iz an advantage in a sem-commernsialized ecdnomy, such
as Uganda's Iwestock sector, in which lvestock owners
congume a significant portion of what their herds produce,
Home production for home consumption {or for informal
local eschange and consumpiaon) S frequently unrecorded
in official marketing statistics. By basing estimates on total
product output, production-besed GDP estimates do not
raly on incomplete marketing data and should, in principle,
inclisde subsistence production,

Cfficial national accounts estimates are produced by the
Uganda Bureau of Statistics [UBo5), UBoS's estimation
technigues do not at present correspond to IGAD's production
approach. Since changes to their methodology In 2007, UBOS
does not estimate the volume of output for different livestock
products, does not collect farm gate prices on the sabe of
liwestock products, and does not collect information on the
intermediate costs specific to different livestock enterprises
(such as cattle, sheep or goat raising). UBOS mathodology
was, however, closer to that of GAD prior to 2007, and s
likaly in the naxt couple of years to evolve to again rasembda
the production approach employed in this study,

Unlike Ethiopia and Kenya, and to a lesser extent Sudan, there
i5 In Uganda no substantial, independent body of scientific
or project-based research that can be used o cross-check
official data on livestock production. It s therefore fartunete
that povernment data is both up-to-date and reasonably
compreiensive, OF the 1GAD countries thus far reviewed in
this series (Ethiopia, Kenya, Sudan and Uganda), only Uganda
has recently undertaken a mational livestock census that
incledes pastaral livestock. OF the countries reviewad hara,
only Uganda will in future be attempting to base its annual
livestock GDP estimates on data from regular natonal fiekd
surveys that include pastoral areas of the country, the twice
yearly Uganda Mational Panel Survey (UNPS) undertaken by
UBOS,

The contribution of livestock to GDP

Using 2009 as a basis for comparison, this study re-estimated
the contribution of lestock o agricultural GDP. Both the
original official and re-estimated figures are based in large
measure on official data, but the two calculations produce
substantially different results. The re-estimated livesiock
vitlug added in 2008 - 10889407 billien Uganda Shillings
(UShs) (or about $526 million US dollars at 2009 exchange
rates) - is nearly double the arigingl official estimate of 573
billion UShs (roughly $282 million US dollars), an increase of
BE.6% over official estimates for that vear.

Table 1 summarizes the umpublished calculations that lie
behind the official 2009 estimdate of the livestock contribution
to agricultural GDE,

Table 1: Official estimates of livestock production in 2009: gress
value and value added, billion Uganda Shillings (UShs)

Praduct group Gross vaius of output| Value added
Catte 482 185
Goats and other animals | 1227 343
Fouftiry & 45
Total 1780 573

Table 2 summarizes our re-estimation for 2008 of the
lvestock contribution to agricultural GDE,

Table 2:Livestock production in 2009: gross value, inpot costs
and value added, billion Uganda Shillings {UShs)

Praduct Bilion UShs

Ceanlthe il J50L152

Gt milk 124

Camel milk 3T

Subtotal milk J66.208

Catth offiaka G27.374

Goat offtake 181813

Shesg offtae 35,380

Camel oiftakoa 0.454

Fig offake 30,893

Subiatal animal olftakd 7044

Pouliy production £9,000

Manure for farilzer Ma estimate
Animal power Ma estimate
Blcod 1.385

Honey production Py estimite
Change in stocks Mg eatimate
TOTAL LMESTOCK OUTRLUT 1,333,307

Cast of westack inputd 263900

Vakui acded by Ivistock production 1,069,407

The disparity batwean tha official and our revised assessmant
i5 due Both to previously unavailable statistical data on
Ivestock production and to the alternative computational
methods used In this report to estimate the walue of
imdividual Fvestock products. The revised figures are based
on an attempt to estimate the quantity and value of individual
animal products, and these individueal values are then
combdned to provide an overall picture of livestock output.
The official figures ara, in contrast, based on indexed values
ascried to bundles of lvestock products derived from
individual livestock species (such as cattle) or the aggregated
output of several species (as in ‘goats and other animails’).
In terms of data, both the 2008 livestock census results and
a preliminary analysis of the livestock data in the first round
of tha UNPS suriey wene availabbe for our revised estimates,
Official estimates will not utilize these data sources until the
national accounts are officially rebased,

According to previous official estimates, livestock contributed
1.7% to total national GOP in 2009; our revised estimates
would now place this contribution at about 3.2% of the
national total.

