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Scientific report

Progress on DARCA in the period covered by this report has been excellent.  Work is satisfactory on all work packages.  The major outstanding administrative/scientific problem is the removal of the Institute of Geography (University of Copenhagen) from the project and the reassignment of their responsibilities and funding.  It is hoped that this exercise will shortly be completed and work can begin on their assignment; this work should have begun over eighteen months ago.  To the best of our knowledge, DARCA has now met all the EC administrative requirements for finalizing this rearrangement.  

The project has, however, a problem that transcends administrative questions.  In March of 2002, Jim Ellis, an internationally renowned systems ecologist, DARCA participant, and friend was killed in an avalanche in Colorado.  Jim had a creative intelligence that cannot be replicated or replaced, and the scientific community, his friends and this project have lost something permanent.  The administrative questions posed by Jim’s death will be discussed by the Coordinator with the appropriate EC authorities. 

Work Package 1: Remote Sensed Vegetation Assessments

· Letters have been forwarded to the EC from all project participants regarding the exit from DARCA of the University of Copenhagen and the assumption of its responsibilities by Macaulay Institute.  The Central Asian partners were reluctant to write these letters until they had discussed them with the project Coordinator, which caused some delay.  It is hoped that the EC will now approve this rearrangement without further delay.  In the meantime, no work can be done on the processing of AVHRR GAC and LAC remote sensed data, and this work is now well behind schedule.

· Considerable progress had been made in acquiring TM imagery for Kazakstan.  Three options were investigated: MSS (Multispectral Scanner, 4 bands at a resolution of 57 meters squared), TM (Thematic Mapper, 7 bands at a resolution of 28.5 meters squared) and ETM (Enhanced Thematic Mapper, 7 bands at 28.5 meters squared resolution and 1 band at 14.25 meters squared resolution). 

· A MSS image 1977 for one of our study sites in Almaty Oblast was acquired. .  However, field-based vegetation classifications bore little resemblance to the vegetation classes identified in this image, and it was decided that MSS was not worth pursuing, given the lower resolution and fewer channels it provided.  

· ETM images were acquired for the following field sites: Aidarly (1999), Ulgule/Shien (one image 1999), and Bekpak Dalla/Moinkum (one image 2001).  These correlated well with ground-based vegetation assessments of both the existing plant communities and estimates of the extent of degradation.  Maps prepared by the Laboratory of Geobotany, Institute of Botany, illustrate this work and are appended to this report as Annex 1.1.  While this is clearly a work in progress, the maps document the suitability of TM and ETM data for assessing both the composition of vegetation communities and degradation/rehabilitation trends.

· It was concluded that TM and ETM were both suitable and almost identical for our purposes; ETM started in 1999 for Kazakstan but TM should be available back into the late 1970s, making historical comparisons possible.  Thus far, however, we have been unable to find historical TM imagery for our study sites.  Efforts are ongoing to find this material. 

Work Package 2: Ground-based vegetation assessments 

Summary of work by the Institute of Pasture and Fodder on DARCA study sites in Almaty Oblast:

DARCA study sites in Almaty Oblast represent the Alatau-Balkhash pasture complex, stretching from north (winter pastures in sandy desert) to south (high mountain summer pastures) over 250-300km. Because of changes in elevation along this transect, this pasture complex covers 4 natural climatic zones (mountain, steppe, semi-desert and desert). The steppe zone can be further divided into steppe and dry steppe sub-zones and the desert can be sub-divided into flatland/plain desert and sand desert. Each of these zones and sub-zones is characterized by different types of soil, vegetation, irrigation systems and types of livestock husbandry. Each of above-mentioned zones is represented separately by its vegetation type that defines an optimal use period for livestock in certain times of the year.

The aggregate of pasture in each zone is a unique vegetative resource that can be used with maximal efficiency by mobile livestock husbandry (migratory stock breeding). Fragmentation of the use of the large-scale system of pasture complexes causes negative and ecologically dangerous processes of pasture degradation.  This is why the entire pasture complex is the object of pasture utilization and studies must examine it as a whole indissoluble unit.

DARCA study sites were chosen with these factors in mind:

· First, study sites are located in the three main pasture zones: mountain, semi-desert and desert. The steppe zone is a crop producing mountain belt where up to 60-70% of the territory is cultivated land; mainly grain, forage grain, industrial and fodder crops are grown. This is a narrow transit zone between summer (mountain) pastures and spring-autumn (semi-desert) pastures in mobile livestock breeding systems of the region. 

· Secondly, the selected sites were previously large sheep breeding farms before the perestroika period containing from 25000 to 42000 sheep.  Nowadays these sites are given over to different kinds of private agricultural organizations  - from peasant households to quite large productive cooperatives. Different possibilities and approaches to pasture use come from these differences in ownership and tenure.

· Thirdly, the market is the main link between production and the wealth of livestock breeders. The study sites provide different economic opportunities. Market conditions are more favorable for Ulguly and Shien rather than Aidarly. The study results will provide an objective picture of the market impact on a scheme of pasture utilization and welfare of producers.

· Fourthly, field studies on biological issues must be undertaken in areas where data on weather conditions is available.  In this respect, there are at least one or two functioning weather stations associated with each of the three study sites.

Financial support by the project has given us the means to implement the necessary field work.  A four-wheel drive vehicle was purchased that allows us to visit the study sites at any time a year despite poor weather conditions. Practical and high quality field equipment also allows us to camp on site and to stay there for a sufficient period of time. Field trips are made four times per year (spring, summer, autumn and winter) to Moinkum (Jambul Oblast) and to the transect in Shien-Aidarly (Almaty Oblast). In addition, the team of WP2 made a trip to Aidarly village to shoot a film, which is connected with the project (see the report on Work Package 7). Planned tasks for Wp2 in each trip were fulfilled. 

Estimates of the quality of the forage from different pastures requires laboratory analysis of the nutritive value of the fodder samples.  These analyses are carried out at the Kazakh Research Institute of Pasture and Fodder, with funds provided by the project.   We have also used project funds to purchase two computers, a video camera and video equipment, and Institute scientists have been trained in participatory video and plan to make their own file, which will give us an opportunity to communicate with livestock owners.  Institute staff are also using new field techniques to assess vegetation change.  We have also arranged to purchase a chemical dish for doing laboratory analysis in the first half of the year 2002.

Alongside with the work of WP2 we want to carry out a number of supplementary studies:

· First, current techniques for measuring the stage of degradation and the level of regeneration of pastures around localities will provide objective picture of what is happening in these places. The response of livestock owners to localized declines in pasture quality is to move to new pastures with regenerated vegetation and water points. According to the advice of Dr J. Ellis, it would be useful to document the changes (or no changes), which are taking place in sites that are not now heavily used.  Starting from spring 2002 we will therefore be recording and studying vegetation dynamics on new monitoring sites: for local people of Aidarly village- Sartaukum sand (winter pasture), Tospa (summer pasture); for Ulguly coop- Bassu/Jartas (summer pasture); for Shien villagers- Alatau mountains (summer pastures). Intercept and square method will be applied for studying the sites. Productivity and fodder value, nutrition will be measured and studied 4 times a year.

· Second, for in-depth research it is appropriate to study the degradation and regeneration process not only by analyzing vegetation changes but also changes in the condition of the soils. 

· Third, w-e are planning to have made 11-15 field trips before the end of the project, trips to both transects (spring-summer-autumn-winter 2002) and (spring-summer-autumn 2003) and if required additional field trips will be made. 

Work Package 3: Flock Performance

Turkmenistan

Dr. Iain Wright and Grant Davidson visited from 11-24 March 2002 to check on the progress achieved in WP3 since the previous visit in August 2001. Grant Davidson visited the two field sites in Gok Tepe and also Ravnina village and associated well sites.

· Household selection  - the final selection of households in Ravnina have been completed in conjunction with Dr. Ogultach Soyunova WP4.  Two households in Ravnina had to be replaced because they no longer kept livestock.

· Data collection - During October 2001 the first round of the questionnaire had been completed in Ravnina and Gok Tepe. The animals for weighing and measurement of fatness had been selected in Ravnina, but only seven of the twenty households in Gok Tepe had agreed to have their animals monitored.  The other shepherds had objected to having their stock ear-tagged. Attempts to resolve this problem, in conjunction with partners at the Institute of Animal Husbandry and Veterinary Development (IAHVD), are still ongoing.

· Data collation and transfer – To facilitate an improvement in data transfer to MLURI, WP3 funded Dr. Ak Mohammed Budanov to receive training in Microsoft Excel to enable him to undertake this task. 
· Vehicles – It became clear that some of the key staff at IAHVD did not have ready access to the DARCA project vehicle in order to conduct their field work.  This was resolved following meetings with Dr. Berdi Sopiev Director IAHVD 
· Analyses of fodder samples – Samples of collected fodder would be analysed at IAHVD.  A list of required equipment and associated costs would be prepared before analysis began.
· Reporting – Dr. Ak Mohammet Budanov will produce a short report indicating the work done and any problems encountered immediately following each field trip.

· Meetings – Meetings took place with Dr. Berdi Sopiev, Director IAHVD;  Prof. Babaev, Director National Institute of Deserts, Flora and Fauna; Michael Wilson TACIS.

Kazakstan
Work Package 4: Economic Monitoring of Pastoral Enterprises

Work Package 4 is progressing well on all fronts, as documented in the two substantial reports attached here as annexes.  The University of Leuven has completed analysis of the first round of survey data from Kazakstan, and the results are encouraging, with a high number of statistically significant correlations despite the small sample size and the geographical dispersal of the sampled households (Annex 4.7).  These results suggest that the economics survey questionnaire was well designed and has been carefully implemented.  Data from the early survey rounds in Turkmenistan has also been handed over to the University of Leuven for analysis.  

With the core survey running smoothly, it was decided to add new households, a new community, and new questions to the economic survey in Kazakstan.  Details and the reasoning behind these additions is provided in Carol Kerven’s annex to this report (Annex 4.8).  Having set up the field survey on the household economics of livestock enterprises, Dr. Kerven is now turning to research on livestock and livestock product marketing in the study areas, as reported in Annex 4.8. 

Work Package 5: Land Tenure and Land Use Studies

Up-to-date statistical data on livestock populations at national, provincial (Oblast), district (Raion) and village/farm level has now been obtained to all study sites in Kazakstan.  For Kazakstan we have also obtained land tenure/land use maps for all the old state farms covered in the study.  In Turkmenistan, complete statistical data and maps have also been obtained for the Ravnina study site (though not for the district and province in which Ravnina is located), and we have incomplete data for the Gok Tepe site.  Plans have been made with the Institute of Deserts in Turkmenistan to obtain all outstanding data of this nature.

The livestock movement survey to be undertaken by Work Package 5 is scheduled for this year.  Field work has been initiated at all four study sites in both countries, and is scheduled for completion by the end of 2002. Over a period of seven weeks in March-May 2002, Dr. Behnke visited all study sites in Turkmenistan and Kazakstan.  Dr. Behnke will travel to Kazakstan in August to continue work on the movement survey, moving on to Turkmenistan in October/November of 2002.  Annex 5.1 analyzes the data obtained on the Ravnina field site in 2001.  New material was collected in March-April of 2002 and will in the future be incorporated into a revised version of this progress report..   

Work Package 6: Integration and Modelling of Project Results

Further work on modelling awaits the availability of field data.  This data is being obtained and processed but is not yet sufficient or suitably analyzed for modelling purposes.  

Work Package 7: Dissemination and Capacity Building

A participatory video consisting of five short films has been completed in Kazakstan; filming is currently underway in Turkmenistan.  Dissemination of information about the project through the video has been outstanding in Kazakstan.  The video has been shown to and presented (for re-use) to provincial and district administrative authorities.  The video has been shown to a wide range of donor agencies with offices in Almaty and aired over both of the Kazak national television channels.  A detailed discussion of the video work is contained in Annex 7.1 of this report.

The uniformly positive reaction to the video has convinced the DARCA scientists in Kazakstan of its value as an tool for disseminating information about their work.  Following training through DARCA, they have independently embarked on making a video about their own research program.

Management Report

Organization of the Collaboration

The project is working smoothly.  On his recent trip to Central Asia, the DARCA Coordinator and the Director of the Institute of Animal Husbandry (Ashgabat) discussed past problems that had interfered with project activities and undermined collaboration between the Institute and DARCA.  The Director recognized these problems and stated that they would not recur.      

Meetings

In October 2001 a team meeting was convened in Aberdeen, UK, to promote the tighter integration of DARCA activities.  Minutes summarizing the results of this meeting are reproduced below: 

Work Package 1 – Remote Sensed Vegetation Assessments – Summary of discussions at Coordination Meeting in October 2001

Discussions between Jim Ellis and Sayat Temirbekov concerned how to complete the  TM analysis of the Aidarly image, with the intention of finding an earlier (1987?) image to compare.  Finding the earlier image has proved difficult thus far, and further discussions by email took place after the workshop, but were inconclusive.

The general idea is that Jim Ellis will do the NDVI analysis, giving us a long 

term picture and Sayat Temirbekov will do the T-M high resolution analysis for at 

least one site in Djambul (Aidarly looks good) and one in Moynkum.

Sayat Temirbekov demonstrated good progress (at the workshop) on his analysis of the Aidarly image, coupled with some very useful ground vegetation work to validate his image analysis.  It looked quite promising but was definitely a work in progress at that point.  The hope is that Sayat can tell which vegetation communities appeared to be degraded 3 or 4 years following the crash of the livestock system, and then what sort of state of degradation the area may have been in before the crash, by analysing a matching image from the late 1980's.

This work is experimental – and attempt to combine vegetation analyses in the Soviet tradition with remote sensed data, and there is no recipe to follow.

The following points were agreed:

· Complete the analysis of the current Aidarly TM image, relating the classification to ground vegetation.

· Assess vegetation condition (degradation) of communities or classes in the image.

· Obtain an earlier image of the same area, one derived from the period before dissolution of the collective farms.

· Conduct a comparable analysis to determine how things have changed in the years between the images (change analysis).

· Select a promising site for the Moynkum area, with the assistance of NDVI analysis, and repeat the steps of the TM analysis as conducted for the Aidarly site.

Work Package 3 – Summary of discussions at Coordination Meeting in October 2001

Nurlan Malmakov had developed a draft spreadsheet for recording the data from the WP3 questionnaire and for recording the individual animal measurements.  Grant Davidson and Nurlan Malmakov discussed this to ensure standardization between households.

Joint discussions were held with researchers working on WP4 on data checking and earning procedures.

Discussions were held between Iain Wright (WP3) and Gus Ginsberger (WP2) about the feasibility of trying to asses the quantity and quality of the diet selected by animals when grazing different vegetation communities.  It was concluded that this was beyond the scope of the present project and could not be undertaken with the currently available resources.  However, it was agreed that by monitoring the performance of flocks and relating animal performance to grazing location and management, it may be possible to generate hypotheses about the mechanisms that result in differences in flock productivity.  The testing of those hypotheses could form part of a future project.

IA Wright and N Malmakov

 Work Package 4: Economic analysis, Summary of discussions at Coordination Meeting in October 2001

Present: Jabbar Abdul, Carol Kerven, Erik Mathijs, Aidos Smailov, Ogultach Soyunova

Status

· Carol explains the method for sampling households and the questionnaires (refer to her reports).

· Kazachstan: Round 1 has been carried out (40 households), data has been entered by Aidos using the coding sheets.

· Turkmenistan: Round 1 has been carried out (40 households), data has not been entered yet. A coding sheet needs to be prepared.

Action points

· Coding sheets will be sent to Erik who will compile the dataset.

· All completed questionnaires should be photocopied and sent to Erik Mathijs in Belgium. [This decision has been abolished after the workshop due to practical reasons.]

· A data entry program will be prepared in Access by Erik Mathijs to be ready for Round 2. [Due to delays, it was decided to postpone this to a later round, i.e., coding sheets prepared by Carol will also be used for Round 2.]

· Erik will suggest poster and/or papers as opportunities arise.

· At KULeuven Ms. Leen Franchois will take care of practical matters and data analysis 

List of e-mails

Leen.Franchois@agr.kuleuven.ac.be
Erik.Mathijs@agr.kuleuven.ac.be
kerven_behnke@compuserve.com
abdjabb@hotmail.com
ogultach@hotmail.com
aidos@smailov.ricc.kz

Problems

We urgently need to finalize the ressignment of the funds and responsibilities of the University of Copenhagen, following their departure from the project.  This will permit us to begin work on activities that should have been initiated 18 months ago.

Annex 4.7

DARCA Round 1 Kazachstan: analysis of economic survey data

Introduction 

We only used 39 of the 40 households, number 461 was not co-operative.  We divided the 39 households 2 times in 3 groups: by feeding strategy (figure 1) and by herd size (figure 2). We also divided the households by the location (village) in 5 groups (figure 3).  
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Figure 1: Number of households in function of the average kg feed/animal
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Figure 2: Number of households in function of the average herd size
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Figure 3: Number of households in function of the village

 Number of animals (sheep and goats)

In table 1a the average number of sheep and goats kept by the 39 households is given.  In tables 1b, 1c and 1d the average numbers of total and private animals for each group are given. The total number of animals is the sum of the number of private animals, the number of animals belonging to relatives or a co-operative and the number of animals belonging to other persons (hired in).

Table 1a: Average number of animals

Total number of animals
177 ( 332

Total number of private animals
123 ( 235

19 % of the animals are goats,  81 % are sheep, 72 % of the animals managed by the households are private, 14 % of the animals belong to brothers or father, 6 % belong to a co-operative and 8 % of the animals managed by the households are hired in.

Table 1b: Number of animals by feeding strategy


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Total number of animals
418 ( 470
44 ( 22
41 ( 56

Total number of private animals
291 ( 353
41 ( 25
39 ( 55

The total number of animals (table 1b), by feeding strategy, in group 1 is significantly higher than in groups 2 and 3 and in group 2 significantly higher than in group 3, the number of private animals is significantly higher in group 1 than in group 3.

Table 1c: Number of animals by herd size


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Total number of animals
17 ( 8
48 ( 14
507 ( 335

Total number of private animals
15 ( 9
46 ( 15
335 ( 345

The total number of all animals and of the private animals, by the herd size in group 1 is significantly higher than in group 2 and 3 and in group 2 significantly higher than in group 3 (table 1c).

