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Executive Summary

Karamoja is situated in the nortfast part of Uganddt hasseven districts and a population of some
1.3 million people. The region is dominated by savannah grasslands, isolated woaaidnds
transent streams The topography ranges fromow-lying plateaus to rollinglat plainswith altitude
ranges of DO0Om to 1,400m. The region is onsidered a sermrid region with aunimodal rainfall
pattern, ranging from 50hm to 700 mm of rain per year, btiup to 1,000 mmin some areas
Livestock production is the dominant livelihoaystem followed bymore riskycrop farming. The
region encompasses five livelihood zones and three livestock production sygiemarily
agropastoragroups, followed by mied crop/livestock farmersand a small proportion of pastoral
groups. Rainfall distribution l8ghly variableand more often than not inadequate for crop
production but not so inadequate for pasture.

Outside of natural causes, livestock production in &aoja has been seriously affected by
endogenous and exogenous factors. Persistent intenmunal conflicts were characterized by

violent cattle raidsthat not only impoveriskd many householdbut also contributed tosubstantial
outmigrationanda shifttowards more riskylivelihoodstrategies Seasonal livestock movements

were dictated by safety consideratiods disarmament campaigri the Governmentof Uganda

(GoU) from 2006 to 2011 included &rotected kraalsystenOthat congregated large numbers of
livestock in confined spaces, limited livestock gratregfew hours a day in denuded areasd
transferredthe management of the herd to army units. Communities were once again impoverished
by substantial livestock losses due to diseases, shortage ef asad feed and reportedtheft by the
(protectors.ODespitethis history and although peace is critical to the regionOs development, the
current situation is that many households own no livestdcie to raids followed by protected

kraak, events such agaughts and disease outbreaks, and a &g trend of human population
growth. Although accurate livestock population figures are not available, a crude analysis of human
and livestock population trends from 1959 to 2002 indicates a per capita decliivestock holdings
from around 2.7 TLW (Tropical Livestock Un#)/personto 1.3 TLUk/person over this 43y/ear

period. This analysis uses data from the Uganda Bureau of Statistics from 2002, because livestock
data from a later 2008 surveyere viewed asmplausible.

Karamoja hagften been described as tipoorest region in Uganda. It has receivegjularfood aid
for almost three decadesndthe regionhasthe lowest social development indicatars Ugandaand
the lowest per capita cash expenditutéowever,a deeper analysis offers a different picture. For
example, households with livestock are not necessarily poor if the value of their financial
assets/livestock is compared to the cash assets or income of rural households in other regions of
Uganda. & some analysts, labelling Karamoja as universally poatributedto a policy
environment in which sedentary crop production was prioritizéghding tothe area of land under
cultivationincreasingenfold between 2001 and 201At same time seasondiood security
assessmentsonsistentlyshowed that households witlivestock survied shocks better than farming
communitiesdid. Overall, drought$iave impacted crop prodees rather than livestockherders At
times, variouslevelopmentid donors, UN agecies andnon-governmental organizatisfNGOSs)
have supported the promotion of farmingithout fully understanding its limitations in an axeigh
highly variable rainfalch as Karamoja

Key issues affecting livestock development

Veterinary servies After naturalcrisesand insecurity, thenain cormtraint to livestock production is
the presence of various livestock diseases matdtedlosses due to livestock deaths, reduced
production, or market restrictionsGovernmentveterinary services arerabst nonexistenil as they
have been for decadBisand development agencies are overwhelmed by continuous requests for
support. Private sector servicdmve emerged slowlyandfacilities such a@irug shops@rovide

only a limited serviceAround 42 percent dthese shopseem to have received support from
NGOs, channelled to associations of pasgterinary workers such as Commuribased Animal




Health Workers (CAHWSs). In general, associations have a poor record of success in the provision
of livestock servicg in Africa, indicating that th@ssociation mode€lof service provision in
Karamojaand options for ensuring medicine supply to CAHWSs negdent review.

Water shortage: Theseare the second important constrainb livestock developmentWater
developnent interventions have been deliberately sited to enhance settlements rather than for
livestock useManyboreholes have broken dowteading to competition betweepeople livestock
and irrigationin placesvhere water sourcesre operationalValley dms are disproportionately
located across districtgndonly two damshavewater throughout the year. In total, onlgbout11
percentof water facilitiesin the region are designed for livestock. Thoufgk availability opasture
is relativelygood,shortages during the dry season arigben livestockcongregag aroundwater
sources, implying that feed scarcity is intrinsically linkeeater shortage rather than lack of
pasture. A survey established that somep&scentof the population perceives forage be
sufficiently available in quality and quantity ov&Panonth period with differentiated availability by
livelihood zones.

Understanding livestock marketinghe marketingoehaviorof the Karamajong is influenced by the
need toaccumulatdinandal capitali.e, livestock, in a similar way to the accumulation of land or
cash in other societies$n general, livestock sales occur in response to cash needs, rathemhan
responseto price. In a context of limited livelihood options, variable raihfand household food
security that depends on consuming livestatgeived food (especially milk) or selling livestock to
buy grain, this marketinigehaviorhas a strong economic logidowever, in common with
pastoralist marketing practices in other aeof East Africa, thedeehavios are widely
misunderstood by livestock and marketing experts, and policy malezding toherders in
Karamoja ofén beingdescribed ashon-commerciaDor irrational. Across East Africa, there &
clear pattern of gradal commercialization of pastoral livestock production systems in specific areas.
In Karamojathis process seems to have started to some extent, with some her@easlingupO
and sellindattened cattle immediately after the rains to purchase heiferbfeeding Also, cespite
the commory held view thathe Karamajong do not sethany animalghe region has become the
major supplier of livestock toastern Uganddrom Teso to Jinjaandit hasalsobeen one of the
two major livestock suppliers to Julia South Sudgralong with Tesaegion.

Policy issuedor many yearsdevelopment policy and programs in Karamoja have been dominated
by the notion that sedentary crop farming is more viable and productive than mobile livestock
production. At times, cate have been described @he curse ofkKaramojad It has been felt that
the Gblangerébf pastoralismri Karamoja more than outweigthe benefit©(Bushby and Stites,
2016).At the policy level, these narrativesay haveontributed to the gazetting oprime grazing
land for national parkandmining concessionandlimited efforts to secure land rights for
Karamajong herderdHowever, a policy shift may be oacing: a new regionalntergovernmental
Authority on Developmen{IGAD) program Regional Pagral Livelihoods Resilience Project
(RPLRP)urrently coveringdganda and Kenyhas a clear prgpastoralist framingThis isin line
with officialrecognition of the economic and social benefits of pastoralism by I@Adthe African
Union. The RPLRRAs funded by the World BankWB) and includes Karamoja.

Recommendations
In light of the major constraints affecting livestock production and within the limited mandates of the
KRSU, the following recommendations are madguidethe next course of prioty actions for

influencing policy in the new WB project and other potential initiatives in the future

* Review veterinary service delivery in Karamoja and develop a single strategy to which
Government and NGO activities should be align&tiese actionshould be complemented

! Interview with a NGO staffnemberin Moroto, name withheld.



by reviews of the strategies for controlling specific livestock dise&asegies need to be
technically feasible, affordajsdend acceptable to local stakeholders, with clearly defined
roles for the public and private sector.

Expbre the potential formarketoriented livestock productionvalue addition) in
Karamoj&l feed processing, fodder production, feedlaasd trade linkagds followed by
pilot projects

Conduct ajoint assessment of policy constrairs the policies of the Afican Union, IGAD
and COMESAThe Common Market for Eastern and Southern Adjito inform
recommendation for pro-pastoral policy formulation in Uganda.



1. Introduction

This review is drawn largely from the literatupgoduced during thdast five yees on Karamoja
generally, and more specifically on theestocksectorin KaramojaAdditional information was
obtained through interviews in Kampala and Moretdh Governmentand NGO staffin April and
May 2016 The review synthesizes the main issirapacting livestock production in the regi@md
identifiescritical factors affecting livestock production

The reviewis structured as follows:

* A brief introduction to the Karamojaegion

* A short description of the fivenainlivelihood systems in thezgion, mainly drawn from
reports of the Food and Agriculture OrganizatiqiifrAO) and to some extent the World
FoodProgramme (WFP)

* Areview offood security and percepti@of poverty in Karamoja from the perspectives of
the literature and the local poplation;

* A detailed review ofitestockproduction and marketing, including theajor livestock
production constraints affecting pastoral aamgiopastoratommunities in Karamojahe
statusof animal health services, water sources and feed availaaidyan analysis of
livestock population figures. This section also includes a revigyeraeptions of the
Karamajondgehaviortowards livestock marketing;

* An analysis gpolicy issuesffectindivestockdependent communitiesncluding recent
policyshits;

* Afinal section of conclusions and recommendations.