The value of livestock services

Table 3 summarizes our estimates of the direct economic
benelits obtained both from livestock products (85 @ portion
of agricultural GOP) and from [vestock services (normally not
part of GDP estimates), In 2009 just under half - about 47%
- of the direct benefits derived by lvestock cwners from their
animals were atiributable to the financially related Ivelihood
sarvices provided by livestock. According to comventional
national accounting procedures, these financial services may
support the Ivelihcods of farming or pastoral households
and thereby enhance agricultural cutput, Dut the Increases
in economic productivity that arise from these services are
not identified as part of the contribution by livestock to the
econamy. Incleding financial benafits, total direct use benefits
derved from livestock were 2007390 billion UShs or about
£989,000,000 US dollars in 2009, This figure would hava
been higher if we had been able to estimate the economic
valua of Ivestock ploughing and transport services, but thera
was insufficient evidence to quantify the importance of these
aspects of livestock production.

Table 3: Direct use benefits derived from livestock in 2009,
billion UShs

Type of benefit Vale adied | Senvices not
from lvestack | cumently in GOP
products eglimates

‘Welua added Ivestock products 1,068 407

Banelit trom Rrancangicredit 5.1

Benafit from sef-insurance e

Banafit from risk poolng/stock shar- SHEA0E

ing

Trarsport and fraciion power from b esiimee

BOuines

Aurminan anirnal poses 0 sl

Suib-iotas 1,068,507 LEIT CES

Tokal direct aconomic: banafits 2007 390

The financial componant of vestock output is high in Uganda
because formal sector financlal services are unavailable or
expansive in rural areas. When the coverage provided by
formal financial institutions increases and these services
become more affordable, the financial component of
livestock production diminishes in importance relative to
the value of more tangible goods and services - milk, meat,
mEnure, animal traction ete, - a8 has happenad in Kenye
{1GAD LPI Working Paper 03-11). In sum, increasing ‘normal’
forms of livestock production, which are recognized in GDP
apcounting, is dependent, to some axtant, on the provision of
affordable credit and insurance for livestock owners, which

pesfils animal swners to refocus their praduction objectives
an conventional types of Ivestock output. Until this happens,
the apparent kow output of Ugandan livesiock will reflect,
im part, the diverse and unaccounted array of services that
thess animals currently provide for their ownerns,

The contribution of livestock to the wider economy

Livestock and livestook products congtitute a small portion
of Uganda's official export trade, in the period from 2006 to
2010 never amounting to more than 1.5% of all exports by
value [Table 4. Informal cross-border livestock trade does
take place but B unlikely to significantly increase the share
that livestock contribute to national exports.

Table 4; Formal exports of livestock prodwets - quantity, valee

and percentage of all export value

Commadiny unk He | AT FL ] bt 1.1 =1

Catttle hiddas Tonne: 24 | ME42 | 13042 | 500 1088
DOOLES |20@ | 18,194 | 12518 | 5906 17.0E1
¥ ein [¥F] 14 or o4 11

Live arimals ol head | O = il e ¥
TGS | 38 181 | k2 3508 e
¥ aion o i1 L1 03 n2

In 2009-10 the average monthly expenditure for 8 household
im Uganda was Ushs 232,700 (157,500 UShs in rural and
384,350 In wrban areas); food, drink and tobacco were the
largest category of househald expenditure, accounting on
average for 45% of all expenditures {51% in rural and 32%
im urbsan areas). Livestock food preducts (meat, milk, dairy
products and 2ggs) constituted about 43% of household
aapenditures on food and beverages, V2% of these
expenditures were In cash,

The producton of meat and milk for domestic consumpdtion is
low in Uganda, awveraging kess than 11 kg of meat and about
23 litress of milk per capita per year for all Ugandans (Tabla 5).

Table 5: Meat and milk for domestic consumption, 2009

Toial offiain | Ofical | Otk fr | Totalmesal and. | Por caapiia,
egnnlE | domasic ol or ol by o Jitres
conempion | fons for domesti ear

consumpticn

Caifie ofiska, heedl | 1,182.72% | 10,812 1,181 E14 a2 o

Camal offase, haad ar ] o' BiL1 2% B

Sheep offiaie, head TG il 75,8 1018, 404 [HhC

Gooal offiskes, Feasd | 4280290 B5165 4,20 128 505849, 538 155
Fusminam tuial - = 235, 860.108 7.
Proulry nifizka GEY = A 0] 5853 45517054 152
Figy it THOBE| 5142 126,972 41618 3 142
Tiotel 3l meat = T2 5T LR

Ml offiais, ks | T 0008 0] fanaa|  Teiak el

These figures compare with an estimated availability of 41
kg af meal and 26 litres of milk per persen in Sudan, and
approdmataly 15 kg of meat and 198 litres of milk per person
in Herya,

In 2008 food processing accounted for 40.3% of Uganda's