Table 1d: Number of animals by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Total number of animals
104 ( 186
120 ( 187
220 ( 351
78 ( 74
556 ( 714

Total number of private animals
58 ( 69
64 ( 70
216 ( 353
52 ( 61
376 ( 466

There are no significant differences between the villages (table 1d).

Capital equipment and land used 

In table 2a the average hectares of hayland and the average numbers of bought equipment is given, in tables 2b, 2c and 2d the average values per group.  Pieces of bought equipment is the sum of tractors, combine harvesters, hay balers, planters, motor pumps, wagons, yurts and other equipment, bought and used since December 2000. 

Table 2a: Capital equipment and hectares hayland: average values

ha Hayland
3.6 ( 9.2

ha Hayland/animal
0.083 ( 0.192

Pieces of bought equipment
3.4 ( 4.5

Pieces of bought equipment/animal
0.045 ( 0.048

Table 2b: Capital equipment and hectares hayland by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

ha Hayland
4.2 ( 14.1
1.7 ( 2.3
3.8 ( 4.8

ha Hayland/animal
0.008 ( 0.015
0.052 ( 0.058
0.165 ( 0.280

Pieces of bought equipment
5.8 ( 6.2
3.4 ( 3.1
2.5 ( 4.3

Pieces of bought equipment/animal
0.011 ( 0.008
0.055 ( 0.049
0.070 ( 0.052

The relative number of bought equipment (equipment/animal), by the feeding strategy, in group 1 is significant lower than in groups 2 and 3 (table 2b).

Table 2c: Capital equipment and hectares hayland by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

ha Hayland
1.8 ( 1.9
1.7 ( 2.5
7.7 ( 15.9

ha Hayland/animal
0.167 ( 0.290
0.036 ( 0.052
0.023 ( 0.037

Pieces of bought equipment
1.1 ( 0.8
2.7 ( 3.4
7.1 ( 6.0

Pieces of bought equipment/animal
0.062 ( 0.054
0.050 ( 0.053
0.019 ( 0.016

The number of bought equipment (table 2c), by the herd size, in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2.

Table 2d: Capital equipment and hectares hayland by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

ha Hayland
4.7 ( 5.4
1.3 ( 2.4
0.3 ( 0.8
1.9 ( 2.1
11.6 ( 24.3

ha Hayland/animal
0.119 ( 0.092
0.155 ( 0.410
0.0167 ( 0.049
0.044 ( 0.046
0.035 ( 0.059

Pieces of bought equipment
2.8 ( 3.8
0.8 ( 0.7
3.2 ( 3.4
3.1 ( 1.9
9.8 ( 8.4

Pieces of bought equipment/animal
0.046 ( 0.034
0.019 ( 0.029
0.027 ( 0.033
0.074 ( 0.070
0.054 ( 0.055

The number of bought equipment in Male Kamkale is significantly higher than in Shien, Ulguli and Sary Uzek, in Sary Uzek it is significantly higher than in Ulguli. The relative number of bought equipment in Sary Uzek is significantly higher than in Ulguli (table 2d).

3   Fodder, hay and supplementary feed

In table 3a1 the absolute average values of bought and own fodder, hay and supplementary feed are given, in tables 3a2 the relative average values and  in tables 3b1, 3b2, 3c1, 3c2, 3d1 and 3d2 the absolute and relative average values per group.  Total feed (kg) is the sum of own fodder (kg), wild hay (kg), purchased amount fodder and hay (kg) and supplementary feed (kg).  The relative values are the absolute values per animal.

Table 3a1: Fodder, hay and supplementary feed: average absolute values

Total feed (kg)
16861 ( 25978

Grown own fodder (kg)
2422 ( 10904

Wild hay harvest (kg)
9667 ( 20321

Purchased amount fodder and hay (kg)
4263 ( 7478

Purchased amount fodder and hay (Tenge)
19479 ( 50467

Supplementary feed (kg)
509 ( 936

Supplementary feed (Tenge)
2176 ( 4005

Table 3a2: Fodder, hay and supplementary feed: average relative values

Total feed (kg)
242 ( 250

Grown own fodder (kg)
11 ( 47

Wild hay harvest (kg)
161 ( 237

Purchased amount fodder and hay (kg)
61 ( 112

Purchased amount fodder and hay (Tenge)
213 ( 294

Supplementary feed (kg)
9 ( 23

Supplementary feed (Tenge)
58 ( 186

57 % of the feed is wild hay, 25 % is purchased fodder, 15 % is own fodder and 3 % is supplementary feed.

Table 3b1: Feed (absolute values) by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Total feed (kg)
49692 ( 91868
11938  ( 11033
12291( 15750

Grown own fodder (kg)
2006 ( 7744
166 ( 500
3928 ( 15486

Wild hay harvest (kg)
14786 ( 32349
3667 ( 3279
8563 ( 9275

Purchased amount fodder and hay (kg)
6746 ( 10109
2438 ( 2974
2756 ( 5628

Purchased amount fodder and hay (Tenge)
39406 ( 77780
7544 ( 8526
7543 ( 11508

Supplementary feed (kg)
786 ( 1239
488 ( 959
229 ( 389

Supplementary feed (Tenge)
2950 ( 5488
1885 ( 2557
1762 ( 3120

There are no significant differences between the absolute values of the 3 groups by feeding strategy (table 3b1).

Table 3b2: Feed (relative values) by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

kg feed/animal
46( 33
157 ( 28
458 ( 260

Grown own fodder/animal (kg)
2 ( 9
8 ( 25
20 ( 70

Wild hay harvest/animal (kg)
21 ( 28
96 ( 67
320 ( 302

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (kg)
25 ( 33
43 ( 44
104 ( 164

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (Tenge)
114 ( 160
141 ( 144
341 ( 395

Supplementary feed/animal (kg)
1 ( 1
10 ( 13
14 ( 35

Supplementary feed/animal (Tenge)
9 ( 11
71 ( 110
102 ( 279

The total amount of feed per animal, by the feeding strategy, in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2 and in group 2 it’s significantly higher than in group 1.  The amount of wild hay per animal is also significantly higher in group 3 than in groups 2 and 1 and higher in group 2 than in group 1 (table 3b2).

Table 3c1: Feed (absolute values) by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Total feed (kg)
9827 ( 111177
10978 ( 14714
42013 ( 67166

Grown own fodder (kg)
123 ( 391
41.7 ( 144
7675 ( 19157

Wild hay harvest (kg)
4733 ( 4909
3583 ( 3848
21917 ( 33819

Purchased amount fodder and hay (kg)
1343 ( 2611
4125 ( 6080
8050 ( 10965

Purchased amount fodder and hay (Tenge)
5453 ( 8572
10675 ( 11801
45816 ( 86348

Supplementary feed (kg)
208 ( 343
317 ( 858
1078 ( 1274

Supplementary feed (Tenge)
1593 ( 2572
568 ( 1492
4379 ( 5929

The total amount of feed, by the herd size, in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2.  The amount of supplementary feed in group 3 is significantly higher than in group 1 and the costs of the supplementary feed are significantly higher in group 3 than in group 2 (table 3c1). 

Table 3c2: Feed (relative values) by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Kg feed/animal
499 ( 559
204 ( 255
129 ( 164

Grown own fodder/animal (kg)
7 ( 20
1 ( 3
26 ( 81

Wild hay harvest/animal (kg)
318 ( 318
76 ( 77
49 ( 68

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (kg)
69 ( 106
91 ( 161
22 ( 30

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (Tenge)
298 ( 362
231 ( 297
89 ( 128

Supplementary feed/animal (kg)
17 ( 35
5 ( 12
2 ( 1

Supplementary feed/animal (Tenge)
130 ( 289
11 ( 29
13 ( 15

The relative amount of feed and the relative amount of wild hay, by the feeding strategy in group 1 is significantly higher than in the other 2 groups (table 3c2).  
Table 3d1: Feed (absolute values) by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Total feed (kg)
18035 ( 18474
9994 ( 11993
7768 ( 10559
13689 ( 13587
67032 ( 103060

Grown own fodder (kg)
5636 ( 18694
13 ( 35
5250 ( 12140
94 ( 191
0

Wild hay harvest (kg)
11800 ( 9761
7250 ( 5794
167 ( 408
3500 ( 3201
36600 ( 49273

Purchased amount fodder and hay (kg)
1327 ( 3006
4250 ( 6698
9450 ( 13953
2533 ( 3980
7630 ( 8373

Purchased amount fodder and hay (Tenge)
6318 ( 11497
18125 ( 27289
63567 ( 120818
5711 ( 6234
22480 ( 20114

Supplementary feed (kg)
374 ( 529
153 ( 345
753 ( 1594
279 ( 352
1500 ( 1500

Supplementary feed (Tenge)
3645 ( 5179
369 ( 562
3610 ( 6962
2233 ( 2488
300 ( 671

The amount wild hay harvest in Shien and in Sary Uzek are significantly higher than in Ay Darly (table3d1).

Table 3d2: Feed (relative values) by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

kg feed/animal
403 ( 401
370 ( 610
31 ( 35
317 ( 412
209 ( 240

Grown own fodder/animal (kg)
26 ( 85
0.02 ( 0.06
18 ( 31
4 ( 9
0 ( 0

Wild hay harvest/animal (kg)
364 ( 337
147 ( 187
8 ( 20
86 ( 73
55 ( 57

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (kg)
45 ( 109
70 ( 83
53 ( 38
36 ( 43
139 ( 250

Purchased amount fodder and hay/animal (Tenge)
159 ( 247
393 ( 418
240 ( 189
86 ( 97
244 ( 432

Supplementary feed/animal (kg)
14 ( 37
1 ( 1
4 ( 5
12 ( 24
9 ( 18

Supplementary feed/animal (Tenge)
133 ( 334
9 ( 18
17 ( 34
67 ( 102
0.3 ( 0.6

The amount of feed per animal and the relative amount of harvest hay in Shien are significantly higher than in Ay Darly, Sary Uzek and Male Kamkale. 

4 Labour

In table 4a the average values concerning labour activities are given, in tables 4b, 4c and 4d the average values per group. The costs of hired labour include the costs for the food, the costs of the given livestock and the salary for the hired people.

Table 4a: Labour: average values

Number of family members working
4.3 ( 1.9

Number of family members working/animal
0.140 ( 0.140

Number of full time hired labour
0.9 ( 1.5

Number of full time hired labour/animal
0.016 ( 0.029

Number of part time hired labour
0.1 ( 0.6

Number of part time hired labour/animal
0.001 ( 0.007

Cost of hired labour (Tenge)
318858 ( 92414

Cost of hired labour/animal (Tenge)
100 ( 151

9 % of the family members working are males younger than 15, 49 % are males between 15 and 60 and 2 % are males older than 60; 8  % are females younger than 15, 31 % are females between 15 and 60 and 1 % are females older than 60.

If  the households employs people tot manage livestock, then 51 % of the hired people is herding sheep.

Table 4b: Labour by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Number of family members working
4.0 ( 1.1
5.1 ( 1.8
4.1 ( 2.4

Number of family members working/animal
0.071 ( 0.148
0.141 ( 0.088
0.200 ( 0.135

Number of full time hired labour
1.7 ( 2.3
0.3 ( 0.5
0.7 ( 0.7

Number of full time hired labour/animal
0.003 ( 0.004
0.012 ( 0.020
0.029 ( 0.039

Number of part time hired labour
0.1 ( 0.5
0.3 ( 1.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Number of part time hired labour/animal
0.001 ( 0.002
0.004 ( 0.013
0.000 ( 0.000

Cost of hired labour (Tenge)
99602 ( 157694
5575 ( 12946
4302 ( 8009

Cost of hired labour/animal (Tenge)
83 ( 159
114 ( 211
81 ( 87

The relative number of family members working on the farm and the relative number of full time hired labour (by the feeding strategy) in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1 (table 4b).

Table 4c: Labour by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Number of family members working
3.5 ( 1.6
5.3 ( 2.3
4.3 ( 1.4

Number of family members working/animal
0.260 ( 0.151
0.112 ( 0.041
0.018 ( 0.020

Number of full time hired labour
0.5 ( 0.5
0.2 ( 0.4
2.1 ( 2.2

Number of full time hired labour/animal
0.034 ( 0.040
0.003 ( 0.008
0.006 ( 0.005

Number of part time hired labour
0.0 ( 0.0
0.3 ( 0.9
0.2 ( 0.6

Number of part time hired labour/animal
0.000 ( 0.000
0.003 ( 0.012
0.001 ( 0.002

Cost of hired labour (Tenge)
1705 ( 2740
4075 ( 11360
130070 ( 164221

Cost of hired labour/animal (Tenge)
87 ( 123
66 ( 162
177 ( 172

The relative number of family members working (by the herd size) in group 1 is significantly higher than in groups 2 and 3 and in group 2 it’s significantly higher than in group 3.  The absolute number of full time hired labour in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2.  The relative number of full time hired labour in group 1 is significantly higher than in groups 2 and 3.  The absolute labour costs in group 3 are significantly higher than in the other 2 groups (table 4c).

Table 4d: Labour by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Number of family members working
3.6 ( 1.6
3.9 ( 1.9
4.5 ( 1.4
5.2 ( 2.4
4.4 ( 1.8

Number of family members working/animal
0.147 ( 0.127
0.145 ( 0.138
0.186 ( 0.227
0.136 ( 0.129
0.065 ( 0.059

Number of full time hired labour
0.9 ( 0.7
0.0 ( 0.0
1.1 ( 1.6
0.3 ( 0.5
3.0 ( 2.8

Number of full time hired labour/animal
0.040 ( 0.042
0.000 ( 0.000
0.010 ( 0.020
0.003 ( 0.004
0.019 ( 0.017

Number of part time hired labour
0
0.3 ( 0.7
0
0
0.6 ( 1.3

Number of part time hired labour/animal
0.000 ( 0.000
0.001 ( 0.003
0.000 ( 0.000
0.000 ( 0.000
0.008 ( 0.0018

Cost of hired labour (Tenge)
5358 ( 9190
No values
94216 ( 187074
No values
98160 ( 109897

Cost of hired labour/animal (Tenge)
95 ( 72
No values
151 ( 219
No values
313 ( 164

In Male Kamkale there are significantly more absolute numbers of full time hired labour than in Shien, Ulguli and Sary Uzek.  The relative values for full time hired labour in Shien and Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Ulguli and Sary Uzek.  The relative labour costs in Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Shien.

5   Transport costs

In table 5a the average transport costs are given, in tables 5 b, c and d the transport costs per group.  The total transport costs are the costs necessary for selling livestock, selling wool, moving to the pasture, delivering hay, delivering water, spare parts and other.

Table 5a: Transport costs: average values

Total transport costs (Tenge)
20084 ( 40425

Total transport costs/animal (Tenge)
294 ( 411

Transport costs for selling animals (Tenge)
5794 ( 11861

Transport costs for selling animals/sold animal (Tenge)
1087 ( 1799

88 % of the total transport costs are own costs, the other part (12 %) are rental costs.  The biggest part of the rental costs is for selling livestock (85 %), 23 % of the own transport costs has something to do with selling livestock.

Table 5b: Transport costs by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Total transport costs (Tenge)
28125 ( 62139
13831 ( 15380
15726 ( 17421

Total transport costs/animal (Tenge)
68 ( 123
314 ( 373
476 ( 509

Transport costs for selling animals (Tenge)
8757 ( 18468
3151 ( 4545
4688 ( 6010

Transport costs for selling animals/sold animal (Tenge)
3605 ( 6569
1029 ( 1266
1283 ( 1679

The relative total transport costs (by feeding strategy) in group 1 are significantly lower than in groups 2 and 3 (table 5b).

Table 5c: Transport costs by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Total transport costs (Tenge)
9827 ( 11177
10978 ( 14714
42013 ( 67167

Total transport costs/animal (Tenge)
499 ( 559
204 ( 255
129 ( 164

Transport costs for selling animals (Tenge)
3300 ( 5243
2530 ( 3787
12175 ( 19292

Transport costs for selling animals/sold animal (Tenge)
1601 ( 1962
1419 ( 2363
383 ( 723 

The relative transport costs (by herd size) in group 1 are significantly higher than in group 3 (table 5c).

Table 5d: Transport costs by village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Total transport costs (Tenge)
18034 ( 18474
9994 ( 11993
7768 ( 10559
13689 ( 13588
67032 ( 103060

Total transport costs/animal (Tenge)
403 ( 401
370 ( 610
31 ( 35
317 ( 412
209 ( 240

Transport costs for selling animals (Tenge)
5709 ( 6971
1450 ( 1753
3463 ( 5360
5022 ( 6664
17116 ( 29623

Transport costs for selling animals/sold animal (Tenge)
1625 ( 1833
298 ( 397
70 ( 84
1617 ( 2629
1548 ( 2333

There are no significant differences between the villages.

6   Animal health costs

The average health costs are given in table 6a, the average health costs per group in tables 6b, 6c and 6d.  The health costs are the medicine and the vaccination costs.

Table 6a: Total health costs: averages

Absolute
4090 ( 7509

Relative
44 ( 41

Table 6b: Total health costs (Tenge) by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Absolute
7787 ( 11068
1789 ( 1987
1976 ( 2206

Relative
25 ( 21
39 ( 33
63 ( 50

The relative health costs (by feeding strategy) in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1 (table 6b). 

Table 6c: Total health costs (Tenge) based herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Absolute
1092 ( 966
1968 ( 2050
9961 ( 11603

Relative
61 ( 42
41 ( 41
24 ( 20

The absolute health costs (by herd size) in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1 but the relative health costs in group 1 are significantly higher than in group 3 (table 6c).

Table 6d: Total health costs (Tenge) by village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Absolute
2149 ( 2223
3125 ( 4366
6125 ( 12174
1243 ( 1267
12590 ( 13210

Relative
52 ( 44
56 ( 43
19 ( 10
21 ( 16
75 ( 56

The relative health costs in Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Ay Darly and Sary Uzek (table 6d).

7  Sales of livestock

In table 7 the distribution of the sold animals is given,  in table 8 the distribution of the slaughtered animals.

Table 7: Distribution of sold animals (%)


Number of animals
Total Tenge animals

Cows
7.7
6.7

Sheep
73.1
80.6

Goat
18.6
8.8

Horses
0.4
2.4

Camel
0.2
1.5

Table 8:  Distribution of slaughtered animals (%):

Cow
3.3

Sheep
49.7

Goats
32.2

Horses
0.0

Camels
13.8

In table 9a the averages concerning sold livestock are given, in tables 9b, 9c and 9d the average values per group.  The number of sold animals and total animals sales is the sum of the number/sales of cattle, sheep, goats, horses and camels.

