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Foreword

The Platform for Agricultural Risk Management (PARM), a G8-G20 initiative hosted by the International
Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD), is a multi-donor partnership co-financed by the European
Commission (EC), Agence francaise de Développement (AfD), Italian Government and IFAD, to support
Governments and stakeholders on Agricultural Risk Management (ARM). The Platform works in strategic
partnership with NEPAD / CAADP in African countries to mainstream agricultural risk management into
the national agricultural policy and investment plans (www.p4arm.org). Current work supports ARM
assessment and policy process in Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Ethiopia, Liberia, Mozambique, Niger, Senegal,
The Gambia and Uganda.

This Risk Assessment Study is part of the ARM process in Uganda. The report was coordinated by Jan
Kerer (international consultant) and Herbert Talwana (Associate Professor, Applied Entomology and
Nematology, Makerere University). The study has benefited from the guidance of Bernard Bashaasha
(Principal, College of Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, Makerere University) and inputs from
many experts and researchers, among them, Josephine Muchwezi Mukiibi (consultant) and Ibtissem
Taghouti (intern at IFAD) deserve a special mention.

The Government of Uganda and, in particular, the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries
(MAAIF), has largely contributed to this report with inputs and suggestions. PARM thanks the
engagement of the MAAIF, and in particular Tom Mugisa, who guided the risk assessment process and
led the organization of the Agricultural Risk Management Validation Workshop in Kampala on the 29th
and 30th of July 2015. Many stakeholders were able to contribute to this report through their active
participation in the discussions of that workshop.
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Executive Summary

Scope of study. This Risk Assessment Study (RAS) provides a comprehensive mapping and assessment of
agricultural risks in Uganda through a holistic approach. The report provides stakeholders with data and
information on priority risks for Ugandan agriculture in order to develop appropriate policy solutions
aimed at improving agricultural risk management (ARM) in the country. The guiding policy framework
for this work is the recently developed Agricultural Sector Strategy Paper 2014/15-19/20 (ASSP). The
discussions with the stakeholders on a first draft of this study during the Risk Assessment Validation
Workshop organized by the Government of Uganda in 29-30 June 2015 have contributed to improve this
study.

The country context

Importance of agriculture. The agricultural sector is still the mainstay for a large part of the Ugandan
population. But while the contribution to GDP (22.5% in 2013/14), exports (54% in 2014) and
employment (70%) is still high, the growth rate of the sector is way below average GDP growth. The low
growth rate can be attributed to weather hazards, economic downturns, limited availability of improved
inputs, diversion of investment into the industrial sector, and/or insurgencies in neighbouring countries.

Focus on smallholders. The current production structure of agriculture in Uganda is dominated by small-
scale farmers comprising of an estimated 2.5 million households (90% of the farming community), the
majority of who own less than 2 acres of land each. Despite good agro-climatic conditions with two rainy
seasons in most parts of the country, yields of smallholder farmers remain low. Limited access to quality
inputs, low adoption of modern technology, and lack of storage and market infrastructure are
constraints to the sector.

Identification of agricultural risks: country risk profile

Range of risks. Farmers are faced by a plethora of risk. The majority of risks are linked to specific stages
in the agricultural value chain (e.g. the input risk during the planting and growth stage of the crops).
Policy risk, safety risk, and health risk, on the other hand, may occur during any stage of the agricultural
production cycle. The major risks are:

e |nput risk: The problem is a consequence of a poorly developed seed sector where the informal
seed system accounts for an estimated 87% of planted seed. ). The total demand for grain crop
seeds is estimated at approximately 110,580 MT, while total sales from the formal seed market
account for only 12,000 MT. The supply shortages create incentives for substandard and/or
counterfeit seed; studies suggest counterfeiting affects 30-40% of purchased seed.

