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I

Establishment and Mandate of the Committee

-l'he Standing Comrnittce on Agriculture. Livestock and Fisherics is established under standing

order 228(3) of the Senatc Standing Orders and is mandated to consider all matters relating to

agriculture, irrigation. livestock. llsheries developrnent and vcterinary services.

In undertaking its mandate. the Cornmittee oversees the fbllowing State Departments-

l. Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock Dcveloprnent:

i. 'l'he State Department lbr Crops Development; and

ii. '[he State Deparlment lbr l-ivestock Development.

2. Ministry ol Sanitation, Water and Irrigation;

i. State Department for Irrigation.

3. Ministry ol'Mining. Blue Economy and Fisheries:

i. State Departmcnt lbr Bluc licottom.,- and I:isherics.

4. 'l'hc Committec also oversccs thc lbllou'in-e Slatc Agcncics arnong others-

i. Agriculture and |ood Authorit),(A|A)l
ii. Agricultural Finance Corporation (AFC);

iii. Agricultural DevelopmentCorporation (ADC):

iv. Kenya Seed Company (KSC):

v. Kcnya Plant Health Inspcctorate Serviccs (KtlPlllS):
vi. Kenya Agricultural and [-ivestock ltescarch Organizatiort (KALIIO)I
vii. Kenya Veterinary'Vaccine Production Board (KVVPB);

viii. Kenya Veterinary Board (KVB)r

ix. Kenya Meat Comrnission (KMC);

x. Kenya Dairy Iloard (KDB):

xi. Kcnl'a Leather l)cvclopu.rcnt Council (Kl.l)C):
xii. Kenya Irishcrics Scrvicc lKlrS).
xiii. KenyaFishMarketingAuthority'(KITMA);
xiv. Kenya Marine and Fisheries Research Institute (KEMFRI);

xv. Kenya Fishing Industries Corporation: and

xvi. National Irrigation Iloard (NIl]).

'l'he Cornrnittee also rvorks closclv u'ith thc Council ol'(iovernors (CoG). and the Countl'

Assemblies l"orum (CAF)and non-state actors including among othcrs-

l. Kenya Private Sector Alliance (KEPSA);

2. Agricultural Council of Kenya (AgCK);

3. Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO):

4. Kenva Natitual Farrrers' l'edcration (Kl:NAl:l:)
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5. Centre fbr Agriculture and Bioscience International (CABI); and

6. Agricultural Industry Forum (AIF).
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Membership of the Committee
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CHAIRPERSON'S FOREWORD

Honourable Speaker,

'l'he Senate Standin-e Cornrnittce on Agriculture. Livestock and I:ishcries, pursuant to its
rnandate under Standing Order 228(3 ) of thc Scnatc Standing Orders. convcned a

cornprehensive public hearing and rnulti-stakeholder lbrum at the Mabanga Agricultural

Training Centre (ATC) in Bungoma County on 26th May 2026. The purpose of this inquiry

was to evaluate the operationalization o1'the Sugar Act. inspect factory rehabilitation programs,

investigate structural blockagcs in outgrou,er cornpensation. and revicrv submissions

conccrning lhrrncr exploilation. input costs arrd localizcd rc\/cnuc Inismana-eement.

Honourable Speaker,

The sugar sub-sector supports over 200,,000 srnallholder farnilies across Kenya and

approximately 90.000 households u,ithin Bungoma County alone. Despite its critical

importance to national lbod sccurity. rural livclihoods and cconomic grou'th. the scctor

rccorded a severe 27 .2% decline in dornestic sugar production in 2025. This declinc rvas driven

by the cornmercial crushing ol' imrnature cane. dclaycd paymcnts to larmcrs. rveak

enlbrcement ol territorial zoning rules. predatory intermediary ca(els and persistent

intiastructure deficits. The Comrnittee's field inquiries further established that these structural

weaknesses cornpelled seven regional sugar rnills to suspend opcrations fbr approxirnately

three months. significantly disrupting production and larrner incomes. Snrallholder f'arntcrs

continuc to bear the burdcn of high transport costs arising fionr poor road inliastructurc.

lirnited access to allirrdablc statc-backed credit and exploitative market practices. The

Cornrnittcc thcrelbrc concludcs that rcvitalising the scctor rcquires legal interventions that

clearly deflne enfbrceablc responsibilities arnong county sovernmcnts. commcrcial millers,

national regulatory institutions and l'anner organisations to strengtlrcn accountability. restore

confidence in the sugar value chain and secure its long-tcnn sustainability.

Honourable Speaker,

In line rvith Articlc I l8 o1'the Constitution and Standing Order 145(5) ol'the Senate Standing

Orders. the Committee procceded to undertakc public participation on the matters under

inquiry. The Committee received writtcn and oral submissions liom a 'lvidc array ol'scctor

actors. including civil society organizations. fanner associations. statutory county ttversight

bodies. cornmercial rnilling operators and individual lanners.

\/ll
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Honourable Speaker,

The Committee observes that rvhile the Sugar Acl. 2024, introduccd important refbrms in

enfbrcement. pricing. payment timelines. irnport regulation. firnding allocation. land use, and

stakeholder participation. implementation rernains weak and inconsistent. Cane poaching and

harvesting of immature cane ctlntinue to undermine rnill operations, restrictive zoning

provisions limit farmer choice and the Sugar Pricing Comrnittee has not adequately sal'eguarded

farmer incomes arnidst rising input costs. Payment delays persist. import waivers are granted

without clear triggers and thc Sugar Development Levy lacks adequate farmer allocation.

Overall. the Act's provisions are yet to translate into ell'cctive protection ol'tanner interests or

sustainable industry gro\\'th.

Honourable Speaker,

'l'he Ministry of Agriculture and l-ivcstock Dcve loprnent (MoAl-D) should rvithin sixty (60)

days ol' adoption ol' this llcport. consl.itutc a urulti-agency task lbrce to undertake a

comprehensive inquiry into the state of sugar t'arming in the Nzoia Sugar Belt and submit its

findings and recommendations to the Senate fbr further policy and legislative action. Further,

rvithin six (6) months of tabling of this Report. the Ministry. in consultation with the Kenya

Sugar []oard (KSB) and othsr rclcvant stakeholdcrs. shall submit to the Senate a Sugar Act
(Amendmcnt) Ilill to addrcss the challcnges identilled during the inquiry.

Honourable Speaker,

The Committee acknowledges the eflbrts of all stakeholders who submitted memoranda and

oral testirnonies. l'heir contributions have been invaluable in shaping the Committee's

obserl'ations and re cornrr.r cndat ions.

I also rvish to thank thc oflices ol'the Speaker and the Clcrk ol' the Senate lbr the support

extended to the Committec in undertakin-e this irnportant assignment.

Lastly. I take this opportunity to comrnend the Members ol the Comrnittee fbr their devotion

and commitment to duty. which rnade the consideration of'these matters successf'ul.

t
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Honourable Speaker, it is now my pleasant duty, pursuant to standing order 223(6) of the

Senate Standing Orders, to present the Report of the Standing Committee on Agriculture,

Livestock and Fisheries on the Sugar Sector Reforms, Value Chain Accountability, Smallholder

Profitability, and Institutional Governance.

Date: Jg\t\-LrzbSigned

Sen. David Wafula Wakoli, CBS, M.P,

Chairperson,

Standing Committee on Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

l.l. Background

Pursuant to Standing Order 228(3) of the Senate Standing Orders, the Senate Standing

Cornmittee on AgricultLrre. Livestock and Fisheries is mandated to investigate. oversee.

and rcport on all mattcrs relating to agricultural production. policy' liatneu'orks. livestock

deveklprnent. irrigation. and l'isheries inliastructurc.

On Tuesday 26'h May.2026. the Committee convened extensive public hearings and a

rnulti-stakeholder forum at the Mabanga Agricultural Training Centre (ATC) in Bungoma

County,. The purposc ol'thcse licld inquiries was to evaluate the operationalization of the

Sugar Act. inspcct ltrctor-r' rchabilitation progranrs. in,u'cstigate structural blockages in

outgrower corlpcnsatitln and rcvicrv suhnrissiorts cottccntiltg larttrer cxpltlitation. input

costs and localized revenuc tnismanagetnent.

1.2. Stakeholders Representations

'l'hc fbllou,in-e stakeholdcrs appcared betirre the Cornmittec and made their representations

on tnatters rclating to the inquir1,. 'l'hc Committec rcceivctl submissions lioln the Ilungoma
Civil Society l:orurn (tlcSl.'). reprcsentcd b), its Cunvenor. Mr. Irz.ckiel Odeoh. and

Secretary. Mr. Emmanuel Wcre. as rvcll as the Alliance lilr Pcrsons with Disabilitics.
represented by its L,xecutive Director, Mr. Ignatius Nyukuri lrrvamba. 'I'he Cornmittee also

received technical subrnissions through an independent agricultural analyst Mr. Franklin
I:du'ins Maguge.

'l'he Committee lurlhcr hcard re prese ntations liom kc)' srnallltoldcr outsrower
organisations. including the Nzoia Sugarcane lrartners Association. rcprescnted by its
Secretary. Mr. Josphat Mabuka Kisika; Ilungorna Canc liarnrers Association. represented

by its Chairman, Mr. Pridgeon Masake Barasa and Secretary. Mr. Bramrvel S. Misiko: and

the Kenya Sugarcane Grorvers Association (KtrSGA) together rvith the Kenya National
lrederation ol'sugarcane liarmers (KNf SF). represented by Mr. Christopher Siluna and

Mr. F'rancis M. Wasrva. rcspectively,'. 'l'he Ilungoma Countl' Agricultural Produce Cess

Committec also appcared befbrc the Comrnittec through its Gazctted Chairman. Mr. David
Walula Lupao.

'l'he Comminee also received representations tiom Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Lirnited.
represented by its Chiel' l:xecutive Ollrcer. Mr. Sohan Sharrra and Communications
Manager. Mr. George Muruli. ln addition. the Comrnittee heard oral submissions fiorn
individual larrners and cornrnunity rcprcsentatives. including Mr. Martin Wangalai. Mr.
Ilill Wanjala and Mr. Sarnrvel Wakrvakr-rbi. whose testimonics providcd valuable insights



Iinto the challenges affecting sugarcane farmers within the region. The Committee further
took cognizance ofthe judgment ofthe High Court of Kenya at Nairobi in Petition No. 237
of 2012 concerning the protection of outgrower savings, which informed its consideration
of the legal issues arising from the inquiry.
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CHAPTER TWO

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND STAKEHOLDER SUBMISSIONS

2.1. Overview of Public Participation
'l'he Cornmittee conductsd pubtic participation on'l uesdar, 26tl'May. 2026 ttt the Mahanga

Agricultural 'l'raining Centrc (A'l'C) in []ungoma Count.v-. inviting uritten and tlral

submissions fiorn stakeholders. Notices were circulated through olljcial channels and the

lbrum rvas widely advertised across the rcgion.

'the Committee rcceived submissions tiorn several stakeholders. including county

governlnent agencies. contmcrcial rnilling cornpanics. fanncr associations, research

institutions. civil society organizatiotts and individual l'anners.

2.2. Submissions from Stakeholders

2.2.1 Submissions by the Kenya Sugarcane Growers Association (KESGA) and the

Kenya National Federation of Sugarcane Farmers (KNFSF)

-fhe Kenya Sugarcane Grorvers Association (KIISGA) and thc Ken1,a National Federation

ol'sugarcane F-armers (KNl:SF) inftlnned the Committec that. despite ongoing rcfbnns irt

the sugar seclor. several structural and regulatorl challenges continuc to underrnine the

sustainability and prolitabilitl'ol'sugarcane fanning.'fhe key issues raised included the

ttrllowing-

ll

lu

Although the leasing ol government-orvned sugar mills to private investors rvas

intendcd to irnprovc operatitlnal e fliciencl, and ensurc payment to fanners rvithin

scven days ol cane delivcry. larmers rcrnaincd concerned about u'hether these

ob.jectives would be consistenlly achieved during irnplctncntation.

Sugarcane productivity rcrnained belorv its potential duc to inadequate access to

subsidised l'arm inputs.'l'hc stakeholders observed that etlective implementation of
the f'ertiliser subsidl' progratnrne could increase average yie lds in the Nzoia region

liorn approximatcly 49.71 tonnes per hcctare to betrvecn 85 and 100 tonncs per

hcctare.
'l'he stakeholde rs curphasiscd thc need lbr the prornpt ope rationalisation ol'the Sugar

Development I-evy established under the Sugar Act. 2024. noting that delays in

irnplementation had denied the sector critical linancing tbr tactory rehabilitation.

aflbrdable credit to fanncrs. infiastructure development. rcgulation and farmer

advocacy'.

3



Despitc Ilungorna Countv having approximatcll 54.000 hectarcs under sugarcane

cultivation and nearly 100.000 sugarcanc f-arrncrs. the Iull economic benelits ol'the
ongoing sugar sector retbnns had yet to bc realised.

The introduction ol sugarcane harvesting permits by private millers had

fundamentally altered the traditional harvesting systern and was reported to have

contributcd to canc poaching. brokcragc. sclcctivc harvesting and non-adherencc to

approved harvesting schcdules. therebv disadvantaging many larmers.
Selective harvesting practices had created pcrceptions oldiscrirnination and unequal

treatment among fanners while undermining transparency and f'airness in the

harvesting process.

Although the Sugar (Gcneral) Regulations. 2025 provide fbr cngagcrncnt betwcen

rnillcrs and outgrou'cr institutions. thc stakcholclcrs inlilrured thc Contmittcc that no

I'unctional outgr()wer institutions currcntly cxistcd to rcprcscnt lhrmcrs' intcrests.

Sugarcane growers lacked meaningl'ul representation in kcy sector governance and

decision-rnaking structures despite statutory provisions rccognising grower-miller
relationships. This governance gap had weakened farmers' ability to influence
policies afl-ccting production. pricing and markcting.
'fhe currcnt sugarcanc pricing lbrrnula was rcportcd to be cornrnercially

unsustainable. with priccs consistcntly lalling hclorv the cost of production.

Previous eflbrts by growers' representatives to review or replace the pricing lbrmula
had not yielded meaningful refbrms.

The stakeholders estirnated that between 20 l4 and 2024. sugarcane f'arrners

delivcred approxintatcll T.l million tonncs ol'canc whilc incurring an averagc loss

ol'KSh 615 pcr tonnc. rcsulting in cumulativc losscs cstimatcd at KSh 46 billion.
Pcrsistcnt disputes ol'cr thc sugarcanc pricing lbrrnula had rernaincd unresolved.

prompting the stakeholders to call fbr the appointrncnt ol'an independent arbitrator

under Section 60 ol'the Sugar Act.2024.
Finally. the stakeholders observed that several pcnding court cascs had delayed the

irnplementation and ftll operationalisation ol'the Sugar Act.2024.lhereby slow'ing

the intended refornrs rvithin thc sugar industry'.

lv
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'l'he Ilungorna County, A-ericultural l)roducc CIrSS Comrnittec inlilnned the Cornmittee

that significant gove rnancc. insti(utional ancl acctluntabilitl' challcnges had underrnined thc

ell'ectivc administration and utilisatior.r ol' agricultural producc ccss within Bungoma

County. The key issues requiring the Committee's intervention were as fbllows:

a

ll

lll

lv

VI

vll

Delayed operationalisation of the County CESS Committee. Although the

Cornrnittee had bccn dull' appointcd. inauguratcd and gazcttcd. it had not been fulli'
operationalised duc to inadequats conrrnunication. lacilitation. tinancing and

institutional support fi'orn the County Government. rendering it unable to dischargc

its statutory rnandate efl'ectively.

Impending expiry of the Committee's term without meaningful

implementation. 'I'he Cornmittee exprcssed concern that only six rnonths remained

bclbre the expiry ol'its thrcc-1,uar tcnn. )ct it had bccn unablc to undcrtake tnost ol'

its statutorl lUnctions bscausc ol' prolotrgcd adtttittistrative dclay s.

Weak institutional implementation of the Agricultural Produce CESS Act'
2017. While Bungotna County had enacted the Agricultural Produce CESS Act,

20 17. the legal and institutional fiamework necessary to operationalise the Act

rcrnained inadequatc. rcsulting in inell'ective govcrnance o1'cess administration.

Lack of oversight over cess collection and utilisation. l)espitc sugurcanc

contributing approxirnatel)'93.5 pcr ccnt ol'all agricultural produce cess collccted

in Bungoma Countl'. the County CIISS Comrnittee was excluded liom monitoring

cess collections. verilying revenue, and overseeing the utilisation of the funds as

envisagcd undcr the larv.

Failure to reinvest cess revenues in sugarcane-growing areas. 'l'he Committee

observed that althtluglt thc lau'rcquircs cess rcvenucs to bc rcinvestcd in the areas

r,vhcre thcy'are gencrated. parlicularly' lirr thc devcloprnent and ntaintenance ol'rural

roads and related infiastructure. this statutory obligation had not bcen efl'ectively

irnplcrnentcd.

Limited access to cess and production data. 'l'he Committec lacked access to

reliable inlbrrnation o11 ccss collections. agricultural produclion and revenue

utilisation. therebl lirniting its capacitl to undcrtakc evidence-bascd oversight and

provide infbrrncd policy advice.

Absence of farmer feedback and accountability mechanisms. 'fhere was no

slructured rnechanism through rvhich f'armers could receive inf'orrnation or provide

l'eedback rcgarding the collection. management and utilisation ol agricultural

produce cess.

5
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Unclear institutional mandates. l'hc Cornrnittce highlighted pcrsistent conf-usion

regarding the respective roles of the County Departrnent of Agriculture, the County
Finance Departtnent responsible for cess collection. and departrnents responsible

fbr irnplerncnting infiastructurc pro.jccts tlnanccd thr<lugh ccss revcnues. resulting
in rvcak accountahilitr .

Inadequate institutional capacity. I'hc Comrnittce lacked the technical capacity'.

spccialised training. bcnchmarking opportunitics and operational resourccs

necessary to etfectively execute its statutory responsibilities.
Need for harmonised policy and legislative frameworks. 'l'he Committec
identified the abscncc of'nrodel lau's and unililnn policl, liamcrvorks governing
Countl' Agricultural Producc CtrSS Cornrnittecs as a ma.for impediment to

consistent and eff-ectivc cess adntinistration across counties.

