Official estimates of the size of Sedan’s lvestock populations
are cufrently produced by MARF based on & herd growth
madel. The growth parameters in this model are reasonable
and conform, in general, to thosa in the scientific literature
reviewed for this study, Howeser, there are (heoretical ressons
t doult the sultakdlity of the model, which depicts reasonably
stabde rates of herd growth irrespectve of the effects of
livestock numbers on resource aailability, or the impact of
Muctusting weather, securly and market conditions. Unfartu-
nately, the small number of state-level lvestock surveys that
have been conducted since the last national

census point in no consistent direction and do lithle to clarify
the national situation.

Preparations are undensay in the Ministry of Animal Besourc-
a5 and Feharles 1o undertake & new livestook census. In the
meantimea, this report will use the official livestock population
estimates to calculate the contribution of livestock to agricul-
tural GDP, Thers is no resson 10 suppose that these ligures ane
particularly accurate, but they are official and there ks insuffi-
ciant available evidence to adjust or ameand the official figures
1 ke them more reliabbe,

& truly compelling case for the national economic importance
of livestock depends on a new national livestock census, The
magnitude of this problem is indicated by the results from
recent lwestock enumerations in two other 1GAD countries,
Henya and Uganda. Like Swdan, both of these countries had
meglected o census their livestock Tor over three decades,
When they did count thelr vestock - Henya In 2009 and
Uganda in 2008 - the results ware unexpected. In both coun-
tries some vestock populations were officially underestimat-
ed by half or mare,

Table 1 Census adpestments to Ivestock population estimates
in Kerma and Uganda

Kanya 2008 as % of 2000 | Uganda 2007 as % of 2008
Cattla [ 63
Goats 52 GE
Shasp 58 50
Camels 38 -
Pigs 5 ar
Poultry a3 71
Daniays 43 .

In the absence of livestock population figures based on the
actual counting of animals, the estimates of livesiock value
added for Sudan contained in this report could be off by as
miuch as S0%,

The contribution of livestock to the domestic
economy

Based on the afficial Ivestotk population estimates produced
by MARF, our estimates of the comtribution of lvestock to

national agricultural sector GDP - 33,843 billion Sudanase
pounds (S0G) in 2009 (or about $14.550 billion USD at 2009
exchange rates) - are broadly similar to the official 20059
estimates by SCBS - 2B.670 bilkon 506G (about $12.326
billion USD) (Table 1), The difference bebween these two
estimates Is 5.173 billlon SDG, or a re-estimated increase of
anhy 18% over the official figure in 2009, Whereas the official
figures for 2009 estimated a percentage contribution of the
agricultural sector of just over 33% o total GOP, our revised
estimates would now place that contrition at just over 36%.
When compared with the imprecision caused by uncertainties
regarding the size of the national herd, these are negligible
differences, and constitute an endorsement of SCES s official
astimates, subject to the reservations about data availability
stated above.

Table 2 Official and resestimated value of livestock production in
2003, Sudanese pounds (SDG)

Product CBS, value 000 SDG | This study, value
000 300G
Cattle milk, tons - 11,107 444
Camel milk, tans - 3,247 567
Shesap milk, tans 1,418,960
Goal mik, lons 4,316,061
Subtatal milk 14,454 142 20,080,062
offtake tons
Catthe offtake, head £.498,656 6,726,973
Coamel offtake, head 535355 740,73
Sheap offtake, head 3,002,693 2,506,531
Goet offtake, head 1,661,388 1,081,750
Poultry maat, tons 302,746 W2, 746
Sublatal animal offtake 12,001,048 11,638,721
Eggs. dozens 287310 287310
Fish, tons T2RAE1 TOBAE1
Wanure for fartiizer -
Change in stocks 1198178 1196176
TOTAL PRODUICT QUTPUT 2B.669,537 33,843,130