o Weather risk: Ugandan agriculture is mostly rain-fed making it vulnerable to weather hazards
and climate change. Therefore, drought has affected the highest number of people in Uganda.
Often drought and flooding follow each other. In the last 30 years (1985-2015), Uganda has
experienced fourteen riverine floods, which affected more than one million people and killed
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more than 200 people. Landslides and mudslides usually occur in the Eastern region. The
population pressure and environmental degradation of the hilly areas around Mt. Elgon are root
causes for the frequent occurrence of landslides.

e Biological and environmental risk: A range of pests and diseases have caused crop failures and
livestock deaths in Uganda in the recent past. On the crop side, Cassava Brown Streak Virus
African, Cassava Mosaic Virus, Banana Bacterial Wilt (BBW), Maize Streak Virus (MSV), Maize
Lethal Necrosis Disease (MLND), and groundnut rosette are severely affecting food crops and
threatening food security in Uganda. For cash crops diseases such as Coffee wilt and Coffee rust
are still not properly managed. On the livestock side, the endemic Newcastle disease in poultry
and the sporadic and cyclic outbreaks of African swine fever in pigs wipe out stocks of poultry
and pigs in the country every year. Other diseases such as foot and mouth disease, Bovine
pleuropnemonia, East Coast fever, and Black quarter although largely managed by routine
vaccination still occur in livestock.

e logistical and infrastructural risk: The lack of sufficient storage capacity, both at the farm level
and the crop trading system, leads to high losses for farmers due to attacks from pests and
animals. Uganda has 550,000 metric tonnes (MT) of storage capacity, but estimated demand for
storage facilities totals 2.3 million MT. In 2012 alone an estimated 18.3% of cereal production
was lost in post production activities.

e  Market risk: Uganda experiences high price fluctuations on account of weather conditions, low
level of stocks, low level of organization of producers in the value chain, and segmentation of
regional and domestic markets. Farmers are exposed to both inter-annual and intra-annual price
volatility. Yet the country lacks price stabilization instruments.

e Public policy and institutional risk: The legal environment for the agricultural sector is conducive
but implementation of many initiatives has been poor in the past due to a lack of institutional
and financial resources. The ongoing restructuring of the extension system has created many
challenges for farmers to access advisory and other support services.

e Political and security risk: The security situation in the country has improved greatly since the
containment of the Northern Insurgency. Still, regional security threats such as the Karamoja
cattle raiding are a constraint for the development of agriculture in some regions of Uganda.

Mapping of existing Agricultural Risk Management policies and tools

Policy environment. The Government of Uganda (GoU) is trying to tackle these risks through various
policies, most notably the National Development Plan Il (NDP Il). In the past, risks have not been
handled in a comprehensive manner but the recent ASSP contains a section on ARM. The Ministry of
Agriculture, Animal Industries, and Fishery (MAAIF) is driving this process with other public sector
entities (e.g. Office of the Prime Minister, Ministry of Water and Environment), and non-state actors
playing an important role as well. Lack of capacity and financial constraints are impediments to
improved risk management from the government.

Risk management landscape. Major risk initiatives are currently being implemented:
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e Information systems: A broad range of state and non-state actors (e.g. MAAIF, UBOS, UNMA,;
Infotrade, Farmgain) currently provide farmers and other stakeholders with data on specific
aspects of agricultural risk, e.g. weather, market prices. Despite the broad range of service
providers, timely and accurate information does not yet always reach the target audience. The
absence of effective extension services is a major factor contributing to this situation.

e |nitiatives related to input risk: MAAIF is currently in the process to finalize the National Seed
Policy aimed at improving quality assurance in the seed sector. The private sector, particularly
the Uganda National Agro-Input Dealers Association (UNADA) is involved in this process. The
issue of quality assurance, in particular concerning the use of counterfeited inputs is addressed
by a number of initiatives from donors and the private sector. Yet access to quality inputs
remains a key issue in the sector.

