is still limited.

· Lastly, cheeses can be made with different products but only Biosérae make the fermentation agent which makes the manufacture of cheese from camel milk possible (Camifloc*).

Despite many projects and demonstrations, the fact remains that the development of these products and equipment remains limited and almost non-existent in East Africa. In West Africa, the situation is, by all accounts, quite similar, despite several publications, projects and workshops on the subject with different variables (mini-dairies, cooperatives,…) that have been financed by the French Cooperation.

This relative failure can be explained by a number of reasons irrespective of the different donors and development agencies. The main reason, however, appears to be the systematic « project » style approach, which favours the involvement of public administrations, development agencies, NGOs, scientists,… to the detriment of a structural policy approach favouring the private commercial sector and the farmers themselves, not as mere actors nor subjects of development research, but as the real operators of economic development and critical users of technical innovations. 
It is a fact that the suppliers of the equipment (Milk-Pro) and the agents (lacto-peroxydase, cheese fermenting agents) are private companies but they are connected to a network of experiments and projects financed by public development aid funds, which hardly encourages them to invest in the market. In their favour it has to be said that the investment is risky, long-term and of uncertain profitability.

In an effort to be fair, FAO refuses, understandably, to promote commercial products directly (like Milk-Pro or Camifloc). Likewise, for food security reasons, the technical committee for the use of the activating agent for lacto-peroxydase made two recommendations that actually slow down its development : firstly, the agent can only be used by trained personnel working in the collection centres and secondly, milk that has been treated in this way cannot be exported.
In order to make these new techniques accessible to the general public, the « project » style approach has been the obvious choice, and only one system is envisaged overall: the farmers bring their milk to a collection centre where it is treated through the activation of lacto-peroxydase and it is then taken to a dairy to be pasteurised or made into cheese.

In fact, this « project » style approach applies an economic structure designed for the commercial markets of big cities to the markets of smaller towns and rural areas.

In reality, if such a structure were viable it would develop more or less spontaneously with private operators. The amount of milk collected would generally be sufficient to justify a cold chain (even including the cost of the use of a generator). Uganda, which was able to protect its local production against the dumping of imports, is a role model in this field with over 150 private collection, cold storage and distribution centres for local milk.

However, in other cases, those likely targeted by the development agencies, this structure is not viable. In smaller towns or rural markets there is no primary collection centre and sales are made directly from the producer or the collector to the consumer. 

In economic and financial terms, the « project » style approach applies a structure that is unsuitable making it necessary to finance investment costs as well as operation costs and making profitability impossible. The approach is doomed to fail, or stagnate, depleting both financial capital and confidence.
In sociological terms, the « project » style approach ignores the main actors in farmer and pastoralist dairy production who are the farmers and the dairy processors themselves.

The farmers are thus sidelined under the pretext of incompetence: they are not allowed to handle the activating agent for lacto-peroxydase and cheese production by farmers is only considered as a last resort (In the end, Camifloc has been used by Tuareg pastoralists in their camps after other projects sought to have it used by NGOs or dairies).

The dairy processor is sidelined from the marketing of the product: there are no plans for dairy processors to carry out their own quality control on products and development nor for them to invest in dairy processing and collection equipment. Milk collection and processing usually takes place within project structures that do not involve existing milk distributors beyond the role of potential dealer. 

However, the development of dairy production throughout the world has been achieved, except for situations with extremely high subsidies (Israel, Gulf States, state or colonial expropriation), from a starting point of individual family production which has developed into collective organisation, linked with a network of individual dairy processors (dairies, cheese makers,…)
Getting the farmer and dairy processor back in the centre of production development
Direct sales, but not by choice…

Because they have no control over the techniques for the conservation and processing of cheese, the farmers try everything possible to keep the added value of their product up through individual direct sales. This acts as a brake to the structuring and development of the industry on technical, economic and sociological levels.  

In the « project » style approach, the added value, and the new techniques that make it possible, are developed and harnessed in an attempt to finance the unprofitable « collection and processing structure », which is a simple and direct consequence of the earlier « project structure ». The farmer does not really benefit from the added value created by the new technology. Thus, the consumables (lactoperoxydase and fermenting agents) are manufactured by the suppliers in minimal unit doses of 50 litres of milk, which represents the capacity of the primary collection container destined for the dairy.
However, in the farmers' and pastoralists’ short range production, the longest time span is managed by the farmer or the dairy collectors : it corresponds either to the amount of time needed for transport from the place of milking to the place of sale, or the waiting time on the local market or at the milking place.
The quantities in question amount to a few litres. The time for transport varies between one to three hours and the waiting time ranges between one and twelve hours (curdled). Similarly, the quantities available at the place of milking to be processed into cheese amount to just a few litres.