Need to strengthen accountability through independent audit. -I'he Cornmittee

called fbr an independent audit ol' agricultural produce ccss collections and

expenditure rvithin llungoma County to cstablish the arnount collected. assess

compliancc r.r'ith the larv. and dctcrrnine rvhcther lhc revenues had bccn utilised fbr
thcir intended purposcs.

Need to review the Agricultural Produce CESS Act, 2017. -fhe Committee
subrnittcd that thc cxislin-e lcgal liarnervork and accompanying re-eulations rcquire
revicrv to strcrrgthcn intplenrcntation. clari I'l institutional rrandatcs. and enhance

transparcnc)' and oversight in ccss adtninistration.

Need for Senate intervention to enforce operationalisation. -l'he 
Committee

requested thc Scnate to intervene to ensurc that County Agricultural Produce C[:SS

Cornlt.tittees are fully facilitated and operationalised in accordancc with the law.

cnabling thcrn to e fl'cctivcly' pcrlbrm their ovcrsisht and advisory lunctions.
Need for national policy refornrs on agricultural taxation. Irinall;-. the

Committcc urgcd the Senatc to spearhead broadcr policy and legislativc rclbrnts
aimed at harmonising agricultural taxation and ccss adrninistratir>n through the

development of a coherent national liamervork lbr agricultural taxes and levies.

t

2.2.3 Submissions by the National Sugar Cane Growers Union (KENSGU)

1'he Kcnya National Sugar Canc (irolucrs tJnion (KlrNS(itl) inlorntcd thc Cornrnittcc that

the long-standing disputc rclating to the larmers' rctcntion lLnd rernaincd unrcsolved and

continued to undermine famers' contidcnce in the managerncnt of their proceeds. 'l'he

Union identified the fbllowing issues requiring thc Comrnittce's intervention:

6



Unresolved retention fund deductions. 'l'he Union stated that Nztlia Sugar

Company Limited established a farmers'retention fund in 1999 through deductions

equivalent to I 5 per cent ol l'anners' gross cane proceeds, lvith the tirnds to be held

in trust. earn intercst at prevailing rnarket rates and subsequently be refunded to the

respective Iantrcrs. I lcl*'evcr. thc status ol'thcse llnds re maincd unresolved.

Failure to account for retained farnrers'funds.'l he [Jnion cxpressed concern that

Nzoia Sugar Company t-irnited continued to dcduct and retain lartners' funds clver

an extended period. with the total amount retained estimatcd at approxirnately KSh

ll8.l4 million. without providing a satisfactory account ol'the rnonies collected or

their currcnt status.

Lack of transparency and access to information. Since 2011. the tJnion had

persistently sought inlbrmation relating to the retention fund. including the narnes

of aflected f'armers. alnounts deducted, dates of deduction. le-e,al authority fbr the

deductions. account dctails where the I'unds rvere held. and intercst accrued. Despite

these requests. thc inlbrmalion hacl not bccn discloscd.

Failure of regulatory and government institutions to resolve the matter. I'he

Union infbrrrred the Courrnittce that prcvious intervcntions by' the relevant

regulatory authorities and governrnent institutions had not resultcd in disclosure of

records. accountabilitl, lbr the retained lunds. or reir.nbursetncnt ol' the aflccted

l'amrers.

Need for accountability by Nzoia Sugar Company Limited. 'l'he Union

maintaincd that. as the institution that cstablished and adrninistered the retention

fund scherne. Nzoia Sugar Company Limited remained the lawtirl custodian of all

records relating to the deductions and rvas therelbre responsible lbr providing a f'ull

account ol'the retained tunds.

Prolonged legal dispute without effective resolution. 'l'he [Jnion dreu' the

Corrmittce's attention to IIigh Court Pctition No. 237 ttl 2012. which sought

disclosurc ol'rccords relating to the retcntion lund and refund o1'the retained monies.

1-he prolonged nature ol' thc dispute had denied altected farmers access to

inlilnnation and delayed resolution ol'their claims.

Need for protection of farmers'financial rights.'l'he lJnion entphasiscd that the

unresolved rctcntion lirnd continucd to raisc scrious c()ncerns regarding the

protection ol'tarrncrs' savin-us. transparenc)' in the rnanagcment ol'deductions fiorn

cane proceeds. and accountability within the sugar sector. 'l'he Union therefbre

urged the Committee to tacilitate a comprehensive resolution ol the matter.

including lull disclosure of records and appropriate restitution to afl'ected t-armers

rvhere applicable.
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2.2.4 Submissions by Mr.Jack Mukongo Munialo

Mr. .lack Mukongo Munialo inlirrmcd thc Corrrnittcc that although the su-ear industrl
rernains a key cconomic driver in Wcstern Kenya. its sustainability is incrcasingll,'

threatened by structural. operational and govcrnance challenges afl'ecting the entire value

chain. 'Ihc issucs rcquiring thc Cornrrrittcc's intcrvention includcd the fbllorvins:

a

II

lll
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Market concentration and reducetl competition. Conccrns wcrc raiscd ovcr the

increasing dorninance ol'thc sugar scctor by' a single ntarket player. u,'hich was

reported to have weakencd competition. reduced l-armers' bargaining power. lirnitcd
business opportunities fbr independent transporters and contractors. and created the

risk ol' rnarkct manipulation.

Rising cost of sugarcane production. l;arnrcrs c<lnlirruc to ir.rcur higlr production

costs duc to cxpcnsivc scctl calrc. rising lucl priccs. incrcasing Iabour crlsts and thc

high cost ol' agricultural inputs. thcrcbl rcducing thc prolitabilitl, ol' sugarcanc

tanning.

Declining productivity. Inadequate investrnent in quality seed cane developmcnt.

limited agricultural cxtcnsion serviccs. poor soil lnanagcrnent and climate-rclated
challcngcs havc cttntributcd to lou'sugarcane vicltls. cstinralcd at approxirnately'20

tonncs pcr acre.

Inadequate farmer support services. Most lanners lack access to ell'ectivc
agricultural extension services. technicaI advice and profcssional support necessary

to irnprove productivitl and adopt rlodcrn lanning practices.

Unstable pricing and delayed harvesting. l;rcqucnt lluctuations in susarcane

priccs. couplcd u'ith dclars in harvcsting ancl transportatiolt. havc reduccd larntcrs'

incotncs through ()vcr-rnaturc carrc. u cight losscs and lrln'cr sugar rccovcrv rates.

Challenges in cane transportation. Farrncrs reportcd pcrsistent irregularities in

canc transportation, including alleged cxtorl.ion. illcgal deductions. cane thefi.

manipulation ol'tclnna-ec records and the exclusion ol lt'rcal transport contractors

liorn transport op1'lorttrn itics.

Poor labour conditions within the sugar industry. Concerns rvcrc raisccl

rcgarding the rvellhrc ol' rvorkcrs. including rcliancc on short-terrn contracts.

outsourcing arrangcrnents. low wages. poor working conditions and alleged

discriminatory enrplol'ment practices.

Impact of unregulated sugar imports. Continucd irnportation ol'sugar rvithout

ell'ectivc rcgulation rvas rcprlrtcd to havc dcprcssccl dorncstic sugar prices. recfurccd

8
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thc compclitivcness ol'local millers. undcrrninecl larmcrs' incotnes and cncouraged

illegal sugar trade.

Weak governance and corruption. I'he stakeholder identilled corruption in

procurement. licensing, payment systems. weighbridge operations and concession

f'ee administration as a rna.ior irnpedirnent to transparcncy and accountability rvithin

thc sector.

Inadequate legal protection for value chain actors. 'l.hc existing legislative and

policy fiarncwork was considered insulllcient to sat'eguard the interests ol'farmers.

workers. transporters and other local stakeholders participating in the sugar industry

Outstanding financial obligations. Delayed settlernent ol'arrears owed to farmers.

rvorkcrs and supplicrs continued to underrnine livclihrlods. constrain business

operations and rveakert conlrdcncc in thc sugar ssct()r.

Need for comprehensive sector reforms. 'l'hc stalicholder urged thc Cornmittce to

promote rclbrrns airned at strengthening transparency. accountability. I'air

competition and sustainable growth across the sugar value chain while protecting

the interests olall stakeholders.

Persistent exploitation and weak farmer support. Farrners continue to experience

delayed payntents. exploitation by millers and interrnediaries. rising production

costs, inadequate agricultural extension services. poor road infrastructure. limited

access to aflordable larm inputs and lvcak implernentation olagricultural policies.

Marginalisation ol' vulnerable lirrmers.'l'hc organisation expressed concern that

persons lvith disabilities and othcr vulncrable groups rernain inadcquately supportcd

and insutllciently integrated into sugar sector programmes and decision-making

pr()cesses.

Unsustainable sugarcane pricing. 1-he prevailing sug,arcane pricing liatnework was

reportcd to hc inadccluatc t() covcr the rising costs ol'production. including l'ertiliser,

labour. land prcparation. transportation and lirrrn rnaintcnattce. tlrcreby rcducing

I'anners' prolitabi I ity.

2.2.5 Submissions by the Alliance for Persons with Disabilities

l-he Alliance fbr Persons with Disabilitics inlbrmed the Cornrnittee that sugarcane t'armers.

particularly vulnerable groups including persons with disabilities, continue to face

systemic challenges that undcrmine productivity. profitability and inclusive participation

in the sugar valuc chain. 'l'he kc1 issucs rcquiring the Comurittce's intervention were as

lbllorvs:

()



Dclayed harvesting and broker interl-erence. l)elays in harvesting tnature canc.

coupled with the issuance of harvesting permits to brokers instead ol f'armers. have

resulted in over-mature canc, reduced sucrose content. financial losses and

diminished confidence in the harvcsting process.

Declining lhrrner support services. Sugar lactorics have sLrbstantialll' rcduced or
rvithdrar.r'n csscntial lhrnrcr support scrviccs. including thc provision of seed canc.

I'ertilisers. agricultural extension scrvices. land preparation and acccss to aflordablc
credit.

Poor utilisation ol agricultural cess revenucs. Despite substantial cess collections
fiom sugarcane transportation. thcre rvas little evidence that thcsc revenues were

bcing reinvcstcd in the rnaintenance and improvement ol'roads serving sugarcane-

growing areas.

Negative irnpact of sugar imports. Continued uncontrolled sugar irnports were

reported to have depressed returns to local farmers and rnillers, thereby underrnining
the competitiveness and sustainability ol dornestic sugar production.

[,ack ol'transparency in sector adrninistration. -l'he organisation identifled
deficiencies in thc tnanagcmcnt clf farrncr registration. harvesting pcrrnits. cane

transportation and larmer suppoft progralnmcs. creating opportunities fbr abuse and

disadvantaging genuinc l-arrners.

Inadcquate institutional support to lhrrners. Lirnitcd access to agricultural extension

scrvices, allbrdable credit and othcr productivitv-cnhancing support rnechanisrns

continues to constrain sugarcanc production and krng-tcrrn scctor sustainability.
Weak accountability in cess managcment and sector governance. 1'he organisation

called fbr greater transparency. accountability and public participation in the

collection, rnanagcmcnt and utilisation of agricultural cess revenues. together with
cotnprehcnsivc legislative. policy and adrninistrative rclbnns to strcngthcn lanner
protcction. irnprovc inlrastructure. enhance productivity and sccurc the lon_e-term

sustainability of the sugar industry.

lv
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2.2.6 Submissions by the County Government of Bungoma

Thc Countl'(ior,'crnrncnt ol'llungorna inforrncd the Conrnrittcc that although the sugar sub-

sector rernains thc backbonc ol'thc County's agricultural cconorll,. therc rverc scveral

production, infiastructure. institutional and policy rclatcd challenges that continue to

constrain its growth. The key issues requiring the Cornmittce's intcrvention were as

identified as fbllows:
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Low productivity despite high production potential. Although Bungoma County

has between 65.000 and 75"000 hcctares under sugarcane cultivation and the

potential to achievc y'ields ol'100-150 tonncs per hcctare. most smallholder farmers

attain only 20-30 tonnes pcr acre. resulting in signilicantlr lou'cr production and

incorne s.

Escalating production costs. I{ising prices ol'I'ertiliscr. lue I and other agricultural

inputs continue t0 increase the cost of sugarcane productiott. thercby reducing

farmers'profitability and discouraging investmcnt in the crop.

Poor transport infrastructure. l he deterioration ol l'ceder roads. particularly

during rainv seasons. has increascd transportation costs. delai'ed cane delivery to

factorics and contributed to avoidable losses along thc value chain.

Limited access to quality planting materials. Inadequate availability of certifled

seed cane and other qualiry planting materials continues to constrain productivity

and the adoption ol'improved sugarcane varietics.

Delayed and poorly coordinated harvesting. Incl'flcient harvesting arrangements

continuc tn rcsult in clclal'ed harvcsting tll'tnature canc. rcducing cane quality, sugar

recovery and lartrrcrs' rcturns.

Declining productivity due to ageing ratoon crops. Many larrncrs continue to re ly

on ratoon crops bcyond thc recornrnended production cy'cle. leading to dcclining

y,ields and reduccd lhrm productivitv.

Land fragmentation and declining economies of scale. Continucd subdivision of

agricultural land has reduced the averagc sizc of sugarcane fanns, limiting

mechanisation. increasing production costs and reducing the commercial viability

olsugarcane l'anning.

Post-harvest losses during transportation. Sugarcane spillagc and thefi during

transportation continuc to occasion signilicant losses to larmers and undermine

value chain efficicncy'.

Climate and pest-related challenges. Clirnatc variability. erratic raintall. pests and

discases. including sugarcane stalk borcr and srnut disease. continue to disrupt

production. alll'ct harvcsting cyclcs and retluce ovcrall productivitl,'

Low awareness of the Sugar Act,2024. [-irnite d public arvarcness and stakehtllder

scnsitisatirtn tln thc provisions ol'thc Sugar Act. 202-l have slou'ed itnplementation

o1'the relbrrns introduced ullder the nerv legal liatnework.

Need to strengthen farmer support programmes. -[he County Governtnent

cmphasised the nced to expand l'ertiliser subsidy programlnes. improve access to

quality, planting rnaterials. strcngthen rnaintenancc ol' roads scrving sugarcane-
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growin-s, arcas. irnprovc harvesting s)'stcms and facilitate thc lransition [o a sucrose-

bascd canc pa\'nrcltt s)-stcrn.

Delayed operationalisation of the Sugar Development Levy. -l'hc 
Countv

(iovernrnent expressed concern over delays in opcrationalising the Sugar

Development Levy established under the Sugar Act. 2024. noting that the levy is
critical lbr financing f'anner input subsidies. lactory rehabilitation and

rnodcrnisation. outgro\\,cr inliastructurc. rcscarch. cxtcnsion services.

adntinistral.ivc lunctiotts nl'thc Kcny'a Su-ear Iloard and Ianncr rvelf'arc prograrnmes.

Weak farmer institutions and limited access to finance. Thc County Governrncnt
highlighted the need to strengthen fbrmer organisations and cooperative societics,

improve access to af-fordable credit tbr smallholder larmcrs and promote

bcnchrnarking and knorvlcdgc exchangc progranltxes to cnhance adoption of best

agricultural practiccs.

ll

l

IV

2.2.7 Submissions by the Nzoia Sugarcane Farmers Association

The Nzoia Sugarcane Farmers Association appeared befbre the Committee and submitted

as follows. That

Thc Association is a lcgally rcgistcrcd l-arrncrs'organization reprcscnting over 1.000

regislercd sugarcane lartncrs scrved by Nzoia Sugar Cornpany. 'l'hc Associatiorr

submitted that it is recognized b1, Nzoia Sugar Cornpany and the Kenya Sugar Board

and is committed to promoting the welfare ol'sugarcane farmers and supporting the

revival and sustainabilitl, of thc sugar sector in Western Kenya.
Farmers welcorned the lcasing and nranagcment ol'Nzoia Sugar Cornpanl, by' Rai

Group rvith the cxpcctation that the arrangerncnt rvould irnprove operational cflicicncy.
rcstore confidencc in thc sugar industry'and enhancc larurcrs' Iivelihoods. Ilorvever.
fanners continued to experience a numbcr of challenges afl'ccting sugarcane production

and marketing.

Delays in payments to fbrmers rcmained a rna.ior challenge. The Association submitted

that delayed settlcment of payments lbllowing cane delivery had adversely aff'ccted

thnners'ability to pay workers. maintain Iarrns. purchase f'ertilizers and farm inpuls,

and support thcir houscholds.

Irregular and poorly coordinatcd harvesting schedules had resultcd in mature cane

overstaying in l'arrns. lcading to reduced sugar content. loss ol-tonnage. dcterioration in

cane quality and flnancial losses to thrrncrs.

Concerns raised about corruption and untair practices in the issuance ofharvesting and

transportation permits. '[he Association submittcd that thc pcrmit issuance process had

12



resulted in lavourilistn. delays and uneclual treatment ol' fhrmers, thereby

disadvantagin-e genuinc cane growsrs.
'lransport and logistical challenges continued to allbct cane delivery to factories.

Delays in transportation were reported to result in harvestcd cane drying in lhrms, loss

of weight and reduced earnings lbr lirrmers.

Poor road infiastructure in sugarcane-grovu'ing areas. particularly l-eeder roads.

rernaincd a ma.ior impedirncnt to cllicicnt transportation ol'sugarcane. 'l'he situation

rvas reported to worscn during rainy seasons. increasing transport costs and affecting

access to t'arms and tactories.

Farmers tverc receiving inadequate support filr canc development programmes.

Challenges highlightcd included lirnited access to early' maturing sccd cane varieties.

inadcquatc suppll, ol' lcrtilizcrs and larnr inputs. insulllcicnt agricultural extension

services, limited farmcr training progralnrncs and low investtnent in modern tarrning

technologies.
'lhere was need lbr structured engagement and fbnnal recognition olregistered thrmers'

associations in decision-rnaking processcs al't'ecting the sugar sector to ensure that

larrners' viervs and c()ncerns arc adcquately' rcprescntcd.