e |nitiatives related to weather risk: Despite significant investments in recent years (USD 25 million
in 2013), the irrigation potential remains largely untapped, in particular small-scale irrigation.
The irrigation potential for Uganda is estimated at 445,041 ha at an investment cost of USD 2.3
billion. Other initiatives related to weather risk have mostly been driven by the insurance sector;
the introduction of weather based insurance (such as the Kungula Agrinsurance by a consortium
of companies) has witnessed some early success.

e |nitiatives related to biological risk: Pest and disease management are mostly the domain of
MAAIF and/or respective value chain organizations (e.g. UCDA in the coffee sector). Still, access
to support services for plant protection remains low. Decentralization and privatization of
clinical veterinary services and downscaling of civil service since the 1990s have severely
constrained the access to animal health services for farmers.

e |nitiatives related to infrastructure risk: Post harvest losses are at the centre of a few recently
implemented initiatives, most notably a project on Post-Harvest Food Loss Reduction by the
WEFP that has reached 16,600 farmers since 2014. There is, however, much scope to expand the
outreach of such initiatives on low-cost storage for smallholders to many more households in
Uganda.

e Initiatives related to market risk: Currently, no price control mechanisms are found in the food
crop sector. For various cash crops such as coffee, tea, and cotton a range of price setting
mechanisms are applied that provide some level of protection to these sub-segments. Still,
fluctuations on international markets, for example for coffee, directly affect farmers and price
drops directly translate to income loss for farmers.

Risk analysis: a systematic quantification of impacts and likelihood

Cost of risk. The overall economic impact of agricultural risk is estimated to amount to USD 606 million
to USD 804 million per year. Based on an agricultural GDP of USD 5.71 billion, losses therefore amount
to between 10.61% and 14.08% of total annual production, which is between 2.3% and 3.1% of the GDP
of Uganda.
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Ranking of most severe risks. An evaluation of all risks was carried out based on average frequency and

severity, and the impact of the worst case scenario. The following table provides an overview on the

scoring:

Risk

Average Severity | Average Frequency Worst Case Score

Scenario

Crop pest & diseases

Post harvest loss

Price risk food & cash crops

Livestock pest & diseases

medium

Droughts

Counterfeit inputs

Karamoja cattle raids

Floods very low very low

Hailstorms very low very low 1.75
Thunderstorms very low very low 1.75
All other natural risks very low very low 1.75
Northern Uganda insurgency very low very low medium 1.50

The top six risks make up more than 99% of average annual losses in Uganda. These major risks in terms

of severity are:

1.

Price fluctuations: Inter-annual price variability is a major concern for all major food crops and
cash crops. For example, coffee has experienced shocks of up to 49% every 3 vyears.
Matooke/banana are similarly affected while cassava, maize, and potatoes have seen smaller
shocks in recent years. On average, losses for farmers due to price risk are estimated at USD
262.22 million p.a.

Crop pests and diseases: Average crops losses in Uganda due to pests, diseases, and weeds are
estimated at 10-20% during the pre-harvest period and 20-30% during the post-harvest period.
The annual losses for major crops are in the range of USD 113 million to USD 298 million (mainly
banana, cassava, coffee, and cotton).

Post harvest losses: The weight loss resulting from attacks of pests and animals to major cereals
(mostly for maize, but also barley, millet, rice, sorghum, and wheat) cause losses of USD 97.17
million p.a. This figure does not yet include opportunity cost for farmers that were forced to sell
at low market prices directly after harvest due to lack of proper storage facilities.

Livestock pests and diseases: The economic impact of diseases on farming households are
diverse: farmers incur cost for disease control, treatment, and vaccination. Direct losses are
associated with animal mortality, reduced milk production, and use of animal for traction. The
total economic cost for diseases in cattle alone are estimated at USD 76.5 million p.a.