In addition o thelr contribution o agricultural sector GDP,
livesteek supaly power for farming and transport. They also
supgly their owners with financial services - by providing a
substitute for credit and by serang &3 a form of Insurance, &S
well as giving thelr owners a way of spreading risk, These
financlal and transport services provide Sudanese livestock
owners with benefits worth a further 8.409 billion SDG.
Following corventional and  intemationally  recognized
accounting methods, most of the direct use benefits provided
by livestock services are either excluded from national
acoounts of cannat be attributed (o livestock, Combining both
recognized GOP benefits with the value of livestock services
that are not included in GDP, livesiock in Sudan provide their
owners with total direct economic benefits of at least 42,252,
Rillign SDG, or about $18.13 billion US dollars at 2009

at 2008 exchange rates, This s & conservative estimate.
In common with the other 1GAD states, there is insuflicient
data to Tully guantify the contribution of animal power o
Sudan’s econory, despite the recognized significance of
work anirmals in crop production and transport. Adeguately
documented, these additional uses would further enlarge the
euisting estimate of the econamic significance of lvestock.
Even with this data missing. official GOP estimates captura
anly about B8% af the documented value of livestock goods
and Seryices,

Sudan's agricultural sector GOP includes crop, livestock,
fisharios and forest production, Using official 5CBS statistics.
Investock has provided mare than 60% of the astimated valee
added to this sector in recent years, and B a larger contributor
to agricultural sector GDP than crop agriculture, Figura 2
privides the historical background to the current situation.
The period covered in Figure 2 begins in the late 1580s befora
petroleurn was axported from Sudan. At this time agriculture
was clearly the most important sector in the Sedanese
aconamy, providing just under half of national GDP. With the
rize of oil exports, the relative importance of agriculture has
declined, but petroleum has never matched the contribution
of agriculture o GDPR, and livestack has consistently been the
biggest contributor to the agricultural sector.,

Figure 2

Agricultural sector and petroleum;
contribution to GDP, 1996-2010
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The export of livestock and livestock products
Figure 3 compares the value of official livestock exports to the
export value of petroleurmn and crops, beginning in 1997, the
year before petroleumn exportation began. Figure 3 graphicalky
displays the dominant role of petroleum in Sudan’s exports in
the last decade, despite the continuing importance of crop
and livestock production in the domestic aconomy.

Figure 3

Agricultural sector and petroleum:
contribution to export earnings, 1997-

2009
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It would also appear that the upsurge in oil exyports has
masked a fundamental shift in he relative imporance of
erop and livestock exports, In the 1960s and early 1970
approximately 3T-98% of all of Sudan’s export Sarnings Gami
from agriculture, and by far the bulk of these agricultural
garnings came from crop rather than vestock production,
For examphe, in the decade from 1957 to 1966, only 6.58%
of all agricultural exports came from livestock, and in 1971
and 1972 the livestock contribution was 3.55% and 5.46%,

respectively.

Since that time, however, there has bean a gradual shift. In
the late 19905 before oil exports began, crops and livestock
combinad provided roughly 0% of Sudan's axports, and crop
aaports were still more valuable than livestock and livestock
products, but by a narrower margin, n the most recoent year
far which there are records, 2009, livestock exports made
up nearly half of all agricultural exports - 474 of the total.
Export kevels fluctuate and 2009 was an unusually good year
for livestock. Nonetheless, in the thirtesn vear period since
19497, livestock and lvestock products have on average
provided 27% of the value of Sudan’s agricultural exports -
despite occasional BYF (Rift Valley Fever) embargos and the
disruption to livestock trade caused by the Darfur conflict. The
shifting composition of agricultural axports, away from crops
and in favour of livestock, calls into question the prasumption
that the cropping subsector s the dominant provider of
Sudan's agricuttural export earnings. The curreant situation is,
im fact, relatively ewvenly balanced between crop and Ivestock

axports.

We could not find adequate evidence on the extent of the
umofficial cross-border trade in live animals from Sudan to
neighbouring countries, or from neighbouring countries into
Sudan, and cannot even hazard a guess as to the magnitude
of this trade. Adequately documented, these wnrecorded
salas of livestock would further enlarge the existing estimate
of the export significance of livestock.

Livestock in North and South Sudan

dccording to the calculations undertaken in this study,
more than 70% of Sudan's lvestock value added comes
fram northern states and about 73% of the capital value of
livestock is in the Morth {Tables 3 and 4} The concentration
of livestock and livestock cutput in northern Sudan suggests
that, at least in the Morth, the independence of southem
Sudan s wnlikely to diminish the economic significance of
livestoch.