Iiarnrers and I'actor.r- rvorkers requestcd the cstablishtnent ol'a tnedical tacility within

the fhctorl,as part ol'the cornpany's corporate social responsibility initiatives in order

to improve access to healthcare services lbr workers and surrounding communities.
'lhe Association proposed thc cstablishment ol' a retail outlet through which local

residcnts and larnrcrs could access sugar and rclated producls at lair and afibrdable

prices.
'l'he Association urgcd that crnplolnrsnt opportunities arising u'ithin the lactory'and

related operations be prioritizcd lbr qualilied local youth and residents liom sugarcane-

growing cornmunities.
'l-he Association emphasized the irnportance of proper utilization of resources generated

through the Sugar Developtnent [-evy. particularll' lirnds carmarked lbr cane

developmcnt and lhrmcr support progralnlncs.
-l'he Association submitted that resources liorn the Sugar Devcloplnent Levy should

support fertilizer and larm input subsidies. seed cane distribution programmes, farmer

mobilization initiatives, agricultural extension services and improvement of road

inliastructure rvithin sugarcanr:-grotving regions.

Concerns rverc raised rcgarding transparcncy and accountability in the utilization of
Sugar Dcveloplnent l-cvv resourccs. u'ith thc Association ctnphasizin-e thc nced lbr

prudent managelncnt ol'the tunds [o restorc larrncrs' conlidence and enhance sector

dcvelopment.
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xvl l'he Association reiterated its commitmcnt to rvorking lvith Nzoia Sugar Cornpany. thc

Rai Group. governmcnt institutions and other stakeholdcrs in eflbrts airned at

revitalizing the sugar scctor. improving farmer wel[are. incrcasing cane production and

enhancing the contribution ol'the sector to economic growth and employment creation.

2.2.8 Submissions by Mr. Franklin Edwins Maguge

Mr. Iranklin lrdrvins Magugc inlbrrncd the Cornmittce that thc sugar sector cclntinues to
experiencc dccp-rootcd structural. regulatorl'and markct failurcs that have undcnnined
fanner Iivelihoods. reduccd productivitl,' and threatcncd thc long-terrn sustainability of thc
industry. The key issues requiring the Corrrrrittec's intcrvention \\'crc as lbllou,s:

lt

tv
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Declining sugar production and cane shortages. -l'he sector expcrienced a

signilicant decline in sugar production in 2025 due to rvidespread harvesting of
irnrnature cane. pcrsistent cane shortages. dclaycd lanner payments and weak

en fbrcemcnt o l' zon i n g and canc rnaturit,"- rc-eu I ati ons.

Weak implementation of the Sugar Act,2024. Although thc Sugar Act.2024 and

the Kenya Sugar Board wcrc intended to relbnn the sector. delays and weaknesses

in implementation have continued to undermine lanner confidence. productivity
and invcstrnent.

Poor enforcement of cane harvesting regulations. Continued harvcsting ol
irnrnaturc canc. u.idcsprcatl canc poaching and rron-cornpliancc rvith zoning
regulations have disrupted orderly' cane devcloprncnt. reduced yields and

compromised sugar quality.
Restrictive market access for farmers. Existing zoning arrangements were

rcported to limit f'armers'ability to sell cane to cornpeting millers. thereby,reducing
compctition. lirniting rnarkct choicc and r.vcakurins l'arrncrs' bargaining power.

Unsustainable sugarcane pricing.'l'hc prcvailing canc pricing liarno.vork docs not

adequately rel'lect thc rising cost of production. while liequent price fluctuations
continue to erode farmers' incomes and discourage investment in sugarcane fanning.
Inadequate benefit-sharing from sugar by-products. Farmers do not adequately

bencllt fi<lrn rcvcnues generated through suear b1'-products such as bagassc and

rnolasscs. dcspitc thcir contribution to thc protluctir)n pr()ccss.

Persistent delays in farmer payments. I)ela1'cd scttlcrrcnt ol'payrucnts rcrnains

one o1'the most significant challenges facing larrncrs. af1'ccting houschold incomcs.

fann operations. cash f'low and reinvestment in cane development, while the existing
legal framervork lacks ellbctive enfbrcement mechanisms to guarantee timely
payrnents.
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Adverse effects of sugar importation. Irnportation practices. including the

issuancc ol' duty rvaivers and import perrnits. were reported to depress domestic

sugar clctnand. rvcaken ltlcal ntillcrs and reducc rettlrns to Kenyan sugarcane

lanners.

Limited accountability in the utilisation of the Sugar Development Levy.

Concerns were raised regarding inadequate transparency, accountability and farmer

participation in the management ol'Sugar Development Levy resources. with an

insulllcient proportion ol' tltc I'unds directly suppo(ing cane development and

lanner productiv it1' progratnmes.

Declining land under sugarcane cultivation. Conlinucd convcrsion ol'agricultural

land to alternative uses has reduced the acreagc under sugarcane. threatening the

long-term sustainability olcane supply to local lactories.

Limited farmer participation in sector governance. I"arrncrs remain inadcquately

reprcscntcd in policv lirrrnulation. rcgulatory' processcs and scctor decision-making.

limiting thcir inllucnce ovcr relorrrrs all'ccting their livclihoods.

Weak governance and institutional coordination. Governance gaps. inadequate

stakeholder participation. outdated tarming practices. milling inelllciencies and

poor institutional coordination continue to undcnnine thc competitiveness and

sustainability ol' thc sugar industrl'.

Need for comprehensive sector reforms. 'l'he stakeholder urged the Comrnittce ttl

strcngthen enftlrcetnent ol'the Sugar Act. 2024. protect sugarcane-growing land,

improve fhrmer representation. enhance accountability in the management ot'the

Sugar Developrnent [-cvy. promote technology adoption and rnodern agronornic

practices. and irnplement l-arrner-centred relbrms to restore the competitiveness and

sustainabiliti' ol' Kcnl'a's sugar sector.

x

2.2.9 Submissions by the Bungoma CivilSociety Forum (BCSF)

'l'he Bungoma Civil Society, I.'orurr (llcSF) inlorrncd the Cornmitlcc that although the

Sugar Act. 2024 providcs a sound legal liarnervork lilr rctrlrrning thc sugar scctor. its

benellts havc 1,et to bc rcalisecl duc to persistent sovcrnance. institutional and Inarket

challenges afl'ectin-e sugarcane lanncrs.'l'hc kcy'issucs rcquiring the Comrnittec's

intcrventicln were as fbllorvs:

i. Declining farmer incomes and profitability. lrarrners conlinue to earn lorv and

unprcdictablc returns due to canc prices that do no1 adcquately rellcct prttduction costs.

labour. transport expcnscs. dclaled han'csting losses ancl deht obligations.
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ii. Delayed harvesting and weak harvesting management. lnclficient harvesting

svstclrs. poor adhercncc to harvcsting schcdulcs and intcrl'crencc b1, brokers in the issuance

0f'harvcsting and transporttrti0n pcrrnits continuc to causc oVcr-ntaturc canc. reduccd

sucrose content. loss ol'tonnage and Iotver lhrrncr incttrnes.

iii. Declining farmer support services. Millers have progressively reduced support
previously provided to outgrower f-arrners. including agricultural extension services, land
prcparation. input suppl)'. lhrrncr training and canc tcsting scrviccs. thcreby afl'cctin-e

productivitl,.

iv. Poor Road infrastructure and high transport costs. Inadequate Iann-to-mill roads

continue to increase transportation costs. dclay cane delivery and reduce farmers' returns.

v. Limited access to affordable agricultural finance. I Iigh borrorvirrg costs. clcbt burdcns

and lirnitcd acccss to allordahlc crcdit cuntinuc to c()nstrain invcstrnerrt in sugarcanc

productiorr and larnr dcvclclprncnt.

vi. Weak implementation of the Sugar Act,2024. J'he transition from legislative ref-orms

to eff'ective implcrncntaticln has been slorv duc to inadcquate regulations. rveak

cnfbrccrnent tncchanisrns. lirnitcd accrluntability and lraglncntcd institutional
responsibilitics.

vii. Weak governanc€ and accountability. 'fhe [rorum highlighted inadequate

transparency in the collection and utilisation ol-agricultural cess and Sugar Development
Levy resourccs, and called lbr greater public disclosure. indepcndent audits and stronger

accountability rrrechanisrns.

viii. Unfair sugar importation practices. Continucd importation ol'cheap and illegal
sugar was reported to depress dornestic sugar prices. undennine local production and

reduce retums to I'armcrs and millers.

ix. Limited farmer participation in sector governance. l;arnters rcntain inadequatelv

represented in pricing decisions. policy lbnnulation and implcnrentation o['seclor rcfbrrns.

limiting thcir inf'luence over decisions all'ecting their livelihoods.

x. Need for coordinated institutional reforms. 'lhe Forum crnphasised the need for
clearly detined responsibilitics among the Kenya Sugar Board. County (iovcrnrnents,

millers, the Ministry responsible Ibr Agriculture. f'inancial institutions and other
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stakeholders to strcngthen coordination. irnprove scrvicc delivery and reducc risks borne

bv fhrmers.

xi. Need for transparent and farmer-centred reforms. -l'hc l"orum urgcd that sugar

scctor refbrrns be cvaluated based on the ir ability to improve the rvcllhre and net incomcs

of' srnallholder f'armers. supported by transparcnt pricing s),stelns. accountable

ntanagement ol' public resources. al'lirrdable agricultural linancing. strengthened public

participation and continuous stakeholder engagetnent in sector governance.

2.2.10 Submissions by the Kenya Sugar Board (KSB)

'l'he Kenya Sugar lloard inlorrncd thc Committee tll'thc progress tnade in irnplcrnenting

the Sugar Act,2024 while highlighting severaloutstanding challenges requiring legislative

and policy intervention. The key issues were as tbllorvs:

i. Progress in implementing grower representation under the Sugar Act,2024.
'l'he Board rcported that it had substantia[[y cornpletcd preparations lbr the election

o1' grorver rcpresentativcs thr<lugh larmcr rcgistration. de ployrnent ol' the

MkulimaOnBoeud digital platlbnn, verillcation ol' farmcr records, rnapping ol'

polling centres and extensive public participation. However. legal challenges,

stakeholder concerns regarding exclusion ol some wards and suspension of the

registration cxcrcise dclal,e d thc implcmentation of the electoral process.

undcrscoring thc nccd lbr a crcdiblc. inclusivc and transparcnt sro\!cr
represcntation li'ar.ne*'ork.

ii. Recovery efforts amid declining sugar production. 'l'he Board reported that

although sugar production showed signs of recovery lbllorving improvements in

cane availability. factory operations and favourablc weather conditions. national

production dcclined tiorn 815,454 rnetric tonnesin2024 to 6l1.576 metric tonnes

in 2025. fhc dcclinc rr,as attributed to canc shortages. prcl.naturc harvcsting ol'

imrnaturc cane. adverse rvcathcr conditions and disruptions arising liorrr the

restructuring and leasing of state-orvned sugar f'actories.

iii. Persistent national sugar deficit. While domestic production is projected to

inrprnve during the 2026121 marketing year. the Board indicated that annual

national dernand ol'l.l-1.2 rnillion rnetric tonncs continues to cxceed local

production. leaving a dclrcit ol'300.000--100.000 rnctric tonncs tltat nrust be mct

through itnports.

iv. Balancing sugar imports with farmer protection. '['he Board acknowledged that

sugar imports rcrrain necessary to bridge the dotnestic supply gap. Ilowever. it
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cautioned that unrestricted duty-fiee imports could suppress cane prices, discourage

investment in sugarcane production and undermine the competitiveness of local
farmers if not properly regulated.

Relative stability in cane prices amid market pressures. The Board reported that
the cane purchase price had been maintained at K.sh 5,500 per tonne despite

fluctuations in retail sugar prices. Nevertheless, concems remained that sustained

import pressure and declining domestic production could adversely affect future

cane prices and farmer returns.

Outstanding financial obligations to farmers and workers. The Board informed
the Committee that Government had released K.sh 500 million towards settlement

of farmers' arrears and K.sh I billion towards salary arrears in state-owned sugar

factories. However, outstanding obligations remained substantial, with
approximately K.sh 212 million owed to farmers and K.sh 9.89 billion in unpaid
salaries, pensions and related employee benefits, continuing to undermine
confidence and stability within the sector.
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CHAPTER THREE

COM MITTEE OBSEI{VATIONS

3.1. County Government Failures: Cess Mismanagement and Infrastructure Deficits

Thc Cornmittee observed that-

Whereas Bungoma County' Agricultural Produce Cess Committee had been duly

appointed and gazettcd. it had not bcen adccluatell'lacilitatcd to discharge its

statutory rnandate . Evidcnce prescntcd indicated that thc Committce had received

lirnited administrative support. budgetary allocation and institutional engagernent,

significantly constraining its oversight and advisory functions despite being

established under the Ilungoma County Agricultural Produce Ccss Act, 20 17.

'l'he Bungoma County' Agricultural Producc Cess Act. 201 7 re quired that 90% of all

sugarcanc ccss rcvcnuc be ring-l'cnced and reinvcsted in the respcctivc areas of'

collection to rnaintain rural larrn-to-rnill access roads. I lorvever. tle ld inspections

revealed no evidence ol' systematic reinvesttnent ol' cess revenue into road

intiastructure. contrary to the provisions olthe Act.

Rural f-eeder roads deteriorated signilicantly during the rainy season. rendering thern

irnpassable and delaying the transportation of harvested sugarcane. Consequently,

harvested cane remaincd in the ljelds. resulting in rvcight loss. dcterioration ol
sucrose content and rcduced payments to farr.ners. rvho bore the entire tlnancial

burden since payments werc based on the net weight recorded at factory
,'veighbridges.

3.2. Miller Operations: Harvesting, Weighbridge and Compliance Concerns

'l'he Committee observed that-

Increasing corporate dourinance and rnarket concentration by' large private millers

had rveakcnecl competition. suppressed indeperrdent local transport contractors and

croded the collective bargaining power ol'smallholder outgrower organisations.

'fhe transition fiom structured outgrower lnanagement systerns to an unregulated

cornmercial harvesting permit regime had created a nctrvork of middlcrnen who

exploited larmers through the practice cornmonll' re t'erred to as "llelicopter

llarvesting." tlvidence presentcd indicated that larrners rvere required to pay illegal

levies or bribes belbre being permitted to harvcst lnature cane. contrary to the law

and principles of fair trade.

It
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There was credible evidence of widespread irregularities at miller-controlled
rveighbridgcs. including manipulation of canc tonnagc, unlawlul deductions fiom
fanners'dclivcrics and othcr practiccs that undcrrnined transparcncl and fhirness in

the deterrnination ol' larrtrcrs' carnings.

The transportation ol'sugarcane. particularly during night hours. posed significant
public safety risks along public roads. Evidence indicated that several fatal road

accidents involving cane haulage vehicles had occurred. with affected lbmilies
recciving littlc or no cornpcnsation.

v. frollorving the privatisation ol- public sugar assets. nrany rnillers had significantly
reduced or discontinued corporate social responsibility programlnes that previously
supported youth initiatives, educational institutions. community inliastructure and

other social development pro.iects within sugar-growing areas.

3.3. Value Chain Liabilities: Arrears, Pensions, and the Farmers Retention Fund

The Cornmittec obscrvcd that-

As at 3l October. 2025. unremitted statutory and adrninistrative deductions relating
to permanent employees. casual workers and savings and credit coopcrative
societies amountcd to K.sh 2.811.606.782.18. u,hilc the total amount required to

f'ully settlc all outstanding liabilities was estinrated at K.sh 3,619.759.129.96.

One ol'the most signilicant llnancial irregularitics uncovered durin_q the inquiry rvas

the continued withholding of the Irarrners Retention Fund. Certified records of the

High Court of Kenya at Nairobiin Petition No.237 of 2012 conllrmed that, in 1999.

Nzoia Sugar Company I-irnitcd introduced a rnandatory l5% deduction fiom the

gross proceeds payable to cvery dclivering srnallholder I'arurer without the requisite

administrative approval. 'l'he principal arnount withhcld totallcd K.

lll sh 118.141.008.00 and. rvith accrucd intcrest ovcr lnore than two dccades. the

outstanding liability had exceeded K.sh 500 rnillion. 'fhe Cornrnittee lurther
observed that this liability had not becn adequatell rel'lcctcd in rcccnt public audit

reports.

lv Outgror'vers reported the disappearance ol'trvelve ( l2) agricultural tractors that had

been provided by the National Government to the Nzoia Outgrowers Company

(NOCO) to support land preparati<ln and cane transportation scrvices. raising

serious concerns regarding accountability and the lnanagemcnt of public assets.
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3.4. Production Agronomics and Geographic Disconnects

'l'he Committee observed that-

i. Rapid population growth and continued subdivision ol'ancestral agricultural land

across Westcrn Kenya had resulted in increasing land liagrnentation. fbrcing many

srnallholder larmers to cultivate sugarcane on holdings of less than two acres.

thereby limiting economies of scale and reducing the commercial viability of sugar

production.

ii. I'he principal regulatory and research institutions Ibr thc sugar sector. namely the

Kenya Sugar l]oard (KSII) and the Kenya Sugar llcsearch l;oundation (KESREF).

rvere headquartered away liorn the country's rnajor sugar-producing regions.

lirniting their responsiveness to the operational needs and challenges faced by

sugarcane fhrmers.

3.5. Regulatory Deficits and Import Controls
'l'he Comrnittee obscrved that-

Smallholder sugarcane farrners had not been adequately represented in the

governance ol the Kenya Sugar Board (KSB) owing to incomplete larmer

registration records. rvhich had limited their elfective participation in the election of
lanner reprcsentatives to the lloard.