Droughts: Uganda has been hit severely by droughts in recent years (2002, 2005 to 2008, and
2010/11). The return period of large-scale droughts that affected 25,000 people or more is 5.3
years. The average annualized losses amount to USD 44.4 million. But, drought has the highest
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probable loss of all risks in Uganda. For example, the drought period of 2010/11 caused
extensive damage of USD 383.45 million in 2011 alone.

6. Low quality inputs: Yields for maize, millet, rice, and sorghum are only 20% to 33% of the
potential yield for rain-fed agriculture and even less for irrigated agriculture. A major factor is
the lack of good-quality, higher-yielding, more vigorous, drought-resistant, and disease-free
seeds and planting material. A pronounced problem is the issue of counterfeit inputs that lead
to losses to farmers of USD 10.7 to 22.4 million p.a.

Impact. Apart from turning to relatives and friends in times of need, selling of livestock, reducing
expenditures, and reducing the food intake are the most common reactions by farmers to distress.
Poorer farmers (i.e. smallholders) are affected stronger by risk than commercial agriculture.

Conclusions and recommendations

Required changes in the institutional framework. ARM has not been managed in a holistic manner in
the past. In the future more efforts and funding is required by MAAIF to tackle the issues raised in the
report. Establishment of an ARM unit within the ministry in charge of monitoring risks and developing
policy responses is proposed. Dedicated ARM personnel within the Planning Department of MAAIF is in
charge of coordinating with other MAAIF departments and the stakeholder forum on ARM in Uganda.

Building up capacity for ARM. The starting point for improved use of ARM tools in Uganda is investment
in human resources: trainings for MAAIF officials at national and local level, for extension workers,
farmer organizations, and other important stakeholders is required to build up capacity in the country
on risk analysis and management.

Improved data collection and analysis. Improving data collection and analysis of risk related
information is one important strategy to reduce the key risks (pests and diseases for both crops and
livestock, and intra-annual price fluctuations). This assessment report has suffered from the lack of
information on risks at farm or district level, including information on production, yields and losses. A
key issue for improving information systems and early warning is the dissemination of information to
smallholder farmers which is currently often lacking.

Risk reduction. It is critical to raise awareness of farmers on their individual risk exposure and on the
best way to protect their livelihoods. This requires well trained and informed extension officers that can
provide practical advice to farmers. Integrating risk management into the core extension messages is
important to help farmers understand how they can reduce, transfer, or cope with risks. Improving the
value chain for inputs and developing low-cost storage options for farmers are two other important
areas that require further attention.

Risk transfer. The current outreach of agricultural insurance still leaves much room for further
increasing penetration amongst farmers. Further analysis of the current constraints and opportunities
should be carried out for the GoU to develop a support strategy for agricultural insurance. Government
support is required to enhance farmers opportunities to transfer some of their risk to the market.
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Risk coping. Formal social safety nets are non-existent in rural areas. In the past, many emergency
response programs have supported farmers after external shocks. GoU should analyze this experience
and decide ex-ante what support mechanisms for farmers are established for times of distress. This
helps to avoid profiteering after disasters from criminal groups or individuals and ensures that the help
really reaches to smallholder farmers that have been affected most by a shock.
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Preface

Every day, the livelihoods of farmers in Uganda are threatened by various risks. Agricultural Risk
Management (ARM) can significantly contribute to improving the resilience of vulnerable rural
households by increasing their capacity to absorb and adapt to risks. In order to better support its
farming population, the Government of Uganda under the leadership of the Ministry of Agriculture,
Animal Industries, and Fisheries (MAAIF) has undertaken efforts to better understand and analyze risk,
and to develop an agricultural risk management strategy aimed at reducing the risk exposure of farmers.
In this endeavor, the GoU has enlisted the support of international partners. The Platform for
Agricultural Risk Management (PARM), a G8-G20 initiative hosted by the International Fund for
Agricultural Development (IFAD), provides technical support to the GoU on Agricultural Risk
Management. PARM Secretariat is working in strategic partnership with the New Partnership for Africa’s
Development (NEPAD) Agency which, in collaboration with the Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO)
has established since 2011 an Agriculture and Food Insecurity Risk Management (AFIRM) initiative to
support African countries in mainstreaming agriculture and food security risk management into their
Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Programmes (CAADPs).