Table 9a: Sales of  livestock: average values

Number of sold cattle
1.5 ( 3.2

Cattle sales (Tenge)
50897 ( 100644

Price/cow
34057 ( 9750

Number of sold sheep
15.3 ( 35.8

Sheep sales (Tenge)
115410 ( 361943

Price/sheep
6036 ( 2250

Number of sold goats
3.9 ( 12.9

Goat sales (Tenge)
12679 ( 44620

Price/goat
3347 ( 1396

Number of sold horses
0.1 ( 0.5

Horse sales (Tenge)
11250 ( 38971

Price/horse
45000

Number of sold camels
0.1 ( 0.3

Camel sales (Tenge)
6971 ( 23960

Price/camel
41500

Number of sold animals
20.8 ( 48.1

Total animal sales (Tenge)
184577 ( 492370

Price/sold animal
12948 ( 10957

Number of slaughtered animals
6.9 ( 9.1

Number of slaughtered animals/animal
0.11 ( 0.14

Table 9b: Sales of  livestock by feeding strategy


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Number of sold cattle
2.6 ( 4.9
0.6 ( 0.9
1.1 ( 1.6

Cattle sales (Tenge)
86643 ( 150917
16778 ( 28869
38813 ( 58568

Price/cow
34490 ( 8038
28500 ( 9042
35708 ( 11827

Number of sold sheep
37.7 ( 53.5
8.4 ( 17.3
3.4 ( 4.4

Sheep sales (Tenge)
293357 ( 573202
8444 ( 18475
19875 ( 28033

Price/sheep
6264 ( 2453
5700 ( 1631
5889 ( 2452

Number of sold goats
6.7 ( 14.6
19.8 ( 58.2
1.4 ( 3.3

Goat sales (Tenge)
28607 ( 72345
3333 ( 6782
4000 ( 10658

Price/goat
4204 ( 2313
3034 ( 4194
2667 ( 1155

Number of sold horses
0.2 ( 0.8
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Horse sales (Tenge)
9643 ( 36080
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/horse
45000



Number of sold camels
0.0 ( 0.0
0.2 ( 0.7
0.0 ( 0.0

Camel sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
9222 ( 2767
0 ( 0

Price/camel

41500


Number of sold animals
47.2 ( 66.1
22.6 ( 57.4
5.6 ( 6.6

Total animal sales (Tenge)
418250 ( 779537
37778 ( 46968
62688 ( 81124

Price/sold animal
9787 ( 7464
13772 ( 13619
15304 ( 12460

Number of slaughtered animals
12.1 ( 11.8
3.6 ( 4.1
4.2 ( 6.4

Number of slaughtered animals/animal
0.11 ( 0.19
0.08 ( 0.07
0.12 ( 0.12

The number of sold sheep, by feeding strategy, in group 1 is significantly higher than in group 3.  The number of slaughtered animals in group 3 is significantly lower than in group 1 (table 9b).

Table 9c: Sales of  livestock by herd size


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Number of sold cattle
0.7 ( 0.9
0.5 ( 0.8
3.5 ( 5.2

Cattle sales (Tenge)
21800 ( 31675
16167 ( 28161
122000 ( 157912

Price/cow
32500 ( 10516
30250 ( 8016
36787 ( 10159

Number of sold sheep
2.7 ( 4.2
2.4 ( 4.6
43.9 ( 55.6

Sheep sales (Tenge)
15567 ( 22759
12167 ( 22820
343458 ( 607800

Price/sheep
5686 ( 1454
5467 ( 2308
6537 ( 2621

Number of sold goats
0 ( 0
1.7 ( 3.0
11.1 ( 22.0

Goat sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
6333 ( 12146
34875 ( 77004

Price/goat

3750 ( 1708
2945 ( 1095

Number of sold horses
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0.3 ( 0.9

Horse sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
11250 ( 38971

Price/horse


45000

Number of sold camels
0 ( 0
0.2 ( 0.6
0 ( 0

Camel sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
6917 ( 23960
0 ( 0

Price/camel

41500


Number of sold animals
3.4 ( 4.1
4.8 ( 5.2
58.8 ( 75.3

Total animal sales (Tenge)
37367 ( 38468
41583 ( 49728
511583 ( 815238

Price/sold animal
16219 ( 13051
11924 ( 11809
11076 ( 8391

Number of slaughtered animals
2.6 ( 2.3
3.6 ( 4.0
15.3 ( 12.3

Number of slaughtered animals/animal
0.18 ( 0.19
0.08 ( 0.08
0.05 ( 0.04

The revenues from cattle sales, by the herd size is significantly higher in group 3 than in the other 2 groups.  The number of sold sheep is also significantly higher in group 3 than in the other groups and the revenues from sheep sales is significantly higher in group 3 than in group 1.  The total number of sold animals and the total revenues from animal sales in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1.  The absolute number of slaughtered animals in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2, the relative number of slaughtered animals in group 3 is significantly lower than in group 1 (table 9c).

Table 9d: Sales of livestock by village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Number of sold cattle
1.8 ( 1.7
0.5 ( 0.9
3.2 ( 7.8
1.0 ( 1.4
1.2 ( 1.3

Cattle sales (Tenge)
67182 ( 64343
16250 ( 30208
95000 ( 23702
27333 ( 62131
42000 ( 48083

Price/cow
35519 ( 12277
32500 ( 3536
30000
32938 ( 11544
33556 ( 4823

Number of sold sheep
3.4 ( 4.1
5.3 ( 5.1
36.7 ( 71.4
10.3 ( 19.7
41.0 ( 52.7

Sheep sales (Tenge)
26182 ( 33114
30250 ( 28510
400083 ( 856446
40389 ( 84953
241400 ( 344376

Price/sheep
7333 ( 1538
5945 ( 1494
8301 ( 3107
3208 ( 975
5156 ( 1439

Number of sold goats
1.1 ( 2.8
0 ( 0
14.7 ( 27.7
5.9 ( 13.2
0 ( 0

Goat sales (Tenge)
3273 ( 7281
0 ( 0
55417 ( 104704
14000 ( 28000
0 ( 0

Price/goat
4000 ( 2828

3593 ( 525
2667 ( 1155


Number of sold horses
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0.6 ( 1.3

Horse sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
27000 ( 60374

Price/horse




45000

Number of sold camels
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0.4 ( 0.9

Camel sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
16600 ( 37119

Price/camel




41500

Number of sold animals
6.3 ( 7.4
5.8 ( 5.0
54.5 ( 106.7
17.2 ( 24.8
43.2 ( 54.1

Total animal sales (Tenge)
96636 ( 96629
46500 ( 43380
550500 ( 1192057
91722 ( 139926
327000 ( 394996

Price/sold animal
19488 ( 10818
9627 ( 8742
6581 ( 3343
12077 ( 14529
10212 ( 10491

Number of slaughtered animals
7.3 ( 8.2
4.9 ( 4.7
12.0 ( 13.4
4.6 ( 4.4
7.2 ( 16.1

Number of slaughtered animals/animal 
0.14 ( 0.11
0.09 ( 0.10
0.20 ( 0.26
0.07 ( 0.09
0.01 ( 0.01

The price per sheep, by the village, in Sary Uzek is significantly lower than in Shien, Ulguli and Ay Darly (table 9d).

8   Sales of wool, hides, skins and diary

In table 10a the average revenues from sold products (wool, hides, skins and diary) are given, in tables 10b, 10c and 10d the averages per group.

Table 10a: Sold products: averages

Sales of wool (Tenge)
17349 ( 38992

Sales of wool/animal (Tenge)
14.8 ( 14.2

Sales of hides-skins (Tenge)
3898 ( 6993

Sales of hides-skins/animal (Tenge)
52 ( 69

Sales of diary (Tenge)
4207 ( 9012

Sales of diary/animal (Tenge)
183 ( 613

Total sales of animal products (Tenge)
25453 ( 43298

Total sales of animal products/animal (Tenge)
383 ( 682

Table 10b: Sold products by feeding strategy


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Sales of wool (Tenge)
39519 ( 59678
6094 ( 5454
4282 ( 5674

Sales of wool/animal (Tenge)
128 ( 153
158 ( 127
163 ( 151

Sales of hides-skins (Tenge)
6375 ( 10939
2533 ( 2568
2498 ( 2775

Sales of hides-skins/animal (Tenge)
16 ( 21
51 ( 43
84 ( 92

Sales of diary (Tenge)
1534 ( 4041
3282 ( 5462
7065 ( 12642

Sales of diary/animal (Tenge)
18 ( 61
55 ( 88
399 ( 927

Total sales of animal products (Tenge)
47428 ( 65847
11910 ( 10611
13844 ( 15065

Total sales of animal products/animal (Tenge)
162 ( 194
262 ( 168
646 ( 1001

The absolute revenues from wool sales, by feeding strategy, is significantly higher in group 1 than in group 3.  The relative revenues from hides and skins sales in group 1 is significantly lower than in the other 2 groups (table 10b).

Table 10 c: Sold products by herd size


Group 1
Group 2
Group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Sales of wool (Tenge)
3140 ( 2561
5623 ( 5495
46837 ( 61966

Sales of wool/animal (Tenge)
188 ( 157
116 ( 107
131 ( 153

Sales of hides/skins (Tenge)
1461 ( 1859
2629 ( 2236
8213 ( 11374

Sales of hides/skins /animal (Tenge)
81 ( 99
52 ( 36
17 ( 18

Sales of diary (Tenge)
5599 ( 12683
3132 ( 5069
3541 ( 6767

Sales of diary/animal(Tenge)
415 ( 957
60 ( 94
15 ( 32

Total sales of animal products (Tenge)
10200 ( 14008
11384 ( 10300
58590 ( 66252

Total sales of animal products/animal (Tenge)
683 ( 1027
228 ( 192
163 ( 157

The absolute revenues from wool sales and the absolute total revenues, by the herd size, in group 3 are significantly higher than in the other 2 groups.  The absolute hides and skins sales in group 3 is significantly higher than in group 1 (table 10c).  

Table 10d: Sold products by village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Sales of wool (Tenge)
9055 ( 15048
13129 ( 16693
60967 ( 87157
6866 ( 5678
10250 ( 20030

Sales of wool/animal (Tenge)
147 ( 147
222 ( 123
208 ( 186
119 ( 124
39 ( 56

Sales of hides-skins (Tenge)
3355 ( 2912
981 ( 1124
5908 ( 12805
2057 ( 1769
10660 ( 11884

Sales of hides-skins/animal (Tenge)
109 ( 101
21 ( 25
13 ( 12
42 ( 41
41 ( 44

Sales of diary (Tenge)
11956 ( 13525
2818 ( 5495
1667
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Sales of diary/animal (Tenge)
591 ( 1077
53 ( 98
34 ( 83
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Total sales of animal products (Tenge)
24366 ( 20352
16928 ( 17925
68542 ( 96042
8160 ( 6389
20910 ( 31108

Total sales of animal products/animal (Tenge)
847 ( 1162
296 ( 187
255 ( 218
148 ( 150
81 ( 53

The relative revenues from hides and skins sales, by the different villages, is significantly higher in Shien than in Ulguli and Ay Darly.  In Sary Uzek the diary sales revenues is significantly lower than in Shien (table 10d).

9  Purchases or gifts of livestock

In table 11a the average purchases or gifts of livestock are given, in tables 11b, 11c and 11d the average values per group.  The prices are only recorded when the animals are bought.

Table 11a: Purchases or gifts of livestock: averages

Number of bought cattle
0.2 ( 0.9

Cattle (Tenge)
9444 ( 32763

Price/cow
25750 ( 10468

Number of bought sheep
0.6 ( 4.0

Sheep (Tenge)
2244 ( 14011

Price/sheep
3500

Number of bought goats
0.0 ( 0.0

Goat (Tenge)
0 ( 0

Price/goat


Number of bought horses
0.03 ( 0.16

Horses (Tenge)
2500 ( 8660

Price/horse
30000

Number of bought camels
0.0 ( 0.0

Camel (Tenge)
0 ( 0

Price/camel


Number of bought animals
0.9 ( 4.1

Total animal sales (Tenge)
9551 ( 31504

Price/bought animal
21967 ( 13463

71 % of the bought animals are sheep, 26 % are cattle and 3 % are horses; 69 % of the costs are for buying cattle, 23 % for buying sheep and 8 % for buying horses.

Table 11b: Purchases or gifts of livestock by feeding strategy


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
14
9
16

Number of bought cattle
0.0 ( 0.0
0.3 ( 0.7
0.4 ( 1.3

Cattle (Tenge)
0 ( 0
6000 ( 13565
12563 ( 41630

Price/cow

17000 ( 4243
34500 ( 2121

Number of bought sheep
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
1.6 ( 6.2

Sheep (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
5469 ( 21875

Price/sheep


3500

Number of bought goats
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 

Goat (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/goat




Number of bought horses
0.0 ( 0.0
0.2 ( 0.7
0.0 ( 0.0

Horses (Tenge)
0 ( 0
3333 ( 10000
0 ( 0

Price/horse

15000


Number of bought camels
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Camel (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/camel




Number of bought animals
0.0 ( 0.0
0.6 ( 1.3
1.9 ( 6.3

Total animal sales (Tenge)
0 ( 0
9333 ( 23217
18031 ( 45442

Price/bought animal

15750 ( 2475
24167 ( 17961

Table 11c: Purchases or gifts of livestock by herd size 


group 1
group 2
group 3

Number of observations
15
12
12

Number of bought cattle
0.1 ( 0.3
0.7 ( 1.5
0

Cattle (Tenge)
2400 ( 9295
18250 ( 47696
0

Price/cow
36000 ( 0
22333 ( 9713


Number of bought sheep
0
0
2.1 ( 7.2

Sheep (Tenge)
0
0
7292 (25259

Price/sheep


3500 ( 0

Number of bought goats
0
0
0

Goat (Tenge)
0
0
0

Price/goat




Number of bought horses
0
0.1 ( 0.0
0

Horses (Tenge)
0
2500 ( 8660
0

Price/horse

30000 ( 0


Number of bought camels
0
0
0

Camel (Tenge)
0
0
0

Price/camel




Number of bought animals
0.1 ( 0.3
0.8 ( 1.6
2.1 ( 7.2

Total animal sales (Tenge)
2400 ( 9295
20750 ( 49685
7292 ( 25259

Price/bought animal
36000 ( 0
23444 ( 9500
3500 ( 0

Table 11d: Purchases or gifts of livestock by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Number of observations
11
8
6
9
5

Number of bought cattle
0.0 ( 0.0
0.1 ( 0.4
0.0 ( 0.0
0.3 ( 0.7
1.0 ( 2.2

Cattle (Tenge)
0 ( 0
1750 
0 ( 0
8444 ( 16786
33000

Price/cow

14000

28000 ( 11314
33000

Number of bought sheep
2.3 ( 7.5
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Sheep (Tenge)
7955 ( 26382
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/sheep
3500





Number of bought goats
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Goat (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/goat






Number of bought horses
0.0( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.1 ( 0.3
0.0 ( 0.0

Horses (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
3333
0 ( 0

Price/horse



30000


Number of bought camels
0.0( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0
0.0 ( 0.0

Camel (Tenge)
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0
0 ( 0

Price/camel






Number of bought animals
2.3 ( 7.5
0.1 ( 0.4
0.0 ( 0.0
0.4  ( 1.0
1.0 ( 2.2

Total animal sales (Tenge)
7955 ( 26382
1750 ( 4950
0 ( 0
11778 ( 24869
33000

Price/bought animal
3500
14000

29667 ( 8957
33000

There are no significantly differences between the different groups by feeding strategy (table 11b), herd size (table 11c) and village (table 11d).

10 Income

In table 12a we calculated the average income, in tables 12b, 12c and 12d the values per group.  The total revenues are the revenues from livestock, dairy, hides, skins and wool sales.  The total costs are the costs for fodder and supplementary feed, labour, transport, health and purchased livestock.  The income is the difference between total revenues and total costs.

Table 12a: Income: averages

Total revenues
210030 ( 527152

Total costs
83917 ( 159647

Income
126114 ( 389093

Income/family members working
29260 ( 79636

88 % of the total revenues comes from the sales of animals, 12 % from the sales of diary, hides, skins and wool.  The biggest part of the spend money is going to labour costs (34 %), 26 % is going to feed costs, 24 % to transport costs, 11 % tot bought animals and 5 % to health costs.

Table 12b: Income by feeding strategy


group 1
group 2
group 3

Total revenues
465678 ( 831679
49688 ( 46740
76532 ( 89000

Total costs
151957 ( 246913
39541 ( 41615
49343 ( 63476

Income
313721 ( 612766
10147 ( 29669
27189 ( 79274

Income/family members working
70004 ( 123524
1340 ( 6158
9314 ( 19506

There are no significant differences in revenues, costs, income and income per family member between the different groups, by the feeding strategy (table 12b).

Table 12c: Income by herd size


group 1
group 2
group 3

Total revenues
47566 ( 44066
52968 ( 52156
570173 ( 866250

Total costs
22070 ( 18486
48967 ( 66043
196175 ( 250906

Income
25496 ( 40036
4001 ( 78331
373998 ( 646308

Income/family members working
9135 ( 13723
1446 ( 19329
82230 ( 129761

The total revenues, the total costs and the income (by the herd size) in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1.  The income/family member in group 3 is significantly higher than in the other 2 groups (table 12c).

Table 12d: Income by the village


Shien
Ulguli
Ay Darly
Sary Uzek
Male Kamkale

Total revenues
121002 ( 107306
63428 ( 50501
619042 ( 1271493
99882 ( 141824
347910 ( 422869

Total costs
43459 ( 53427
33363 ( 34712
174684 ( 334290
34654 ( 32810
233562 ( 188731

Income
77543 ( 61391
30065 ( 53871
444358 ( 937740
65229 ( 142318
14348 ( 314102

Income/family members working
20806 ( 13680
10581 ( 17621
95514 ( 186668
12284 ( 28468
28796 ( 77019

There are no significant differences in revenues, costs, income and income per family member between the different villages (table 12d).

11 Conclusions

11.1   Bottlenecks in data collection

( It’s not always clear if the different costs (like costs for fodder) are costs for all animals or only for the private animals kept by the household.

( In some households there is hired labour but the costs of that hired labour is not noted (households 211, 471, 481 and 491).

