manufacturing value added [UBDS unpublished) and meat
preparation and dairy processing accounted for 3% of all food
processing. In 2009 animal feed production constituted 0.9%
and leather and footwear production made wp 0.6% of toial
industrial production,

In sum, livestock make a modest contribution to the non-
agricultural sectors of Lganda‘s economy. In comparison to the
other 1GAD countries reviewed in this report series, livestock
and thelr products make up a small part of Uganda's exports,
the per capita production of meat and milk for domestic
consumption B low, 85 is the role of animal production in
manufacturing, and Ugandans spend a moderate propostion
of their household food budget on livestock-derived foods.

While lvestock are essential o the veliboods of people in
certain parts of the country, Ugenda’s overall economy does
not depend on livestock production to the same extent as that
of Sudan, Ethiopia and Kenya,

Recommendations

Official statistics are more than usually important in
Uganda because there are few alternative sources of
guantified information on livestock production. The following
recommendations focus on areas of concern regarding gaps
in the current, official system for the collection of data and
the analysis of livestock production.

+  Livestock offtake rates: The caloulation of offtake rates in
Lganda is complicated by the retrieval and consumption of
dead animals by some livestock owners, By transfarming
a certain percentage of dead animals from an economic
logs inta an economic banafit, the consumption of fallen
animals potentially has a signidficant impact on offtake
rates, especially when livestock mortality rates are high,
as they are for almost all types of livestock in Uganda.
a5 well a5 asking about sales, skaughter and gifting af
animals, future wersions of the UNPS should enguire
about the retricval and consumption of dead livestock,

« Animal power: UBoS should consider introducing a region-
wide programmee of work on the prevalence and economic
walue of animal power usage in Uganda, a subject that
i& chronically neglected by both academic research and
gowernment agricultural monitoring systems. We also
recommiend that fulure versions of the UNPS include
questions on the cost of ploughing services, the area
ploughed By animal power an & rental basis, and Uthe ansa
ploughed by oxen owners for themselves.,

»  Karamoja Sub-Region: In Karamoja, 2.4% of the nation's
populstion produces a fifth of the nation's livestock
wealth, Atternpts 1o estimabe national livestock output
are therafore highly sensitive to any defects in the data
on Karamaoja, Aside from ingecurity in the regon, teo

other Bsues complicate the estimation of Karamoja
livestock production. UNPS is a houwsehold not a livestock
survey and uses households rather than livestock
numbers as a basis for selecting its sample. Under
these circumstances, caution must be taken 1o ensure
that Karamaja houssholds are adeguataly repréesented
since these households - though few in number - hald
a disproportonate percentage of the nation's livestock,
Lost or stolen livestock present another challenge.
There is increasing evidenca of the commercialization of
livestock raiding in Karamoja, with animals being stalen in
arder (o be marketed and transported outside the region
for domestic consumption or unofficial export. Although
difficult to document, these animals are part of regional
livestock offtake for national accounting pUFPoSEs.

= We recommend a specialized study of  livestock
production in Karamoja designed to guantify the region’s
contribution to national livestock output. It has been
shown that returns per hectare of land in pastoral systems
ware 6.8 times higher than returns to ranching systems
in south-western Uganda, In light of these findings, both
Karamoja regional development and national livestock
policy would benefit from an authoritative, evidence-
based re-assessment of the value of that region’s
pastoral production.

= |n estimating the livestock contribution o agricultwral
gector GDF we recommend that UEDS consider adopting
a productionbased approach o calculating the gross
value of individual animal products. As demaonstrated in
this report, the methods used in swch calculations are
transgarent and can be readily adjusted to accommodate
fluctuations in UNPS survey data,

Mote: Data sources that substantiate the calculations in this
briefing paper are given in the onginal report: The Contribution
of Livestock to the Ugandan Econamy (1GAD LPI Working Paper
feo, 02 - 127 2012, by Roy Behnke and Margaret Nakirya.
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The Contribution of Livestock to
the Ugandan Economy

This brigfing paper assesses the contribution of livestock to
Uganda's national economy. Conventional GOP accounting
may ignore some of the benefits that people derive
from livesiock in subsistence-priented economies, when
households directly provision themseles, when sconomic
exchanges are not calculated in monetary terms or when
these exchanges go unrecorded. The present study assigns
monetary values to the non-marketed goods and services
provided by livestock, and estimates the contribution of
livestock to the wider national economy - 85 exports, as
inputs into manufacturing industries, and as a component of
household consumption,

Aside from work done since the 193905 on dairving. litthe
recent field research has been conducted on the performance
of Ugandan livestock production systems, probably as a
result of decades of insecurity and civil war. The analysis of
the national economic importance of livestock summarized
in this briefing paper is, therefore, heavily dependent on data
produced by governmaent monitading and statistical services.
The results of this reassessment nonetheless conflict with
official figures, estimating an increase of BT above official
estimates of the contribution of lvestock to agricultural GOP
in 2009, the year sedected o make this comparisan.

According to previous official estimates, livestock contributed
1.7% to total national GODP in 2009; our revised estimates
would now place this contribution at about 3.2% of the
national lotal. To put the revised livestock contribution into
perspective, it is larger than the GDP derved from either cash
crogs of ishing, marginally smaller than the contribution from
forestry, but still only about a guarter of the value of food crop
production. While lvestock ane vitally important 1o howsehold
welfare and im certain regions of the cowntry, Uganda is not &
pastoral nation on he scake of 1GAD member states such as
Sudan, Ethiopia or Kerya.

The infermal financial services provided by livestock - as a
source of credit and insurance protection, and a5 8 means of
spreading risk = ang unusually valuable in Uganda because
formal sector financial services are unavailable or expensive

im rural areas. At nearly half of total lvestock owtput, the
imputed value of the financial services provided by livestock in
Uganda is a larger component of overall livestock output than
in any of the other countries reviewed in this series of briefing
papers. According to international conventions, the value
of this self-servicing is not separately itemized in national
accounts and therefore cannot be identified as part of the
econanic benefits that livestock provide, which comproniises
the wsefulness of these accounts for understanding the
actual contribution of livestock 1o the econarmy. In Lganda
in particular, conventional definitions of value added exclude
from national accounts & large proportion of the economic
benefits that motivate many rural pecple to own lvestock.

Because they provide a source of affordable credit and
insurance, rural Ugandans may choose to hold animals that
are duratde and likely 1o retain thedr value, but are relatively
unpraductive in other, more conventional ways. By overlooking
the financial motives for keeping lvestock, comentional GDP
accounting may promote a misinterpretation of the factors
that motivate rural people to retain certain kinds of animaks
and chscure the circumstances that will induce them to
engage in new kinds of livestock production,

The estimation of agricultural GDP in Uganda

The study summarized in this briefing paper employed a
production approach to estimating the livestock contribution
to GOP. This apgroach imvalved four stages. First, national
livestock populations were estimated. Second, production
coefficients were applled to the lvestock population
estimates to generate estimates of the total output of goods
such as meat, milk, butter, dung for fuel ete. Thisd, based
on market sureeys, 8 monetary value expressad in Uganda
ghillings - the gross value of output - was ascribed to the
total output of sach kind of livestock product. Finally, input
costs (intermediate costs) were deducted from the gross
value of output to derive value added, the measure of GDR

Using this approach, no distineion needs to De made
between production destined for commercial sake, for
Immediate consumption by producers, or for export, This