This Risk Assessment Study (RAS) is intended to help the stakeholders in Uganda develop a common
understanding of the risk exposure of farmers and build a consensus on the priority areas for agricultural
risk management in the future. The purpose of this RAS is to provide comprehensive mapping and
assessment of agricultural risks in Uganda in the past and the foreseeable future. As well as provide
information on their likelihood, their economic and agricultural impact on the livelihoods of rural
producers in Uganda. Preliminary results of this report have been incorporated into the new Agricultural
Sector Strategy Paper 2014/15-19/20 (ASSP). Thus, this final report is intended to provide the
stakeholders with solid information on agricultural risks in Uganda so as to allow for evidence-based
implementation of the ASSP and the development of initiatives and programmes in line with the ASSP
for agricultural risk management in the country.

The report is structured in the following manner: Chapter 0 provides an overview of the agricultural
sector and the main parameters relevant to agricultural risk (e.g. soils, climate, and production systems).
Chapter 2 analyzes the risk exposure of Uganda and provides a description of all major risks in
agriculture. Chapter 3 describes the political and institutional framework for agricultural risk
management and lists the major initiatives and programmes currently dealing with the various
agricultural risks. Chapter 4 provides a systematic quantification of economic (and social) impacts of
agricultural hazards and likelihood of events. Chapter 5 provides a summary of all the analysis and a
prioritization of risks for Uganda. This final chapter also provides recommendations for improved
agricultural risk management in the future.
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Part One: Risk Profile

1 The country context

Uganda is gifted with fertile soils and a favourable climate having one of the best environments for
agricultural production in Africa. The agricultural sector in Uganda includes food crops, cash crops,
floriculture, livestock, forestry and fishery, and employs more than 70% of the working population.
Despite the importance of agriculture to the economy, the growth of the agricultural sector (at 1.5% in
FY 2013/14) is still much below the National Development Program (NDP) annual growth target of 5.6%
and the 5.9 % growth rate that is required for effective poverty reduction. It is also below the 6% annual
growth target of the African Union’s Comprehensive Africa Agriculture Development Program (CAADP).

Agriculture’s contribution to the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) at current prices has fluctuated over the
years, from a contribution of above 35% in the 1990s to a contribution fluctuating between 26% and
30% in the 2000s and 2010s. GDP estimates for the fiscal year 2013/14 grew by 4.7 % compared to a
revised growth of 6.0 % in 2012/13. For the calendar year 2013, GDP grew by 4.7 % compared to a
revised growth of 3.6 % in 2012. The agriculture sector activities generally recorded minimal growth
across most activities (cash crop, food crop, livestock and forestry activities), except for fishing which
registered a strong decline. Agriculture sector activities contributed 22.2 % of total GDP at current prices
in the fiscal year 2013/14 compared to 22.5 % in 2012/13.The overall growth in the agriculture sector
activities was 1.5 % in 2013/14 compared to a revised 1.3 % in 2012/13 (UBQOS, 2014).

Looking at the growth of the sector over the years (Figure 1), a decreasing tend is observed that could
be attributed to weather hazards, economic downturns, limited availability of improved inputs,
diversion of investment into the industrial sector, and/or insurgencies in neighbouring countries such as
Rwanda, Southern Sudan and the Republic of Congo (leading to reduced agricultural exports crossing
the borders).