Uncontrolled sugar slnuggling and pcriodic surgcs in dutl'-lice sugar irnports had

distorted the dclrnestic sugar rnarkct. depressed krcal sugar prices and undermined

the competitiveness of'local millers and farmers. The Cornmittee further observed

that. in 2025. domestic sugar production declined by 27.2 per cent. resulting in the

temporary closure of seven regional sugar rnills fbr approximately three months.
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CHAPTER FOUR

COMMITTE E RECOMM ENDATIONS

Ilaving considercd the submissions by stakeholders. the Standing Comrnittee on

A-s,riculturc, Livestock and [risheries recornrncnds that-

ll

lll

IV

The Ministry of Agriculture and Livcstock [)cvclopntcnt should. within sixty (60)

days of the adoption olthis Report. constitute a multi-agcncy task fbrce to undertakc

a comprehensive inquiry into the statc of sugar farrring and the sugar industry
rvithin thc Nzoia Sugar Bclt and submit to the Senate recomrnendations lilr
sustainablc polic1,. adnrinistrative and legislativc relbnns.
'fhe National (iovcrnrlcnt. throup.h thc Ministry ol'Agriculturc and Livestock
Development and other relcvant agencies. should irnmediately suspend thc
importation of sugar except ivhere .justified by dernonstrated domestic supply
deflcits and strengthen enforcement lreasures to curb illegal sugar imports, protect

domestic sugar production. irnprove f'armer incornes and prornote national sugar

se ll'-sufl'icicncv.
'l'he Ministry olAgriculturc and Livcstock l)cvclopurcnt. in collaboration rvith the

National Treasury. should. rvithin sixty (60) days of thc adoption of this Reporr.

establish and implement a time-bound Iiamework fbr the verification and settlement

ol'all outstanding farrner arrears. retirees' pcnsion bcnefits and other verilled
liahilities rvithin thc sugar scct()r.
'l'hc Ministrt ol' Aericullurc and [.ivcstock [)cvclrlprrrcnt should. rvithin onc

hundrcd and tu'enty (120) da1s ol'thc adoption of'this Ilcport. der,clop and

implement a fiamework lbr the relocation ol'the headquarters olthe Kenya Sugar

Board (KSB) and the Kenya Sugar Research Foundation (KESREF) to Westem

Kenya in order to strengthen sector governance. research. innovation. stakeholder

engagemcnt and scrvicc dclivcry rvithin Kcnya's sugar-growing regions.
'l'hc Kenla Sugar lloard (KSII). in collaboration rrith thc Kcn1,a lJureau ol'
Standards (KI1BS). should. within nincty (90) days ol'thc adoption of this Report.

operationalise a nationally standardised fiamework lbr sugarcane weighbridge
certiflcation. cane grading, harvcst scheduling. pcrmit issuance and cane traceability
systems to enhance transparcncy. fhirness. accountability and elficiency in canc

procurcnlclrt and larrncr pavrncnts.
.l'hc 

Countl (iovcnrrncnt ol'[]ungonta shoulcl. rvithin sixti, (60) da1,s of'thc adoption

ol'this Report. fully operationalisc thc I)ungorna County Agricultural Produce Cess

Cornmittee and ensure that agricultural produce cess revenues are transparently

vl
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collected, accounted for and reinvested in sugarcane-growing areas in accordance

with the Bungoma County Agricultural Produce Cess Act,20l7.
The Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock Development, recognising that

agriculture is a devolved function under the Fourth Schedule to the Constitution of
Kenya, 2010, should, within six (6) months of the tabling of this Report and in

consultation with county governments, sugarcane farmers, farmer organisations,

millers. civil society organisations and other relevant stakeholders, initiate

amendments to the Sugar Act. 2024 and submit the proposed legislation to the

Senate for consideration.

lslilLoLL

vtl

Signed: Date

Sen. David Wafula Wakoli, CBS, M.P.
Chairperson,
Standins Committee on Asriculture. Livestock and Fisheries

,
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MINUTES OF THE TWO HUNDRED AND NINTH MEETING OF THE

SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON AGRJCULTURE LIVESTOCK AND

FISHERIES. HELD ON TUESDAY. 26r'rr MAy.2026 IN MABAN GA ATC.

IIUNGOMA COUNTY AT ll:00 A.M.

PRESENT

l. Sen. David Wafula Wakoli, MP

2. Sen. Alexander Munyi Mundigi, MP

3. Sen. Mwenda Gataya (Mo Fire), CBS, MP

4. Sen. Catherine Mumma, MP

ABSENT WITH APOLOGIES
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Vice-Chairperson
Member

Member

Member

Member

Member

Member
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-MP, Kanduyi Constituency

-MP, Webuye East Constituency

- Nominated Senator

-Deputy Govemor

-MCA, Elgon Ward

l. Scn

2. Sen

3. Sen

4. Sen

5. Sen

Moses Kajwang', CBS, MP

(Prot.) Tom Ojienda, SC, MP

Abbas Sheikh, CBS, MP

Wahome Wamatinga, MP

Hezena Lemaletian, MP

IN ATTENDANCE
FRIENDS OF THE COMMITTEE

l. Hon. John Makali , MP

2. FIon. Martin Pepela, MP

3. FIon. Consolata Wakwabubi, MP

COUNTY GOVERNMENT OF BUNGOMA

l. Ms. Jeninipher Mbatiany
2. Flon. George Kwemoi Tendet

FARMERS

l. Mr. Andrew Simiyu
2. Mr. Elias Wangila



3. Ms. Jane Kilel
4. Mr. Webala Khaoya

5. Ms.Abigael Masinde

SECRETARIAT

LMr
2. Ms

3. Ms

4. Mr
5. Mr
6. Ms

7. Ms

8. Ms

Peter Mulesi
Ivy Nyambura

Faith Cheruto

Solomon Alubala
Hillary Cheruiyot

Juliet Masinde

Sarah Rukwaro

Carol Mukami

Clerk Assistant I

Clerk Assistant III
Legal Counsel

Fiscal Analyst
Research Officer III
Media Relations Ofllcer
S-A-A
Secretary

MIN/SEN/SC N 13921 2026 - PRELIMINARIES

The sugar sector forum brought together farmers, millers, government representatives.

and other stakeholders to deliberate on pressing challenges facing the industry. The

meeting opened with a word of prayer, followed by the Chairperson's outline of
objectives, setting the stage for an open dialogue on the future ofthe sugar sector.

MIN/SEN/ScNr393t2026 - STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT IN THE

SUGAR SECTOR. BUNGOMA COUNTY

Farmers began by raising deep concems about delayed payments, particularly'at Nzoia

Sugar Company. They explained that prolonged delays in receiving their dues have

destabilized household incomes and eroded trust in millers. Comparisons were drawn

with other companies in the region that have more efficient payment systems.

underscoring the need for reforms.

The issue of helicopter farming was raised, attributed to poor harvesting schedules by'

millers. This practice leads to uneven harvesting, reduces yields, and creates

inefficiencies that ultimately disadvantage farmers.

Logistical challenges were also highlighted, with farmers pointing to poor road

maintenance as a major obstacle. They argued that the County Government, which

collects CESS funds, has a responsibility to invest in road infrastructure to facilitate

smooth transportation of sugarcane.

Another major concern was the Sugar Development Fund, established under the Sugar

Act No. ll of 2024. Farmers expressed frustration at the restrictions placed on accessing

the fund, despite its intended purpose ofsupporting the industry through a 4Yo levy on

locally produced and imported sugar.
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Farmers and workers of Nzoia Sugar Company also raised concerns about arrears

owed by the National Government. The delays in clearing these long-standing debts

have created flnancial strain and uncertainty.

The fairness of weighbridges was questioned, as they are currently owned and managed

by millers. Farmers argued that this arrangement compromises impartiality and called

tbr the Kenya Sugar Board to establish neutral, independently managed weighbridges.

The issue of fluctuating sugar prices was also discussed. Farmers lamented that while

production costs remain constant, unstable sugar prices erode their eamings, sometimes

leaving them with losses. They proposed greater inclusion of youth and local farmers

in leadership positions to ensure accountability and representation.

Farmers criticized the decline in corporate social responsibility since privatization.

They recalled that Nzoia Sugar Company previously supported schools, medical

thcilities, and sports grounds, but such initiatives have since been neglected.

Licensing and permits were identified as another challenge, with com:ption fueled by

brokers and contractors complicating the process. Farmers argued that digitization

could help eliminate these intermediaries and streamline operations.

Employment concerns were raised, particularly regarding high youth unemployment in

Bungoma. Farmers noted that the company often imports labor from other regions, even

fbr non-technical roles, leaving local youth marginalized. Women farmers expressed

tiustration at being unable to access locally produced sugar, forcing them to import

fiom Uganda. Persons with Disabilities (PWDs) requested specialized tendering

processes to ensure t'air opportunities in the sector.

Responses and Commitments

Members responded by emphasizing the need for a whole-sector approach, where

f'armers, millers, county govemment, and parliament each take responsibilify for

refbrms. They committed to amending the Sugar Development Fund to improve access

to loans, digitizing licenses and permits to eliminate brokers, and establishing

independent weighing systems to ensure faimess.

Members also pledged to strengthen regulations to counter govemance challenges,

including the use of fake inputs such as fertilizers, which pose health risks. They

highlighted the importance of training and capacity building for farmers to enhance

skills, improve productivity, and ensure sustainability in the sector'

Conclusion

The Bungoma sugar sector forum underscored the urgency of reforms to stabilize and

grorv the industry. By addressing payment delays, govemance issues, logistical

challenges, and inclusivity concems, stakeholders aim to restore confidence and ensure

sustainable livelihoods for farmers. The meeting concluded with a strong commitment
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to collective responsibility and sector-wide collaboration, signaling a renewed effort to

revitalize Bungoma's sugar industry.

MrNiSEN/SCA/1394/2026 - AI{Y OTHER BUSINESS

There was no other business discussed

MIN/SEN/SCA/1395/2026. ADJOURIIMENT
The meeting adjoumed at3:28 p.m. The next meeting will be on notice

SIGITIED:...... DATE: ...1417 12026.......

SEN. DAVID WAFI.]LA WAKOLI, MP
(cHAIRPERSOT9
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1.0 Introduction.

Hon. Chairperson and Members of the Committee,

Kenya's sugar sub-sector is a strategic agricultural industry supporting over 200,000
smallholder cane farrners and contributing directly to rural livelihoods, employment, and

fbreign exchange savings. Despite its potential, the sector remains constrained by structural
inefficiencies, declining cane acreage, and inconsistent regulatory enforcement.

The Sugar Act,2022 was enacted to revitalize the industry through the re-establishment of the

Kenya Sugar Board, the introduction of the Sugar Development Levy, and the creation of a
regulatory framework for pricing, imports, and cane development. However, the

implementation of the Act has revealed critical gaps that continue to undermine cane farmers'
productivity and income security.

ln 2025, the sector recorded a 27.2% decline in domestic sugar production, attributed to

harvesting of immature cane, delayed farmer payments, and weak enforcement of zoning and

maturity regulations. These challenges have eroded farmer confidence, increased reliance on
costly imports, and sustained high retail sugar prices.

This briefpresents an analysis ofthe shortfalls in the current Sugar Act as they pertain to cane

larming and proposes six targeted amendments for the Committee's consideration. The
proposed amendments aim to strengthen farmer protection, ensure fair market participation,
and improve accountability in the use of levy funds, in line with the Committee's mandate to

oversee agricultural policy and legislation.

The objective is to provide the Committee with actionable legislative proposals that will restore

farmer trust, stabilize cane supply, and align the sugar sector with the national goal of achieving
self-sufficiency in sugar production by 2028.

2.0 OBSERVED STIORTFALLS IN THE KENYA'S SUGAR ACT 2022 AS RELATES
TO. CANE FARMING.

The Sugar Act2022 was assented to in Oct 2024 and re-established the Kenya Sugar Board. It
aimed to fix regulation, pricing, imports, and cane development. But farmers, millers and

stakeholders have flagged several gaps affecting cane farming directly:

2.1 Weak enforcement of cane maturity and zoning

2.1.1 The Act gives KSB powers to appoint crop inspectors and enforce compliance, but cane

poaching and harvesting of immature 10-13 month cane continuedin2025, forcing 7 mills to
close for 3 months.

2.1.2 Shortfall: The law provides for zoning but farmers say it should allow independent

t'armers to supply 3-4 mills within a region, not be locked to one mill. The current zoning
provisions are seen as restrictive and prone to abuse by millers.

2.2.Pricing mechanism is not farmer-friendly
T
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2.2.lThe Act provides for a Sugarcane Pricing Committee with farmer reps.

2.2.2 Shortfall: Farmers report cane prices dropped from Ksh 5,900/tonne in March to Ksh
4.950/tonne in August 2025, while input costs stayed high. The Committee has not been

reconstituted consistently, so prices don't reflect production costs.

2.2.3 Also, the Act does not mandate payment for by-products like bagasse and molasses,

which farmers argue should compensate for low cane prices.

2.3 Payment delays and contract enforcement

2.3.1 he Act strengthens KSB's role in farmer advisory and dispute resolution through an

arbitration tribunal.

2.3.2 Shortfall: Delayed payments to farmers persist, and there are no strong penalties or
timelines enforced in the Act. Farmers say this fuels cane poaching and loss of trust.

2.4 Import regulation loopholes

2.4.1 The Act gives the Agriculture Minister and KSB power over importation to protect

thrmers.

2.4.2 Shortfall: Duty-free imports and waivers were ramped up in 2025 to cover shortages, but
fhrmers argue the Act lacks clear triggers for when imports are allowed. This leads to sudden

import surges that depress local cane demand and prices to the benefits of cartels abd mills.

2.5 Funding allocation and accountability

2.5.1 The Act introduces a 4% Sugar Development Levy, with 40Yo for cane productivity.

2.5.2 Shortfall: There are concerns the levy increases consumer prices and that SDL
disbursement lacks transparent farmer oversight. Farmers' organizations get only 5% of the

levy, which many say is too low for meaningful support.

2.6 Land use and declining acreage

2.6.1 The Act addresses declining land acreage under sugar, but does not have strong provisions

to stop encroachment of cane farms for housing and other uses. This remains a key driver of
reduced cane supply.

2.7 Stakeholder participation

2.7.1 During the 2025 KSB strategy validation, farmers walked out citing exclusion from the
process.

2.7.2 Shortfall: The Act mandates farmer representation on the l4-member KSB board, but
does not guarantee meaningful consultation on policies affecting cane farming.
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B. WHAT FARMERS ARE ASKING FOR.:

1. Amend the Act to protect farmers on payment periods, price stabilization, and payment for
by-products.

2. Reconstitute the Sugarcane Pricing Committee immediately and make its decisions binding.

3. Allow farmers choice of millers within a zone to reduce monopoly and cane poaching.

4. Increase farmer allocation from SDL beyond 5%o and create a transparent disbursement

mechanism.

5. Gazette cane zones and strengthen penalties for harvesting immature cane.

NOTE

The Act frxed the regulatory structure by bringing back KSB and the levy, but implementation
gaps on pricing, enfbrcement, and farmer participation are undermining cane farming. Without
amendments and strict enforcement, the cane shortage cycle will repeat.

SUGAR ACT 2022, FOR CANE FARMERS' ISSUES AT HAND

Key Issues

The Sugar Act 2022 re-established the Kenya Sugar Board and created tools for reform, but

implementation gaps continue to hut cane farmers. Key issues: late payments, low prices, cane

poaching, restricted market access, and low farmer benefit from the 4olo Sugar Development
Levy (SDL).

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS FOR CANE FARMERS.

1.0 Guarantee Timely Payment & Fair Pricing

Amendments

l.l Insert a binding 30-day payment rule. Mills failing to pay within 30 days face frnes of 2oh

per week on outstanding amounts.

1.2. : Make the Sugarcane Pricing Committee's decisions binding. Pricing formula must
include cost of production + 20oh margin, and factor in revenue from by-products like bagasse

and molasses.

2. Give Farmers Mill Choice Within Zones

: Revise zoning to allow independent farmers to supply any of 3-4 licensed mills within their
region, provided no active contract exists. This reduces monopoly, stops poaching, and

improves bargaining power
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I 3. Strengthen Enforcement on Cane Maturity

: Increase penalties for mills and agents buying immature cane. Cancel milling license on 2nd
offense. Mandate KSB to publish monthly compliance reports per zone.

4. Increase Farmer Benefit from SDL

: Raise farmer allocation from 5oh to 20o/o of the Sugar Development Levy. Ring-fence funds
for fertilizer subsidy, inigation, and input credit. Require KSB to publish quarterly SDL
disbursement reports with farmer oversight.

5. Protect Cane Land & Secure Contracts

: Gazette cane-growing zones to stop conversion to housing. Make written contracts mandatory
for all contracted farmers. Establish fast-track arbitration at county level for disputes.

6. Share Revenue from By-Products

: Require mills to share 30% of net revenue from electricity, ethanol, and other by-products
with contracted farmers. This diversifies farmer income without raising consumer sugar prices.

Expected Impact

1. For farmers: Higher, predictable income, faster payments, and more market options.
2. For industry: Reduced cane poaching, stable cane supply, and higher mill utilization

from late 2026.

3. For consumers: Lower long-terrn sugar prices as local production recovers.

Call to Action:

Parliament's Agriculture Committee should table these amendments in Ql 202'7 as part of the

Sugar Act review. KSB and Ministry of Agriculture must prioritize gazettement of regulations
to make the Act operational fbr farmers.

Thank you!!

Signature

?[ 09 ,IDa6?
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ANNEXURE
I

Report: Kenya Sugar Board. Sugar Industry Innovation Symposium &Expo 2025

- Held Dec 2-4,2025, Kisumu. Theme: "Towards a Globally Competitive Sugar Industry"

L Key Challenges in Sugarcane Production ldentified at the Symposium

l. Cane Shortage & Poor Agronomy

- Severe shortage ofmature cane due to prior overharvesting and reduced cultivation.

- Cane poaching and harvesting of immature I 0- l 3 month cane instead of the optimal 1 6- I 8

months reduced sucrose content. 3bdd

- Dry spells inlate2025 and early 2026 slowed cane development and reduced tonnage per

hectare. 5df0

2. Low Productivity & Outdated Practices:

- Overreliance on rain-fed, smallholder farming with -l ha plots.

- Manual sugar census was cited as tedious and a barrier to effective plaruring. 3bdd

3. Milling Inefficiency & Energy Constraints

- Outdated mills with low capacity utilization.

- Punitive electricity tariffs and unfavourable PPAs make cogeneration uneconomical. Mills
generate power at 3 cents but are offered 2 cents by Kenya Power'

- 20-40 km distance of mills from the grid raises connection costs. 9

4. Value Chain & Governance Gaps

- Lack oftraceability, transparency, and accountability in the value chain.

- Stakeholder exclusion in policy processes. Farmers halted a strategy forum citing rushed,

non-participatory validation.

2. Mitigation Measures & Recommendations from the Symposium

A. Technology & Agronomy Interventions

- Data-driven farming: Transition to AI, soil-monitoring systems, and smart mechanization to

boost productivity and cut costs.

- Drone technology: Pilot drone-based sugar census for accurate acreage and yield planning.