2. Karamoja—a brief overview

Karamoja is located inortheastern Uganda bordering Turkana (in Kenya) in¢hst and southand
South Sudain the north. The region is subdivided into seven distsicAbim, Amudat, Kaabong,
Kotido, Moroto, Nakapiripirit and Napakkaramojacoversan area of some 27,511 square
kilometers with ahumanpopuldion of 1,372,386 (FAO, 20H). According to Egru et al (2015),
Xaramoja is dominated by savannah grasslandstpated by isolated woodlands on the slopes and
tops of mountains and also by epheral streams that flow east to west. The topography consists of
a low lying plateau, rolling plains and broad rolling to flat plains rising to an altitude oP1@D m

in most locationg)

Karamoja is a senarid region in whicHivestock production ishe dominant mode of livelihoqd
followed by crop productionThe rainfall pattern is unimodatith a single rainy season from March

to October, followed byanextendeddry seasonAs with other pastoral aream East Africarainfall

is unpredictablegboth in spatial and temporal terms. Regardless, Karamoja receives an average of
5000700 mmof rainin the central lowland aregsand 70@®1,000 mm in the wetter vestern area.2
According to FAO(201%), QRainfall distribution is more often than not inadequate for optimal crop
production, and there is typically a lull in the middle of the rainy season; however, rainfall levels are
almost never inadequate for pasture and brov@hisrainfallmakes Karamoja different fromany
pastoralareas oKenya, Somalia, Ethiop&nd Sudarwhich arecharacterizedy far greater risk of
inadequate rainfall and relatstiortage of pasture and browse for livestock

However,in common with other pastoral areas ofast AfricaKaramoja is characterized by low
human development indicators relative to national figures ie.¢erms of nutrition, education,

2 Mugerwa et al(2014) citing Ndule (2010)on the other hand, state that the annual rainfall variatiothie region ranges
between 350mm and 1,000nm.



water, and health service@ercy Corps, forthcomingAction Against Hunger2013 FAO, 2015).

As suchthe regionhas beerregardeds an exceptional situation area, disconnected from the rest
of Uganda in cultural and economic terms, and desperately needing to cad{Knapli, 2010).This
underdevelopmenandpersistentinsecurityin the regionled the Governmentof Uganda to embark
on adisarmament campaigm 2006 Ultimately, this campaigrwas reported to havéroughtrelative
peacebut also led to the impoverishment ahttle-raising communitieander theprotected kraal
systeminstitutedduringthe disarmament proceswhichlasted until 2011

3. Livelihoods in Karamoja

A livelihood zoning exercise conductéd2009identified atotal of 38livelihood zones in Uganda
including six in Karamof@&EWSNET, 2010A further Househadl Economy Analysis (HEA)
conducted by FAO (2014 in Karamoja reporteda substantial increase in crop production beginning
in 2012 andraiseda concern about the validity of the six livelihood zongsntified bythe Famine
Early Warning System NetworffEEWSNET. In consultation with FEWSNET and other partner
organizationsFAQ then realignedhe livelihood zone# the regionto five? as follows:

* Central sorghum and livestock: Zdrie zone is bme to some 60 percent of the population
in Karamojawith largelyagropastorabystemswhere livestock are more important than
crops Households need to purchase much of their staple grdiosin years ofyood rainfall
some 70percentof the household income could be derived from crops. Even in such years,
households are forced to sell livestock to meet their food requirements. Households also
engage in other economic activitiesich asselling firewood, charcoal, grag®les etc.

* Mountain slopes maize and cattle:2onestock form the basis of the lateconomywith a
recent shift tosomecrop production with limited areas of sorghum, majznd beans
There isalso mining for gold and marbie the zone Beekeeping ankhatgathering on the
mountain slopegrovide additional income

* Northeasternighlands apiculture zohgelihoodsare baseddominantlyon agriculture
(maize sorghum and fingemillet) andalso onhoney There islimited livestock production
Crop production is severely constrained by manual labor requirements despite high
potential. This is the poorest zone in the region.

* Southeastern cattle and maize livelihoodTiosigone isdindamentally a pastorahe thatin
good years generates more household income thaotakr zones in KaramojaHouseholds
alsoplant crops whichpays off in good years but provides litlecomein most years.
Reliance on milk and livestock sales is higher thahdmther zones. Camels are also raised
in small numbersThere isvibrant coss-border trade with Kenyalivelihoods also include
honey poduction and sales dthat

* Western mixed crop farming zdiee zone is adowed with fertile soils and abundant rainfall.
Households generally meet their food requirements without external assistamaialy from
crops complemented by livestock produatioA variety of cropss grown, with better-off
households using ox plgs andthe poor relying onhand hoes. This is the favorite
emigration zone for desperate people from other parts of Karamimjgart due to better
opportunities for selemployment.

4.  Food security and perceptions of poverty

For many yearsKaramoja was associated with persistent lagatflictinvolving cattle raiding,
robbery, theft and wanton killings. As a resuivestock wealth inequalities between communities
and householdsvere partly driven byviolentraids in addition to livestock diseasesddroughts

3 Those who took up farming include households who lost their livestock to the disarmament campaign and aaidling
widowed households who lost their husbands due to raids (see StitdsAkabwai2012 for more details).

4 The livelihoodzone rearrangement took place by reassigning some parts of the former six zones into five uniform
livelihood zones.



(Burns et al., 2013Bimilarly seasondivestock movementsyhichnormallyshould have been
influenced by climatic and edaphic conditions, were rather dictated by secoricerns Movements
were to areas considered safe for deferby community groupsRangeland degradatiam some
locationswas attributedto the congregation of livestoalose to water points anéh safe areas
Meanwhile, the&SovernmenOs disarmamecampaigrandthe protectedkraalsystemfrom 2006 to
2011were reported to causeémmense losses of livestock due to restricted access to pasture and
water. The confinement of thousands of cattle in limited arded to disease outbreakg here was
alsoreduced access of owners to their own stacndrepeated branding by soldiers and theft
(FAO/GIEWS, 2014). Th&éovernmenOs intervention hastimatelyimproved the level of securitin
the region and redued resourcebased conflictbetweenrival communitygroups.Yet, coupled with
droughts,occasionafloods and livestock diseasehe culminatingeffects of traditional raiding
practices and the interidisarmamentnterventionshave been epitomized byusehold livestock
lossesput-migration and shiftig livelihood patterngaused bylesperation(Stiteset al, 2014).

From a livelihoods perspective, it is not only important to look at the overall trend in livestock
ownership in the region, bualso atthe ownership of animals by different wealth group$ note,
raidsmayhave contributed to livestock wealth redistributipbenefitting wetarmed groupswith
increasingqiumbers of livestockAt the same timelosses fronlivestock diseasge drought and high
mortality ratesduring the protectedkraal sysem probablyreducedthe total numbers of livestockn
absolute termsThe net result is thamost peoplehadfewer livestock than before (Burnst al,
2013) while 40 percent of the population hado livestock at all (WFRINICEF/Gol 2014). What
epitomizs Karamoja as the poorest and the mdésbvd-insecure region in Ugandes been largely
associated with lovstandard indicators on welfare and development scofedile lunderlines the
welfare and developmemap in Karamoja relative to other regions ogahda.

Table 1 Human welfare and development indicators in Karamoja relative to Uganda

Welfare and development indicators National Karamoja
average

Population living in absolute poverty 31% 82%
Maternal mortality rate per 100,000 births 438 750
Infant mortality rae per 1,000 live births 54 105
Under-five mortality rate per 1,000 live births 134 153
Global acute malnutrition 6% 11%
Access to sanitation facilities 62% 9%
Access to safe water 63% 30%
Literacy rate 63% 21%

Life expectancy 59.2 years  47.7 years

SourcelGAD, 2015

The findings of other studies and assessmatgssupport the figures in Table 1A nutrition survey
undertaken between 20@1.2 by Acton Against Hunge(2013 indicatal that severe and global
acute malnutritiorratesin chidren aged5E69 monthswere well above theacceptednternational
levels andmore importantly there were no significance changésringthe three-yearstudy period.