11.2 Differences

11.2.1 By feeding strategy

The number of animals in group 1 (0-100 kg feed/animal) is significantly higher than in group 2 (101-200 kg feed/animal) and group 3 (more than 200 kg feed/animal) and in group 2 it is significantly higher than in group 1.  The households that give less kg feed per animal have the biggest herd size.

The relative number of bought equipment is the lowest in the group where the animals get less than 100 kg feed (group 1).  

The relative amount of wild hay (kg hay per animal) is significantly the highest in group 3 and it is also significantly higher in group 2 than in group 1.  57 % of the feed given to the animals is wild hay.

The relative number of family members working on the farm and the relative number of full time hired labour in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1.  The households that give more than 200 kg feed per animal needs more working people per animal than households who give less than 100 kg feed per animal.

The relative total transport costs in group 1 are significantly lower than in groups 2 and 3.  Households that give the biggest amount feed per animal have the highest transport costs per animal.

The health costs per animal in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1. 

The number of sold sheep in group 1 is significantly higher than in group 3.  A logical explanation is that group 1 has the highest number of animals and 73 % of the sold animals are sheep.

The absolute revenues from wool sales is significantly higher in group 1 than in group 3.  The relative revenues from hides and skins sales in group 1 is significantly lower than in the other 2 groups.

11.2.2 By herd size

The number of bought equipment in group 3 (more than 70 animals/household) is significantly higher than in group 1 (less than 30 animals per household) and group 2 (31-70 animals per household).  The households with the highest number of animals has bought the most equipment.

The total amount of feed in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2.  The amount of supplementary feed in group 3 is significantly higher than in group 1 and the costs of the supplementary feed are significantly higher in group 3 than in group 2.  The more animals are kept by a household, the more feed is needed.  The relative amount of feed (kg feed/animal) and the relative amount of wild hay in group 1 are significantly higher than in the other 2 groups.  The households with the lowest number of animals need the most kg feed per animal.

The number of hired labour and the labour costs are the highest in the group with the most animals.  The relative number of family members working and of hired labour is the highest in the group with the lowest number of animals.  

The relative transport costs in the group with less than 30 animals per household are significantly higher than in the group with more than 70 animals per household. 

The absolute health costs in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1 but the relative health costs in group 1 are significantly higher than in group 3.

The revenues from the cattle sales are significantly higher in the group with the biggest herd size than in the other 2 groups.  The number of sold sheep is also significantly higher in that group  and the revenues from sheep sales is significantly higher in group 3 than in group 1.  The total number of sold animals and the total revenues from animal sales in group 3 are significantly higher than in group 1.  The absolute number of slaughtered animals in group 3 is significantly higher than in groups 1 and 2, the relative number of slaughtered animals in group 3 is significantly lower than in group 1.

The absolute revenues from wool sales and the absolute total revenues are the highest in the group with the biggest herd size.

The total revenues, the total costs and the income in the group with more than 70 animals per household are significantly higher than in households with less than 30 animals.  The income per family member in group 3 (more than 70 animals) is significantly higher than in the 2 groups with less than 70 animals per household.  

11.2.3 By village

The 39 households are situated in 5 different villages: Shien, Ulguli, Ay Darly, Sary Uzek and Male Kamkale.

The number of bought equipment in Male Kamkale is significantly higher than in Shien, Ulguli and Sary Uzek, in Sary Uzek it is significantly higher than in Ulguli. The relative number of bought equipment in Sary Uzek is significantly higher than in Ulguli.

The amounts of  wild hay harvest in Shien and in Sary Uzek are significantly higher than in Ay Darly.  The relative amounts of feed and wild hay in Shien are significantly higher than in Ay Darly, Sary Uzek and Male Kamkale.

In Male Kamkale there are significantly more absolute numbers of full time hired labour than in Shien, Ulguli and Sary Uzek.  The relative values for full time hired labour in Shien and Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Ulguli and Sary Uzek.  The relative labour costs in Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Shien. 

The health costs per animal in Male Kamkale are significantly higher than in Ay Darly an Sary Uzek.

The price per sheep in Sary Uzek is significantly lower than in Shien, Ulguli and Ay Darly. 

The relative revenues from hides and skins sales is significantly higher in Shien than in Ulguli and Ay Darly.  In Sary Uzek the diary sales revenues is significantly lower than in Shien.

11.3   (Things we can’t explain)

( We would expect that the households with the biggest herd size (and lowest feed costs per animal) are the most mobile and have the highest (relative) transport costs but the relative transport costs are the highest for the groups with the lowest number of animals.

( How can we explain the differences between the villages?
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April 17, 2002

REPORT ON FIELD WORK, KAZAKSTAN, from 1 –21 March 2002

From Carol Kerven

The purpose of the visit was to carry out informal interviews on the live animal and livestock product marketing within the DARCA study areas. This information will supplement and help to explain the formal DARCA survey data being collected each quarter, from 40 sample households. 

Field trips

Two field trips were undertaken. The first, from 7 –14 March, was undertaken with Dr. Serik Ayrngaziev from the Kazak Sheep Breeding Institute and participant in DARCA WP3, together with Aidos Smailov, responsible for WP4 surveys, and Jiksinbai Sisatov, participant in DARCA WP2, both from the Kazak Institute of Pasture and Fodder. This trip covered the Moinkum study areas and Taraz city, in Jambul Oblast, extending further to Turkestan city in Southern Kazakstan Oblast and a pastoral area of Kyzl Orda Oblast. The total length of the trip was 2,000 km.   The extended trip was undertaken to meet with large-scale livestock product exporters operating from Turkestan town, and secondly to compare livestock product trading patterns in the DARCA study sites with a contrasting zone in Kyzl Orda Oblast.

The second trip from 19-21 March, included Sayat Temirbekov, Institute of Botany and team leader for WP1, and Aidos Smailov, as above. The trip was to Ul Gule village and grazing areas 60 km distant, one of the three DARCA sample sites in Jambul Rayon, Almaty Oblast.

The aim was to travel to DARCA study areas with a member of each of the other DARCA work packages, to reinforce the conceptual and methodological linkages between the work packages. This was successfully achieved, as work package participants had an opportunity to meet DARCA sample households, and to learn more about each others’ work programmes in the field. 

Other activities – meetings in Almaty

Director of Kazak Sheep Breeding Institute, Dr. Mahotov, to discuss a new funded project (USAID-CRSP) on “Feasibility of market development and support services for livestock products in Kazakstan and Kyrgyzstan”. This project will be undertaken in 2002-2003 by the Institute, with technical assistance from Carol Kerven and researchers from Colorado State University, USA.  Data collected under the CRSP project will complement economic data from DARCA WP4. 

Deputy Director, Dr Jana Ahmetova, of Almaty Zoo, to discuss proposals for breeding Kazak goats with wild goats, to improve cashmere quality under the cashmere breeding project implemented by the Kazak Sheep Breeding Institute, funded by the British Embassy and partially supported by DARCA. 

Deputy Director and team leader of WP2, Dr. Ilya Alimaev, to discuss progress on WP2.

Also discussed start of a new project, “Scale and complexity in arid land systems”, funded by the US National Science Foundation and implemented by Colorado State University. This project will complement DARCA field data collection in Kazakstan, under Roy Behnke, Carol Kerven and Ilya Alimaev. 

With Ilya Alimaev, discussed plans for video work under WP7, to make “a popular and useful film, connected to the scientific aims of DARCA”.  The purpose would be to create a dialogue between scientists and farmers, showing the good and bad results of the current grazing system, in terms of final product of lean or fat meat. The plan is to complete this film by Oct/Nov 2002, with English subtitles. 

Tatiana Poltorina and Natalia Kruchkova, DFID representative, British Embassy in Almaty. Discussed objectives and preliminary findings of DARCA and gave brochure on DARCA activities. 

Sayat Temirbekov, team leader of WP2, to discuss progress on ground truthing remote sensed images of study areas. 

Dr. Nurlan Malmakov, team leader of WP3, to deliver scales brought from UK for weighing smallstock, chemicals for his laboratory, and to discuss progress on field work.

Issues arising

WP2 has started taking pasture samples from several grazing sites in Jambul Rayon – Bas Su, Taukum and Tospar, at various distances from the DARCA study villages of Ay Darly, Ul Gule and Shien. It is not clear why these grazing areas were selected, as they are not necessarily those used by DARCA sample farmers in WP3 and 4.  A lack of coordination between WP 2 and that of WP3 and 4 is still evident. This also applies to WP 1 and 2, where greater coordination is required in selecting and analyzing grazing areas.  

The Director of the Sheep Breeding Institute is seeking contact with European organizations to set up an exhibition on livestock in Kazakstan. His senior researchers would like to find sponsors for importing frozen semen from pedigree UK sheep breeds such as Hampshire. Suggested that UK Department of Trade and Industry and Ministry of Agriculture be contacted, via the Commercial Secretary at the British Embassy in Almaty. This can be followed up, if DARCA partners are interested. 

Government policy affecting livestock farmers

Ilya Alimaev noted that the Kazak Government is paying more attention to the economic situation in rural areas, and the President has declared next year as the Year of the Village. This means that Kazak researchers should be able to contribute recommendations on how to improve agriculture. 

Prof. Medubekov, former Director of Kazak Sheep Breeding Institute, explained that the Kazak government has decided to only provide agricultural credit for larger scale livestock farmers, as it is believed that owners of less than 100 smallstock cannot be profitable. Kazak livestock scientists are now expected to define optimal flock sizes and feeding strategies. The bigger livestock owners will be allocated irrigated land for growing fodder crops, as well as other technical assistance e.g. frozen semen. He believes that the mobile grazing system is still applicable and should remain. A research issue is to define what type of fodder is needed to support mobile livestock husbandry. Some national economists are arguing that there is no point in investing in agriculture, as people are leaving the rural areas, but two million city-dwellers in Kazakstan need food, and the country should not be dependent on imported food. 

FIELD WORK RESULTS

Moinkum Rayon: Sary Uzek village

Wool collectors started coming at the beginning of March, but only offering 10 tenge/kg for coarse karakul wool. Collectors of goat fibre will arrive in May, after goats are sheared when it’s warmer. Collectors of animal skins come about once a month. Most collectors come from Taraz city. No one in Sary Uzek village is collecting wool etc. to sell, as villagers do not know the contacts in Taraz city to which they can sell products. One of the DARCA sample farmers, Resgul, who owns a large truck, collected 5 tonnes of wool last year (2001) but only managed to sell 4 tonnes at 5 tenge/kg (5,000 tenge/tonne = USD 33/tonne). 

Live animals sold for meat from Sary Uzek village is usually transported by Resgul to Chu market on Sundays, a 5 hour journey. Total fuel costs for the trip are 7,700 tenge plus 2000 tenge bribes to road police (USD 64). Twenty percent of the transport cost is in bribes. Villagers pay him 2000 tenge per cow and 200 tenge per smallstock transported to Chu market. For a profitable trip he should transport no less than 8 large stock. This would give a profit of some 6,000 tenge (USD 40). He brings back flour and other provisions to sell in the village. A trip to Almaty to sell livestock would be USD 159, including USD 20 in bribes.  

Prices of livestock in Chu market, Feb 2002

2 year old heifer cow

25,000

2 yr old bull


30,000

old cow 6 yr +


38,000

mature bull


45,000

Karakul male sheep

  5,000

Kazak type male sheep
10,000

Female goat 3-4 yr

  4,500

Male goat 


  4,000

Goat breeding

Villagers sold Goat fibre in spring 2001 at a price of 150 tenge/kg. Villagers do not know how to comb the down from the goats, which therefore lose a lot in the bushes after the down begins moulting in early spring. The goat down from this area is good but there are a lot of burrs on plants, which would make combing very difficult. These burrs are not due to overgrazing, according to one farmer, but the natural type of plants in the area. In the past, the sovkhoz used to comb over 500 Angora type goats. 

One DARCA sample farmer had 55 kids born in spring. Half of these were twins. About 40% of the does in the flock will breed twice in one year, with a second kidding in August as the pastures are very good in autumn. If the weather is cold he feeds the kids and does on ground maize, which he grows nearby. 

Seasonal movement

Only three farmers in this area, who have a lot of animals, have moved out to the Moinkum sands, south of the Chu. These are Kazbek, Quanesh and Moshlyk. Bazarkhan gave up, sold all his animals and moved to Taraz city last year. According to one informant, this is because these farmers do not want to prepare winter fodder, so they “decide to use free pastures for winter”. This informant noted that other villagers are not thinking about joining up their smaller flocks to move to far pastures, as they do not trust each other, would rather stay in the village, and are too lazy to move. People who live nearer to towns or do crop farming, move their animals out to far pastures to avoid animals trespassing onto fields. But there is no farming in the Chu valley west of the rayon centre, Formanovka (now Moinkum). 

Male Kamkale village

Wool sales

Coarse wool from karakul and Edilbai sheep was sold by Kazbek in mid December. He took 4 tonnes by his tractor to Taraz city, a journey lasting 14 hours. This was cheaper than hiring a truck, which would have cost USD 200. He sold the wool to a small private wool washing factory owned by the chief engineer at the large POSH wool washing factory in Taraz, at a price of 20 tenge/kg (total value = USD 533). This is a much better price than received by farmers in Sary Uzek who sold coarse wool at 5 tenge/kg in 2001 to collectors coming from Taraz. 

Seasonal movement
In a conversation with Kazbek, he gave the following explanation of why some livestock owners move their animals. 1) It depends on the owner’s financial ability. 2) It depends on the number of animals owned. If one had several thousand, it would be profitable to move 300 km. north to the summer pastures. One would have to sell a lot of animals to cover the expenses of moving; “ If one could sell more, one could spend more”. Now he has about 500 head of sheep and has to go to his outpost in the sands every 15 days to take provisions for the shepherds etc. But if he had thousands of head, he would still go every 15 days, so it would be more profitable. 

One farmer in Male Kamkale, called Almas, in the DARCA sample, has started keeping his animals out in the sands, with a partner based in Ulan Bel. Together they have about 900 head. The two men have taken a well and a barn about 40 km. west of Kazbek’s well in the sands. Almas is about 30 years old. His partner in Ulan Bel has a shop there and is doing well. 

Seasonal movement in southern Jambul Oblast

According to Kazbek, there are some cooperatives near Taraz that still take animals to the mountains in summer and to the sands (north) in winter, traveling a total distance of 200 km. One of these is Merke cooperative, a pedigree Merino sheep farm, which still has 15,000 head. Their winter pastures are about 100 km. east of Kazbek’s wells in the Moinkum desert.  In 2001, the Akim of Jambul Oblast asked the government to hand over 6 of the former sovkhoz to the Akim’s control, because it was clear these farms were collapsing and the animals would be sold off. The Akim now supports these farms from Oblast funds. This is the only Oblast that is supporting former livestock sovkhoz in this way, according to Kazbek. Note:  Vlodyia Spivakov, Scientific Secretary at Mynbaeva Sheep Breeding Institute, and member of WP3, used to work at Merke farm. 

The names of these farms/cooperatives are:  

- Lugovskoi, a horse farm

- Merke pedigree sheep farm

- Pioneer pedigree merino farm

- Ilytch karakul sheep cooperative

- Talas karakul sheep cooperative 

Ulan Bel village

Wool and fibre sales

In 2001 goat fibre prices offered by traders from Taraz started at 200 t/kg (USD 1.3) but later reduced. One owner sold goat fibre along with karakul sheep wool at only 15 t/kg. to traders. Camel wool was sold at 50 t/kg (USD 0.30). 

Seasonal movement

In a meeting with the Akim of Ulan Bel (who also administers Male Kamkale village), the Akim gave the names of households who keep their animals south in the Moinkum sands. Some of these families seasonally move north of the Chu to Betpak Dalla for summer grazing. A few of these household heads who were in the village were interviewed. Note: The names given may be those of the senior household head (father) not of the person actually managing the livestock.  

1. Daulebai Kenjegulovbai: At Saryshagan, along the Chu river about 35 km. west of Ulan Bel, together with Babai. Went to Sary Arka in summer 2001. This person could be related to Joshebek, see below. 

Interviewed by CK in 1999. See report 4 May 2001 “Kazakstan study site, Moinkum Rayon”. 

2. Jolshebek, son of Yelebaeva (died Aug 2001); Have 700 or more sheep, more than 20 relatives assisting in turns with shepherding. Stay in winter in the sands, 40 km. south of Ulan Bel, and go to Sary Arka in the north for summer. 

3. Koshekov Khanov

4. Turgenbaev Orenbazar: Interviewed by CK in 1999. See report 4 May 2001 “Kazakstan study site, Moinkum Rayon”. 

5. Ahmedbekov Ermekbai: Uses a well at Tuken, 30 south in the sands. Stay there for the whole year, for the past 2 years. 

6. Abiske Jumanov Abdimunov:  For the past 3 years he and two younger brothers keep their animals 40 km. south in the sands at a well called Tashkyduk, near where Moshlyk from Male Kamkale has a well.  In summer there are a lot of ticks around these wells in the sands and it’s very hot. There are also large flies called “ovod” in Russian. He used to move north about 100 km. to Betpak Dalla in May, after lambing. They stayed there at a well called Jambas Kydyk, moving with a tractor, car and yurt. They will not move there this summer.  His relatives shepherd the animals, no hired workers.

7. Sagangalli Sulibaev, also has animals in the sands. 

8. Balabekov Yerbol: went north to Betpak Dalla in 2001. 

9. Tulebaev Baketjan, father is Bazarbaev Kargambai. They have been staying in the sands for many years, as sovkhoz shepherds. Last summer 2001, they moved 100 km. north also for the summer. May be going to Betpak Dalla for grazing in 2002.  

10. Rustenbekov Aidarbek, uses a well 45 km. south, called Ortalyk, for the past 5-6 years. They stay there all year, not moving. 

11. Timur and (12)Aben also keep their animals in the sands. (No last names given). 

13. Bazarbaev Nazir: Had a 100 camels, plus cows and sheep, in 1999, staying at a well called Sabanjual in the sands. May now have 60-70 camels. 

14. Toksenbaev Abilkasim, stays for the past year at a well called Tamirbergen, 50 km. south in the sands.

15. Talkanbaev Beken: Has up to 300 goats which are kept in the sands. 

Information about Ulan Bel village

According to the Akim, (a zootechnician), the population of 1,450 is the same as in 1999, and people have stopped emigrating from the village. 42 children were born in the village in 2001. The situation is now stable, compared to after the reform when people were shocked and moved away from the village. Those people who moved south to be nearer Taraz city still keep a house and their animals in Ulan Bel. They moved near Taraz so their children could go to school. 