- Early-maturing varieties: Introduce varieties from Sugar Research Institute and expand

cultivation areas under SDl-funded programs. 5df0

- Sustainable practices: Promote precision agriculture, soil health, conservation agriculture,

and climate-smart farming.

B. Value Addition & Diversification

,
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- Move beyond sucrose to unlock economic potential through ethanol, compressed biogas
from press-mud, feed, and industrial products.

- Train farmers on making briquettes and paper from bagasse to build a climate-resilient
economy and lower cane production costs. 3bdd

C. Energy & Mill Modernization

- Treat cogeneration as a core part ofthe industry, not ancillary.

- Revise PPAs to reflect cost of production and investment needed for modernization.

- Upgrade mills using 30% of the Sugar Development Levy allocated for infrastructure.

D. Digitalization & Traceability

- Adopt innovations like *SugarTrace - the winning youth innovation using IoT and block
chain for real-time data capture from farm to factory to reduce fraud and improve monitoring

- Strengthen traceability, transparency, and accountability across the value chain.

E. Stakeholder Engagement & Governance

- Ensure participatory and inclusive processes for any policy affecting farmers.

- Focus on stakeholder communication, relationship management, and capacity building to
improve mill performance.

- Enforce cane maturity timelines and respect court rulings to rebuild trust.

3. Strategic Direction Outlined by KSB Chairman Eng. Nicholas Gumbo

l. Move from importer to self-sufficient and net exporter by prioritizing sustainable cane

development.

2.Treat the industry as a bio-economy: Focus on value addition and by-products to improve
farmer retums and lower sugar costs.

3. Support youth innovation: Recognize and fund solutions that address traceability,
sustainability, and commercialization gaps.

4. Expected Outcomes

- Short term: Respect cane maturity timelines and use SDL funds to accelerate cane

development in2026.

- Medium term: Resume strong milling from Oct-Nov 2026 as planted cane matures.

- Long term: Reposition the industry for long-term growth through technology,
diversifi cation, and moderni zalion.

Conclusion

The 2025 Symposium framed the crisis as an opportunity to modemize. The consensus was
that Kenya's sugar industry will only recover if it shifts from bailouts to technology-led cane
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BUNGOMA CrUL SOCTETY FORUM (BCSF)

MEMORANDUM TO THE SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,

LIVESTOCK AND FISHERIES

On StgarSectorfulo*t, FamerPmftabibg, Stgaranc Pricing Hanuting Cndit, Cw Utiliqaton andlnport Managemcnt

Date 26May 2026

Submitted by Bungoma Civil Sociery Forum @CSF)

Submitted to The Chailperson, Senate Standing Committee on

Agriculture , Iivestock and Fisheries

Venue Mabanga Agricultural Training Centre (ATg,

Bungoma County

Subiect Farmer-centred sugar reforms and implementation

prioritics for the Kenya sryar sector

Purpoee To present concise technicd recommendations

emerging from farmer and stakeholder concerns on

sugar sector re forms.

l. Executive Summary

BCSF welcomes the Senate Committee sitting at Mabanga ATC to listen to farmers and stakeholders on sugar

reform issues. The consultations are timely because sugarcanc farmers in Bungoma and the wider Westem

Kenya sugar belt continue to face low and uncertain cane prices, delayed harvesting, broker interference in

permits, declining miller suppon, weak extension services, poor farm-to-mill roads, high credit costs, debt

distress, and market pressure from cheap and illegal sugar impons.
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The Sugar Act, 2024 provides an impoftant reform platform through the Kenya Sugar Board, the Sugarcane

Pricing Committee, licensing controls, levy mechanisms and county rcsponsibilities for extension and cane-

zone infrastructute. However, the value of the law will be realized only if implementation is farmer-centred,

uansparent, well-funded and enforceable. BCSF therefore requests the Senate Committee to prioritize practical

implementation measures that protect farmer incomes, reduce production and transport costs, strengthen

accountability over levies and cess, and restorc confidence in the sugar value chain.

2. Context and Problem Statement

Sugarcane remains a major livelihood crop for households in Bungoma County and the surrounding sugar belt.

Despite recent sector re forms and the reponed floor price of KSh 5,500 per tonne, many farmers repon that

the price does not adequately respond to input costs, labour, transpoft, delayed harvesting losses and household

debt obligations. Farmers further report tlat cane proceeds are weakened by opaque harvesting systems,

middlemen, high cost of credit, and poor road infrastructure that increases transpoft costs and post-maturity

losses.

The reform chdlenge is there fore not only about setting a price; it is about rebuilding a complete farmer-support

system. This requires fair pricing, timely harvesting, accountable licensing of millers and ransponers, reliable

extension and input support, affordable 6nance, clear use of sugar development levy and cess resources, and

protection of the local market from unlawfi:l imports.

3. BCSF Position

o Sugar reforms must be iudged by whether they improve the net income of smallholder cane farmers, not

only by whether factories remain operationd.

o The Sugar Act, 2024 should move from legd text to measurable implementation through regulations,

Iicensing conditions, public reponing and sanctions for non-compliance.

o County governments, KSB, millers, the Ministry of Agiculture, lenders and Padiamcnt must each have

clear obligations, because the current fragmented approach leaves farmers bearing the risk.

o Sugar cess and development levy resources should be ring-fenced, audited and publicly reported, especially

where they are intended to support roads, cane development, research, extension, and farmer services.

. Sugar impon management should protect consurners without desuoying locd cane farming imports must

be transpareng lawfi:I, needs-based and timed to avoid depressing cane prices.
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4. Priority Farmer Issuee and Technical Recommendations

low and unceftain cane

prices

Harvest delays

denied harvesting

Implement a ffansparent

cane pricing formula

linked to sugar market

prices, production cost,

sugar recovery/quality

and farmer margin. The

Pricing Committee

should publish the

formula, revicu/ it
regularly, and indude

meaningfrrl farmer

rePresentation.

Require millers to

maintain enforceable

Sugar Act, 2024 - Pncing

Committee and price

review functions; KSB

regulatory mandate.

High

KSB licensing po!/ers; High

cane supply contracts;

and
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harvest schedules based

oo slne maturiry with

.ligital queueing, farmer

notification, and

penalties where delay

causes loss of weight,

suctos€ or lncome

Digitize caoe traasport

perrnits and tie them to

registered farmers,

farms, cooperatives and

verified cane acreage.

Brokers should not

receive permits that

displace the farmer ftom

the value chain.

Make ertension" input

suPPort, lend

preparation support

farmer training and

transParent cane testing

pan of miller licensing

obligations, with annual

compliance reponing.

Institute indcpcndent

audits of sugzr cess and

Ieny collections and

expenditures. Ring-fence

resonrces for cane roads,

field development,

research, extension and

farrner services.

Sugar

implementation

regulations.

Act

Pemrit-broker

interference

Declioe of miller support

to outgrowets

Misuse o! weak

accountability of sugar

cess and levie s

KSB licensing and HEh

transport regulation

mandate; anti-com.rption

and market fairness

principles.

Sugar Act licensing

POWeTS; COrUlty

extension man&tc;

agriculture sector service

delivery obligations.

Mcdium-High

Suga" Acq 2024; county High

infrastrucrure

obligations; public

finance accountability

principles.
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Poor furm-to-mill roads

Illegal and cheap sugar

imports

Expensive credit and

debt stress

Prioritize cane-zone rural

access roads, bridges,

drainage, and loading

points. Road investrnents

should be mapped

against high-production

cane catchments and

farmcr dclivery routes.

Strengthen border

surveillance, import

licensing transparency,

quota disciptine and

traceability of imponed

sqgar. Impons should

not be released in a

runner that collapses

local demand for cane.

Expand affordable

farmer credit through the

Commodities Fund,

AFC afld structured

guarantees. Simplifr

collaterd requirements,

restructure old debts

where appropriate, and

publish accessible credit

products for small-scale

cane fatmers.

County government road

functions; Sugar Act

county role in cane-zone

infrastructure.

High

Trade, customs and Medium-High

Sugar Act i-p.rn

oversight framesrorks.

Crops Act, 2013 High

Commodities Fund;

AFC Act; agriculturd

Enance policy.
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5. Specifrc Requests to the Senate Committee

1. Require the Kenya Sugar Board to operationalize and publish the cane pricing formula" including the

variables used to determine the floor price and the process for farmer participation.

2. Direct KSB to develop enforceable regulations on harvesting schedules, cane permits, digrtal registration

and transponer licensing to reduce broker caprure and harvest delays.

3. Recommend that miller licensing conditions include minimum farmer-service obligations, induding

extension, input support, transparent weighbridge operations, cane testing, and timely payment.

4. CaIl for a public audit of sugar cess and sugar development lery collections and expenditure, with a dear

ring-fencing mechanism for cane roads, farmer suppoft, research and field development.

5. Require county govemments in sugar-growing zones to publish annual cane-zone road priorities, budgets,

implementation status and community monitoring repofts.

6. Recommend a farmer credit framework that uses the Commodities Fund, AFC, cooperatives and credit

guarantees to provide affordable loans at terms suitable for smallholder cane production cycles.

7. Suenghen import govemance by requiring transparent publication of import volumes, timing,

bencficiaries, licensing basis, and safeguards to cnsurc imports do not undermine local cane prices.

8. Ensure that farmers and farmer organizations have meaningfrrl representation in the Sugarcane Pricing

Committee, KSB processes and counryJevel suga.r-sector planning stnrctures.

6, Proposed Questions for the Committee to Put to Stakeholders

r Do crurent canc priccs cover actual farmer production costs, induding labour, inputs, transpoft, interest

and delayed-harvest losses?

o How are harvest schedules determined, and what remedy exists where a miller delays hawesting mature

cane?

o Who receives cane transport permits, and how can the system be .ligitized to prevent brokers from

displacing registered farmers?

. What farmer-suppon obligations should be mandatory before a miller is licensed or dlowed to expand

crushing capacity?

o Hov much sugar ccss or levy has been collected from cane farmers in Bungoma and neighbouring cane

zones, and what proportion has gone directly to roads and farmer support?
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What specific credit terms would make cane farming viable for smdlholders, and horx, can state-backed

facilities reduce reliance on expcnsive commcrcid 6d rtigitd credit?

What import controls are needed to bdance consumer necds with protection of local cane farmers and locd

factories?

7. Implementation and Accountability Ftamewotk

Priciog formula KSB/Pricing

Harvcst and pcrmit

rligitization

Cess/levy audit

Cane roads

Farmer credit

Import controls

KERRA/KURA

whete applicable,

famrers, ward

months

I

3-(r months

3-6 months

Annual

cyde

and review cdendar I

DtCrt l r.girto, '

pemrit audit and

complaint channel

Public repon on

collections end

expenditute

Prioritized road list i

and

implemenation

tracker

Affordable credit

window and debt

restructuring

options

Published impon

datz aod

eoforcement

fePorts

County

Govemments

Commodities

Fund/AFC

Ministry of

Agriculture/Trade

agencies

Committee

1o,

Farmers, millers,

Ministry, Seoate

Millcrs, countics,

cooperatives

Counry Auditor-General,

Governments / KSB Senatc, civil socicty

Immediate to 3 Published formula

budpt

structufes

Treasury, CBK 6-12 montlrs

cooperatives,

SACCOs

KSB, customs, Continuous

secudty agencies,

Pdiarnent
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8. Conclusion

BCSF respeafi.rlly submits that the Senate Committee sitting at Mabanga ATC has an oppornroity to move

sugar reform from broad policy commitrnents to farmer-centred implemenation. The urgent priority is to

protect farmcr profitability through fair pricing, timely harvcsting, accountable permits, affordable credit,

restored extension and input support, ring-fenced use of cess and levy funds, better cane roads, and lawful

import govemance.

BCSF remains ready to suppoft public panicipation, farmer documenation, budget tracking, social

accountability and follow-up engagement to ensure that the re forms agreed through this process produce

measurable benefits for sugarcane farmers and communities in Bungoma County and the wider sugar belt.

Submitted by

Bungoma C.ivil Society Forum @CSF)

For and on behalf of farmers, community voices and civil society stakeholders engaging on sugar sector reforms

in Bungoma County.

Ezekiel Odeoh

tffi,Signature

Designation: Convenor

Scentary: Emaarucl Ven
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BUNGOMA COUNTY AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE CESS

4*(
COMMITTEE

MEMORANDIM TO THf,, SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE LTVESTOCK
AND FISHERIES

DATE:2610512026

SUBMITTED BY: the chairman Bungoma county CESS committee

Vcnue: Mabanga ATC

Subject Operationalization of CESS committee in the sugar sector

Purpose: to enable CESS committee deliver on its mandate as per tlre 2017 CESS act and gazettrnent
of the CESS committee

The Bungoma county CESS committee wish to warmly welcome the senate committee on agriculture
livestock and fistreries to Bungoma County.

r The CESS committee was appointed by his excellorcy the governor of Bungoma County on
136 ofDecember 2021

r Letters of appointment were given out to the committee members on 4s April 2024 at the
govemor's residence venue

o The committee was gazetted on 306 April 2025 and backdated to 2d lanuary 2024
o The committee was invited to a one day inauguration session on 20th September 2024 in

Kisumu where they elected the chairperson.
o The CF,SS comminee was invited to the county assembly for intetrogation by the AD HCX)

committee on246 lvlty 2025.
o Thc committcc hcld its first meeting on l5d Deccmtrt 2025 to cstablish CESS sub

committees
r Up to date there is no communication, no facilitatioru no supporL no engagement even to

finance bill. ADP, CF'SP etc.
o The committee's term is three years in offrce and its remaining 6 months to end of contract

without meaningfu I engagemcnt

SUGARCAI\E
Levies from sugarcane form 93.5o/o CESS collection to the county as cooperate CE,SS.

We havc scven sug fautories crashing cane in Bungoma County. Pror:ecds from sugarcanc
farcrr is taxed at I% of produced tonnage from every farmer and is paid through county
revenue account as CESS levies
Bungoma cotmty enactcd agriculture producc CESS act n 2017 md this is the only
laWpolicy that addresses CESS issues in the county.

CHALLENGES
l. There is lack of requisite legal framework to govern CESS issues in the county
2. County CESS commiuee has never been operationalizrd nor facilitated to carry out

its mandate as per the CESS act of 2017
3. 93.5% is cooperate CESS (sugarcane) md the conrmittee is never involved in

monitoring accounting and service delivery measures are never taken into
consideration to assist a common farmer to fix infrastnrcturdthe act states that Wo
should go beck where it has been collected to fix infrastnrcture).
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4. CESS committee lack capaciry support and benchmark on CESS revenue

RECCOIITMENDATIONS t t t . . ,-?- r /o-,t. S€Ntre {^- L,n cJtuLQ- +.,".. ded-fu^{ d' c&r {re*, 1 Z-1 . There is heed for senarc to drafl model laws /policies to support county CESS comminees +-:2. There is need fa capacity and benchmark support both to CESS committee, revenue technic ' " ,t Z
al ofticers and sugar board

3. Senat€ to do a special audit to county's rcvenue on CESS and its utilisation
4. Need to review the existing act of 2017 CESS act and draft general rcgulation and CESS

regulation
5. Senate to orforce operationalization of cotmty committees
6. Senate to enforce bungoma county govemment to pay CESS comnrittee 3% of the total

- CESS collected durins their term in offrce as ocr the 201 7 CESS act.l'9eN47e 7b ),i,t*L,ze pLl-'Aev6a1tg coiae cl,( 4 j-?t rf-,t ;(rt'}r.
SUBMI'ITED BY: The Brmgoma Cormty CESS Committee 2024-2026 on behalf of the gazetted

CESS mcmbcrs through chairman:

Signafure

Name: David Wafula Lupao

Designation: Chairman CESS committee

Email: Itrngrlnraccs-yc1nr11iqc1r.11lg!ritil.qqrt, !]1ry idl1ryq1l11gnuril.conr

Phone number: 0713903455/07381 10553

fl.ectu E t 7 /L) 5 fz.r Dl 6'

AC;., A,L,13
,Er 4

r,l ATtsr{*L
-iu; 

Ta z_;n
EoQvi4 o^1 -f

lOr>rx C-,

Ax +rrra

.a
.l;





-.0G:e'i
!Ci,ilttl.t._ .., ."_r-1i\i Lr

I IJ "] ! i-, Il (,:lLCo 
u R l.-(il; L i i{i.A A TiLL,I(u i,

ixlFr I0-23L...on zsl:

I

i,
I

a
I

L:i

tI

t,- (t" 
:<.,-

J r/; U5 )_

ir{l
llit
4L

i;',i .i'i
, z3(3).-3 '1i j r'{u,47(lf il} 4w20/3lQArr

*+,ai

I
li
i'

Ju t
lll,!'r'l'liR O F: ! i ( ) !.. L l. I (, l{_ANI_l/eItr_i 'l li Il$_GEMIN'r'Ql{ I.iri- il!iie!!.UAldll'tr(ci_llElllf, RrGH:t jili TIIEPEI'rTi Q.l'Ji! lttitMilE&..!

AN{i

ti IJIQN2Q_lir

A.l! |

ANT}

ANI)

V

Iluti!

it-Ilt.E
I.r-u

&jnEEDQlwSgt;
N ] 1'IIOCEDUNU

I'Lr-"f|TIONER

I t l::;tr()t{DliN'IS

- Jub

)

"j.t .l

I
T

f*,, 
' 

,,,,.' o.