A seasonal food security assessment conducte?/BPFAO/GoU (2014) showed that only 52
percent of the sampled householdsdhacceptable levels of food consumptionthat year(a decline
of 8 percent from 201213). The remaining 4@ercentwasevenly distributed between those having
poor food consumption levelandthose havindporderlineones. The assessment concludtdht the
201314 productionoutputswere inadequate for food and income neeafshouseholdsn that
production year The situation was influenced by the rainfattern, which was between average and
above averagm March andApril 2013, followed by a rapid reduction in Magyda dry spell in June
when the crops were at flowering stag&/FPFAO/GoU, 2014)

Another assessment undertaken by FA201%) showed a rainfall performance beginning with a
Qyenerally poor start acrossiost livelihood zones, reduced amounts in June angdwhlgh resulted



in a dry spell in some aredsllowed byheavy rains in October towards the end of the cropping
seasorOThe assessment concluded thahive thearea cultivated increased among all ke@roups
in all livelihood zonegexcept by two wealth groups in two livelihood zones)op harvests were
generally much lower in 2014 than in 20d@e to the impacts of poor rainfalDespitethe
availability of pasture and water in most areas, pegormance of livestock was affected a&high
incidence of livestock diseas@cluding an outbreak dbot and mouth diseasd=MD). This
outbreakresulted in quarantine and closure of livestock marketisindivestock losses and
reduced milk productiorcompared to the reference yeaf 2012

The 2016 FAO seasonal food security assessratsatindicates a late rainfall season beginning in
March, peaking in Apriandfollowed by a threemonth dry spell from July to Septemb@AO,
201@). The rains therresumed in Octoberand continuedhrough late Novemberbut it wastoo

late to mitigate the effects on crop productioRAO estimated that the longlry spells have resulted
in very low harvests across Karampg@nounting to only 2@ercentof the refererce year(2012.
Furthermore, vhile the late rains replenished water sources and improved pasture conditions, the
prevalence of endeim livestock diseases kepbusehold livestock holdings below the expected
levels. FAOOs projections stem27 percentof the population (270,00peopleN belonging to the
poorer wealth groupBl wasnot able to meetits food requirements for about four monthandan
additional 43percentof the population (430,000gople) did not haveenough cash to protect their
livelihoods.

The information above indicates thitod insecurity in Karamoja is largely driven by rainfall
distribution patternswithin a given yearather thanby the total amount of rainfall receive@vhich is
far higher than the rainfall imanyother pastoral areasf East Africa)Of note, the unpredictable
distribution pattern is more likely to affect croproductionthanlivestock productionpartly
because pastordivestocksystems have evolved to cope with rainfall variations through mobility.
Yet, despite theisks associated with unpredictable rainfall distribution patterns, the amount of
cultivated land is increagyin KaramojaFor example, between 2000 and 2018afold increasen
croplandswas reported in Karamoja by a land cover and land use charajgssEgeruet al,

2014) These changes werattributed to interventionsby the Governmentof Uganda and
development partnergas a mean® promote food security in Karamojd&AO (201%) also
acknowledged the expansion of croplar{despite poor harves)in its seasonal food security
assessmenut attributed the expansion to improved securitlyat enabledarmers to access land.
Other reports propose thatthe shift to crop cultivation was promoted by the cent@bvernment
following the loss ofivesbck under the protecteckraalsystem(Bushby and Stites, 2016; Levine,
2010).

At this point, it becomes relevant to assess which livelihood system can withstand shocks better in
the fivelivelihood zoneswhile also noting that rainfall varies by zofbe GGreenBeltOn the

western mixed crop farming zon&here 20percentof the population lives, receives the highest
amount of rainfall (80GBL,000 mm).Here, aop farming is the dominant mode of livelihodde to

fertile soik and good rainfaliand bothFAO (201%) and Mercy Corps (forthcomingkport that the
Green Belt is the only zone in the region that can meet most of its fowkdsin a good year.
However, in drier areas crop production is more riskand although practiced bihe
agropastorastswho make up most of the population, the reliance on crops is varjdliem
households that have primarily shifted to agrarian livelihoods but still retain a limited livestock herd,
to those who have primarily maintained pastoral livelihoods but compléthese in times of
idiosyncratic or covariate shocks with crop producti®(Bushby and Stites, 2018)his raiseshe
questionof how the balance of crop versus livestock production affects a householdOs capacity to
withstand shocks

WFPFAO/GoUO$2014 food security assessmeabncludes thahouseholds that relynore on
livestock (in thesoutheastern cattle and maize livelihoadneand Amudadistrict specifically) were
foundto have coped bettewith the effectsof the dry spell experienced in Jublgat yearthan those



in the predominantlycrop-produdng areasThe FAO 2015 livelihood zone profilingFAO, 2015a)
alsostates that this zone generatedore cash than all other zones in good yedrscause of

livestock sles These findings are supporteg Burns et al(2013) On several of the villages

assessed, when participants were asked how best could the growing inequality between the rich and
poor be addressed, they suggested that peace and improvements in animal health would ultimately
lead to a eduction in inequality as herd growth would eventually allow the rich to marry more
daughters from poor households allowing for a redistribution of wealth through dowry paynients
Thesefindings imply that livestock productionnst only an economic actity but is intrinsically
embedded in the soctoultural fabric of the Karamajong, sincemmunities associateealth

primarilywith livestockownership It also underlines that livestock diseases aneongthe major

drivers of livestock wealth inequalities

WFP/FAO/GoU(2014)assessments on coping strategies also showliedtockdependent
communities respond by offering more animalsnarkets, whereasrop-dependent communities
use a variety of options, some of which are harmful to the ecology aa@tivironmentLevine
(2010) stresses this point further by stating titabth from the perspectives of increasing income
and resilience both at household and community levels, pastoral anepagtoral livelihoods are
more viable in Karamoja than croprfaing even in bad yeaf3He alsostresseghat with limited
alternatives, complete crop failure evenggdl to environmental damage

There is some recgnition that much ofKaramoja(outside of the Green Belt and perhaps the
northeastern highlands apitute zone is mast suitable for livestock productiarFor examplewhen
describing the rainfall levels in the regiéO (201%) noted thatCGalmost never inadequate for
pasture and browsgwherea$ more often than not inadequate for crop producti@_evine (2010)
citing Nalule(not in the bibliography describes the profile of the population that is increasingly
shifting towardscrop production as:

* Victims of raiding, especially widows with no herds;

* The very poor attracted by food aid;

* Children and young men forcibly removed from urbaenters and

* Young men who have no intention of settling permanently én@taking advantage of the
seasonal demand for labor.

Stites and Akabwai (2012gach similaconclusiois on the driving factorsor out-migration from
Karamoja, the first three being:

* Loss of livestock (livelihoods) due to raids;
* Loss of livestock due to diseasand
* Persistent insecurity.

Thesestudiessuggest that thérendsin crop farming an@ut-migration are due to the loss of
livestock assets and increasing numbers of households with insufficient livéstackmilar manner
to South SudanHAO, 2016a), poverty has been inflicted divestockdependent households in
Karamoja primarily by cattle raids and the associated insgcioilowed by livestock diseasasore
thanby natural shocksThe advent of peaci the region potentiallyemovesthe major cause of
poverty, cattle raidingand could provide a chance for manyr&build their stockgradually
Improving animal healtbervices is a matter e commitmentto putting in place a strategy that
promotes and supports service provision by the private sector through training, incentives,
legislationandaccess tdinancial ervices Otherwise, given the annual rainfall leviglat are twice
ashighas other pastoral areas in the region (except South Sudan) and the relatively abundant
pasture, Karamoja should not be the poorest region in Uganda in terms of housthaidtial assets
In this regard, the initiative taken by tli@vernment in distributing heifers to some households in
the region could be indicative of some attitudinal charaes higher level. The forthcoming World
Bankproject (Regional Pastoral Livelihoods Resilience Projecslpport pastoral livelihoods in



Karamoja and some districts of Testsosignifies this policy shifEven inthe present guation,
somearguethat the Karamajong are no less poor than the population living in other parts of rural
Uganda in broadeterms:

Detailed quantitative reseancclearly showed that even in a year with almost complete crop
failure, the majority of households in the agpastoral and pastoral areas of Karamoja were
able to cope without external assistaneenly very poor households in the agqmstoral and
pastoml areas of Karamoja cannot cope without social support, in about the same proportion
as in other areas of Uganda. The household incomes of the different economic groups were
broadly comparable with households in the equivalent economic groups in other gfamural
Uganda, particularly once the accumulation of wealth (i.e. increase in herd sizes) is included as
income. Although crop harvests are unreliable in most of Karamoja, households that are able
to rely on seminomadic herding as a main livelihodrthgegy are able to cope with such crop
failures. Settled households that depend on rain fed crop agriculture are not able to cope.
Although erratic weather puts a stress on livelihoods in Karamoja, the main threats currently
are not from the weather, bufrom restrictions on movement and insecuritfLevine, 201p

Perhaps what is misgy in much of the literaturés anunderstandingf poverty from the

perspective ofocalcommunities. The findings of a recent assessi@mhow communities perceive
poverty showed thatherding communitiesimplyequate poverty with loss of livestoctarmers
equate itwith harvest failureand those living in townsquate itwith lack of jobsTheseanswers
may not be surprisindut it helps to go back to the basics.

5. Livestock systems and population

5.1  Livestock production systems

There are three types of livestock pduction systems in Karamgjavhich are already well described
in FAO/GIEWS (2014):

* Agropastoralsystem involves seasonal movement of hemisnbinedwith crop production
andis practiced bythe majority of the population;

* Pastoralsystem the smallest system in terms of people involveut pastoralistsown bigger
herds and flocls and cover longer distances during seasonal moven{@ptso 80 km) and

* Settled livestock system in the western zone: involves utilization of local rough grazing,
cereal byproducts and brewer€yrains.