Figure 1: Annual growth of the agricultural sector (1990-2014)
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Agricultural products make up nearly all of Uganda's foreign exchange earnings and continue to
contribute more than half of Uganda's formal export earnings, although the percentage has gone down
from 61% in 2005 to 54% in 2014 (UBOS: 2010, 2012, and 2014). However, exports of non-traditional
products, such as vegetables, maize, cocoa beans, soybeans and oil-seeds are growing, while traditional
exports such as coffee, cotton, tea, and tobacco remain strong (Table 1). Due to the significant increase
in the coffee earnings in 2013 the overall formal export earnings increased from 25.1% in 2012 to 27.5%-
in 2013. Overall, coffee remained the main foreign exchange earner for the last five years; followed
closely by tobacco, tea and cotton. The share of the Non-Traditional Exports (NTEs) to total formal
export earnings slightly dropped from 74.9% in 2012 to 72.5% in 2013. However, total non-traditional
earnings steadily increased over the same period due mainly to increased contributions from fish and
fish products and animal, vegetable fats and oils (UBOS, 2014).

Despite its diversity of agricultural products, Uganda imports many agricultural products including
vegetable fats and oils, sugars and sugar preparation, honey, organic chemicals, Oil-seeds, oleaginous
fruits and animal feeds.

Table 1: Major Agricultural products of Uganda (export in tonnes)

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Traditional Exports

Coffee 142,513 126,887 164,540 200,640 181,324 159,433 188,623 161,656 220,546
Cotton 30,403 18,480 16,228 7,950 20,515 11,891 25,587 43,258 18,671
Tea 36,532 30,584 44,015 46,022 44,446 54,555 55,650 54,855 61,971
Tobacco 23,730 15,794 26,384 29,042 32,000 32,373 19,284 31,684 55,818
Non-traditional Exports

Fish and Fish 39,201 36,461 31,681 24965 21,501 23,376 21,552 22,928 20,087
Products

Flowers 6,162 4,989 5,243 5,349 3,910 3,727 3,436 4,297 4,364
Legumes 28,332 27,087 22,532 37,211 38,140 24,417 35920 30,357 37,785
Bananas 2,196 494 1,151 396 695 471 761 760 650
Fruits 3,061 7,821 7,361 3,114 3,290 2,904 3,682 1,439 2,123
Pepper 817 218 194 304 320 111 314 397 405
Maize 92,794 115,259 101,190 66,671 94,440 166,251 89,246 174,776 122,107
Ground-nuts 22 63 101 30 66 88 299 2,810 3,541
Sesame Seeds 7,412 7,568 5,945 14,154 12,107 12,065 14,841 11,503 22,055
Cocoa Beans 7,600 7,632 9,404 8,982 11,882 16,478 17,936 19,664 26,352
Hides and 25,349 22,214 20,942 13,042 5,160 10,869 22,635 23,484 30,714
Skins

Vanilla 234 195 422 192 254 235 135 106 82
Soya-beans 574 3,048 5,798 3,250 2,630 918 1,579 2,613 1,938
Sorghum 11,029 5,416 1,016 13,978 55,224
Animal/Veg. 47,474 37,694 44,950 51,633 70,791 73,505 79,540
Fats & Oils

Sugar & Sugar 72,772 88,959 91,967 99,139 110,469 158,285 124,852
Confectionary

Rice 24,739 25,426 38,289 33,323 38,254 69,914 71,017
Vegetables 2,269 3,329 3,706 3,271 3,720 7,356 8,059

Source: UBOS



AGRICULTURAL RISK ASSESSMENT STUDY | UGANDA, October 2015

1.1 Land use

Uganda has an area of 241,550.7 square kilometres of which 18.2% is open water and swamps, and
81.8% is land. The altitude above sea level ranges from 620 metres (Albert Nile) to 5,111 metres (Mt.
Rwenzori peak). A total of 42% of the available land is arable land although only 21% is currently utilised,
mostly in the southern parts of the country. Land is fairly evenly distributed throughout the country with
the average land holding being about 1.6 to 2.8 hectares in the south and 3.2 hectares in the north
(where the climate tends to be drier and larger landholdings are required for sustainable management
of farms).