The villagers have 12,500 sheep and goats of 1,200 are goats. The Akim noted that villagers now realize that it’s more profitable to keep goats; for example, the Akim’s son bought 15 goats in 2001. There are also 493 cattle and 172 horses. There used to be a lot of camels but now only 63. Note: according to CK’s interviews with the former Akim in 1999, there were 7,600 sheep/goats, 410 cattle, 250 horses and 200 camels, then. This suggests an increase of 60% in the smallstock population between 1999-2002.  

Land registration
Although a number of families are using wells and winter houses (zimovki) in the sands, no has yet registered these for private use.  But the Akimat regional administration say it’s time that people registered land they are using, and pay taxes on this land. Two inspectors started working at the rayon centre (Moinkum town) in Jan 2002, concentrating first on getting farmers using cropland to register. The inspectors are not yet paying attention to grazing land. The grazing land of Ulan Bel belongs to Leskhoz (Forestry Department). 

Taraz city livestock and fibre markets

Live animal prices

A visit was made to the large weekly livestock market, where the following prices were obtained:

(note: Goat prices were obtained by Serik Aryngaziev, and will be sent shortly).

Sheep






Tenge

Merino cross, 3 yr old female



  7,500

Merino cross 2 yr old female



  5,000

Kazak breed, 1.5 yr old female


  9,000

Kazak breed, young male



13,000

Edil Bay breed, 1 yr old male, fattened 6 months
10,000

Kazak breed, 5 yr old male 



  9,000

Merino cross, 3 yr old ram for breeding

13,000

Cows

Heifer, 1 yr old




23,000

Cow, 6 yr old





30,000

Cow 3 yr old and calf
(good condition)

55,000


Cow 3 yr old, and calf (poor condition)

35,000

Bull, 4 yr old





67,000

Bull, 1.5 yr old




40,000

Calf, female 7 months old



14,000


Horses

Mare, 2 yr old





45,000

Mare, 8 yr old





50,000

Stallion 2 yr old




45,000

Stallion 6 yr old




47,000

Young mares, 1 yr old




16,000



A comparison of prices for the different breeds of sheep shows the higher market value of Kazak breeds over Merino crossbreds. Kazak breeds are heavier and more meaty than Merino crossbreeds. 

The Taraz market has an entrance fee of 80 tenge, paid by both sellers entering the market and buyers leaving with animals. Animals are supposed to be checked by veterinary inspectors, but the office was locked for the morning and no one had seen the inspectors. Some individuals work in the market as “middlemen” (including women), who undertake to make the sale between a seller and a buyer. These people are termed in Russian pastrednik or delldal in Kazak. One delldal received 50 tenge for every sheep she sold on behalf of the sellers. 

Fibre marketing

One man in the Taraz market had bought combed goat down from Omsk in Russia, in 2001, at a price of 2000 tenge/kg (USD 13/kg) and resold to Chinese traders in Taraz at USD 15/kg. Last year and in 2000, Chinese traders were paying up to USD 27/kg for combed down, buying in large quantities. 

In another Taraz market, (“Green market”), a number of women buy, sort and resell goat fibre. One group of two young women buy goat down from farmers, remove the dirt and burrs, and resell to Chinese traders at USD 15/kg in 2001. The Chinese traders advance money to the women, to buy from farmers. These traders will start to buy down after the middle of March. The women have been doing this trade for the past 5 years. According to the women marketers, Chinese traders first started in Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan, buying down also from Taraz and sending it to Bishkek for eventual export to China. They now have a warehouse in Taraz and are also buying skins. No Kazak goat down was yet available in early March, but the women were buying and sorting angora white goat down, selling at 350 t/kg. (USD 2.30 kg) and black Orenburg goat down, selling at 1000 t/kg. (USD 6.60). 

Some of the market women also deal in camel wool. The women were buying and sorting camel wool, then selling to Russian and Korean traders, who use the camel wool for making quilts. The Koreans paid up to 450 t/kg to the women.  The current price they received was 100 t/kg. for sorted camel wool. In 2001 a group of about 5 women bought, sorted and sold a total of 10 tonnes of camel wool. 

Farmers in Moinkum villages received 50 t/kg for unsorted camel wool from traders in 2001. The market women remove the rough hair, dirt and vegetable matter, thereby doubling the value of the camel wool.  Moinkum farmers sell whole goat fibre without combing out the down first. 

Turkestan city fibre marketing 

A visit to Turkestan was made in Feb 2002 by Serik Aryngaziev (see separate report), to assess fibre markets in this ancient centre of livestock trade. Turkestan is one of the oldest towns in Kazakstan, and was on the Silk Road. The city is on the main rail line connecting eastern, southern and northwestern Kazakstan, and is close to Tashkent in Uzbekistan, and to Chimkeynt, southern Kazakstan’s main city.  See Map over. 

A group of about 10 Kazaks from Iran moved to Turkestan after Kazakstan’s independence, to establish a trading network of animal skins and fibres covering much of western Kazakstan. The businessmen were reluctant to be interviewed, but several of their junior trading associates were willing to provide information. The businessmen have rented the large former Soviet meat factory in the city, to collect and export the livestock products. At the time of the visit, about 7 large trucks from Turkey were loading salted skins for export. One of the Iranian-Kazaks had just sold an unspecified amount of goat fibre to Afghanis. He also exports to Iran and China. 

Map showing main places visited
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Last year, 2001, Kazak combed goat down was being bought in Western Kazakstan Oblast (formerly Uralsk) at a price of 3000 t/kg (USD 20/kg). This year the price is expected to start much lower, at 1,600 t/kg. Combed down from the Volgagrad/Don breed of goat was bought at 1,500 t/kg. 

Western Kazakstan is considered a good place to purchase down as farmers there practice combing, rather than shearing, so that down is already separated from the rough outer fibre. There is no price differential by colour, but the Iranian-Kazak businessmen pay less for dirty fibres. According to the local traders, producers will not comb down from the goats if they receive less than USD 10/kg for down, as between 8-10 goats have to be combed to get one kg. of down. 

Camel wool was bought last year at 180 t/kg from Aktubinsk and Atrau in the northwest. White sheep wool is also bought by some traders in Turkestan, for sale mainly to Russia. Black coarse wool was bought by these traders in 2001 at a price of 20 t/kg. 

The price of raw skins is 2,300 tenge per cow skin, 250 tenge for goat skin and 500-600 tenge for sheep skin. Intestines are also traded, at a price of 100 tenge. The mark up between first buyer and resale to the main trader in Turkestan is about 100%. 

The junior associates travel by train to Uralsk town by train (1,800 km, a 2 day journey), where they collect down and skins purchased from farmers by their local trading partners. The goods are then sent by train to Turkestan, at a transport cost of 300 tenge per 50 kg. 

Kyzl Orda Oblast, Kruash village 

A brief visit was made to this former livestock sovkhoz, privatized in 1997, about 90 km. northwest from Turkestan city. There are 100 families. The sovkhoz formerly had 50,000 to 60,000 mainly Karakul sheep. There were 3 villages, each belonging to a different clan. Each clan married out, obtaining wives from the other two villages. The sovkhoz had a lot of debts when it was disbanded, and everything was sold to private farmers and newcomers. The Directors and senior staff left “with pockets full of money”. 

The local Akimat (district administration) owns about 2,000 sheep which are given by residents in payment for for oil received from a Canadian oil company (Kyzl Orda Oblast has oil fields). These sheep are managed by one of the former sovkhoz shepherds for the Akimat. The villagers of Kruash own between them about 600 private smallstock. 

The 2,000 sheep and some private sheep are seasonally moved, according to the former system used by the sovkhoz and before that, by the ancestors of the villagers.  In March and April, animals are kept at a barn 10 km from the village, for lambing. May to August, the animals are taken 50  km north to the Karatau mountains, shepherded by families using stone sheds or yurts. In September the livestock return near to the village, where they receive medication and are then taken south to the Syr Darya river, to graze on crop aftermath. After the autumn, in November the animals cross the Syr Darya traveling 80 km to the Karakum sands in the south, where they spend the winter, the shepherds living in zimovki (winter houses). There they are watered from wells, which had pumps in Soviet times. Many of these no longer work, and the animals rely on snow for water in winter. The main reason for moving animals to the sands in winter is to avoid snow, which falls in the dry semi-steppe plains (shaul) around the village. An older shepherd notes that, “We move very slowly because we have to use all pastures on our way. We do not hurry, but do it in stages”. 

Most families in the village do not undertake these seasonal movements, though some will hire shepherds to take their private animals to the Karatau mountains in summer, paying the shepherd 30 t/month per head of smallstock.  Eight families of the 100 villagers still move their animals each season, mainly those that have combined family flocks of between 300-600 head.  

Those families migrating south to the sands in winter, from farms along the Syr Darya river, buy fodder. The main type of fodder is reeds and camethorn (jandak). Villagers also prepare fodder in case of severe weather, but usually pastures are available the whole year round. 

Sheep wool and goat fibre
In the past few years, villagers have noticed that coarse karakul sheep wool is not in demand any longer. After shearing, traders do not come to buy this wool, which is too expensive for villagers to transport to town for sale, so it is now thrown away. About two years ago, villagers noticed that goats were more valuable, as their fibre was selling at 500 t/kg. So people now have three reasons to keep goats: 1) meat 2) selling fibre 3) milking. Goats are increasing in the village now, whereas in the past people did not even count the kids after kidding, and either threw away their fibre or used it to make ropes. 

Several villagers were interviewed about goat-keeping. According to one farmer with 80 goats, 70% of the does have twins and a few have triplets. About 20% of the does will kid twice in one year. Angora goats, which have been brought to the village from other places, do not survive. 

Villagers do not comb the down, but shear at the end of spring in April, fearing that if sheared earlier the goats can get cold in the rain and die. However, this means that much down is lost by shearing time, due to moulting.  Some goats can yield up to 500 gm of down when combed, as a few women do comb the goats to make shawls. 

Ul Gule village, Jambul Rayon, Almaty Oblast

Meeting with Director of Karasai Cooperative, Ul Gule village
The coop has fewer sheep in the last three years, because of drought, which has greatly reduced the coop’s wheat harvests, resulting in sales of sheep to pay for fuel, spare parts and seeds. Currently the coop has 2,500 semi-fine wool sheep (Tankarun) left. A poor harvest in 2001 meant a yield of only 150-200 kg. per ha of wheat, due to drought. A total of 700 ha is planted. Also, some salaries are paid in sheep, as workers request this.  According to the Director, “if it were not for sheep, the cooperative would be bankrupt”.  In 1995 there was also drought and a bad harvest. 

This raises the question of why the coop continues to subsidize its wheat operation by selling sheep, in an area of low and uncertain precipitation. The Director noted that Ul Gule villagers need wheat for flour, and the coop cannot give up agriculture as 100 ha of barley is grown for animal fodder. Barley harvests were very low at 300 kg/ha in 2001. When asked why the coop did not buy barley instead of trying to grow it, the Director replied that barley is not very available. 

The coop also harvests 900 ha of Agropiron (jitneak) for animal feed in winter. The Agropiron was planted in the Soviet period, on the sovkhoz land. In good years 1,500 kg/ha can be harvested, but in drought years only 200-300 kg/ha. The Director noted that this Agropiron resource “just saved them” as it’s the main winter fodder source.  According to some families in the village, the coop sells this Agropiron to villagers for winter fodder, at a price of 1,250 tenge for a roll of 500 kg. The Agropiron is also used to pay employees of the coop, in lieu of wages. 

The Director indicated that the coop was planning to give up on most crop agriculture and concentrate on livestock, as the area was too risky in terms of precipitation. 

In autumn 2001 the coop arranged for 800 fine-wooled Merino crossbred ewes to be artificially inseminated with purebred Australian Merino semen from the Kazak Sheep Breeding Institute. This was partially financed with overhead funds from DARCA to the Institute, and supervised by Dr. Nurlan Malmakov, DARCA WP3 team leader. The coop is appreciative of this assistance. 

Cooperative sales of live animals and wool

In 2001 the coop sold 800 young castrated male sheep. These are sometimes bartered with cooperatives in the foothill areas to the south, in return for wheat seed. Sheep were also sold in Almaty markets. They last sold sheep in December 2001, at an average price of 3,500 tenge each. This would have totaled 2,800,000 tenge = USD 18,670.  Note: private farmers in Ul Gule received higher prices for their sheep, see below. 

Seven tonnes of semi-fine wool from the coop sheep was sold in July 2001 at a price of 100 t/kg to a private trader giving a total of USD 4,670 or one quarter of the returns from live animal sales. The coop had a contract to sell its wool to Almaty Klem carpet factory but the factory did not come to buy the wool. The Director was not aware of demand for semi-fine wool from other wool processing factories in Almaty Oblast. He noted that there is no central information service on prices and demand for wool and fibres in Kazakstan. 

The coop owns a number of camels, but 30 had to be sold because of drought in the last couple of years and resulting losses in wheat harvests.  In 2001, camel wool was sold at a price of 90 t/kg to wool collectors. Camel milk is also sold to workers at a price of 120 t/litre. 

According to the Director, some 400 sheepskins were sold in 2001 at a price of 200 tenge per piece to private traders. However, private farmers stated much higher prices received for sheep skins, see below. 

Seasonal movement of coop flocks

The coop has seven flocks. Their wintering place is about 50 km. north of Ul Gule village in an area called Jartas (see below), where flocks stay from autumn until June. From June to September flocks are taken to a jailou (summer pasture) in the mountains, called Sarjas, about 80 km. to the south. This is not the same jailou of Ush Kanour that the Ul Gule sovkhoz used in the Soviet period, and is on lower slopes than formerly. In autumn flocks go to Bas Su and then to their wintering barns at Jartas.  There is thus a three season movement of flocks. 

Jartas winter grazing area and barns, within Ul Gule land

A trip was made to this area where a number of private and cooperative shepherds have over-wintered. The coop is grazing six flocks around Jartas, of which 4 are ewe flocks, 1 are males and 1 flock of young sheep. 

30 km. north of Ul Gule village on an asphalt road is Barn No. 1 at:
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This barn site used to be used for wheat storage, and is now used by 3 or 4 private shepherds. 

Further north are three more barns, one of which is used by a private shepherd. Lambing used to take place at this site, in the sovkhoz period. 
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Further north is a site called GRP (Geological survey station), which is still used by Ul Gule coop. Two shepherds from the coop were there with two coop flocks. There is also a guard employed by the coop who keeps his animals here. The Geological survey no longer operates from here. 
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Further north is another barn and a coop shepherd called Boltabek, who is in the DARCA sample. Sayat Temirbekov took a GPS measurement from this barn. The family moved here in Dec 2001 with one flock of coop sheep, which were pregnant. There are some guards and assistant shepherds staying in another stone house nearby. Boltabek keeps some of his own and family’s private animals together with the coop flock.  

Private sales of live animals
Animals are mostly sold in the Uzan Agach weekly market. The highest prices are from May to August, with a sharp decline in September when most families sell animals to obtain money for school fees. Prices for cattle and horses are highest in October to December, when families want to slaughter a large fattened animal to prepare dried meat for the winter. This slaughter is called soghum.  Prices in Uzan Agach were generally higher in 2001 than in 2000, but are unpredictable and can sometimes decrease. 

Families try not to sell their animals when they have smaller flocks, and old animals are slaughtered for home consumption.  Animals are usually sold for money required for major family gatherings, called toy, such as weddings, funerals and births. For example, one Ul Gule family in the DARCA sample sold 2 young female sheep to pay for the hospital costs of a daughter having a baby, and to “make a table” for all the relatives coming to congratulate the family. The family had to sell young female sheep as they had no more male sheep to sell. 

Prices for sheep sold in February 2002 were quoted as 5,000 to 7,000 tenge for young males, depending on their fatness. This is in contrast to the price stated by the Ul Gule cooperative director, who said that the coop sold young males at 3,500 tenge each in December 2001. 

Private sales of wool and goat fibre 

Wool from crossbred sheep, of Kazak and Merino, was sold in 2001 for 50 t/kg. Finer white wool from the Merino crosses was sold at 100 t/kg. to collectors from Uzan Agach. Farmers who transported their wool to Uzan Agach received 115 t/kg. by selling directly to Uighur traders.  

Private shepherds note that the Kazak type of sheep have a better survival rate in the cold than Merino types. One reason is that lambs from Merino types are born without much wool, and easily catch cold especially if they are born in the open air. The Merino ewes also need more fodder in winter. 

Goat fibre was sold privately at from 400 t/kg to 500t/kg, to private collectors coming from the rayon centre at Uzan Agach in May and June 2001. Some shepherd families had only started selling goat fibre in 2001, and before this, goat fibre was only used to make felt for Kazak yurts. In 2000, one family sold goat fibre at 120 t/k. to traders. 

A wool and fibre trader from Mynbaeva village was interviewed at one of the Jartas grazing areas. In 2001 he bought some 50 tonnes of goat fibre from shepherds in different parts of Jambul rayon (Almaty Oblast). He was paying them between 350-400 t/kg. Producer prices in Taldy Kurgan Oblast were higher, at 500 t/kg. He was planning to resell this fibre to Uighur traders in Uzan Agach, who have export licenses. But these traders have been unable to sell the fibre as he was told the border with China is currently closed. He has been collecting goat fibre for the past three years in Jambul Rayon. He plans to buy more goat fibre this year, as it’s “not his problem” that the Uighur traders cannot export. He was advanced money from the Uighur traders to pay for the fibre, which they now have to store. Prices this year will be lower than last year’s, due to the export difficulties. 

This trader uses a 22 year old small Soviet-made saloon car to transport the fibre. He can transport 

about 500 kg in his car. He offers farmers the same price for Angora type or Kazak fibre, as his Uighur buyers in Uzan Agach also do not make a price distinction. The buyers in Uzan Agach then sort between Kazak and Angora fibre. 

Interest in goats 

As elsewhere in the study areas, farmers in Ul Gule expressed much interest in keeping more goats, citing in one case a Kazak proverb “If you really starving, you have to keep goats”.  Reasons for keeping more goats include “economizing on slaughtering sheep”, a decline of sheep in the family flock, and the faster reproductive rate of goats compared to sheep.  