Some 97percentof livestock arefound in the pastoradndagropastorakystens (FAO/GIEWS,
2014)

5.2 Trends in livestock ownership

The most commonly cited livestock population figures for Karamoja are drawn from the surveys of
the UgandaBureau of Statistice 2002 and 200&nd specifically, the agriculture modules or
components of wider human population and housiegsussor similar surveysHowever, figures

on livestock ownership are derived from responses to a questionnaire, administered by an
enumerator, and direct questions about the numbers of animals owned. In pastoral and agropastoral
contexts, the validityf this method iprobablylow, because livestock owners are usually unwilling

to provide accurate information on livestock holdings. Not only is livestock ownership a private
matter, akin to a cash saving account in other societies, longstanding misttusten herders and

5 Author did not view theassessmeneport but was briefed on the findingduring an interview with MrDirk Ullerich of
Welthungerhilfe(WHH), in Moroto.



Governmentwill affect the responses. In addition, in situations wh&m/ernmentor external aid
has been provided over many years, people will likely tailor their respcasssdinglyin settled
farming households, it may be possiflr enumerators to crosscheck responses on livestock
holdings by directly observing (and counting) the numbers of anonadsfarm. However, in a
pastoral setting this approachpsoblematic because herds may be split and sent to different
locations hat may be difficult to accesacluding sites imeighboringcountries.With these issues in
mind, questionnairdased data on livestock ownership produced by eitGewernmentor NGOs
should beinterpreted carefully.

As described in the gandaPopulaton and Housing Censy®HC)of 2002(UBOS, 2002)a

National Census of Agriculture and Livestosias conducted during 19891 (funded byJnited
Nations Development Programm@&NDP), with technical support from FAO), but the results were
seen as contentiaiand were not released. It seems that the agriculture module of the 2002 PHC
was the firstcomprelensiveset of livestock populatiofigures officially released recent yearsand
included figures for Karamoja. However, estimates of KaramojaOs livpsimdition date back to
at leastthe 1980s, when Sandford (1988) suggested thptl©®80, for reasons of drought and
insecurity, the Karamoja cattle population has probably fallen from around 700,000 head to
100,0000By 1988 cattle numbers were estimateat 230,000 by local veterinary staff, and it was
proposed that a population of around 300,000 cattle would be reasonable givexvétilablgasture
and feed resources (Sandford, 1988hout seven years later in 1995, the DepartmeftAnimal
Resources stimated around 595,000 cattle and 426,000 sheep and goats in Kar@ntejaby
Catley, 1997)i.e, a substantial increase in cattle numbeskative to 1988, but consistent with the
pre-1980 levels reported by Sandford (1988).

Table 2 Karamoja livestok population estimates

Year Livestock species Total
Cattle Sheep Goats
1959 (Novelli, cited by ACF2008 600,000 210,000 160,000 970,000
1969 (Novelli, cited by ACF2008 670,000 275,000 240,000 1,185,000
Pre-1980(Sandford, 1988) 700,000 na na na
1980(Sandford, 1988) 100,0® na na na
1988(Sandford, 1988) 230,000 na na na
1996 (Catley, 199Y 595,000 426,000 1,021,000
2002(UBOS, 2002) 1,439,433 993,935 1,068,265 3,501,633
2008(MAAIFUBOS 2008) 2,253,960 1,685,502 2,025,293 5,964,755

Note: na= not available

In Karamojaperiods of livestock populatio@boom andbustChave taken place, wittrises such
livestock disease outbreaks (emnderpest in the 1890s) and drought (e.ig.1980) followed by
periods of recoveryThe recovery ofherds was not only through herd management and natural
herd growth, but also through substantial raidingnefighboringareas. With this situation in mind,
large fluctuations in livestock herds can be expected over tane the figures in Table 2 between
pre-1980 and 2002eemplausibleHowever, far less plausible are the substantial increases in
livestock population reported in the 2008 livestock census. As noted by FAO/GIEWS (2014), the
2008 figures represent increasesciattle numbers by 35 percentnd for small ruminantby about

76 percent relative to 2002. Such figures are only feasible if massive livestock raiding took place
between 2002 and 2006the start of the disarmament campalgiand would need to be verified by
corresponding decreases indstock populations imeighboringdistricts in Uganda and Kenya. Also
noted by FAO/GIEWS (2014), the 2008 livestock population figures imply a very high stocking rate
in Karamoja of 1.92 TLU/hectaia 2008 elative to other dryland areas of East Africehieh
typicallyhave astockingrate ofaround 0.5 TLU/hectare.

Perhaps more useful than absolute livestock populations over time are the general trends in

livestock figures against human population growitsuming a human population of 170,000 in 1959
(Novelli, cited by ACF2008 and966,245in 2002 (UBOS, 2002), and although absolute livestock

10



numbers may have increased in during thisydar period(Table 2) the TLU per person decreased
from 2.7in 1959 t01.3in 2002.In addition, the 2002 censusperted high proportions of
households owning no livestock in Kotido, Morgtand Nakapiripiritdistricts (UBOS, 2002).
Between32 and 57 percent of households owned no cattle, 49 and 64 percent no goatS9ati
68 percent no sheepdepending on distric As noted earlier in the report, livestock numbers were
thought to decline during the period of protectddaalsfrom 2006 to 2011, indicating a further
decline in livestock holdings per househdidrveys in 2015 reported that 40 percent of the
populaton did not own livestock (WFRJNICEF/Gol 2014). Other recent reports also indicate
falls in livestock holdingsut show more specifically which households are affected. For example,
between 2012 and 2014 there wagslecrease ifivestock holdingamongvery poor and poor
householdsbut with gainsmade by middle and bettesff household§FAO, 2015a). fie highest
number of cattle owned by the bettesff groups was irthe southeastern cattle and maize livelihood
zone wherethe household herd sizeas repoted to increasefrom 19 to 22 head of cattle, from 25
to 26 sleep and gats and from 1.5 to 6.5 camels. The numbers of cattle amdlsruminants

owned by thetop better-off groupsin Karamojasuggest that the average per capita Tiody befar
lower thanwhat the official008figures portray And the increase ircamelownership over two
years cannot happen througinaturalreproduction process

While there are uncertainties over the exact numbers of livestock in Karamoja, the general trend of
changing wnership by wealth group seems to fite general trend in dryland areas of East Afriéa.
human populations grow, a shift in ownership takes place from poorer to wealthier households. This
shiftis reflected in growing numbers &od-insecure and poor duseholdswithout livestock(Catley

and Aklilu, 2013)There have been numerous calls to conduct a livestock census in Karamoja for the
purposes of policy and plannirgyt substantial improvements in livestock services and marketing
have taken place in peoralist areas of Africa without accurate data on livestock populations. In part,
this is because livestock are privately ownadd much of the activity of livestock management and
marketing is a private activitiylore important is to continue to monitohuman poverty and food
security trends, and livestock ownership by wealth group as the human population continues to
increase.
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6. Issues impacting the pastoral/agropastoral production system in
Karamoja

6.1  Raiding and insecurity

dgnificant progresbas been made in addressing cattle raiding and insecurity prohlshexing in a
relatively peacefuidrain Karamoja through the disarmament campaign. Most of the protekitaals
have been dissolvedith perhaps a few remaining in the final phase. thpovement has ben
appreciated by commumés Governmentemployeesand development partnefssCommunities
now travelto areas of former rival groups in search of pasture and water. The expansion of
croplands by victims of raiding and conflicts is gadly attributed to the prevailing peace in the
region.The Karamajong have reportedly developgeplositive relationship with the armyo whom
they report thefts andattacksby other groups Thearmy is reputedo be successfuh recovering
stolen animks.” Peaceat any cosfprovides an opportunity to start afresh and without feand the
Karamajong are realizing the benefits

Outside of cattle raiding and conflicts, theree majorconstraints affecting livestock productivity
are, in terms of prioriy: livestock diseases, watshortagesandseasonapasture shortages (FAO,
2014, 201%; Burnset al, 2013 RLR 2016 NGO informantsin Moroto, 2016). These three
problems have been reported for many years, at least since the late 1980&éndford 1988).