The vegetation is mainly composed of shrubs, savannah, grassland, woodland, bush land and tropical
high forest. Table 2 shows the national land cover in sq. km by type. The cultivated land cover being the
largest increased from 84,010 sq. Km in 1990 to 99,018.4 sq.km in 2005. The second in size are the
grasslands but which remained constant at 51,152.7 sq. Km for the same periods. Notably, the bush
lands and woodlands decreased from 14.223.9 sq. Km and 39.740.9 sq.km in 1990 to 11,893.6 and
29,528.1 sq. Km in 2005 respectively. Similarly, plantations (hard and soft woods), tropical high forest
have decreased over the period. The causes of loss of forest cover continue to be over-harvesting of
forest products, mainly timber and charcoal, land clearance for agriculture, overgrazing, urbanization,
and industrial development. The rapid growth of population also exerts a lot of pressure on the forest
resources. This calls for the need to strengthen the land use interventions that will curb environmental
degradation and depletion of vegetation cover (UBOS Statistical Abstracts, Ministry of Lands, Housing
and Urban Development report, 2010).

Table 2: National Land cover statistics

Type of land cover 1990 (km?) 2000 (km?) 2005 (km?)

Built-Up Areas 365.7 365.7 365.7
Bush-lands 142239 12 624.5 11 893.6
Commercial Farmlands 684.5 684.5 684.5
Cultivated Lands 84 010.0 94 526.7 99 018.6
Grasslands 51 152.7 51 152.7 51 152.7
Impediments 37.1 37.1 37.2
Plantations — Hardwoods 186.8 153.3 138.6
Plantations — Softwoods 163.8 80.0 121.5
Tropical High Forest 2 740.6 22482 2 036.3
Tropical High Forest Normal 6 501.5 53335 4 830.6
Water Bodies 36 902.8 36902.8 36 902.9
Wetlands 4 840.4 4 840.4 4 840.6
Woodlands 39 740.9 32601.4 29527.8
Total 241550.7 241550.7 241550.7

Note: The figures indicated in the above table are based on projections. Actual vegetation studies were

undertaken in 1994 based on 1992 satellite imagery.

Source: National Forestry Authority (NFA)
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Figure 2: Agriculture land statistics
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1.1.1 Land Tenure System

Land is a primary input in agricultural production. Having a clear land law that ensures easy access to
and guarantees tenure on land is crucial. In Uganda, land is in various tenure systems, namely customary
(68.8%), mailo (9.2%), freehold (18.6%), and leasehold (3.6%). Citizens and foreigners can access, own
and utilize it under the land law enshrined in the 1995 Ugandan constitution and the 1998 Land Act.
Customary tenure is the most common system in Uganda where access to land is governed by the rules
of the community. It is a secure tenure but does not offer formal land titles. Mailo tenure is a quasi-
freehold tenure system that is secure and well-defined. Although, tenants are restricted in their security
of tenure on the land they farm. Freehold tenure is a system where owners have titles with unrestricted
and indefinitely access to their land. Leasehold tenure is a system where the owner of the land grants
the tenant exclusive use of the land for a specific period of time for an annual rent or service fee.

Under the law land tenure relationships could be defined and enforced properly in formal courts of law
or through customary structures in a community and the four tenure systems have different
implications for land development and utilization. For example, better farming practises such as, soil
management practices, application of manure and crop residues, and long time investments such as tree
growing are more common for land owners instead of tenants (Kyomugisha, 2008).

1.1.2 Soils

According to Parsons (1970), the soils of Uganda have been classified according to levels of productivity.
Of the land area 8% have high productivity soils, 14% medium productivity soils, 43% fair productivity
soils, 30% low productivity soils, and 5% negligible productivity soils. The main soil types in Uganda are
18 divided into 7 groups based on their occurrence and agricultural productivity;

1) The Uganda surfaces cover most areas south of Lake Yoga. This group embraces five types of
deep, sandy clay loams with medium to high productivity.
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