Private sales of animal skins
In August, prices for Merino type sheep skins rose to between 800- 1,200 tenge each, as the wool has grown to about 2 cm after shearing in May/June, and can be used to make sheepskin coats. 

CONLUSIONS

The village of Ulan Bel, 20 km west of the DARCA study village of Male Kamkale, is to be added to the DARCA sample in WP4. This is in order to study the patterns of long-distance seasonal movement practiced by up to 15 families in Ulan Bel. Round Four of WP4 will start interviewing some 6 of these families who keep their livestock at remote pastures.  The sample from Moinkum  Rayon is currently only 16 families, as several have dropped out due to moving away from the rayon.  WP3 should consider also taking measurements on the flocks of the 6 new sample farmers.

Seasonal movement to different pastures is still being practiced by some cooperatives in Jambul Oblast, and by Karasai Cooperative in Ul Gule, a DARCA study site. Private farmers note that seasonal movement is economically advantageous and also necessary once a private flock has reached a certain threshold size. The unit costs per head of keeping animals at distant pastures is lowered when flocks are larger, and winter fodder costs are reduced. However, the farther distant pastures are not used by either cooperatives or private farmers, mainly due to transport costs.  Thus, private shepherds no longer use Sary Arka, the traditional summer steppe pasture for Moinkum livestock. Instead, summer grazing is carried out in the less distant area of Betpak Dalla. Likewise, Ul Gule cooperative no longer uses the higher and further summer pastures in the Ala Tau mountains. 

Prices and demand for goat fibre rose dramatically in 2001, in all the DARCA study areas. Prices in Moinkum Rayon were 150 t/kg in Sary Uzek and 200 t/kg in Ulan Bel (which is more accessible to Taraz city, the main collection point). Prices in other areas were higher, at 500 t/kg in Kruash village in Kyzl Orda Oblast, and in Ul Gule village, Jambul Rayon, Almaty Oblast. These higher prices probably reflect better access to urban collection points.  These are prices for coarse fibre mixed with down. Prices for pure combed down are considerably higher, as shown by quoted prices for combed pure Kazak down in Western Kazakstan at 3,000 t/kg. However, due to indiscriminate and speculative buying last year, and the difficulties of exporting fibre across the Chinese border, traders now have unsold stocks of goat fibre.  Therefore traders expect prices to be  much lower this year. 

Moinkum rayon produces only coarse wool from the Karakul and Kazak breeds of sheep. Prices for this type of wool are still very low, at 5 t/kg sold to collectors coming to the villages and 20 t/kg if sold by a farmer in Taraz city. 

Fine white wool from Merino crossbreds is produced in the better-watered foothill areas of southern Jambul Oblast and Jambul Rayon of Almaty Oblast. This type of wool is in demand by Russia and prices reached 115 t/kg when sold by farmers to urban traders. 

Live animal prices at markets show that the price of goats is now nearly equal to the price of sheep, despite a smaller body size and lower consumer preference for goat meat. Farmers generally expressed an interest in increasing their goat flock size, not only because of higher valued fibre but also due to the fast reproductive rate of goats which allows rapid population increases.  

There is a general sense that conditions in the livestock-producing villages have stabilized since the economic crisis of the mid to late 1990s, and families are no longer moving away to cities or cropping areas. In some villages, numbers of smallstock have increased significantly in the past two  years. There does not appear to be any shortage of acceptable grazing areas. 
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Background Information on Village 

Basics:  260-270 families, about 1850 people, live in the Dihan Birlishik – a combined total that includes the population in the desert herding, in adjacent hamlets and in the central village.  The village is 100 km from Mari and 62 km from Bayram Ali.  The Dihan now has 26 flocks averaging 800-900 head at about 40 water points.  Akmohammet Nazarov is the farm Director and the official name of the Dihan Birlishik is SA Niyazov; Ravnina, which used to be the name of both the village and farm, remains the name of the central village.

According to old records, the area of Ravnina farm is 346,000 ha. and the farm is traversed by 45 km of canal. Ravnina was initially a railroad stop.  In addition to the main village, 5 families live in Raziez (station) no 59 and 10 families in station 61 – Ravnina itself is station 60.

In total less than 30 people are directly employed by the farm, down from around 300, the decline starting in 1992 and proceeding gradually.  For example, In 1992 they had 40 head shepherds, now down to 26 plus assistants and 1 pump operator.  The farm’s engineering section has currently 16 staff (tractor and truck drivers, division head, watchmen, and water pump operators) responsible for 10 trucks, 7 tractors and 110 ha of wheat.  Headquarters staff include about 10 people – the director, accountants, economist, veterinary staff, secretary and cleaners.  The farm is subdivided into two divisions each with a manager, accountant, vet and shepherds.  One division has 12 and the other 14 shepherds.  Total farm employees is 103 if one includes those like shepherds who are on contract (69).

The village school (not boarding) covers grades 1-9 and has about 200 pupils and 40 staff plus two part time teachers; the village health post/hospital has 40 staff plus two doctors .  The farm’s chief engineer estimated that, aside from the school and the farm itself, there were another 100 village employees altogether in the railroad, health post and other locations.

History

In 1882/3 the railroad arrived here and people started to settle, but the village was not founded until 1927 when livestock were confiscated from rich owners in Lebab and brought here.  At that time Uchargi was a big collective farm and Ravnina was simply the livestock section of that farm.  In 1932 they separated from Uchargi and became Ravnina Farm.  From 1932-66 Ravnina was a regular sovxoz; they were up-graded to a government Karkul breeding station in 1966, when local specialists and the Livestock Institute worked together.  Up to 1990 the station steadily improved pelt quality and had an excellent all-Union reputation, though quality has since declined.  

Chigajy well (about 3 km to west of village) and Uchunji Guyi well (to the south) were the original village water sources.  They were owned by large/rich livestock owners from Burdalick Etrap in Lebab Welaiyat (on the other side of the AmuDarya River, Etrap no. 10, Hojambaz, on the standard map of national administrative units), back when flocks were very migratory. In 1927 at the founding of the village the two wells were the only source of water, though they were also supplied by train.  In 1963 – five years after the canal came through in 1958 – they were supplied with water by a pipeline. In 1950 there were about 30 families in Ravnina, with a boarding school up to grade seven for shepherd children.  Shepherds were serviced by camels up to 1953 when the first vehicle appeared and vehicles gradually replaced camels. 

Livestock Population Trends

Figure 1 summarizes livestock production and population trends from 1940-2000 based on data collected by Gurban Kraiv.  There are ambiguities in the data that need clarification, but several interesting trends are already clear.  

· From 1940 to the early 1960s there was a steady increase in livestock (sheep and goat) numbers, which peaked at 67,000 in 1962.  For the next 5 years numbers were unsteady but seemed to be dropping to around 40,000.  Expansion in the availability of stock water would provide the most direct explanation of these trends, but initial information does not support this interpretation.  Wells now in the desert have been there for half a century for the most part, being repaired and occasionally replaced, with a few additions but no period of major building.  In the 1970s and 80s there was well building and some were added, but only to replace disused wells.  Over the decades the technology of well construction has changed, but not in ways that would explain major shift in stock numbers.  In the 1950s wells were lined with woven sticks; this was replaced by bricks after 1950, and by cement rings about 1970.  If these facts cross-check, there is little evidence that the expansion of well numbers or fundamental changes in well technology drove the increases in stock numbers throughout the 1950s.  An alternative explanation is that the grazed area accessible to water was constant over the 1950s and that the stocking rate in this area increased.  This interpretation is plausible given what happened next – a long-lasting crash in stock numbers. A local manager from that period cites ‘not enough fodder’ as the factor holding down flock sizes.    

· 1969 was a disastrous year for which no flock size figure is available.  Old farm managers recall that in 1969 after losing about 27,000 animals the farm had about 23,000 head, give or take a few thousand on either side.  These figures may be exaggerated – they imply that the farm went into the winter with 50,000 head, whereas it had 45,000 in 1998.  Apparently the reason for the die-off was a severe winter, but this conclusion need further work.  This winter proved a turning point in the farm’s management strategy.  Thereafter they focused on fodder collection as a buffer against winter weather.  Also, in the 1970s fodder collection was mechanized, which much increased the amount that could be taken. .  Between 1970-90 it was possible to collect 6000 tonnes of fodder – different kinds; this decreased after 1990.   150 kg per head was the calculation upon which fodder collection was based, and if the fodder collected in one year was not needed it could be saved for the next year.  The 150 kg ration refers to vegetation (primarily yandak) – plus 20-30 kg cotton residues, barley or kombicorn per head was the target.  Note that despite these precautions, total flock size never again equaled that of the early 1960s.  (And, when total numbers began to creep up in the late 1990s, they were again checked by a major die-off.) 

· When records resume again in 1970, there is a steady two-decade-long climb in flock size from about 30,000 to around 40,000 head.  During this period there occurred the following favorable years characterized by good February to May rainfall producing plentiful pastures: 1974, 78, 81, 82, 85.  Bad years included 1988 because of low rainfall and resulting poor pasture, and 1972 because of a hard winter.  However, a simple examination of the records suggests that these events – good or bad – had no consistent or particularly visible impact on stocking levels.  This result conforms to the opinions of experienced shepherds who assert that there is no reason for poor years to become disasters if precautions have been taken to collect sufficient winter fodder.  It would appear that this was happening for these two decades; indeed, one experienced farm manager contends that total flock size in this period was held down only by a combination of offtake – 5000 head annually for meat to the government, 5000 head for breeding and 10-15,000 pelts per year – plus the ceiling imposed by limited pastures.  Beyond 40-50,000 head there simply was not enough pasture.  Movement of animals entirely out of the private farm in response to drought seems also to have been an option in this period, but this needs confirmation (see below).   

· 1999 was another disastrous year in which no records were kept.  One farm employee recalled 14,000 sheep dying in that year.  When record keeping resumed again in 2000 the flock was down to 20,000 head, whereas it had stood at 45,000 in 1998.    Weather problems struck at the end of winter with snowfalls on Feb 28, and March 4 and 8 of 1999.  The problem was exacerbated because the sheep had already shifted to fresh green grass and would not shift back to dry standing material which was all that was available after snow covered the ground for a week to 10 days.  The weather was, therefore, a genuine problem, but it need not have been a disaster according to most informants.  This was a period of transition to the current ‘arinda’ system of flock management (see below).  At this point the collective farm was responsible for fodder provision but in fact had collected very little; as further evidence of management problems at this time, some shepherds were not paid in 1998-9.  According to one shepherd, the collective farm’s records showed that adequate fodder had been distributed to all shepherds but in fact they were left with nothing but a ‘donkey’s dick’ when the bad weather struck.  Individual informants record significant losses for this period, both of their own private stock and of collective animals under their care.  One exception is a former farm manager who had ready access to vehicles and fodder and also ran a flock.  Because he had access to both transport and fodder, his losses were minimal, suggesting that the real crisis was one of mismanagement exposed but not caused by difficult weather.     
· Visual examination of the data suggests no strong correlation between lambing rates and flock size in the period up to 1969.  Hypothesis: because of limited amounts of winter fodder, weather conditions had an overriding impact on flock performance in this period.  How to test this hypothesis is unclear.

· There would appear to be a long-term correlation between flock size and lambing rates from 1970-98 – lambing rates drifting downwards as flock size drifted upwards.  In this period lambing rates were, however, much more variable from year to year than flock size.  Hypothesis: mechanized fodder preparation suppresses but does not eliminate annual fluctuations in flock performance caused by variable weather conditions.  However, as stocking rates gradually build, feed limitations undermine flock performance which gradually declines, until the crash of 1998-9.  
Post-crash, sheep are now in good condition now because of the decline in their numbers.

Movement

According to Gurban Kraiv, in the 20 year period between 1970-90 Ravnina wells and pastures were divided into spring-summer and winter areas.  There could be up to 4 flocks at one well in the spring when water needs were low.  Because of the decline in the number of sheep, there is no longer any need move en masse between summer and winter areas (49).  Every year the timing of the move differed according to conditions – Nov or early Dec winter season began, and ended at the end of Feb or beginning of March.  Shelters for shepherds and animals were relatively more improved around the winter wells (50).  With a few exceptions, the wells that were used in winter are located on lower elevation closer to the canal, and spring.summer wells are further south and higher (see sketch map). By some accounts, the winter area was reserved for winter use because it had different kinds of vegetation that stood taller and would not be covered by snow (78); this hypothesis needs cross-checking.  However, shepherds generally agreed that the further one got from the village the better the quality of the pastures. 

The breakdown in the movement system began around 1990.  The shift to year-round occupation of a well or of two adjacent wells did not occur suddenly.  As transport became more difficult, longer distance moves were gradually abandoned (83).  Also, at least in the 1970s there appears to have been the option to move animals out of the Ravnina area entirely in years of very poor rainfall.  Animals cold be moved long distances by train or walked across the Amu Darya River into Hojambaz Etrap.  More details are needed to confirm these arrangements.

Apparently there are 5 wells on the village (north) side of the canal, abandoned after the fall in sheep numbers in 1998; one of these wells is called Altingey (at 50 m of depth) and in good condition but without pump.  A second well on the north side of the canal is Uzin Beden, listed as a winter area by Gurban Kraiv and located on the Dihan Birlishik’s sketch map of their wells.  We do not know the names of the other wells on the village side of the canal.  Apparently Ravnina cooperative shepherds avoid the area between the village and the canal by preference because the vegetation is better on the far side of the canal.  The area is now used exclusively by private shepherds.  However, the owner of one of the larger private flocks thought that if cooperative sheep numbers go up, farm flocks would probably return to this area and the private flocks would have to move (74).

I consistently asked about the pattern of grazing around wells.  All shepherds claimed to keep one side of the well for summer and the other for winter, but there was no particular cardinal direction that was associated with a particular season and a variety of different reasons were given for choosing winter and summer pastures around different wells.  Reasons cited were as follows:

· Hojachai well: 1 cooperative flock stays here year round, using east side in winter (borjak) and west in summer.

· Agach Guyi well: 1 cooperative flock here year round, using east in summer and west in the winter.  There is no difference in pastures in the summer and winter areas, but winter winds blow from the west and sheep can therefore walk home from winter pastures with their back to the wind.

· Pioner well.  2 cooperative flocks here year round.  One flock to SW and the other to NE.  The NE pastures are then internally divided, with the west of the allotment used for winter because of plants that stand tall in the snow – gyrtych and mortuk.

· Chopan Guyi well.  2 cooperative flocks at this well in winter, with one flock to the west and the other to the east.  In summer both flocks move to Kyrkgulach, 10 km away.

· Gagarin well.  2 cooperative flocks use this well from Oct to May because it has a winter resting place; May to Oct both flocks are at Dahguyi, one keeping to the west and the other to the east.

· Ravnina chekene flock: Grazes around the village to the east in summer and west in winter because of taller vegetation on that side.

· Private village flock: Feb-May grazes north of village; June to Sept goes east, and Oct to Feb (winter) to south.  North in spring is advantageous because the pastures there respond quickly and the area is flat so that it is easy to spot new lambs. 

· Private animals in chekene flock: winter to east of village on nearby pastures set aside because the days are short and the stock cannot travel far; summer and spring to the north of the village.

· Private flock outside of village: north of the house is left ungrazed for winter use because the wind in winter comes from the north.

· Tagta Guyi well: 1 cooperative flock here since Dec 20 and will move to Ijdanovich well in April.  Uses Tagta guyi in winter because it has better winter quarters and the pastures at Ijdanovich are limited though of good quality.

· Private flock near canal: 3 months of winter spent near the canal and in spring/summer they graze roughly between Station 61 and Ravnina village.

It would appear that very diverse factors control small-scale movement around wells.  All else being equal, it would seem that winter pastures are to the north or west (i.e. up wind) of the winter penning areas.  This permits the sheep to walk with their back to the wind when coming home in the evening or returning to base in a bad storm.  All else is, however, rarely equal.  The most consistent reason cited for choosing a winter grazing area was the presence of tall vegetation which would protrude from the snow and remain accessible to sheep in poor weather.  It would also appear that there is some effort to reserve nearby pastures around the village for winter when days are short and flocks cannot travel great distances.  Other reasons for cited choosing winter pastures or wells are the presence of shelters or the need to use those pastures in the growing season that are adjacent to neighbors and might otherwise be poached by trespassing flocks. 

Arinda

Arinda or ‘rental’ is the new system of cooperative farm organization introduced in the late 1990s.  The basic idea is that shepherds manage flocks on contract to the cooperative for a set percentage of the offspring.  Shepherds are responsible for obtaining almost all inputs, getting these either on the open market or on credit from the cooperative farm, with shepherd-cooperative accounts being settled at the close of each contract year on July 31.  The arinda system has been operating to some degree since 1998-9.  Several shepherds assert that they now own the old cooperative pumps, which they lift and take the pump if they move wells, but this needs confirmation.  The shepherds are responsible for all pump repairs, maintenance and fuel, as well as for all flock expenses.

The arinda system affects farm staff differently, as follows:

· Service staff:  In the engineering division of the cooperative farm, staff salaries now fluctuate because they are paid according to the income received from servicing shepherds.  The chief engineer said that this system had improved work performance.  As evidence he cited their trucks which are 1984/5 models but still in good order, something that would have been unlikely under previous arrangements.  It was my impression that shepherds did not initially know that they were free to obtain inputs on the open market, and hence gave the cooperative an unusually high level of business in the early years of the arinda system.  This is changing.  The more assertive shepherds are now shopping around and comparing prices, and it may become increasing difficult for the cooperative to pass along efficiencies to them in the form of high input prices.

· Shepherds with breeding flocks:   These are the most common single type of cooperative contractor.  The terms of the contract assume a 95% lambing rate with half of the lambs going to the shepherd and half to the cooperative.  For example, for a flock of 1000 ewes, presumed lamb production would be 950 with 475 going to the shepherd and a similar number to the cooperative.  However the shepherd bears all risks.  This means that the cooperative takes (in the above example) 475 lambs and the shepherd takes whatever is left, be it more or less than 475.  80% of the lambs taken by the cooperative must be females, but this needs to be confirmed.  Any expenses incurred by the shepherd to the cooperative are also deducted from the shepherd’s allotment.  Most inputs are available from the cooperative, but at a price.  The cooperative will also advance a portion of the shepherds’ wages. Shepherds keep all wool. 