6.2  Veterinary services and livestock diseases

6.2.1 Veterinary service delivery

Uganda has been pursuing a policy of liberalization and privatizdti@terinary servicesince
1987. In 1989 the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industrynd Fisherie§MAAIP shifted the
responsibilityfor the provision ofclinicalveterinaryservicesand farm inputs to the private sector.
This includeglinical services, provision of veterinary drugs atiter supplies, food processing, tick
control, livesock monitoring and artificial insemination, animal disease diagaosisome aspects
of training of animal health service providethe veterinary legal framework of Uganda
encompasses a number afts and regulatory institutions, of which the AnimakBase Act and the
Veterinary Surgeons Act focus on controlling and eradicating livestock diseases andipgpmot
developng and reguldahgthe practice of veterinarynediche in the country, respectivel\{VSFB,
2016) However, the Veterinary Surgeons tdoes not recognize parprofessionals, such as
diploma ad certificate holders and CAHWSs, although thereaisecent moveo recognie them at
the regional leved

It is notable that CAHWSs were first introduced into Karamoja in the early 19%gpored by
African Union/Interafrican Bureau for Animal Resour¢gS/IBAR andGoU under the Pan African
Rinderpest Campaign, with the involvement of various international N&@sFAO(Leyland,

1997). From 2000 to 200AU/IBAR supported policy dialogue on EAVs, includingpositive

reviews by the Faculty of Veterinary Medicine at Makerere Unive(aitypn., 2001)and the Uganda
Veterinary Association (UVA). For example, the UVA Executive Meeting in ZD@8pgnises the
work of CAHWSs as a major force in suppieenting veterinary service delivery in Uganda® called
for a standardized training curriculum (Isabirye, 2008 absence of policy and legislative support

6 Findings of interviews with farmers and agropastoralist groups, UN agean®GOs and government staff in Moroto.
7 Interview with Tracy Mitchell, Chief of Party, Mercy Corps and Karamajong agropastoralists.

8 Interviews carried outwith VSFB, WHH, and IRC(International Rescue Committee), Moroto, June 2016.

9 Interview with Tracy Mitchell, Chief of Party, Mercy Corps, Kampala
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for paraveterinary professionals in Karamoja for over 20 years indicates that a new, concerted
effort to faciltate this support is now needed.

Looking specifically at tHenanciakustainability of private veterinary services in Karamagmple
model of rural veterinary pharmacies @irug shop®linked to CAHWSs evolved in the 1990

2003 private veterinary workers in Uganda reported good links with CAHWSs as well as securing
contracts fromGovernmentfor the supply of medicines or other services (AU/IBAR, 2003), while
also noting problems such as unfair competition from NG&specially dring crises such as
drought While there were no private veterinary facilities in Karamoja in 1996 (Catley, 1997), twenty
years later 32 drug shops were present, of whi@® were functionalbut with Ga limted range of
veterinary input®(VSFB, 2016)The majority of thee facilities fé under associatios of CAHWs
(41.9percen), followed by NGO-supported shopg22.6percen), and private veterinary
practitioners (16.1percen). NGO grants provided the initial source capital for 20 of the shops,
while personal savings and loans provided the stgricapital forl0 shops Qualifications of the

shop owners include three vetinarians one BX. degree holderfour diplomates, onénimal

Health AssistantAHA), and20 CAHWSs. Nearly 13percentof the drug slop owners lmughtdrugs
from Kenya across the bordeand the restbought themfrom sourceswithin Uganda.

The VZtZrinaires Sans Frontieres Belgi(#SFB) assessmer016)indicatel weaknesses with the
performance ofdrug shopssuch adack of businesacumen, distance, supply shortagesother
weaknesses

Depending on the location of business the various business models applied varyingrgfibss
margins ranging from 22ercentto 58 percent This variation was attributed to poor road
networks, hgher transport costs, insecurity, poor drug supply line and lack of pharmaceutical
distributors in the region. 9@ercentof the drug shops assessed were incurring loses while
only 13 percentwith reasonable margins and low overhead costs were makingtiqrofi

Despite the colossal financial and logistical support provided by NGOs andntanmenal
Organizations, the future survival of the Community Animal Health Workass©ciation
model in the whole region is in jeopardy. 2rcentof drug outlets nanaged undethis model
are convulsed by managerial and institutional linkage challenges. Cases fifaocal
management, flaws in procurement, poor records keeping, lack of cohesicineantwere
registered in some of these outlets. In some locatisnsh as Rupa, Kalapa$idok,
Panyangara, Lorengedwat and Kathile the stock levels had diminished to aleraisgvith
little hope of being replenished. The most promising CAHWSs Associations outldtss
regard are JICAHWAKotido, SOHDEWATapac andBOCAHWA-Iriri. Operationsof this
model need to be reviewed appropriately to ameliorate the current trend.

As regards access to vaccines, the report states that the drug stenpst afford to maintain cold
chain facilitiegpersuading livestock owners tely on the limited range of vaccines stocked at the
District Veterinary Officer(DVO) offices.

When reviewing the CAHW association model in Karamoja, it could be noted thate widely,
associations in pastoralist areas of Africa have a long recdlithitéd success in terms of service
delivery. Looking specifically at experiences with livestock user associétidAs)to deliver
veterinary servicef Africg the following issues were identified more than 10 years ago:

LUASs are also subject toriportant constraints, as follows:

b clinical services constitute a private benefit and LUAs must therefore overcome the
fundamental mismatch between collective responsibility and the delivery of a private
service

b organigitional and managementgilems are common in LUAs, and they often

require considerable, long term capaeiiyilding support from external agencies;
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poor financial management and low personal incentives and commitment are often
reported and management capacity declines wénetiernal support is withdrawn
(Catley et al.2009

With these experiences in mind, thiuestion arisessto why the association modelontinues to be
supported in Karamojdn terms of public sector veterinary task®he Governmentsystem of
survellance, movement restriction and vaccination is simply not workigause of poor resources,
mobility constraints and shortage of technical pe@{RLP, 2016; informant interviewWs Again,
these issues are common to other dryland areas of East Afribare\Governmentoften has limited
capacity to conduct disease surveillance and is unelssurced (Leyland et al., 2014). In Moroto
KaramojaVSFB noted the types of issues that seem to have been present for over 20 Years:

* Livestock ownershave the migerception thatveterinary service provision is the
responsibility of theGovernment

* Vaccinations take place on-adc basise.g, it took almost a year for vaccines to arrive
after the outbreak of FMD in 201 8lue to theneedfor extra budget approvatom
Parliament

* Development partners are overwhelmed by requests frBMOs, since there are
limited resources available to therand

* There is eported dug adulteration and misuse by livestock ownemsd a view that
ticks Chavedeveloped resistance to &kinds of spray®

Community perceptions omxistingservice provilersare alsoreported in theVSFB (2016)
assessmenkey findings included:

* Regarding the reliability of service providers, CAHWSs were ranked top by the sampled
householdsfollowed by NGO service providersGovernmentservices were ranked third.
Thisrankingindicates the importance of CAHWSs because of proximity and common
background despite the reluctanbg the authoritiesto recogniz their services;

* Surveys on the costs of vetedry services showed that 57gkrcentof the sampled
livestock owners regargdervicesas very expensive and 3&&rcentas expensiveAt first
sight these figuresmply that the costs are either not affordable relative to the income of
herders leading ® herders beingeluctant to investin animal health servicesd prefering
to use traditional herbsor there isamisconception that service provisiaosthe sole
responsibiliy of the Government The benefitcostratio of veterinary cards often very
high. For example, a bull with a current market value of around US$350 could be treated for
a lifethreatening disease for only USHR Herders are often well aware of this benefit (e.g.
Catley, 1997)and so the key question around affordabilgyot really the level of expense,
but the level of benefit relative to cost.

Notably, the recent evaluation of CAHW systems in Ethiopia, Keapd South Sudan found that
CAHWSs were scored moderate to high on affordability by livestock keepers in seven areas
(including in Turkana, which neighbors Karamoja),mmitsurprisinghtraditional medicine was the
most affordable (Leyland et al., 2014). However, traditional medicine was given low scores for
treatment outcomes (recovery from disease), whereas CAHWSs reed high scores for treatment
outcomes.

The notion that the Karamajong are not willing to pay for livestock drugs and veterinary services
appears to be an aidriven phenomenon, as evidence in the i8B0s shows that herders willingly
paid for drugs andervices provided by CAHWSs (Catley, 199Pporly designedhumanitarian

10 Interview with Dr. Emmanuel, VS5 Moroto, June 2016.
11 |bid.
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interventionsmay have contributed to a preference fovee or subsidzed drugs and servicel$ along
with weak coordination of veterinary projects.

The issues above show that a comapensive review of veterinary service delivery is needed in
Karamojapne that willlead to a common strategy to be supported by all stakeholders and
implemented with strong coordination.

6.2.2 Livestock diseases

A wide range of livestock diseases hé&een reported inKaramojasince records began and include
manyviral, bacterialand paraic diseases, and sonzeonoses. Information on these diseases is
available in the form of survey reports and research papers, ethnoveterinary studies, and
participatory rankings or scoring with livestock keepe#fs initial review of this literature points to
at leastfour main findings:

* Limitedinformationis available on the economic impact of livestock diseases in Karamoja.
Although surveys and studiesightreport laboratory diagnosis of diseases or estimates of
disease or parasite prevalence, disease prevalence is not synonymous with impact.
Furthermore, much of the literature reports exposure to disease and not disease prevalence
(see Annexl). Animals withthe antibody to a particular disease, or infected with certain
parasites, may or may not experience disease.