Iro,'ru* o.,

I

[,0',', r* o.,
t,
lri
P
It

Ior*ro r.,
E

ESLLiJ ll5l t xI ll N T o F I?6 RIU-ES_EEUINLI_q N _i. U N r) p E D U C.t.l O f r.1ruEi !!:or A t1s%IINZiii,.. s uEffidi,ri.,

3l )
lltrLES z0o6-

AND

sEc'r'rr-r111r g rsrx'rH scHtouLE) OF THE CoNs.r t,-uI'roN 20ru
r
Ft' EETWEEN

ANONALSUGAR CANE GROWERS UN roN [KENSCU)olsugar catrc fet-nters & growers in Nzota Sugar

AND

S1JGAR CO. LTt)
Ir SI'GAR BOARD

6I'NERAL.,.
uf Agricult'ure

lrr0(t
0f i{tNYA

ii iiiliTs

a

t
\ {- l.( L, t, l't, ,,Jr-,'

t$ lr.r /

i

t,\ t') L,*l



I



tr

in tht: l(d i '

-rr -/!?arri} t 'r! ! 3'1 ! i.::

ttl
, rl lr'

It

,r iit: rt-i:11 lS -t:

Ll:)

a

,1,i1 lt1'l'11'ltlN()lj: '11Jr ri
| \' r=:'=: -
,,-, 110!{at
rr, r.: larlnt' '

.r1l, r'i l-i:PleSL)lll llrr'

, I t illli (' lloX t''l

, , 11C l i5 :1 ll ct tll lil

-: 
l.l Bc(.

ttiSilMtl,

lir..r iru [l o l) r.,,itlliir I :t: IllP3lllll$ (r[

grer:ll're l'ri with t'he 1s' r':

, rl I

l.r tl'l
,!' ,rl

,r 1'.,,1,'.1 1rY iht

ble t(, Lurill)<'l tlr'' 1i(

\cll)'iAct CaP /
1 rnd dtrlll' regi:;t

talt\c:t-s,ttld gi ()\^/el5 I i' llr(l I ; rir stl g;11

' r,etilicrrler l'e'rI'I .' rl.tiis j uE,a r callr

rr. ilas alsu Sli-il rt ! ,r lier t,Brtitiorl A

ot itirrli 'ililil' ':rrvtrecl 
itficl l "

l'eS ll tr rl (lr.'l il ir lrrlirii( Col'P

i'.r ::i of l(etiYa' iir I ,'ui,!i tllt', Minis trV of A;1i iirlru l e

i tire Sugar A ct 2(){rl l,.r:, e:'t'rl)lished tlte' f()nd(::nt,35 111.' irr:;l:l'rlir rll li'l

ui rtrgulatio ll oI tlrP 5trg;rr !l1dustrY

,,1riLlr i'lt, ruitlt klrorv!e1111g 'rf Illu )trd a titl

, r'\.i Iiilrler the'['r;rile [-ltii''ttt:-

{'rlnetimes itr t'lre r"'

po ndents establi:i

ed5 oisuBar cat"Ie il ,,livsl gtl to the 1st res l)r-) t] 
(le llt

the l'etentioll fu n(l !\ras oPerated bY tlte ! 1r lirl:>l)o t'I d e nt dedttt r trig I 
"oru 

of thc'

rr (,'{lle sold to it, ret .rrrlinB f-l'le [l'i{)lley as ;t .ttVlllE, alld

ts'lr\oney from sttl"
Ie:it), .lt marl(et rate :: ti) I l|l' l.rrltrc]r lfter

the retair'red nrtittt v tQgether with irrte
,^. -.:-

uths
detrt has been deductitrg l'artrl.'t's nloneY undrir tlle l'r:' t elltlon

the tr resPon olrdents since 19c-l,l l.(r tlat e ar)d

with the knowlc:dg e of lhe other two r-es P

t 19("J, the 1n r'::;i
tTffiett'Rett'^r itfi [:rrtttl at I5o/o ol'tIr'' t;rtttt'''t';

#
P,l'os:i

Ksh.778,747,0011/=
.*t-4A#r"*
ehalf of farmers hc'etr

rr'1

ative estimates l'lil (:e the retained fui nds aL

:.rsl<ing the l sl

sin.:e the Year 2()'l I, the Petitioner has orr h

deut to fut nistr it v. iLh tire comPlete lisL uf a ll the fa rmer5 qrl lr rs€ !llollcy was -

ed under the retc tl tion scherne since fhe i,ea r' 1,999 and tlle irller ests earncd

ent as re ccl to do so

mto date; bu t thc 1st l'esPou

for dre avoidance of doubt' and for the purposes of this petiti()11' rllc

tbn being sougtrt frotn the 1st respondent ls ;

larnrers' names' ' rlcl

ffi; authorit-v ttr tlelluct l$o/s rat€nclitlt Iul

i,rt'outtt tlu nrber

lqtount deducted

Date deducted
hterests eal'lled to (lat€

lrt tlle itltervelltiQn ('f t l-1g ?n,t and 3'd I \i:ilr(.,rltlCl11:' t'11

i:sue r'[
the Petitiont:r ltir:; soug

the 1 Stlo reLc: r'l t'l ('l r lirrrd,
frltatio

but thel'lta.''e ireetr utra

n or itldeed l'efttlld the fetaillU(l 111U11rry t() thQ

t to su1:PIY th"r inft-r

tttn.itlering that tlit: I st l'csPondent \^/ l1s the DTOinitlatc)r,

:l l. of the LtVi, retellt l\')n.r.ot'

l ii(tf cts tlt ertir I !

nl(,tc;;'lld
ffiIl cust,r.lv ol'rtre

irrd

fund, it is the 'r nly one whic



)

t



,

NZOIK
SUGAR CANE FARMERS

-ASSOCtATtON -
Str onger F arme r s. Sweeter To mor row.

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Honouroble Senotors, Government Representotives, ond Relevont
Stokeholders

DATE:

26lh Moy 2026

INTRODUCTION

Good morning Honouroble Senotors, Government representotives, ond
fellow stokeholders.

We, the members of the Nzoio Sugorcone Formers Associotion, humbly
present this memorondum on beholf of over 1,000 registered sugorcone
formers served by Nzoio Sugor Compony.

Our Associotion is o legolly registered formers' orgonizotion recognized by
Nzoio Sugor Compony ond the Kenyo Sugor Boord. We remoin committed
to promoting the welfore of sugorcone formers ond supporting the revivol
ond sustoinobility of lhe sugor sector in Western Kenyo.

Formers welcomed the tokeover ond monogement of Nzoio Sugor
Compony by the Roi Group wilh hope thot the foctory would regoin
operotionol efficiency, improve formers' livelihoods, ond restore
confidence within the sugor industry. However, despite these expectotions,
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a formers continue to experience numerous chollenges thot require urgent
intervention.

KEY CHATLENGES AFFECTING FARMERS

l. Deloyed Poyments lo Formers

Formers continue to experience significont deloys in receiving poyments
ofter cone delivery. These deloys negotively offect formers' obility to:

. Poy workers;

. Mointoin forms;

. Purchose fertilizers ond form inputs; ond

. Sustoin their fomilies economicolly.

We request the estoblishment of o cleor ond tronsporent poyment
schedule to ensure timely poyments to formers.

2. Poor Horvesling Schedules

lrregulor ond poorly coordinoted horvesting schedules hove coused
moture cone to overstoy in forms, leoding to:

. Reduced sugor content;

. Loss of tonnoge;

. Poor cone quolity; ond

. Finonciol losses to formers.

We request proper horvesting plonning ond coordinotion to ensure cone is

horvested of the right moturity stoge.
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t 3. Corruption in Permil lssuonce

Formers hove roised concerns regording corruption ond unfoir proctices in
the issuonce of horvesting ond tronsport permits. This hos resulted in
fovoritism ond deloys thot disodvontoge genuine formers.

We request:

. Tronsporency in permit issuonce;

. Digitizotion of permit systems where possible; ond

. Equol treotment of oll formers.

a

4. Poor Tronsport logislics

Tronsport chollenges continue to offect cone delivery to the foclory.
Deloys in tronsportotion couse cone to dry in forms ond lose weight,
leoding to reduced eornings for formers.

We recommend:

. lncreosed ovoilobility of tronsport vehicles;

. lmproved coordinotion between horveslers ond tronsporters; ond

. Timely collection of horvested cone.

5. Poor Rood Mointenonce
Most roods in sugorcone-growing zones ore in poor condition, especiolly
during roiny seosons, moking tronsportotion difficult ond expensive.

We request:

. Regulor mointenonce of feeder roods;

. Colloborotion between county governments, the foctory, ond
notionol government ogencies; ond

. Allocotion of funds specificolly for rood improvement in cone-growing
oreos.
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I 6. Lock of Support for Cone Developmenl

Formers cunently receive minimol support in cone development progroms.
Key concerns include:

. Lqck of eorly moturing seed cone vorieties;

. lnodequote supply of fertilizers ond form inputs;

. Absence of ogriculturol extension services;

. Limited former troining progroms; ond

. Low investment in modern forming technologies.

We urge the foctory ond government ogencies to strengthen cone
development progroms to increose productivity ond improve formers'
incomes.

ADDITIONAL REQUESTS BY FARMERS

l. Recognition of Formers' Associolions

We request formol recognition ond structured engogement between the
foctory monogement ond registered formers' orgonizotions to ensure
formers' voices ore heord in decision-moking processes.

2. Esloblishment of o Medicol Centre

Formers ond foctory workers request the estoblishment of o medicol cenlre
within the foctory os port of the compony's Corporote Sociol Responsibility
(CSR) progrom to improve occess to heolthcore services.

a
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3. Affordoble Sugor Retoil Oullet

We request the estoblishmenl of o retoil outlet where locol residents ond
formers con purchose sugor ond reloted products of foir ond offordoble
wholesole prices.

4. Employment Opporlunilies for Locol Youth

We further request the prioritizotion of locol youth ond quolified residents in
employment opportunities within the foctory ond reloted operotions.

SUGAR DEVETOPMENT LEVY SUPPORT

We urge the Government ond relevont outhorities to ensure proper
utilizotion of the Sugor Development Levy, porticulorly the 5% ollocotion
meont for cone development.

These funds should directly support:

. Fertilizer ond form input subsidies;

. Seed cone distribution;

. Former mobilizotion progroms;

. Agriculturol extension services; ond

. Rood infrostructure improvement in cone-growing regions.

Tronsporency ond occountobility in the utilizotion of these funds ore
essentiol to restore formers' trusl ond confidence.

5
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The Nzoio Sugorcone Formers Associotion remoins committed to working
closely with the monogement of Nzoio Sugor Compony, the Roi Group,
Government institutions, ond oll stokeholders to revive the sugor sector ond
improve the welfore of formers.

We believe thot oddressing these chollenges will restore confidence
omong formers, encouroge increosed cone production, creote
employment opportunities, ond contribute significontly to the economic
growth of the region ond the country of lorge.

We respectfully request urgent considerotion ond implementotion of the
issues ond recommendotions presented in this memorondum.

Thonk you.

Presented By:

Secretory

NZOIA SUGARCANE FARMERS AssocrATroN

Se-s? *+r M,@0 Ah KF( t k^
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NZOIA SUGARCANE FARMERS ASSOCIATION,

P.O BOX 183, BUNGOMA TEL: A704760328.

TO THE LEASING TRANSITION

COMMITTEE,

P.O BOX PRIVATE BAG,

NAIROBI.

Dear Sir,

REF: THE DEMAND OF FARMERS RETENTION

MONEY (FUND}

On behalf of our farmers whose retention fund,was
deducted by Nzoia Sugar Company Ltd to go to
NOCO from the yea r L999-2OO7 today our farmers
have not refunded their money, which was

deducted as t5% percent from every farmer,
without their consent to the cane every farmer was

delivered tb Nzoia Sugar Company ltd. ln the year

1999-2007, they deducted wrongly from all the
farmers L5% gross pay totaling Kshs.

LL8,L4L,008.00 with interest at the market rates to
the farmers after 12 months. This money retained
as a saving. Nzoia Sugar co.ltd deducted the NOCO,





o
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the farmer was completely in the dark' The

lentative estimates place the retained fund at Kshs'

Ll8,LL4,0o8.0o since the yea r 2oLl the union has

been asking for this fund on behalf of farmers but

the company, Nzoia Sugar has over time refused to

avail the complete list of all the farmers whose

money was deducted under the retention scheme

as from the year 1999 and the interest accrued

there.

The union as a result was in the year 2OL2 forced to

file a civil case in the high court, Nairobi, case No.

2370 of ZOL2and the court ruled with finally on the

case. The findings of the Honorable court were that

Nzoia Sugar co. ltd and NOCO must pay back '
deductions from the farmers' money. Total amount

being Kshs. LL8,L4L 008.00

To this date the management of Nzoia Sugar Co' ltd

and NOCO has refused to pay the farmers their

money.

Yours faithfully,

SECRETARY

JOSEPHAT MABUKA KISIKA
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PPRESENTATION TO THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE AT

MABANGA FIC ON TUESDAY 26MAY 2026.

WELCOME

We, the leaders of sugarcane growers in the County of Bungoma are pleased that you, the
agriculture Committee of the Senate are here today to hear our views on various matters that
concern our sugar industry and the cane growers in particular.

We are greatly privileged and honored to have this opportunity to welcome you.

APPRECIATION AI\D GRATITUDE

As matter of priority, we wish to express our appreciation and gratitude to our President. His
Excellency William Samoei Ruto PhD, CGH, and CNC of the Defense forces of Kenya for
His Excellency's enlightened and far sighted promulgation and execution ofbold sugar
reforms which include;

@gpto@settlement of farmers long outstanding dues for cane deliveries owed by.,
Government owned sugarmills. wi+a <^ ceMc\rr nr.rJ ba\an u o f n6 3r'ntlti-'
** nt 2o r a 9v'96t'-f o.l -q.f
Write offof the huge debts owed to the Government by its sugar mills.

Divesture of Government from sugar business and lease of 4 of its sugar mills to private
investors for more efficient operations and payment of farmers within 7 days of cane

delivery.

Subsidized fertilizers to enhance sugarcane production and productivity and more profitable
sugarcane cultivation whereby at Nzoia lelds could rise from 49.71 tons per hectare to 85-
100 tons per hectare.

Prompt assent to the farmer friendly sugar Act 2024.

To the Senate being the upper House of our Parliament, We are pleased for the meticulously
prepared fanner- friendly sugar Act 2024 which provides under section 40 the sugar
development Levy that will generate essential funding for maintenance of factories,
alfordable sugarcane production funding to cane growers, regulation, lnfrastructure and
sugarcane growers advocacy

SUGARCANE CULTIVATION MAKES AN IMPRESSIVE CONTRIBUTION TO
THE ECONOMY OF BUNGOMA.

With 54,000 hectares (I35,000 acres) ofland under sugarcane and I00,000 sugarcane
growers in Bungoma and assuming that the sugar reforms are effective including new early
maturity sugarcane varieties harvestable at l6 months, with yields now enhanced to 85 tons
per irectare as opposed to the current 49.71 , sugarcane production will contribute handsomely
to the cconorny in Bungoma as well as raise reasonable funds throughl6To value added Tax
to the National Treasury and lo/o cess money to our County.

CHALLENGES

SUGARCANE HARVESTING PERMITS

Through the last 47 years from the estahlishment of Nzoia Sugar scheme in 1978 up to last
ycar, our experience is that harvesting of sugarcane was done through HARVESTING
PROGRAMIVIES Compiled according sugarcane as it matured in the various sub-locations.
l}e actual caue cutting was usually done by harvesting gangs hired and supervised by the
relative departr:rent of Nzoia Sugar Cornpany Ltd.





Complaints are not new. They are many.

Occasionally there were complaints from farmers that the programmes were not adhered to
and some farmers may have been skipped.

Sometimes also complaints were raised where harvesting was done selectively ( for whatever
reason).

Those inegular and unpopular selective harvesting nick-named HELICOPTER
HARVESTING appeared to connect with blood relatives of officers in charge of harvesting,
comrption, obedience to social status of the beneficiaries especially politicians.

However, those irregular harvests also occurred in anergencies such as illness, school fees/
University fees, financial distress such as auctions.

Sugarcane harvesting permits is a new phenomenon common with private millers and has the
tendency to favour cane poaching and brokers.

Perhaps also there are allegations that on privatization, salaries ofofficers in charge of
harvesting were reduced as for example from ksh 70,000 per month down to ksh 20,000 and
so, the comrption came handy or purely by moral decadence simply to make money.

It is not our wish to expose complaining sugarcane growers because ofpossible unpleasant
consequences.

SUGARCANE GROWERS REPRESENTATION

Under the sugar (general) regulations 2025 on page 1960

AGREEMENT BETWEEN AN OUTGROWERS INSTITUTION AND A MILLER
Section2l says " The outgrowers institution shall appoint a representative to engage the
miller in all matters of advocacy for sugar crop development, financing of sugarcane supply,
costs of farm inputs and related services.

u{"{qi$rj}f:,-"#f#ffty". institutions that are tunctioning, A.r.e ld rtc\s 6nr

Then there is also " AGREEMENT BETWEEN A GROWER AND MILLER".

There is no provision for cane growers representation on pages 1955, 1956 and 1957 ofthe
regulations AND YET THIS IS WHERE ALL THE SUGARCANE GROWERS ARE.

Sugarcane growers have been defranchised . This is unconstitutional.

There is the urgent need for structured mechanism for hands on basis representation.

WE REQUEST THE SENATE TO GUIDE.

SUGARCANE PRICING

Sugarcane growers are in sugarcane cultivation as business and to continue in this business
there must be profit.

Unfortunately, for over 20 years prices paid to cane growers have been on average below the
cost of sugarcane production.

The formula in use is not fair and is by design openly biased against cane growers

Efforts by rqrresentatives of cane growers on the sugarcane pricing Committee to have the
formula changed or replaced ( as provided by the sugar Act 200 I , crops Act 201 3 sugar Act





I I
202$by an equitable one have beeir permanently blocked since year 2003 by the leadership
of the sugarcane pricing Committee refusal to bring the matter up for discussion, incomplete
minutes pertaining to cane growers agenda.

The result is perpetual exploitation of cane growers and drive into object poverty and near -
slavery.

For illustration between years 2074 and 2024 cane growers delivered 74 million tons of
sugarcane at an average loss ofksh 615 per ton totaling ksh 46 billion. Our desire is to end
this exploitation.

As a matter ofurgency, we request the appointrnent ofan independent person ofhigh caliber
(of the rank of a high court Judge) to arbitrate on this matter.

Ourjustifications are based on selection 60 ofthe sugar Act 2024.

WE REQUEST THE SENATE GUIDE.

COURT CASES

A number of court cases have complicated and delayed implementation and functioning of
the sugar Act2024

Siped

CHRISTOPHER SIFUNA
CHAIRMAN
KE}.IYA SUGARCANE
GROWERS ASSOSACIATION (KESGA)

FRA M. WASWA
C.E.O

AND CHAIRMAN
NOCO
PHONE. 0705600436

KE}..IYA NATIONA L FEDERATION
OF
SUGARCANE FARMERS (KNFSF)
PHONE: 0726052771
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PRESENTATION MEMORANDUM

TO THE SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE,
LIVESTOCK & FISHERIES

DURING THE SUGAR INDUSTRY FORUM _ MABANGA ATC

26TH II{AY 2026

PRESENTED BY: JACK MUKHONGO MLTNIALO

SIGN : DATE ?t lot l>oLa .