Regain the added value through the collection and processing by the farmers and individual processors….

It seemed essential, therefore, that the packaging of these consumables should be reduced. Negotiations took place between Bioserae and the African Union (AU) IBAR to formulate the smallest possible unit doses. An initial study on a dosage bottle turned out to be profitable but useless in practice due to the significant risk for over-dosage or poisoning through direct absorption by small children. 
Agreement was reached on sachet doses for 5 litres of milk which guaranteed product stability and security. The unit price for one sachet is approximately 0.15 Euros based on a minimum production of 50,000 units.

As a consequence, the packaging of the relevant products, Actenine BS* (activation agent for lactoperoxydase) and Camifloc* (cheese fermenting agent active in camel and other milk), has been revised. It is now in three languages (French, Arabic and English) and contains a simple illustrated instruction leaflet (see photographs).

These consumables should soon be available to all East African farmers through a controlled commercial network with the consent of the veterinary services, during a test period with the aim of analysing farmers' use of the product and the consequent changes in milk distribution.

Camifloc* will initially be distributed by public or private operators who are able to carry out demonstrations. Radio stations will broadcast an advertising campaign. The wager is that the farmers or consumers themselves will develop methods for the manufacture of individual cheeses according to their own criteria with pure or mixed milk, salted or not, flavoured or not, fresh or dried. The empirical use of Camifloc* by farmers for young camels suffering from diarrhoea will also be noted and analysed. 
Actenine BS* will only be distributed to the farmers by dairy processors or dairies approved by the relevant authority. As a rule, the sachets will be handed out on a daily basis according to the amount of milk brought in. This daily handover to the farmer (when returning the container) will ensure that the farmer does not use larger or repeated doses of the activation agent.

Promoting equipment suited to the dairy processor, control methods and consumer information
In this test phase, the program implemented by IBAR will also undertake training of dairy processors for quality control of collected milk using very simple tests and equipment, training of trainers on milking hygiene as well as the demonstration of processing equipment such as Milk-Pro and others. The Milk-Pro system will have the advantage of the availability of a number of demonstration units and of development support through its network of representatives and market analysis, all provided by private local companies or consultants. 

Finally, we should note that the consumer should no longer be excluded. Indeed, having “spontaneously” prohibited the export of milk treated by activation of lacto-peroxydase, the “project logic” has made it impossible to develop as an alternative, a policy of traceability and transparent certification that takes into account the consumer associations and rights, still largely undeveloped.
We should recall that the international definition of “milk” does not allow the addition of any foreign substance. But the “law of silence” on local collection “with activation agent” for the local consumer arouses a legitimate suspicion. As a consequence, certain countries (Kenya and Uganda) are trying to prohibit the use of lacto-peroxydase activation agents out of fear of damaging their export market. The only transparent solution is, therefore, to impose consumer information: Mention of the fact that the milk has been treated by activation of lacto-peroxydase at collection should be made mandatory at the point of sale. It would then fall to the local consumer, or to the foreign importer, to decide from a fully informed position whether to buy milk that has been collected in this way or not.

The French Cooperation will work within the technical committee on the use of lacto-peroxydase on the areas of packaging adapted to use by milk producers and on consumer information. The wager made by the French Cooperation is, therefore, to directly apply the technical innovations within the reality of the market, the farmers, the consumers and the politicians involved. An initial report on this wager should be completed in 2005 after the first year. This period should be sufficient to see how these technologies are being used outside of the artificially protected field of a “project structure”, and to reach conclusions, whatever they may be.
If the results are considered encouraging an extension campaign should be maintained for between three and five years. Let’s wager that if that is the case, the French Cooperation, FAO, companies involved and AU IBAR will be able to work out agreements to ensure its continuation. 

Annex 5 Evaluation of the Alive discussion

1. 
Did you find enough interesting discussion topics in the policy note?

2. 
Do you think that a net based conference forum is a suitable medium for this kind of discussion?

3. 
Did you contribute to the discussion?

     
3.a. 
How did you experience the technical process of writing and uploading your contributions?


     
3.b. Did you get the response that you had expected?


     
4. 
If you did not contribute to the forum, were there any specific reasons?

     
5. 
Did the four themes seem relevant to you? 

     
6. 
Do you think that it was a good idea to introduce different phases in the discussion?

     
7. 
In your opinion, was the follow-up and facilitation of the discussion satisfactory?

     
8. 
In your opinion, was the technical support of the discussion satisfactory?
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