* There islimited analysis of disease control options for specific diseases, especially control
strategies based on the epidemiology and economiciselaseshe cost and technical and
social feasibility of different disease control options, #relcontext of veterinary service
deliveryin Karamoja(section 6.2.1).

* There has been good experience with participatory approaches to understandingdikest
diseases in Karamoja, dating back to the onset of CAHW approaches in thel®f0s, and
more recently, a study using participatory epidemiology (PE) methods (Bayaruhanga et al.,
2015).

* Most of the information deals with cattle diseases; relativietiteéd information is available
on diseases of sheep and goats.

In terms of improved disease control and related livelihoods benefits, it seems that control strategies
have not changed very much since the colonial period. Furthermore, although epidgicabknd
economic information is very useful, thifFormationneeds to be combined with analysis of different
control options for specific diseasdsgcause range of preventive or curative methoisoften

available. Each control option varies in terofsaffordability, technical feasibility, local acceptance

and other factors and might be delivered by the private sector, public seataria publieprivate
partnerships. In addition, the impacts of some diseases include a mix of direct houketebld

impacts on production or herd growtlandmarket impacts in terms of movement control,

guarantingor other measuresAnother issue is thathere is limited evidence to show that existing
disease controimeasureare reducing disease impacts.

The short to mediumterm needis to make further use oparticipatory epidemiologio examine

various livestock disease problems in Karamoja and assess the feasibility of different control options
in each case. Thigrocesswould include categorizing disease contasla public good, private good

or mixed publieprivate good for each disease and clarifying the roles of different actors in disease
control. In common with strengthening veterinary service delivery, éffisrt requires a high level of
coordination acr@s stakeholders.

12 The Livestock Emergency GuidelineStandardd_.EG$2014) recommends the use of veterinary voucher schemes
where possible, as a means to provide flexible clinical services during drought while also supporting the private sector.
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6.3  Water problems

Water shortage is regarded as the second major constraint to livestock production in Karamoja
(Mugerwaet al, 2014; RLP,2016 Burnset al, 2013) Mugerwaet al (2014) identifiedsix types of
water sources for liestockfor alternateseasos in KaramojaThe first group consists djoreholes,
windmills and ponds utilized mainly for watering goats, shegwg donkeys by herders staying close
to manyattagsettlements) The second group consists of vallenks, dars, rivers and rivebeds for
generalivestock use.

Eachtype ofwater sourcehas its own distinct benefits aqmtoblems.Boreholescanprovide water
for most of the yearbut mechanical breakdowns agemajor problem For example n 2010there
were 257, 26Q and 317 functioning boreholes in Kaabong, Aldnd Kotidorespectivelybutthere
were well over 100 broken or norfunctioning boreholes in each distri@urnset al, 2013, citing
OCHA, 2010). Other literature reportghe existence of 1,271 watesources in the region, 58
percentof whichwere boreholes(Egeruet al, 201%). About 79 percent of theewater sources
were constructed since 200@ut only 11 percent were designed specifically for livestttak.
rea®nable to assuméhat problems with borehole$orce people particularly women, to travel
longer distances to collect water fromlternativesources The other problem is the long queues at
water sources due to the competition betwegreople andivestock.In somecases, the competition
also extends to smaficale irrigatiomeeds.

A FAO (201%) study onwater for productionin the regionshows that 6%ercentof the sample
households queue for less than half hour,@@centbetween 30 minutes and an hquand 6
percentfor more than an houTable 3) Despite their proximityof within half a km, longer queues
take place at shallow wells, boreholesd tap stands in that ordeMajor constraints were listed as
distance (access) and restrictions in the ud boreholeson those who do notcontribute to
maintenanceRAO, 20153.

The other issue is the seasonal availability of water from the various sources. The FAO (2015c)
survey shows that boreholes supply water throughout the year, as stated by 8émestthe

sampled households. However, the number of functional boreholes and their distribution in the sub
counties are what determine travel and waiting time at such sources. Valley tanks/dams were rated
second in providing water forf.1 months by only percent of sampled households and for less

than six months by 4 percent of sampled households (the variations were due to location of valley
tanks and dams). Water pans, farm ponds, sand dams, shallowamelligp stands were regarded
supplyngwater for a shorter period in the year.

Table 3 Water sources, distanceand waiting time

Water source Distance to water source Waiting time at watersource
I km 1ER km >2km <30m 30mBlhr >1hr

Borehole 61% 37% 2% 58% 35% 8%
Farmpond 83% 17% - 100% - -
Riverktream 47% 24% 29% 77% 15% 8%
Sanddam - 100% - 100% - -
Shallowwell 100% - - - 100% -
Vdleydam 50% 25% 25% 100% - -
Water 50% - 50% 100% - -
panpond

Tapstand 100% - - 67% 33% -
Overall 61% 29% 10% 69% 26% 6%

Source: FAO (2014.

Recardingthe efficiencyof water sources for various uses, §@rcentof the respondentsndicated
that boreholes provide enough water for domestic use,g&tcentfor livestock and11 percentfor
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smaliscale irrigation (for vegetable production by womeMeanwhile, 22, 1.Gand 8 percent of the
respondents considered boreholés be not providing sufficient water for livestock, domestic yse
and irrigation, respectively. Sand dams, valley tanks/darmdgonds were rated, in that order, as
providing suffient water for livestock byonly a small proportion of thesurveyedhouseholdsThese
views may relate t@ccessing these sources in the dry seasben the water level is low

There seem to be onlB0 permanent livestock water sources in the reg{®LP 2016). These

include26 damsput with only 2 of theseholding sufficient waterMugerwaet al (2014)highlightthe
importance of dams for livestock by specifically mentioning Kokebe and Nackicumet dams in Napak
and Morotodistricts, which have only rafg dried up since their constructioand have thus become
convergence points for livestock from varioaseasin the dry seasorHowever,

* Nine of the ten dams in Morotdalistrict are located in Rupa sudounty;

* During the study period (Octobeto November2013), seven of these darhaddried up;

* Minimal water sources exist for livestock in Katikekile, which is classified as a pastoral
livelihood zone;

* In Nakapiripirit, three of the four dams are located in Namalu, with one dam located in
Lorengedwatand wth no damsobserved in the other sugounties; the danat
Lorengedwatvas already dry;

* Nackicumet dam stithad aconsiderable volume of watdasting through the dry season;

* Intotal, four dams are located in Nakapiripirit, three in Napak, eight in Kotishal ten in
Moroto.

Additional observations made by the study team included dam peripheries depicting a very high
percent exposure, a very high grazing intensityd existence of erosion signs through the presence
of rills, gulliesand litter dams. ThéeamOs conclusion was thaith the exception of Kobebe and
Nackicumet dams, water availability in all the other dams was insufficient to cover the forthcoming
dry period (in 2013) which would lastntil the rains startdin March2014 The study team lao
observed water use and management problems idaatisexcept at the Nackicumet dam (from

which water is piped to troughaunlike all the other dams) and idéfired the main reasons as:

* Minimal consultation and lack of community involvement at the tihdam construction
providedfalse hope to communities that everythinguld be taken care of by the
Government NGOs, or other ingtitutions;

* Vandalismincludingthe removal of pipes, metaland other installationdy youth or other
groups

* Lack of iitiative to manage existing facilitjsénce the dams are considered to be the
property of Governmentor the specific NGO that constructethem;

* Direct livestock watering destroying dam embankmemptgposing the dam to siltation and
erosion

* Convergence bvarious pastoral groupscluding from Turkanan Kobebe dam (that holds
water throughout the year)putting pressure on the dam structure

* Limited capacity for managing expansive dams, such as Kobebe and Nackicumet dams

Despite substantial investmeritedeveloping water sourceghe literature highlighs the

fundamental problems associated with waseurces Key among these aréi) lack of proper
consultationwith communitiesandno capacity buildingncluding the absence of training
communities ortechnical and management issues to enable tteeown and responsibly manage

the facilities; (ii) the construction of valley tanks and dams that do not hold water for the good part
of the dry seasonindicatngthat the design, catchment assessmasite selection and the
constructionprocesswere carried out by nortechnical peopleand(iii) the disproportionate

location of valley dams and tanks &lesctedsubcounties suggeshgthat the distribution of water
sources is influenced Wgctorsother thanneedandnot done on arequity basis.
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By way of recommendationdjugerwa et al(2014) suggesvater developers address three
fundamental issues) @nunderstanding of the rangeland context for effective planniig; (
rehabilitation andlevelopmenf water sourceswith sensitivity to rangeland dynamics and
pastoralists needsind (i) an emphasis on securing access through caplawitying user
contributions andstrengtherngand ugngcustomary institutions and practices.