I. INTRODUCTION

We wish to thank the Senate Standing Commiffee on Agriculture, Livestock &
Fisheries under the leadership of Wakoli Wafula for convening this important Sugar

Industry Forum aimed at addressing the challenges facing sugarcane farmers,

transporters, workers, and other stakeholders in the sugar sector.

The sugar industry remains a major economic pillar in Western Kenya and supports

thousands of households directly and indirectly through farming, transportation,

factory employment, trade, and related businesses. However, the sector continues to

face serious operational, economic, and policy challenges that threaten its

sustainability.

This memorandum highlights key concerns affecting stakeholders and proposes

practical recommendations for consideration by the Senate Committee and relevant
government agencies.

2. KEY CONCERNS IN THE SUGAR INDUSTRY

2.1. Monopoly and Dominance by Rai Group

There are growing concerns regarding the increasing dominance and control of the

sugar sector by the Rai Group, which has led to:

o Reduced competition
. Suppression ofindependent ffansporters and contractors
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Recommendations

. Limited bargaining power for farmers

. Fear of market manipulation.

o Strenglhen anti-monopoly regulations in the sugar sector;

. Enhance oversight by the Competition Authority of Kenya;
o Protect independent millers, ffansporters, and farmers from unfair business

practices.

2.2. High Cost of Production

Farmers continue to face rising production costs due to:

2. Expensive seed cane;

3. High diesel and fuel prices

4. Increasing labour costs

5. Costly farm inputs.

Recommendations
o lntroduce subsidized farm inputs and fuel support;
o Establish government-supported mechanization programmes;

. Provide affordable agricultural credit to farmers.

2.3. Poor Quality Seed cane

There is inadequate investment in seed cane development programs resulting in
o Poor cane quality
o Low disease resistance

o Reduced productivity

Recommendations
o Establish certified regional seed cane canters;

o Invest in research and development through KALRO and sugar research

instirutions;
o Promote modern high-yield cane varieties.

2.4. Low Yields per Acre

Average cane production remains low at approximately 20 tons per acre due to:
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. Poor seed quality
o Lack ofextension services

o Poor soil management

o Climate-related challenges

Recommendations
o Enhance farmer training programs

o Promote soil testing and modern farming practices

o Increase access to inigation support systems.

2.5, InadequateExtensionServices

Most farmers lack access to professional agricultural support and guidance.

Recommendations
o Recruit more extension officers;
o Digitize farmer advisory services;

o Strengthen collaboration between county governments and sugar companies

2.6 Frequent Variation in Cane Buying Prices

Unpredictable cane prices have negatively affected farmer incomes and planning

Recommendations
o Inffoduce regulated minimum cane prices;

o Develop transparent pricing formulas linked to sugar market trends;

o Ensure stakeholder participation in pricing decisions.

2.7 Delayed Cane Transport

Farmers experience prolonged delays in cane harvesting and transportation,

leading to:

o Over mature cane

o Weight loss

o Reduced sugar recovery rates.

Recommendations
. Improve transport scheduling systems;

o Increase transport capacity;
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o Hold transport contractors accountable for delays

2.8 Exclusion of Transport Contractors

Many local transport contractors have been unfairly locked out of business

opportunities.

Recommendations
o Ensure fair and transparent allocation oftransport contracts

o Prioritize local contractors

o Eliminate discriminatoryprocurementpractices

2.9 Harassment and Fraud by Tractor Drivers and Loaders

Farmers report:

o Extortion;
o Illegal deductions;

o Cane theft;
. Manipulation of tonnage records.

Recommendations
o Establish sffict monitoring mechanisms

o Inffoduce digital cane tracking systems

o Prosecute individuals involved in fraud.

2.10 Staff Welfare Concerns

Workers in the sugar sector face:

o Short-term contracts

o Outsourcing exploitation
o Poor working conditions
. Low wages

o Discrimination and racism in some workplaces.

Recommendations
. Enforce labour laws and workers' rights
o Regulate outsourcing practices

o Improve occupational safety and welfare standards
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2.ll Unregulated Sugar Imports

Unconffolled sugar imports continue to:

o Depress local sugar prices;

o Undermine local millers and farmers;

o Encourage illegalsugar trade.

Recommendations
o Strenglhen import regulation and quality control;
. Prioritize local sugar and zero imports because the president said we are

exporting sugar

o Enhance border surveillance against illegal imports.

2.12 Corruption in the Sugar Sector

Comrption remains a major challenge affecting
o Procurement;

o Licensing;
. Payments;

o Cane weighbridge operations.

o Concensation fee

Recommendations
o Increase transparency and audits;

o Strenglhen anti-comrption enforcement;

. Digitize payment and procurement systems.

2.13 Weak Legislation and Policy Framework

Current policies do not adequately protect farmers, workers, and local

stakeholders.

Recommendations
o Review the Sugar Act and related regulations
o Developfarmer-centeredpolicies
o Strenglhen oversight of millers and sector regulators

Page 5 of 6





2.14. Stake holders iurears

o Farmers

o Suppliers

o workers

Recommendations

Pay arrears and waive penalties from statutory bodies

3. CONCLUSION

The sugar industry has immense potential to transform the economy of Western

Kenya and improve livelihoods if the existing challenges are urgently addressed.

We respectfully urge the Senate Committee and relevant govemment agencies to
prioritize reforms that protect farmers, workers, ransporters, and local investors

while promoting fransparency, fairness, and sustainability in t

t
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FROM: BUNGOMA CANE FARMERS ASSOCIATION

TO: SENATE COMMITTEE OF AGRICULTURE

On behalf ofthe Bungoma cane farmers, the association committee wishes to welcome our

esteemed visitors on this auspicious occasion over a sensitive matter ofNzoia sugar 2025.

We wish to bring to your attention that we have always taken time to do representation of our

bonafide farmers and workers with the Rai Management over several issues. Up to now we've

been able to meet management more than 3 times. On0111212025, through the Chairman of
Bungoma cane farmers Association Mr. Pridgeon Barasa and the Communications manager Mr.
George mururi, a team of 50 farmers visited Nzoia Sugar Co.2025.

In attendance were NOCO directors, Bungoma Cane farmers association, federation and the

above 50 farmers.

The following were the highlights:'

One: Farmers wanted to know the workers fate especially, those who signed redundancy forms

requesting that those ones willing to be retained to be given chance. What criteria was applied to

retain others and to dismiss others without explanation?

Two: Farmers sought to know, how soon or later their balance of 24%o totaling to 63 Million
would be paid.

Thrce: Farmers were really opposed to the idea of forming an anti-poaching team and

recommended quick payment of farmers cane, swift transport of harvested cane and a reasonable

rate of farmer's payment per ton to be maintained at ksh 5,750.Earlier we lost so many of our
young men and properties in this anti-poaching battles.

Four: Farmers were opposed to the question of acquiring harvest permits which is too

cumbersome and recommended the older system where area instructors would list cane farmers

whose cane was mafure for harvesting.

Five: The salaries and related payments as on 3 I 't OCT 2025 as per the extracts of approved

human resource and administration policies covering permanent staff, casuals and SACCOs

reflect a sub total of Ksb 2,Ell,6Mr7E2.lE, Those ones are un remitted recoveries and

provisions.

Required amount to clear all outstanding debts is supposed to be ksh 3,619,759,129,96.

The following rears were not captured on the audit report

l. NOCCO cess l7o amounting to Ksh 137,639,6m
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2. Farmers retention fund from 201 2 attracts a total of ksh I I 8 million but due to
accumulated interest it is now well over ksh 500 million

3. Over 12 tractors which were given to NOCCO by govemment on behalf of cane farmers

to do transport and cultural operations are not available anywhere

We are asking the government to intervene and clear this debts

Bungoma Cane tr'armens Association Chairman

Pridgeon Masake Barasa

Tel 0713032478

9fimilffirrmiltril$irfr
P,0 iox 0Secretary
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NZOrA SUGAR COMPANY (2025) LTMTTED

REPUBLIC OF KENYA
Senate Standing Committee on Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
Sugar Sector Stakeholders' Forum - Bungoma County

(MoU)

f,rftrclcc:
SEN/DSEC/SCA/ CORR / 02 / 2026 I 402
Date:26rh[ay 2026
Venue: Bungoma Count5r

Addrrrrcd b:
Tbe Honourabls Oatrpcrcon
Senate Standlng Commlttee on Agrlodhtre,
Llvestock and Plsherlc& Parllamcnt Bulldlngs

I. t,\R',l ils Io t'ills\lt\loR\\t)lt\l

This Memorandum is presented by and between the parties identified below. It is acknowledged that this is a non-binding
Memorandum of Understanding and Petition, setting out shared goals, stated intentions, and mutual roles between the parties
in pursuit ofa sustainable and equitable sugar sector in Bungoma County and the Western Kenya Region.

Nzola Sugar Company (2025) Llmlted

Bukembe, Bungoma County

Represented by:

Mr. Sohan Sharma
Chlef Execudve Offlcer

l,\lr t\ r II l,t o\l I t,\ll t\ l It lit( It, \ I

Scnate Standlnt Commlttee on AtrlctlErre, Uvestock
and Flshetles

Represented by:

The Honourable Chafuperson
Senate Standing Commlttee on ASriculturr, Livestock and Flsherles

Parllament Buildlngs, Nairobi

l. l,ltL.\\lltl,I

WHEREAS Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Limited (hereinafter "Nzoia" or "the Company") is a licensed sugar manufacturer
operating in Bukembe, Bungoma County, having taken over the Nzoia Sugar Mill on 10th May 2OZS and resumed milling
operations on 3rd fanuary 2026;

WHEREAS the Senate Standing Comminee on Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries [hereinafter "the Committee") is established
under Standing Order 228(3) of the Senate Standing Orders and is mandated to consider all matters relating to agriculture,
irrigation, livestock, fisheries development and veterinary services;

WHEREAS the Committee convened a Sugar Sector Stakeholders' Forum in Bungoma County on 26th May 2026 to examine
emerging challenges affecting sugarcane farmers and millers in the region;

CONFIDENTIN I NOT FOR PUBLIC D,SIR BUIlOAt{zoh Sugr. Co.trprny (m2$ Umlbd I S.n t Forum, Bungonr. County Page 1
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NZOrA SUGAR COMPANY (2025) LTMTTED

WHEREAS Nzoia, having invested heavily in factory rehabilitation, cane developmen! farmer support, and community
development, appears before the Committee to present its operations, challenges, and recommendations in furtherance of a
sustainable sugar sector;

NOW, THEREFORE, the pardes hereby record thelr shared understandln& mutual lntentions, and respecdve roles as
follows:

ti \( ti(;tiou\t) \\t) ( o\ il \ I

3.1. Company Prof,le and Currcnt Perfomancr
Since resuming crushing operations in fanuary 2026, Nzoia Sugar Company [2025) Limited has achieved the following key
milestones:

. Over 213,055 tonnes ofsugarcane crushed, sourced from 10,034 registered outgrower farmers and the company's Nucleus
Estate

. Average daily supply of 1,521 tonnes, with an average crush of 1,900 TCD recorded over the last two months

. Over KSh 700 million disbursed directly to farmers'bank accounts since resumption ofoperations
o A TC:TS ratio of 10 achieved, compared to 17-21 under the previous mill management - a significant efficiency improvement
. Installed milling capacity of 3,000 TCD following a comprehensive factory rehabilitation programme
o A total workforce of L,447 employees: 887 Core Staff, 235 Cane Haulage Tractor Drivers, and 325 Cane Tractor Loaders

3.2. Nucleus Estate Development
Nzoia manages a Nucleus Estate with a total surface area of 4,629 hectares, of which 3,617 hectares fall within the sugarcane
production zone. As at May 2026,1,397 hectares are under active cane, with 796 hectares ready for harvest (estimated yield of
19,906 tonnes). Maior land development works have been completed including bush clearing rippin& ploughing draiir
clearing and road grading. The Company has invested in a fleet of heavy agricultural machinery including dozers, tractors,
excavators, and bed formers to drive estate productivlty.

3.3. Factory Rehabllltadon Programme

The Company has undertaken an unprecedented rehabilitation programme spanning eight engineering departments: Pre-Mill
Area, Mill Area, Boiling House, Boilers (3 units), Turbines, Electrical lnstallation, Instrumentation, and Civil Works. Key
investments include:

. A USD 450,000 Distributed Control System (DCS) installed for full-plant automation

. Smart Weighment System on all weighbridges - digital, tamper-proof, with real-time SMS notifications to farmers upon
weighment

. Complete replacement ofall maior electrical panels, cables, motors, and control systems

. 78 new concrete foundations, full roof replacement, and complete factory flooring

. Two new A-Batch centrifugal machines (1,250-tonne capacity each) and a duplex sugar bagging machine

l. ilt\t I I \(,t \ ( o\t lio\ l't\(; ilil slr(, \R s].( toll \lot.\ lo\t

Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Limited hereby places on record the following stmctural challenges that continue to undermine
the sugar sector in Bungoma County, and which require urgent legislative, regulatory and poliry intervention:

4.1. Harvesdng of Immature C.anc

Rival millers who do not invest in cane development continue to harvest immature cane contracted to Nzoia, directly
lowering leld quality, reducing farmer earnings, and discouraging continued participation in cane farming.

4.2. Weak Enforcement of Mlller Llcenslng Requlrcments

CONFIDENT,AL I NOT FOR PUBLIC DrSfR AufrOrvittoh Sugr Conrpeny (202q Umlbd I Sonrlr Forum, Bungorne County Pag6 2



& NZOTA SUGAR COMPANy (2O25) LtMtTED

The mandatory requirement for millers to demonstrate sufficient cane development before being licensed to operate
is widely disregarded. Allowing millers to self-assess fosters unhealthy competition, cane poaching, and unsustainable
milling practices that directly harm Nzoia's supply base and contracted farmers.

4.3. Absence of a foint Cane Census

Millers are left to conduct their own cane availability surveys, enabling those without genuine cane development to
manipulate data submitted to the Kenya Sugar Board. This compromises data inte$ity, distorts Nzoia's competitive
position, and undermines national sectoral planning.

4.4. lnadequatc Extenslon Servlcrs and Capacity Bulldlng
Agriculture, though a devolved function, suffers from weak county-level support in Bungoma. Nzoia has been
compelled to fund and deploy its own extension officers to fill this gap - an expenditure that should rightfully be
borne by the county governmenL

4.5. Deflcient Feeder Road lnfrastnrcture
Despite significant CESS remittances by Nzoia over the years, feeder roads within the Bungoma sugar belt remain in
poor condition. Farmers' cane dries in the field when roads are inaccessible, inflating transport costs and causing
losses that fall squarely on the farming community.

4.6. lnsufficlent Agrioilhrral Flnancing

Nzoia's outgrower farmers - who grow Bungoma County's primary cash crop - lack access to affordable credit,
subsidies, or crop insurance, even as CESS continues to be collected. This financial neglect constrains productivity and
discourages investment in cane.

4.7. Market Distordons from llllclt Sugar Imports
Smuggled sugar continues to infiltrate the local market, depressing prices and severely weakening the
competitiveness of Nzoia and other compliant local producers who bear higher production and tax costs.

4.8. Ambiguous Catchment Zone Boundaries

The absence of clearly demarcated boundaries between sugar catchment zones creates operational inequities,
allowing some millers to operate across multiple zones while Nzoia is restricted to its defined area. This exposes
Nzoia's contracted and developed cane to unlawful poaching.

4.9. Recurrent Operational Disruptions and Socio-Economic Impact

Repeated operational disruptions caused by cane poaching and immature harvesting have far-reaching consequences
for Bungoma County: abrupt job losses, reduced household incomes, diminished tax revenues, and weakened public
service delivery. These ripple effects fuel economic instability and social tension across the Nzoia farming community.

-.,. \lol.\'s u\t)t.lt I.\tit\(;s \\t) l\ I I.\l)l,l) It()t.l

Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Limited hereby records and reafhrms its commitment to the following in furtherance of a
sustainable sugar sector and in the public interest ofBungoma County and the wider Western Kenya Region:

. Maintaining full and transparent milling operations at the Nzoia factory, continuously working towards achieving full installed
capacity of 3,000 TCD

. Ensuring timely and complete payment to all outgrower farmers, with automated SMS confirmation of tonnage and real-time
payment statements dispatched to outreach offices

. Continuing investment in the Nucleus Estate, targeting expansion of harvestable cane area and driving down the current
19,000-acre supply shortfall through active farmer recruitment

o Sustaining and expanding farmer support programmes including provision ofcertified seed cane, fertilizer, and agricultural
extension services

CONFIDENTIAL I NOT FOR PUBLIC DlSTRlBUTlOtti{s,oh Sugf,? Comp.ny (m2$ Umlbd I S.n t Forun, Bungomr County Page 3



NZOrA SUGAR COMPANY (202S) LTMTTED

Ongoing investment in factory rehabilitation, digital systems, and environmental infrastructure to ensure efficient, safe, and '
sustainable operations

Supporting community development through school sponsorships, sports developmenq road maintenance within the sugar
belt, and other Corporate Social Responsibility initiatives

Full compliance with all applicable statutes including the Sugar lndustry Act, County Government Act, and any regulations
issued by the Kenya Sugar Board

6. Sll,.\ltIl) (;o.\l S \\l) \lll'l tl.\l,l\ ll.\ l'lO\S

Both parties acknowledge the following as shared goals underpinning this Memorandum and the forum process. The table
below sets out, in clear terms, what Nzoia commits to doing, and what Nzoia respectfully requests of the Senate Committee
and the regulatory and governmental institutions that the Committee oversees:

. Operate the Nzola mlll at or above orrrent capactty, tarteting
3,000 TcD

. Pay all farmers In a dmely manner after cane delivery

. Provlde cerdffed lnputs, extenslon servlces and cane
development support to ou$rowers

. Employ and expand a worldorce drawn hom Bungoma County
and tlte wlder regon

. Malntaln Eansparen! dlgitally-verlffed welghlng and payment
systems

. Invest ln the Nucleus Estate and close the 19,000-acre crne
supply shortfall

. Remlt all statutory obllgadons lncludlnt County Cess by the
7th of each month

. Engege construcdvely wlth county leadershlp, farmers and all
sakeholders

NZOIA GOIIITITS TO: NZOIA RESPECTFULLY REQUESTS:

o The Committee to champion strict enforcement of the Sugar
Act against cane poaching and immature harvesting

. Kenya Sugar Board to independently verify cane development
before granting or renewing any miller's licence

o An annual ioint cane census supervised by KSB to produce
credible supply data

o Mandatory cane development plans for all millers, financed
through the Sugar Development Levy

. Clear demarcation and gazettement of Nzoia's catchment zone
by the Ministry of Agriculture

. County government to channel CESS funds exclusively to
feeder road rehabilitation in the sugar belt

. National Treasury and CBK to create preferential credit for
cane farmers witJr crop as collateral

o Structured, regular dialogue between Bungoma County
leadership and the sugar sector

7. St'|il1:t(. IiliCo\t\iliNt) \'iloNs,\NI),\stis

In light of the challenges documented in Section 4 above, Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Limited respectfully petitions the
Senate Standing Committee on Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries to champion the following specific interventions:

7.1. Mandatory Cane Development Plans

Require all millers to submit annual cane development plans to the Kenya Sugar Board. These plans should be
financed through the Sugar Development Levy, and idle public land should be allocated for cane cultivation to increase
supply and curb poaching.