· Tokli or yearling lambs:  A shepherd receives 200 head for keeping 1000 head for one contract year from August 1 to July 31.  Any losses in that period are deducted from the shepherds allotment.  There is general agreement that tokli are less profitable for the shepherd than breeding ewes under current contractual terms.   

Chekene

Chekene flocks are comprised of private animals managed by professional shepherds who charge a fee per animal per month for their services.  In Ravnina there are the following chekene flocks and herds:

· Three sheep flocks of about 400, 200, and 80 head each.  The largest flock is managed by three shepherds (one head and two assistants) and the smaller ones by two shepherds each.  The fee is 1500m/sheep/month.

· There is one cattle herd of about 40 head.  The fee is reported to be 1200/head/month, but I did not speak to the herder.

· Apparently there is also a chekene camel herd but I have no information on it.  

The largest Ravnina chekene flock is made up of the sheep of about 45 families, the largest single contribution from one family being about 50 sheep.  The shepherd estimated that the flock travels no more than 7-8 km from the village in winter and 10-12 km out in the other seasons.  The winter (DEC- FEB) day is short – from about 8:30 am to 5:30 pm – after which the animals are taken by their individual owners and looked after over night and fed any fodder that they will receive.  In periods of heavy snowfall, the chekene system does not operate and the animals remain penned with their owners. In spring when the vegetation is succulent the flock can stay away from the village and water for 3 to 4 days.  In summer the flock grazes in the night, returns to the village at 10:00 am and rests until late afternoon when it is watered before going back out to graze.

One flock owner estimated that 40 head was the upper limit on the number of animals a family would manage on the chekene system.  Above that ceiling, people would want to find another arrangement, such as putting animals together with kin or neighbors, with 3 or 4 collaborating families sharing herding responsibilities.   

Feeding Regimes 

Supplementary feeding regimes vary systematically according to where the flock is kept.  

· For Dihan Birlishik shepherds at desert wells, yandak (camel thorn) is fed only when snow is deep and then as a supplement in combination with grazing.  With remarkable regularity, these arinda shepherds put aside 10 truck loads per flock of about 800 head. The lowest amount set aside was 7 truck loads and the highest was 15 (Allaberen) but this latter amount was probably divided between two flocks. Yandak seems to be given to the entire flock when it is used, though some shepherds say that it is especially for weak or pregnant animals.  Some shepherds put aside only yandak, but the majority supplement it for weak and pregnant animals with an additional fodder of higher feed value.  Alfalfa, kombicorn, shula, and bran are all used, there being a possible slight preference for kombicorn.  Yandak that is not used in one year can be kept for use the next year, when it is reportedly even better.  It is reported that sheep will not feed on yandak as long as alternatives are available; this implies that yandak feeding schedules are not dictated by shepherds as long as sheep are free to graze.  With only one exception (probably the most prosperous owner interviewed), I met no desert shepherds who fattened sheep for sale to high-priced winter markets.

· Flocks kept in Ravnina begin supplementary feeding according to grazing conditions around the village independent of whether or not it is snowing.  One owner said that he could supplement grazing from October to April, though several others cited significantly shorter periods.  When it does snow, chekene animals stay penned all day and are completely reliant on supplementary fodder.  Town-based shepherds may employ complex feeding mixes using up to 4 or 5 different kinds of feed, in different combinations for different animals.  Fattening selected animals for winter sale is standard practice for village flocks.  Even without careful calculation, it is apparent that fodder use per head is higher in the village than in the desert, by a wide margin.  The highest absolute level of fodder purchase, however, was for a large flock kept outside the village between the village and the canal.  For a flock about the same size as the normal arinda allocation, this private owner set aside 60 truck loads of yandak plus other supplementation, i.e. about 6 times the yandak set aside for arinda flocks of similar size.    

Evidence to substantiate these generalizations is summarized in the follow table which refers to condition in January of 2001.  The table includes information on fodder costs but this material has not been analyzed. 

Water sources
Supplementary feeding regime – costs in italics – FATTENING IN CAPS

Hojachai pp 16-18; 38 meters; 75-80 km to Ravnina 1 coop ewe flock
Purchased yandak; feed it in periods of heavy snow

Agach Guyi pp 16, 18-20; 14 km from Hojachai; 72 meters  1 coop tokli flock 700 head
Yandak used only in bad conditions, not so far this year.  Yandak supplied by Dihan who got it from forest protection organization.

Pioneer Well – 154 km from Ravnina; pp 24-27; 96 meters deep 2 coop ewe flocks – kd 891 + pvt head; jgn 850
10 trucks of yandak and 1 of alfalfa obtained from Turkmen Gala, Muskova kholxoz, which is used for disabled or pregnant sheep kd flock

Prices: he purchased from TG rather than Ravnina because of transport costs of 150,000 truck and trailer from TG and 400,000 for the same combination from Ravnina.  From TG the yandak in a truck cost 200,000m and the truck cost 100,000 for a total cost of 300,000 at farm gate; a trailer (carrying about half the load of a truck) costs 100,000m for yandak and 50,000 for haulage or a total farm gate price of 150,000.  Alfalfa costs about double yandak.

Chopan Guyi pp 27-29; 56 meters deep and 112 km from Ravnina

2 coop flocks of 800 and 850 head
10 trucks of yandak for his flock and 10 for ABI (2nd operator) at an all in price of 250,000m per truck from 2nd pump station on canal or 60 km from his place; he also got 2 tonnes of bran for weak animals.  He has already started feeding yandak and bran already because of poor weather (Jan 28); bran price a 750m/kilo from Bayram Ali

Gagarin, 140-150 km from Ravnina, 80 meters deep, pages 30-33  2 coop flocks 854 males and 800 ewes and each flock has about 30 pvt goats
He bought 7 truck loads of yandak (tokli flock) and his brother did the same (for his separate ewe flock), each load costing about 1 sheep or 350,000 manat all in fodder and transport, 250,000 for transport and 100,000 for the yandak – his place is only about 20 km from paved road so delivery is easy

Ravnina tap water backed up by pvt cistern if tap fails; pp 36-41

40 goats and 150 sheep pvt
8 trucks yandak all in 150,000/truck
2 trucks alfalfa all in 300,000m/truck – 250,000 for alfalfa and 50,000 for truck from Zahmat DB maybe 30 km from this village
1 ton bran at 450,000 plus 150,000 for transport and 10,000 loading costs

3 tones of cotton seed at 515,000m/ton plus 150,000 m for transport and 15,000 loading costs
One week before snow fell this winter he started to feed and will continue until end of Feb. and does so every year (late Jan to end Feb)

FATTENED 7 SHEEP (SHARJA) THIS YEAR AND 3 ALREADY SOLD.

Tap in Ravnina; pp 44-47

16 sheep and 4 goats pvt
200 kg barley  @ 500m/kg;

300 kg cotton seed @ 800m/kg;

2 trucks wheat straw and grasses from his fields;

3 trucks of yandak collected himself

feeding plan pp 45, 46 He may feed from Oct to April in the extreme 

Old Army post; was location for sick/isolated DB animals and yandak storage; DB out in 1995;

Have water tap; pp51-57

170 pvt sheep and goats
DETAILS 53,4

Cotton seed 1 ton;

Kombikorn 3 ton;

6-7 trucks of alfalfa (his own);

yandak 10 trucks/20 tons collected themselves 40,000m truck rental per load;

maize stalks 3 truck loads;

1 truck his own crushed straw

Feeds yandak from Dec to March when there is no green vegetation as sheep will not eat yandak if fresh fodder available.

All get yandak and weak/pregnant separated and fed other items, except maize which goes to cattle

FATTENS CATTLE AND 10 SHEEP THIS YEAR – OLD FEMALES FOR SALE IN DEC AND JAN.

Tagta guyi, 110 km from Ravnina and 80 m deep; pp 62-66

810 coop ewes and 60 pvt sharja sheep
10 truck loads or 1,500 bundles of yandak at 100,000m per load for yandak and 125,000/load transport costs from 2nd pump station 70 km away.

Emergency feed not needed in normal year; esp for weak, sick, disabled in snow; got nothing but yandak



Station 61 18 km from Ravnina Pp67-70

4 chekeni flocks in settlement with 250-300 head each
Only feed yandak – needs detailed cross checking

Canal 1 km from flock in winter – flock drinks drainage water; pp71-74

700-800 pvt sheep including 600 ewes


60 truck loads of yandak or 120 tons; kombicorn for weak sheep 3-4 tons; cotton seed residues shulha 4 tons

yandak is fed in periods of snow see pp 72 for prices
They fattened 50  sheep this winter

500m/bundle x 200 = truck load of yandak, and they hired people to collect it in area around village, paying 30,000 to 40,000 per truck load for transport

FATTENED 50 SHARJA SHEEP THIS YEAR SELLING THEM FOR ABOUT 800,000 TO 900,000 PER HEAD GIVING A DRESSED WEIGHT OF 40 KG

Tap in Ravnina; pp75-77

50 sheep and goats
FATTENING 5 HEAD AND IS STARTING 5 MORE – IT TAKES ABOUT 2 MONTHS TO COMPLETE FATTENING; Yandak and shulha

4 truck loads of yandak @140,000m all in per truck; 3 tons of shulha and about 1.5 ton of kombicorn averaging about 700m/kg; Shula all in (apparently) per truck 1,200,000 in July delivered to your door and now 1,600,000m

Began feeding yandak in Oct/Nov because of poor pastures around village.

Pioneer Pp78-80

Jgn 901 coop ewes at lambing
Started feeding yandak in this last snowfall, but still grazed daily.

10 trucks of yandak and one of alfalfa.  Cotton seed cakes at the wells used by other shepherd

Ana Sahat

Pp 81-83 110 meters deep; tractor used to pull water 660 coop tokli and no pvt head
10 trucks of yandak at a price of 10 sheep all in; half ton kombicorn for weak animals.  Yandak fed in snow but the animals always graze as well.

Dash Gurruk Pp 83-86

2 coop flocks 680 tokli and other ewes
10 trucks of yandak or 20 tons;

They only use yandak and do not give it to the entire flock, only the weak

200,000m/truck for transport and 500m/bundle and 200 or 250 bundles per truck (100,000-125,000m for fodder alone)

Konsomul Pp87-91

600 coop tokli, 200 pvt sheep and 13 pvt camels
10 trucks of yandak and 1 of kombicorn cost of 500m/bundle of yandak and transport costs 300,000/truck or about 1 sheep;

kombicorn 600m/kg and hauled it little by little in his car

Only started giving yandak in the snow on the worst days, though all the flock got it;

Weak animals get kombicorn; 

Sheep graze daily in snow if only to exercise and warm up

Tahta  65 meters deep; pp 92-95

800 coop ewes and 50 pvt sheep
1500 bundles or 8 trucks of yandak and 3 tons of kombicorn.  500m/bundle yandak and 800m/kg kombicorn and transport 170,000m/truck yandak and 350,000m/kombicorn from Bayram Ali

Still not used this year as animals in good condition, except some isolated weak animals getting both yandak and kombicorn

Allaberen pp96-100

2 flocks of coop

840 coop tokli plus pvt for tokli total of 1061

ewes? But had over 1100 in 2000 before lambing
15 truck loads with his own truck at 450-500m/bundle and cotton seed cake for 600m/kg in summer and 900m/kg in Dec
Yandak is only for weak animals

So far this winter had not been so hard that the entire flock needed feeding

70 SHARJA SHEEP FATTENED FOR SALE – 300 GM COTTON SEED CAKE PLUS TWO HOURS OF YANDAK IN EVENING AFTER GRAZING FOR 4 MONTHS BEGINNING IN OCT AT MATING TIME WHEN THEY ARE NOT BRED – EXPECTS TO SELL NOW (JAN) IN BAYRAM ALI AT 480,000-490,000/HEAD
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ABSTRACT

Phase 1 of the participatory video project took place in May 2001. Local scientists participated in workshops and filmed questions eliciting local knowledge on topics they were researching. Two weeks were then spent conducting workshops in Aidarly village. The team of facilitators led by Chris Lunch included 3 scientists from the institute of pasture and fodder who received training in participatory methods. The team helped villagers make their own films presenting their ideas and perspectives on important issues such as over grazing around villages, land privatisation and local ideas for increasing profits from livestock products. 

In Phase 2 the completed film was shown to a number of different target audiences both in the UK and Kazakstan. It was well received by all:

· Both national TV channels wanted copies of the film. It will be broadcast to millions of rural and urban viewers.
· In the villages it stimulated discussions and enabled an exchange of ideas between shepherds in structurally similar situations. 

· The regional administrators felt it supported their aims to encourage shepherds to migrate. They wanted a copy to show at an upcoming meeting of all the regions’ heads of local administration. 

· International donor agencies based in Almaty welcomed the chance to hear about the DARCA project and learn about the situation in rural Kazakstan from the people themselves.

· A longer version of the film was shown at the DARCA meeting held in Aberdeen (Nov 2001), and to scientists from the institute of pasture and fodder in Almaty.

The participatory video methods proved themselves to be a powerful tool for initiating community action and for influencing policy and disseminating results. By involving the community in the process of making their own film several goals were achieved at once:
· The making of the film and the film itself, raised awareness among the local population about issues regarding emerging grazing practices. 

· By enabling the villagers to propose their own solutions and ideas they became involved in the project and were given a voice in the decision making processes. 
· The project has stimulated a dialogue between the villagers, local authorities, scientists, and the international donor community. 

· Our work has empowered the community and weakened the mentality of hopelessness and dependency (attitudes prevalent among many rural communities in the former Soviet Union).
· Scientists from the institute of pasture and fodder are now able to use participatory video as a tool in their future work.

DISCRIPTION OF THE FILM:  Filming was carried out in May 2001. Villagers filmed, directed and conducted interviews. Material was edited in the UK by Chris Lunch. The film consists of 5 short films each made by different groups of villagers.

1

2

3

4

5

Zhanna and her sister filmed and directed this short film called “Fresh ideas for dairy products”. The different dairy products are shown. Zhanna says they need a leader in the village to organise women into a dairy cooperative. As she outlines her own ideas and interviews some villagers about local demand she realises she could do this!

Bahit, a shepherd from Aidarly, took us to the traditional spring pastures which have not been grazed for 10 years. He and his friends plan to join their flocks and migrate to these pastures once again. They hoped their film would encourage others to do the same. This short film was called "Returning to forgotten pastures" it was planned and directed by Bahit and 3 other shepherds.

Kazy explains; “keeping sheep in the village causes pollution and the spread of disease, if the land is over-used animal will die in bad years”. He asks local administration to get people with >20 sheep to migrate. The film also looks at the higher returns experienced when shepherds join and migrate to richer pastures. "Cooperating for greater profits”; planned and directed by 4 local shepherds. 
Berik is a young shepherd who plans to go to the city to work as a driver. He describes how he was selected to herd the village’s bullocks away from the village. “Herding for the village” shows a positive solution to degradation. It also describes how lack of work is forcing many (especially young people) to leave the villages.
Zharkin, a local shepherd, says "we want to move our animals out of the villages but we are insecure about our land rights. We need a lawyer who can represent us, tell us our rights and mediate in local disputes about
land". He presents his ideas in the short film “Land rights?”; planned and directed by Zharkin himself.


IMPLEMENTING ORGANISATION: Small World Action Projects Ltd. (SWAP): Founded by Chris Lunch in 1998, SWAP aims to help marginal communities increase their ability to participate in decision-making processes concerning economic, political and environmental issues. Communities are given the opportunity to take an active role in addressing local issues and concerns. Exchange of experiences, ideas and locally based solutions between communities facing similar circumstances is encouraged. We aim to introduce a process that allows the energy and initiative for change to come from within the community. 

THE TEAM:
Chris Lunch: Project leader. Trained in Anthropology and participatory video. Has worked with rural communities in Central Asia since 1994. 

Gulia Khardebekova: Trainee in participatory video methods. Head of chemical analysis lab at the Institute for Pasture and Fodder, Kazakstan.
Zhecksimbai Sisatov: Trainee, scientist and driver!
Aidos Smailov: Trainee and translator.

EDITING IN UK: Footage was edited in the UK by Chris Lunch and Emilie Flower. A number of versions were produced: 

1) A long version (55 mins) includes questions filmed by local DARCA scientists. These were edited together with the shepherds’ replies and opinions on issues relating to pasture use and livestock management. Shown at the DARCA meeting in Aberdeen (Nov. 2001), and to scientists from the institute of pasture and fodder in Almaty. 

2) A shorter version was made to disseminate the results of our work to shepherds, national policy/decision makers and international donor agencies. 

3) A portable computer enabled villagers to alter the film and produce their own final version for showing to the regional Akim (area administrator) and other villages. Copies were distributed locally. This version was also broadcast on both national TV channels reaching millions of rural and urban viewers.

4) A forth film was made by Emilie flower, it included footage from the above film as well as additional footage. The film documented the process of working with the villagers and making the participatory films. It was shown on UK TV station: “The Oxford Channel” over the Christmas period (2001).

PHASE 2 AIMS:
1) Disseminate project results and local solutions to degradation among shepherds, policy makers and local scientists.

2) Give villagers control over the film, initiate discussions.

3) Disseminate DARCA’s work to international donor community. Encourage them to put these rural issues onto their agendas.

4) Receive comments, feedback and evaluations from all target groups

5) Further training of scientists from the Institute of pasture and fodder in participatory video methods. Particularly video evaluations and computer editing.

6) Help scientific partners develop ways to use participatory video in future work.

TIMETABLE OF ACTIVITIES

Date
Activity

16.02.02
Chris Lunch arrives in Almaty. 

17.02.02
Team workshop: discuss workshops and make arrangements with team members.

18.02.02
Visa registration. Meet Dr Illya Illich at Institute of Pasture and Fodder. Film showing: British embassy; Andrew Dinsley (dep head of mission), Natasha Kryuchkova DFID representative, Jeremy Horner (Associate professional officer) and Tatiana 

19.02.02
Film showing: 2 Kazak film makers, agree to help get it on TV. Film showing: To scientists at the Institute of pasture and fodder, discussion and feedback. 

20.02.02
Leave for village. Meeting: In Uznagash with Mr. Navokovsky (head of land tenure department). Also meet Mrs. G. Aitkulova (Chief of education department) to arrange UK voluntary English teacher for Aidarly village. Arrange meeting with Akim and other top officials. Arrive in village. Film showing: Emilie’s version shown to Dauletbek and family, also show Turkmen film. 