6.4  Feed and pasture shortage

In generalKaramojahassufficient pasture folivestock formost of the year. Seasolngasture
shortagehappens during the dry seasanainlyfor the following reasons:

* Pasture shortages evidentaroundmanyattassince the available pastuisegrazed
throughout the yeaty resident livestockRLP,2016);

* Water shortage in the dry seasdorcesherders to congregate their livestoégk numbers
around valley tanks, daend other open water sourcesvhichlead to localized pasture
shortage Egeruet al.,201%);

* Seasonal livestock migratiginfluencedmore by security concerns than pasture and water
availabilityrestricting the movement of livestoclSimilarlythe concentration of livestock in
confined spaesduring the protecteckraalsystemaggravategasture shortagein the past
(FAQ, 2014;201%).

The above assertions imply that pasture availability is not a major problem in Karamoja, although
localized shortagesccur during the dry seaso Egeruet al (2015) exammecﬂnospherlc influend@
on forage diversity and availability in Karamdjae term (piospher&can be defined as an indicator
of the localized impact of animal grazing on vegetation and soils. It isaimgdzone of attenuating
animal impacaway from a&oncentrator,Oe.g, water or mineral licksOver time, there may be
increased soil erosion, reductions in vegetation coasd changes in soil chemistry within
piospheres\(ashingtorAllen et al., 203). In the case of Karamoja, protectddaalswere alsoa
concentrator of animal activity:he Karamojastudyon piospheric influencby Egerwet al.(2015)
aimedto describetrendsin piosphere developmenassespiosphee use and changedicators and
identify herbaceous and woody plant structure ielation to piospheres

Their findings and observations reveaketbw litter cover and high grazing intensity around both
waterholes and protectedkraals andQlespite tre pronounced presence (86%) of erosion signs
around the waterholes, there was differentiated presence of erosion indicators{rijidlies, litter
dams and pedestalsfor example Qills were present in only 39.%of the waterhole piosphere
samplilg plotOwhile n the protectedkraals Ga low litter cover, high grazing intensity, high percent
exposure, as well as presence of erosion indicators were obse®radontrastto the waterholes,
Qprotected kraals depicted a very hard soil surface witpaspicuous absence of guli¥Egeruet

al, 201%). The authors also statethat distance had a significant and positive influence on
herbaceous plant height and grazing intensity as one moved away frquiopmherecenter, coined
by the authors as théacrifice zongPut simply, the presence of more palbte herbaceous plants
increasedhe farther away from piosphereenters while the dominance ofan-palatable
herbaceous plants wabserved around suatenters Meawhile, the distribution of woody plants
alsofollows the same patterndepending on proximity to biosphementersand adictated by the
presence of gullies, rillandlitter dams,andthe compactness and/or the looseness of the sail.

|

The authors alsweviewed the development of piospheres and the associated localized grazing
shortages froma historical perspective in Karamojaccording to them, @veloping artificial water
sources in Karamoja began in 1941and increased between 1948 andctb@68uinginto the 1970s

13 Arill is a shallow channel (no more than a few tens oftoeaters deep) cut into soil by the erosive action of flowing
water.
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and 1980s in response to droughduced livestock losse®/hat the authors consider the third
phase of water source development took place in response to the and the 20080
droughts, which corresponded with the disarmament prograhat forced theGovernmentto

engage in developing water sources to avert crisis in the protektadlsystem. This led to an
exponential increase, according to the authors, in the number of piospheres consisting of water
points and protectedkraals The influx of moredevelopmentid organizations into the region during
this period also accelerated ttmnstruction of water point$To summarize, the authors emphasize
how significant increases in piosphemnterscontributed to the diversity of plant sties and
localized grazing shortagje

Spatial distribution showthat atremendous number oboreholes were drilled to provide
domestic watemrather than water for livestock and/or for productiorgpatial clusterinded to

the disproportionate distributin of water sources in the sukegion, leading to high grazing
intensity and localized degradation (Mugerwa et al. 20h4ddition several water sources

and protected kraals were developed in close proximity to settlements (manyattas) and
croplanddeading to increased concentration of locus zones with the piospheric concentration
effect on grass and woody species gradually and rapidly evolving. It is generally acknowledged
that while artificial water sources provide water for domestic stock, native fana

mammalian herbivores, they create grazing locus zones with differentiated impacts on
vegetation cover (James et al. 1999). Further, when such developments become pronounced,
they interfere with pastoral mobility; this was observed as herders banelye over long

distances for extended periods in search of water and pasture. This is because their
movements are now being controlled and defined by the locus of watertiBligsruet al.,

201%).

Given the prevailing pea@nd notwithstanding recurrent droughts, the main threat to pasture
diversity and availability stems from wasdrortagerather than pasture shortage in Karamoja. Added
to this shortageis the disproportionate distribution of water sources in the regiteading to
disproportionate grazing of the available pasture in areas close to water soémeedditional
concernisthe expansion ofarmlandswhich couldpotentiallylead to a decrease in browse and
pasture availability for livestocKhisdecreasanay seem apparent given the tenfold increase in
croplands between 2001 and 20ithe region(Egeruet al, 2014).W hile existing household farm
sizesand the proportion of cultivated land remaino small to pose a direct threat to pasture
diversity and aailability at presenthe risk is thereif the expansion of farmlands continues unabated
by increasing numbers of household@$e risk will be compounded l&rge tracts olandare

allocated forcommercial farms, ranchgémining concessionandor parks, ascan beobserved in
neighboringcountries. The latter could significantly impact the availability and diversity of browses
and pasture fotivestockherds.

Despite the risks of loss of rangeland outlined abote, advent of peace has improved thiguation
by enabling herders to move their livestock to fornhemaccessible areas, at leasthe rainy
seasonsA study conducted by Fegu et al (2015%) compaed the perspectives of herders versus
findings obtained from Normalized Bifence Vegetation Index (NDV8nalysisThere weresome
interesting insights:

* Forage was perceived to be sufficiently available in quantity and qualitypeycémtof the
respondentover a 12month period with differentiated availability in the lilebod zones
and between livestock specids contrast to otherpastoral areasf East Africgincluding
South Sudarfp foragescarcity isuncommonin Karamoja

14 There are about 165 large ranches accounfimgonly 2 percent of total cattle production in Ugandehe largest

ranches are about 25,000 hectayesth some 7,000 cattle.

15 Despitea high level of rainfall, herders in South Sudan cannot access forage in the rainy season until the floods recede
after afew months.
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* There wasasignificant relationship between perceived forage availability anddang
meanmonthly NDVI dynamicdncluding dag time of 2.9 months between rainfall and
vegetation response peak periods. Mean monthly rainfall pattern was correlated with
perceived forage availabiliipdicatinga deep ecological knowledganong theKaramajong.

* Fom the perspectiveof herders the major drivers of forage availabilfy " 0.05)were
perceived to be: length of residence by livestock; frequency of grazing; numkrexats
presence of governing rules; presence of conflicts; knowledge of pastatolos; restricted
movement and ease of access to grazing areas

* On the other hand, forage availability wasgatively and significantly"(.05) influenced by
restricted movement and ease of access to grazing areas. Herd size in TLUs and quality of
soils were found tgpositively and significantly {p0.1)influene forage availability.

On another front, the Loregedwat Research Centre Moroto is engaged in fodder research with
the objective ofdmproving the rangelands for animals to acquire tieimum nutritional
requirementsd¢ Funded by the World Bank and initiated in 2013, the program has focused on
evaluating five grass afide legume specie©f the few species brought for trials, the Centre learnt
later that ChloriguayangRhodes grassind local varietiewere thriving well inkaramoja

Regardless, of the ten varies observed under triathree legume (Centrocena, Ciratrgand

Glyciene) and three grass speci€hlorigayanaBracharia and giant Panicum) have been selected
on the basis ofdry matter and gross energy. The Centre now plans to conduct trials on feed intake,
digestibilityand average daily weight gain®ullsthat are @0 months old In addition,households
owningcrossbredcows havestarted purchasing hay from th€entre, which is also multiplying grass
cuttings to distribute to housholds that have received crds®d heifers from theGovernment

Some farmers have also enrolled in f@@hloriglatfornOto promote the cultivation of the species

as fodder Perhaps tk Centre needs to focus on multiplying Elephant grass, whigdsdell under

the Karamoja agralimatic conditionsand alsoon taking the feed intake and live weight gain tidal
householdkraallevel rather than confining it to thResearch Centrén aclosed circuit system
Meanwhile the purchasing of hay by households signals that change is slowly but surely coming in
Karamoja, at least in major settlement areas.