7.2. Government Land for Seed Cane Banks

County and national governments should allocate fallow land to sugar factories for the establishment of seed cane
banks, forming the foundation for farmer-based multiplication programmes.

7.3. Enhanced Extenslon SeMces Framework
Establish a joint framework between Bungoma County and Nzoia for coordinated farmer trainin& agronomic support,
and modern extension programmes focused on productivity and long-term sustainability.
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7.4. Annual folnt Cane Census

Institute a proper mechanism for an annual ioint cane census supervised by the Kenya Sugar Board, ensuring credible
and transparent data collection that accurately reflects each miller's genuine development and contracted cane.

7.5. Strlct Penaldes for Immature Cane Hanresdng

Enforce stringent penalties, including suspension of milling licences for a minimum of tlree months, against any
miller found harvesting immature cane. Such measures will deter malpractice, protect Nzoia's farmers, and stabilise
the industry.

7.6. Transparent Management ofCESS Funds

Ring-fence CESS revenues exclusively for the rehabilitation of feeder roads, with oversight entrusted to a multi-
stakeholder committee comprising county executives, ward representatives, millers, farmers and civil society.

7.7. Antl-Smuggllng Intervendons

Strengthen border controls and enforcement through coordinated efforts by the Kenya Revenue Authority, security
agencies and local administration to eliminate illicit sugar imports that distort market prices.

7.8. Clear Catchment Boundary Demarcadon

The Ministry ofAgriculture, in collaboration with the Kenya Sugar Board, should urgently map and gazette boundaries
of Nzoia's catchment zone to promote equitable operations and protect contracted and developed cane from unlawful
poaching by rival millers.

7.9. Preferendal Agricultural Credlt Facllldes

Request the National Treasury and Central Bank of Kenya to create preferential credit facilities for Nzoia outgrower
farmers, with crop as collateral and lease terms of not less than six years (three crop cyclesJ, to enable viable financing
of cane production.

7.10. Farmer Welfare and lncentive Schemes

Guarantee timely cane payments, ensure fair pricinB structures, and facilitate access to subsidised farm inputs.
Strengthening farmer confidence and income stability is essential to secure a sustainable long-term cane supply chain
for Nzoia.

tl. \\lllltl: \\l)l lI I( l ()l llll\\ll \l()lt\\l)lr\l

8,1 This document constitutes a formal Memorandum and Petition presented by Nzoia Sugar Company (2025) Limited to the
Senate Standing Committee on Agriculture, Livestock and Fisheries. lt is not a binding legal contract but a good-faith record of
shared goals, stated intentions, and mutual roles.

8.2 Nothing in this Memorandum shall be construed as creating legally enforceable obligations on either party. The
recommendations herein are presented in the spirit of constructive dialogue and collaborative governance, in service of the
farming communities and citizens of Bungoma County.

8.3 The Committee is respectfully requested to note, receive, and act upon the contents of this Memorandum in its own
wisdom and in exercise of its constitutional mandate over matters ofagriculture, livestock and fisheries.

8.4 Nzoia Sugar Company [2025) Limited pledges its full cooperation with any resolutions, inquiries, or follow-up actions
arising from the Forum and from this Memorandum.

This Memorandum takes effect from the date of signing below. The parties may, by mutual written agreemen! review or
supplement this Memorandum at any subsequent meeting ofthe Senate Standing Committee or through any other structured
stakeholder engagement.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the outhorised representotives of the porties have signed this Memorandum on the date indicated below,
in Bungoma County, Kenya.

Mr. Sohan Sharma
Chief Executive 0fficer
Nzoia Sugar Company (2025)

Date:

,,*rr"o € €rr{Lln
L|ut rLn

)\15q

The Honourable Chairperson
Senate Standing Committee on Agriculture,
Livestock and Fisheries

Date
Stamp/Seal

€
L./

s"'n/$'-?- 
2-6 D
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COUNTY GOVERNMENT OF BUNGOMA

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, LIVESTOCK, FISHERIE' IRRIGATION & COOPER'ATIVE DEVELOPMENT

SUGARCANE PRODUCTION IN BUNGOMA COUNW

1) INTRODUCTION

. Bungoma County covers a total geograplilcal area of 3,032.2 square Kilometres(303,220Ha) (approx

758,050 acres).

. Agricultural Land: Out of the total area, approximately 2,880.6 square kllometres is (288,060

Halclassified as arable (highly fertile) land

. Sugarcane sub sector supports about 90,000 house holds(540,000 persons) in Bungoma County

. Sugarcane is grown in the 9 sub counties though on small scale in mt Elgon because the ahitude.

zl AREA UNDER SUG/IRCANE IN BUNGOMA

The total area under sugarcane cultivation in Bungoma County stands at approximately 65,000 to

75,000 Hectares (160,000 to 185,000 acres)

Expected production of approx.. 5,100,000-6,800,OO0ft Hf,4f
Expected returns =Ksh. 2.8 Billions-3.75Billions

3I RECOMMENDEDVARIETIES

Summary Comparison Table

ey Characterlstic / Advantage

xceptionalstalk density and high mill extraction

uallty. lt has an exceptional sucrose profile.

t

a

a

Varlety

aturlty eld

Perlod otentlal

6-18 Months 114 - 135 igh sucrose, strong disease resistance, top regional

Ha andard

rKEN 83-737

KEN 82-216

t(EN 98-530

15.-19 Months t13 -124
/Ha

14-16 Months tl].r/Ha arly maturing option for faster cash flow turnaround
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0 - 8s t/ha

I rrprlJyru, Ecrry-rrrcturllrE,YdrtELy tdrul€u lur lllts
umias-Nzoia belt. lt achleves roughly 82.7% of the
eld of KEN 83-737 but matures much quicker,

uclng farm overhead timelines

4) OPflMALYTELpS.

o OPTIMAL of 40 to 60 tonnes per acle(100 to 150 tonnes per hectare), Whlle local smallholder
averages are roughly 2(F30 MTI*.YOX-

KEN 82-808 15 to 19

months

95 to 140MT Wldely grown for its exceptional abillty to malntaln

heavy crop weights through multiple subseguent

ratoon (regrowth) cycles, an early-to-mid maturing
varlety.

KEN 82"{93 15-17 Months 80 to 115MT Early-maturing, hlgh-sucrose sugarcane variety

KEN 82-62
(Kenslllr

L7 lo20
months

56 and 135

MT /Ha

Performs exceptionally well ln low-ralnfall zones and

dry-spell prone areas.

N14 18-22 Months "100 T/Ha Hlghly recommended for its superlor agronomic
resilience. lt is very hlghly reslstant to smut (smut

rating 1) and possesses excellent drought tolerance,
maklng lt ldeal for fields lacking reliable moisture

D 8484 16-20 Months Up to 126

TlHa

Robust multi-disease resista nce package

co g45r* L0-12
Months

95 - 115 t/ha Early maturlty; highly responsive to top-dressing

Co42,-
NYUNDO*I

18-22+
Months

Hlgh structura I resllience





Perlod

I'n."
per Tonne

Cunent (May 2026)

l"
h 5,500

luly 2025 -Aprl! 2026

l"
h 5,750

May 2025 -July 2025

l"
h 5,500

Early 2025

l"
h 5,300

6) GM/ECONOMTC UNlr

Cost and Proflt Dynamlcs Breakdown (Per Acre)

. lnltlal lnvestment Costs: Preparing land, purchasing seed-cane, and applylng fertillzer requires
roughly KSh. 90,000 to KSh 110,000 per acre.

. Average Smallholder Yield: Most average smallholders produce around 35 tonnes per acre.

r Gross lncome: 35 tonnes x KSh 5,500 = KSh 192,500.

. Net Proflt: Approxlmately KSh 82,500 to KSh 101,500 per productlon cycle.

7) MILTERS

r NEW NZIOA SUGAR COMPANY 2025

o WESTKENYASUGARCO(NAlTlRl)

o BUTALI SUGAR CO.

o MUMIAS SUGAR CO.

r OLEPITO SUGAR CO.

o BUSIA SUGAR COMPANY
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1. Hlgh Costs of Agrlcultural lnputs

The market price of agricultural inputs is high including fuel.

2. Poor Transport and Rural Road lnfrastructure.

The rural feeder road network in Bungoma's sugar belt deteriorates rapidly during the rainy seasons.

3. lnadequate quallty planting materlals-farmers

4. Delayed and uncoordlnated Harvestlng

Farmers face recurring logistical delays from milling companies. Harvesting permits are not objectively and
timely issued to farmers with mature cane.

5. Heavy Rellance on Ratoonlng

Many Bungoma farmers rely heavily on ratoonlng-that goes beyond economic limits interms of years
hence compromising on yields.

6. Land Fragmentatlon

HiSh population growth in BunSoma County has led to the continuous subdivision of ancestral land.
Smallholder farmers are increasingly cultivating sugarcane on plots smaller than two acres. These tiny
parcels make mechanized farming inefficient and eliminate the economies of scale needed for high
profitability.

7. Sugarcane spillage and sugar can ,,snatchlng,,

Because millers only pay for the weight recorded on the factory or regional weighbridge scales, any cane
that falls off veh icles/snatched during translt represents an uncompensated financial loss to farmers.

8. Cllmate Varlablllty and pests

unpredictable rainfall patterns disrupt planting and harvesting schedules. Additionally, farmers face
consistent threats from pests like the sugarcane stalk borer and diseases such as smut, which drastically
lower field productivity without expensive chemical interventions.

9. lnadequate sensltlzatlon of the farmers, stakeholders on the sugar Act 2024

RECCOMMENDATIONS

1. Strengthening the fertilizer subsidy process to sugarcane subsector.

2. Transition from Cane Weight to a Sucrose-Based payment System

3. Millers to ensure proper cane loading standards/smart loading pratices

4. Routine rural access road maintenance.

5. Fully Operationalize the 4% Sugar Development levy

6. lmprovement of access to planting materials.





a
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8, Formation of strong farmer cooperative societies.

9. Provlslon to access to affordable credit facilities by small holder farmers.

10. Promotion of exchange/Bencmarklng visits by keys stakeholder regionally/globa lly to countrles wlth
Best Practlce ln sugarcane management

Leqlslatlon : the surar Act 2024

1. Sugar Development Levy (The Natlonal Fund)

Re-introduced under the Sugar Act, thls ls a speclalized national industry levy deslgned to fund macro-level
infrastructure, research, and farmer productivity across Kenya,

Collector: Formally collected by the Kenya Revenue Authority (KRA) on behalf of the Kenya Sugar Board
(KSB).

Rate: Capped at4% ofthe ex-factoryvalue for locally manufactured sugar, and 4% ofthe Cost, lnsurance,
and Freight (ClF) value for lmports.

Who Pays: Paid dlrectly by the sugar mlllers (at the point of production/sale) and sugar importers,

Utllizatlon Profile: The funds are strictly ring-fenced and redistrlbuted by the national board uslng flxed legal
percentages:

40% for cane productivity and direct farmer lnput subsidles (e,g., subsidized fertilizer).

15% for sugar factory rehabllitation and mechanical upgrades,

15% for outgrower lnfrastructure and faaory-to-farm access roads.

15% to fund the autonomous Kenya Sugar Research and Tralning lnstltute (KSRI).

10% for KSB administrative operations and 5% for farmer welfa re unlons
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ALLIANCE
FOR PERSONS

WITH DISABILITlES

MEMORANDUM TO THE SENATE AGRICULTURE COMMITTEE ON THE STATE OF THE

SUGARCAI{E SUB.SECTOR

Presented by: ALUANCE FOR PERSON WITH DISABILITIES

Venue: Mabanga ATC

Date: 26th May 2026

INTRODUCTION

We, the Alllance for Persons wlth Disabilities, a membershlp-based community organization

and an actlve member of the Bungoma Clvil Society Forum, represent persons with

dlsabillties, sugarcane farmers, farmer groups, youth, women, and other stakeholders drawn

from the sugarcane-trowlng reglons of (enya. We appreclate the Senate Agrlculture

Commlttee for providing this lmportant opportunfi to deliberate on the challenges facing

the sugar lndustry and the welfare of farmers.

The Alliance for Persons wlth Disablllties is committed to advancing the rlghts, dignity,

incluslon, and soclo-economlc empowerment of persons wlth dlsabllhles and wlnerable
communltles. Over the yearc, our ortanlzatlon has bullt strong grassroots networks wlthln
rural communities, partlcularly among small-scale farmerc and marglnalhed households that

heavlly depend on agrlculture for thelr llvellhoods. Through communlty moblllzatlon, pollcy

advocacy, public partlclpation, clvlc education, and stakeholder entatement, we work to
ensure that the volces of vulnerable and excluded populations are heard ln natlonal and

county development processes.

Our organization has actively particlpated ln governance, soclal justlce, economlc

empowerment, and agricultural advocary initiatives across Bungoma County and neighboring

sugaroane-trowing regions. We collaborate wlth farmerc' associatlons, civil society

organlzatlons, county governments, communlty Ieaders, and development partners to
champion falr agricultural pollcles, accountablllty wlthin the sugar sector, and protectlon of
farmers' rights. We also support communfi awareness programs on access to Sovernment
sewIces, lnclusive economic opportunltles, dlsabillty rlghts, and sustalnable livellhoods.
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With a membership and outreach network that cuts across farmlng communlties, our
organization has ffrsthand knowledge and experlence regardlng the perslstent challenges

affectlng sugarcane farmers. These lnclude delayed payments, exploltatlon by mlllers and

mlddlemen, rislng productlon costs, lnadequate extenslon servlces, poor road lnfrastructure,

lack of access to affordable farm inputs, weak lmplementatlon of agricultural pollcles, and the
contlnued marginallzatlon of vulnerable farmerc, includlng pensons wlth disabllltles.

The following are the key issues requiring urgent intervention

tOW SUGARCANE PRICE PER TONNE

Farmers are currently receiving low prices per tonne of sugarcane despite the high cost of
production, including fertilizer, labour, land preparation, transport, and farm maintenance. The

current prices do not guarantee reasonable profit margins to farmers.

Recommendations:

Establish a fair and standardized cane pricing formula linked to sugar market prices and

production costs.

o Strengthen farmer representation in cane pricing decisions.

o lntroduce government subsidies on farm inputs to reduce production costs

DEI.AY IN CANE HARVESTING

Delayed harvesting has resulted in over-mature cane, reduced sucrose content, lower yields,

and financial losses to farmers. ln many cases, cane remains unharvested for months after

maturity.

Recommendations:

o Enforce strict harvesting schedules by sugar factories.

r lntroduce penalties for millers who delay harvesting mature cane.

r Promote transparent digital harvesting programs accessible to farmers

I
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BROKERS BEIT{G ISSUED WITH CANE HARVESNNG PERMITS INSTEAD OF FARMERS

The issuance of harvesting permits to brokers has encouraged exploitation of farmers.

Middlemen manipulate harvesting and transport processes, leading to loss of farmer income

and increased corruption.

Recommendations:

e Ensure harvesting permits are issued directly to registered farmers or farmer

cooperatives.

r Eliminate broker interference in cane transportation and harvesting arrangements.

o Digitize farmer registration and permit issuance systems for transparency.

INADEqUATE SUPPORT FROM SUGAR FACTORIES TO FARMERS

Most sugar factories have withdrawn essential support services such as provision of seed cane,

fertilizers, extension services, land preparation, and credit facilities.

Recommendatlons:

o Compel millers to reinstate farmer support programs as part of their licensing conditions

o lncrease government investment in agricultural extension services.

r Facilitate affordable credit facilities for cane farmers through cooperative societies and

agricultural banks.

MISUSE OF CESS FUNDS BY COUNTY GOVERNMENTS

Large amounts of cess collected from cane transport are not being reflected in the maintenance

and improvement of roads within sugarcane-growing areas. Poor roads increase transport costs

and delay cane delivery to factories.

Recommendations:

t

I

a Audit all cess funds collected from the sugar sector by county Sovernments
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o Ring-fence cess funds specifically for road maintenance in cane-growing zones

o Enhance public participation and transparency in utilization of cess revenue.

ILIEGAI IMPORTATION OF SUGAR

Uncontrolled importation of cheap sugar has destabilized the local sugar industry, leading to
low returns for local millers and farmers.

Recommendatlons:

Strengthen border surveillance and enforcement against illegal sugar imports

Protect local farmers through fair trade policies and controlled importation.

Prioritize local sugar production before approving import quotas.

coNcrusroN

The sugar industry has the potentialto significantly contribute to food security, employment

creation, industrial development, and economic growth. However, unless urgent reforms are

implemented, farmers will continue to suffer losses and abandon sugarcane farming altogether.

We respectfully urge the Senate Agriculture Committee to champion practical legislative, policy,

and administrative interventions to revive and protect the sugar sector for the benefit of

Kenyan farmers and the national economy.

Submttted respectfully by: lgnatius Nyukuri Fwamba

Slgnature:

Deslgnatlon: Budget Champion/ Executive dlrector

Te!:0729298{108

Emall: lgnatiusfwambaS9@gmall.com
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