21.02.02
Meet village Akim arrange village screening in pm. Film showing: and get video evaluations from Zharkin. Visit Bahit’s family. Film showing: to large audience in the village school, kids conduct video evaluations with audience. Carry out changes to film on laptop with G+A. Film showing: to Bahit’s family, get video evaluations. 

22.02.02
Carry out editing suggested by village akim on laptop with G + A. Meeting: with village Akim. Visit Mongolian family. Film showing: on laptop to Akim and school headmistress, video evaluations. Film showing: to Dauletbek’s family, video evaluations. Team meeting: plan next two days. Scientist workshop: G, Zacksimbai and Valodia (accompanying DARCA scientists form inst. pasture +fodder), plan a short film they want to make about degradation. Film showing: extended Mongolian family, video evaluations. 

23.02.02
Travel to neighbouring village, Meeting: with Sartokum Akim, arrange film showing for Sunday. Travel to next village, all villagers in yurt cafes along the road, Film showing: in yurt to café workers and passers by. Video evaluations. Return to Aidarly, edit film with team, final touches suggested by villagers. Scientist workshop: G, Z+V, start filming pastures. Film showing:  Dauletbek’s relatives, video evaluations. Film showing: to a group at Beibut’s house, video evaluations + discussion.  

24.02.02
Make film copies for villagers. Travel to Sartokum village Film showing: the whole village comes. Heated discussion at end. Try to do workshop but villagers are too depressed and disillusioned about their situation. Return to Aidarly and distribute 4 copies of the film. Final meeting with village Akim. Depart for Almaty.

25.02.02
Rest!

26.02.02
Make appointments. Show film at Uznagash Akimat (regional administrative centre) to Chajabaev (Deputy Akim), Navakovsky (Head of land use committee) and Bekkojaev (head of agric. department). Meet Illya, discuss Akim meeting, take computer to my flat. 

27.02.02
Editing with G and A all day. Film showing: to OSCE (Organisation for security and co-operation in Europe) Ambassador and staff. Scientist workshop: Illya Illich, Valodia, Z, G, Khuanesh. Make a detailed storyboard outlining their plan for a film describing the importance of good pastures and effects on animals etc. Computer repairs.

28.02.02
Editing practice all day with A and G. Show film to UNDP, good attendance. Computer repairs. Give master class in p.v. methods to students at Almaty’s art and film institute.

01.03.02
Meeting at Israeli embassy with heads of MASHAV programme. No equipment to show film, discuss DARCA project and participatory video approach. Meeting at Khabar with Maxim Onuchin, give film and DARCA info. British council, meet with arts/exchanges manager, and PR/Web Manager, give press release about DARCA project. Editing with Guliya and Aidos, copy all necessary footage to digital copy. 

WORKING WITH THE SCIENTISTS

Phase 2 has reinforced the training in community working skills that took place last year and developed the trainees’ computer editing skills. They now have a foundation in all the skills necessary to carry out their own participatory video projects.
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It was very encouraging to see that the DARCA scientists already had plans to make their own follow up film. “We plan to use these methods to shoot another film with Illya Illich, about the significance of pastures for the Kazak population, their degradation, regeneration and the profits of their correct use.” (extract from Guliya’s written evaluation). A workshop was held to help them structure their ideas into a storyboard (below) and provide technical advice. 

Fig 1: Illya Illich and other DARCA 

scientists plan their future film.

The new film plans to add detailed scientific arguments to the statements made by shepherds in the participatory video. In this way the perspectives of each group are strengthened and made more convincing by their association with the other. 

Making this storyboard helped the scientists consolidate their vision of their new role in independent Kazakstan; working at the grassroots level (consulting with users, raising awareness), and directly influence policy/decision makers. The video project and DARCA’s activities generally, have helped them develop this vision and have equipped them with additional tools and skills that can be used to achieve these aims.




Fig 2: Storyboard of scientists planned film.


Scene 1: Map of Kazakstan, voice over; info on the territory and its pastures.


Scene 2: Shot of gd. pasture with animals grazing, voice over; the significance/role of pastures for K’s economic development.
Scene 3: Arrows on map showing traditional migrations.




Scene 4: Shepherds talking about degradation, shot’s of degraded land around villages, near wells etc.


Scene 5: negative effect of degradation on people +animals. (less profits) Shepherds and scientists speak. Show slaughtered thin sheep. 
Scene 6: What are the solutions? How to improve? Shepherds and scientists speak.




Scene 7: Why good to migrate? shepherds and scientists explain


Scene 8: Discuss solution of small-scale migrations. Shepherds who are doing this talk about how to do it.
Scene 9: The task of scientists: Monitoring, biomass analysis, breeds– Nurlan’s work. The results they are getting. 


Scene 10: Shots of scientists working with communities, and local authorities, using video: further task of sci. - to disseminate info, raise awareness, listen and exchange.

The results of our work with the institute of pasture and fodder have shown that participatory video approaches significantly enhance and compliment other forms of scientific research. The communities have been empowered and actively involved in the research. This has lead to better results, producing research that is directed by the real needs, capabilities and concerns of the local people. Video has been recognised by our colleagues as a powerful and effective tool for working with communities and for influencing policy/decision makers. In addition the video project has helped to highlight the main issues in the villages and reaffirm the importance and relevance of the research being carried out by the DARCA scientists.
Evaluations:

Aidos Smailov

Participatory video is an important means of working with people in the villages. It shows the real situation and makes it easier for people to express themselves. By using the camera and being involved, villagers also gain new knowledge and skills. It was useful to hear the people's ideas and plans for the future, we also learnt a lot from returning to show the film to the villagers and hearing their different reactions.

It is good that the film conveys useful and serious information whilst remaining entertaining; it doesn't make people feel bored. Policy makers also found it interesting and expressed a wish to use it in future conferences. Participatory video carries a message from the people to the officials, serving as a bridge for both sides.


These methods are also useful in my work as an English teacher at the university. I am currently helping students make a film about a poor lady who is trying to survive these hard times. 

Gulia Khardebekova

I think that participatory video is a useful tool for our institute because it gave us the possibility to document many important scientific things such as the condition of pastures and the methods of their using by shepherds. It is a good way of working with villagers; the interactive shooting of the film allows us to learn more details about their life.
The finished film was useful in many aspects: 
· villagers saw that if they want to, they can do something to improve their life.
· scientists heard the opinions of shepherds. 

· officials saw that people were trying to solve their problems and had good ideas. 

I think it would be good if the film was shown across the whole of Kazakhstan. It would be useful. Encouraging others to think about what they can do to improve their lives and making officials think about what they can do to help these people.

We plan to use these methods to shoot another film with Illya Illich (see above). 
WORKING WITH THE COMMUNITY 

The film was shown on many different occasions in Aidarly village. A number of community screenings were held at the school as well as some smaller group screenings held in various houses around the village. We also showed the film to a large group of villagers in neighbouring Sartokum village and to a group at one of the nearby roadside yurt-cafés along the Almaty-Astana road. In total approximately 150 villagers saw the film. Discussions and evaluations took place after each showing. A laptop enabled us to carry out any changes to the film recommended by villagers. The team all felt that we learnt a lot from showing the film and discussing our results with villagers and our understanding of their situation deepened considerably. On some occasions video evaluations were carried out, fragments of these are included below.

What did you think about the film - is it useful, why?  

“This film is about people, their ideas and how to continue living together and it is very good. It is important that everything we said and presented has been fulfilled” Dauletbek Aidarly shepherd

“Everything that was said is possible to realise, the people must work together and the Akimat must support them as well” Aidarly school teacher



Fig 3; Four generations from the same family watch the film

“Honestly speaking, this film is great, I like it very much. Every word is true with no exaggerations. As for Zharkin he says very true words. It’s not easy to get land from the Akimat. It’s correct that we need a lawyer who would help us. It’s a good idea. I am very happy, because I like it very much!” Kalshengel, Aidarly shepherd from Mongolia

“Of course people quarrel about the land. They want to use pastures with water. Digging your own well is not so expensive; you may need to sell 1 horse. They don’t want to spend anything on it so they quarrel” Bahit, Aidarly shepherd

“I liked the problem with the land and keeping animals out of the village. This is an important problem and what they say is correct.” Neighbouring villager at roadside yurt-café 

“It’s a very nice film, rich in content and it carries an educational message which is useful for the people.” Village elder, Aidarly

“The film helped me fulfil my plans, now my words have come back to me, I have evidence now, I have realised all the ideas I talked about!” Zharkin Aidarly shepherd featured in the film

“Janna has moved to Astana (capital city) and has set up a bakery with her Aunty. The film helped her strengthen her ideas and now she is trying to realise them.” Mother of Janna who made the film “Fresh ideas for Dairy products” see p. 4
Who do you think should see this film, why?
“Showing the film to villagers is best, you can show it to the regional Akim but they have no money nowadays, that’s why they aren’t able to solve anything” Kalshengel, Aidarly shepherd

“I don’t think there will be big changes if you show this film to the regional Akim or any other Akims. On the whole they don’t have power; in order to provide help they need money. They do not have anything. It is no use even if you show it to people in high positions. First it should be shown to the people. They will understand it and will adjust to the situation and find solutions. Of course officials should also see it. Maybe some of them do not know these problems.” Neighbouring villager

“It should be shown to people like us who work with livestock you should also show it to the whole country. It is a good exchange of experience. Young people will see it and will try to achieve the same and they will learn.” Aidarly shepherd

“Now the government doesn’t have any money to help anybody. The government itself hardly makes a living. The only way is for people to get together and help themselves” Neighbouring villager at yurt-café 

How could the film be improved / what is missing? Any other comments. 

“I think you should have dealt with some of our problems, but you didn’t touch on many of them” Aidarly Village elder

“The film is really good, I think it is made correctly, but I’d say it is too short and not everything is covered.” Zharkin, Aidarly shepherd

“In Sartokum they lack in water and they are forced to buy water for their animals. I think this is the result of neglect from the government. There is water in a nearby reservoir they should arrange for it to come to this village. Water is a big problem for all the villages around here; when spring comes people plant vegetables and water comes in the canal. Then suddenly it is cut off and all the crops die and people cry and beg the Akims, but it still doesn’t come. This should be included in your film.” Sartokum village resident.

“People should get together but not everyone can do that. Some have animals others do not. There are some families who cannot even provide their children with bread.” Sartokum village resident.

“The people today with animals are former bosses and shepherds with connections. They now have 100 or 50 sheep, but these are the leftovers of what they had before. The rest have been sold and gone into the bosses’ pockets. These are the ones still herding and now they are able to hire workers. People like us will be their hired shepherds.” Local unemployed man, Yurt-café

Problems with migration;

Whilst everybody agreed with the messages delivered in the film that joining together to facilitate migration was a useful strategy, some shepherds emphasised the difficulties of migrating and joining flocks. Bahit, who was one of the authors behind the film “returning to forgotten pastures”, had recently abandoned his partners. He suspected them of stealing his saddle. Lack of trust and honesty between partners is a very real obstacle to the success of some of these schemes. He had concluded that only relatives could successfully join their flocks. The shepherds lack alternative models and ways of organising these ventures and many fail. This theme is something that requires further discussion and focussed workshops with villagers to help them come up with alternative models and ideas. 

“It’s difficult to join, there are some who can’t join or are simply not capable. I mean they are from different families so it is more complicated. Maybe these people need someone to tell them “join your friend and look after the animals together.” Yes, they need someone to organise this, otherwise it’s difficult.” Zharkin, Aidarly shepherd

“Of course it is effective and beneficial to join if you have about 50-60 sheep, but people with 150-200 sheep and goats can not join and herd together. The reason is there is not enough water and no big barns as there were in the past. It’s not easy to build a new barn” Kalshengel, Aidarly shepherd

“I say that migration is not an easy thing. This winter I am staying quite far from the village and every time I go there I use 20 litres of petrol. But I have a family and I think about their future that is why I do it properly” Kalshengel, Aidarly shepherd

Author’s evaluation/Lessons learnt:

When we visited neighbouring villages it was clear that many suffered much worse conditions than Aidarly. Even within Aidarly there are large groups of very poor unemployed people who are not represented in the film. To these groups the film is unable to offer any hope or solutions. Issues of degradation around the village are irrelevant as they often have no animals at all. These people are often so depressed that they refused to participate and feel unable to contribute anything to our workshops. More time is needed in order to reach these groups as their self esteem and confidence is so low (see recommendations for future work, p. 13).

The DARCA project was focussed on issues relating to degradation and was therefore limited in what it could cover. Other issues of equal or greater importance had to be sidelined (e.g. unemployment, problems of water supply for growing vegetables etc.) In addition local authorities and villagers made it clear from the beginning that they didn’t want to focus on the negative aspects of village life. As a result the film is slightly unbalanced and does not fully represent all the problems experienced in the villages. A more balanced film would have required greater resources, more time and a more flexible agenda. The resulting film would have given a fuller view of the problems and opportunities in the village and would have resonated with a greater spectrum of individuals in the villages. It would also have increased the films impact on local policy makers and donors. 

As the above quotes show the film was well received by villagers. Many felt proud to see themselves and their neighbours in the film and it gave people a sense that the problems they are now facing can and will be overcome. The film served to weaken the mentality of hopelessness and dependency so common in villages across Central Asia. In my opinion this is an important step towards improving conditions in these areas. 

Recommendation: Future projects should harness the full potential of participatory video as a tool for mobilising and disseminating positive social change. These methods allow us to explore research topics whilst simultaneously involving the community in a process of positive change. More time and resources should be allocated to this kind of work and boundaries between research and development should be removed. 

WORKING WITH LOCAL POLICY MAKERS

(incomplete awaiting translations of video evaluations)

The film was shown at the regional centre to Mr .Chajabaev (Deputy Akim), Mr. Navakovsky (Head of land use committee) and Mr.Bekkojaev (head of agric. department). The Akim was unable to attend due to an unexpected summons to Almaty.

They enjoyed the film and a long discussion followed between our DARCA scientists and the officials. They felt that the film supported their own aims to encourage shepherds to migrate. They wanted a copy of the film to show at an upcoming meeting of all the regions’ heads of local administration.
DISSEMINATION AMONG DONOR AGENCIES 

The film was shown to the following international donor agencies in Almaty; UNDP, OCSE (Organisation for Security and Co-operation in Europe), Israeli embassy MASHAV programme leaders, and the British Embassy. The meetings were all well attended and they welcomed the opportunity to hear about conditions in the rural areas from the people themselves; “gaining a broader understanding of the issues that face the poor and vulnerable is always helpful to a donor organization focused on poverty alleviation. Using visual media gives a stronger image of the issues of change facing pastoralists.” Jeremy Horner, Associate Professional Officer, DFID

DARCA’s leaflet was distributed and our aims and research was explained. Showing the video allowed us to acquaint them with the important issue of degradation in rural areas and also publicise the work being carried out by DARCA. They were also impressed with the way in which DARCA used participatory video as a means of involving the communities in the research; 

“In my opinion involving the civil society in the process of film preparation helps to solve several goals at a time:

1. to raise awareness of the population to the problems of this particular district;

2. to involve the local population in the decision-making process by proposing alternative ways of problems solution;

3. to stimulate the dialogue of the population with the local authorities; to break down the mentality of hopelessness

Madina Ibrasheva, expert on Economic and Ecological Affairs, OSCE

“One of its strengths was that it was able to tie together various different messages that arise in any given community and give a clear message that needed to be heard by the Akimat”. Jeremy Horner, DFID

They all requested copies of the film and expressed a desire to show it within their organisation. 

The British Council were also given a copy for their library which is open to the general public. Chris Lunch wrote a press release which will be included in their monthly bulletin. This is available in Russian and English and is widely distributed throughout Kazakstan to International donors, regional Akimats (administrative centres), politicians, and International businesses:

PRESS RELEASE………FOR BRITISH COUNCIL’S MONTHLY BULLETIN 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE WORK 

(See Author’s evaluation/ Lessons learnt p11)

· Projects which focus on looking at ways to improve life for young people and increase their opportunities are desperately needed.
· The unemployed and those without any animals should be given the chance to improve their lives and build up flocks of their own. Lessons could be learnt from Turkmenistan’s successful arienda (leasing) system. Shepherds could be encouraged to pay hired helpers with lambs as part of their wages? Or a credit system could be introduced. 
· Future work should look into the issue of providing a dependable supply of water for small-scale farming. This would provide opportunities for young people and the unemployed.
· Small scale migrations should be encouraged through the following activities:
a)   Awareness-raising among villagers and local/national authorities about the problems and solutions of degradation (use existing film as a tool for workshops).

b)   Improve water availability in quality pastures not too far from the villages

c)   Explore different organisational structures for shepherds to cooperate (use participatory video to encourage an exchange of best practice among shepherds).

d)   Provide clear legal advice to communities re. land laws. Lobby local and national government using video with the voices of shepherds, Akims and local scientists.  
PARTICIPATORY VIDEO MAKES A CHANGE


A video made by villagers from a small shepherding community in Jambul rayon received an enthusiastic response from villagers, administrators and donor agencies last month. The film, which was directed and even filmed by villagers, presents the local people’s ideas and perspectives on important issues such as over grazing around villages, land privatisation and local ideas for increasing profits from livestock products.  





This method of using video as a tool for working with communities is known as “participatory video”. It is being pioneered by the British firm Small World Action Projects (SWAP). Chris Lunch (director) explains “making a video together can unite a group and transcend boundaries of age, sex or wealth. It is an empowering and fun process which encourages the energy for change to come from within the community”. 





The resulting film is original and inspiring. The national television channels Khabar and Kazakstan 1 were quick to get copies and will be showing it from March 2002. It has also proved to be a powerful tool for influencing other shepherding communities, local policy makers and donor organisations throughout Kazakstan. A Copy of the film can be viewed at the British council library, Almaty.





The film is part of an EU funded research project called “Desertification and regeneration in Central Asia” (DARCA). Scientists from 3 continents (including Kazakstan) are collaborating to study the environmental and economic impacts of agricultural reforms in the arid regions of Kazakstan and Turkmenistan. The DARCA project is coordinated by Dr Roy Behnke from Macaulay Land Use Research institute, UK. (Contact � HYPERLINK "mailto:g.davidson@macauly.ac.uk" �g.davidson@macauly.ac.uk�). 





The video project was carried out by SWAP. For comments or inquiries, or to obtain a copy of the film contact Chris Lunch at SWAP: � HYPERLINK "mailto:clunch@hotmail.com" �clunch@hotmail.com�
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