6.5  Livestock marketing

There aredifferingviewson Karamajondehaviortowards livesock marketingOn the one hand,
someconsider the Kaamajong herdersO main interesbe accumulating livestock wealtiith little
intentionto commercialize their asseteeflected in limitedransactonsin livestock marketge.g,
Mercy Corps,n.d). This school of thought alssees theKaramajongs unresponsive tprices and
only interested inselingold male and female catttbat fetch low priceMercy Corps,n.d;
FAO/GIEWS, 2014)Typically, this view leads to calls to developrket infrastrecture and
information systemsand seesveaklivestock marketings one of the majodevelopment

constraints in Karamojdn contrast, studies on pastoralismAdfrica dating back to the 1970s
explain the economic logic of herd growtb build financial qatal and the rationale for limited sales
to meet immediate cash needs until a certain herd size is attainedBelmnke, 1987; Barrett et al.,
2006. In Karamoja, this perspective was describecentlyby the Resilience Learning Project (RLP,
2016) The project viewsherdersQivestockmarketingbehaviorasa rational resiliencetrategygiven
alivestock production system that is characterized@®pom and busbcyclesRLPalso argusthat
the Karamajong areespondingeasonablyvell to market opportunities as and when they happém
amethodicalway, by selling the right numbers of animals for their immediate cash n&eds
between, we also find livestock market assessments conducted as part of the seasonal food security
assessments. Suokviewsdo not delve into the marketingpehaviorof herders but provide
assessment figures on livestock and cereal price fluctuationteamd of tradeto highlight the
prevailing food security status in KaramoJdese food security assessments reflect a fundaahent

16 Interview with Dr. Paul Okullo, Director, Lorengedwat Research GentMoroto, June 2016
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aspect of livestock management amongst pastoralists, which is the direct consumption of livestock
products:

The basic economics of pastoralism combine the need to manage risk and increase financial
assets in a context of uncertain rainfall and therefancertain access to pasture and water

for livestock. In addition, pastoralists consume foods that are sourced directly from livestock,
especially milk, or they obtain other important foods, such as cereals through livestock sales.
Therefore, pastoral Viestock ownership and production is not only a matter of managing
financial assets, but also managing household food se¢@sdtyey et al., 2016)

Recent eviewsandassessments on livestock marketing systemshaatévios in Karamoja include

* FAO/GEWSspecial report bythe Karamajong Livestock and kat Assessment Mission
(2014)

* Mercy Corps/USAIDCattle Market Assessment Report tife SISTAIN Project (.d);

* RLPKaramoja hiestock Market Assessme(2016)

Also relevantto Karamojais the nationvide report titled Qdentification ofLivestock Investment
Opportunitiesin Ugand®(Agriterra, 2012).

The FAO/GIEWS Missionovered various aspects of livestock production in the regianth a brief
assessmentf livestock marketinghat focusedon the prevailing livestock markstatusduringa

field visitin February 2014At that time, the Missiorreported a favorable terms of trada general
for pastoralists since 2011iollowing an increasealbeit an irregular onén livestock prices due to
improved body conditions of livestoclRrices weresaidto be 54, 57 and 69percent higheifor
heifers, goatsand sheepespectivelyin 2013 relative to 2011The Mission also reported®wer
increases for Moroto and Kaabong markets, whereas in Nakapinpides remainedhe same for
goats and sheep arvdere reduced for heifers in the same periodl.substantial reduction waalso
reported by the Missiorin livestock prices in Kaabong due to reduced demand from South Sudan.
The Mission underling how price volatility over timewas indicative otonsiderable differentials
between marketsowing to the compound effects of insecurity, inaccessibdityl changing

demand. The Missioralso addedhat (price increases were reported not to stimulate supplies
beause of the limitations on the numbers of animals households sell to avoid the diminishing of
stock OAlso reported was the interest of Karamajong herders in buying heifers from outsile t
region for breeding purposea view supported bythe RLP assessmiein 2016.

The MissionOs field observations imply Keamajong livestock marke#se notso responsive to

the functions ofsupply and demand butore influenced ¥ the levels okecurityandaccessibility,
changing demand levedmdthe limitations m the numbers of animals to sell to avoid diminishing of
stock. Viewed from this perspective, Karamajong herders need to jugutee, whenand how

many livestock to sehelative totheir counterparts in secured and accessible srvinents.
Meanwhile, haseholdbehaviorof not responding to priceN either because thego not want to

sell more animals accumulate wealtiMercy Corps,n.d) or due to the limitations on the

numbers of animals they sell to avoid diminishing of s{&O/GIEWS, 204)N needs b be
scrutinized from a differenperspectiveCritically, due to the economic logic of herd growth as a
core livelihoods strategy, price increases mean that pastoral or agropastoral households have to sell
fewemot more animals to meet immediate cash nWseln this context, one wouldxpect less suppl

to the market when prices go ygither to progressivelyminimizestock depletion(a view also

shared byRLP(2016) or to increase livestock wealth accumulatidinis strategy alsallowsthe

new priceto be effectively applieith the marketfor as long as the demarmbntinues On the other
hand,increasing suppligs response to pricavould automatically trigger a decrease in livestock
prices this simple fact seems to be missed by thed® describethe Karamajon@gs unresponsive

to price.
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In addition, thediminishing household herd size the Karamajong have experiéndbd lasttwo
decader so due to insecurityand raidslivestock disease, protectddaalsanddroughts makes
them wary of dispaogg of the limited animals they own in an uncertain futurethis situation,
focusing on herd growth is logical. The RéBessmenémphasizes this point by statitiat
Gextensive livestock operations generally do not respond to market prices by incoeasin
decreasing productic®(RLP, 2016)

The Mercy Corpsstudy(n.d) covered the three districts of Kaabong, Kotigand Abim It aimedto
better understand how the marketing system funcedrandhow to promote livestock supplies (in
guantity and qality) for sale It also aimed tassess#f commercial destocking was feasilllering
drought Theassessment by RI(P016)coveredspecific questionaboutmarket performance,
conduct, supply chain, market actors, transaction volume, mamiuso onin the Karamojaregion.
The findings of the two papeme summarizedelow.

Both papers agree that the key role of the production system is to accumulate wealth in the form of
livestock and selklimited number of animals when cash is needed. HoweRER(2016)adds that
pastoralists als@rade upOby selling slaughter bulls to purchase heifers from outside the region
(including Kenya) for breeding purposéslicating the preference someKaramajog herdersfor
injectingrew bloodQnto their herds. After establishing that livestock are not kept for commercial
reasons, the Mrcy Corps report considersvhy nonreproductive cattle are kept long after they
should have been soléccording to thisreport, Ghe key market issue is the limited supply oftiat
given the potential for productiafi.e, considering the rageland and livestock resourcés

contrast, RLRexplains the rationale behind the marketinghaviorof Karamajong herderghe
amount of money needed, not price, is the primary consideratvhen animalsra to be sold to

meet cash needRLP, 2016Pwhich impliefewer animals are sold when the price is high and more
animalsare soldwhen the price is lowThe same report also notes hoWwaramajonderders

respond to price when the objeate to sell animalss to Qrade upOthey sell slaughtebullsin good
condition immediately after the rains in order to buy breeding heifers from outgidenoted above
marketingbehavioris also affected by household food security objectives and ted temaintain
sufficient animals to provide milk for direct household consumption.

According toboth sources, livestock in Karamoja are sold individually through direct negotiation
between buyer and selleiThis absence dbniddleme®d(dilal} is aunique feature of the marketing
systemand differs fronpastoral markets in Kenya, Ethiopia, Somal TanzaniaRLP,2016).
Women haveimitedroles in the marketing oéll animals except chickens. The range of traders
include:(i) producertraders usuallytradingin manyattassome of whom magraduate to trasacting
in local markets as they accumulate ggghlocal traders (buying in one and selling in another
market), and(iii) regional or export traders.

According to Mercy Corps(n.d), regionaltraders largely based in Tesare engaged in exporting to
South SudarKenyaand end markets within Ugand@enyan traders are also reported to operate in
Karamoja and trek purchased animals to Turkan&ice versaUgandan regional/export traders are
reported to practice fattening by feeding purchased livestock fd05days on good pastur&hey
alsovaccinateand treat animalbefore selling to end marketSuch traderseportedly operate in
alliance with local tradersvho purchase amals on their lghalf.Animals destined for South Sudan
and end markets are usually trucked from Karamoja. Problems faced by regional and export traders
were reported to be thelow quality of Karamoja cattle, poor roads/estockdeatts on trucks, fees
and taxes, exchaegate fluctuation (particularly in South Sudgemd price volatility in the end
markets The assessmertisoshows that most traders operate on low profit margjresccept those
who used to export to South Suddi It also appears that most local tradeneeauinaware of the
limited financial services (small loans) that are available in the regidithe fewwho are aware are

17 This was before the conflichat erupted in 2014 and subsequently resulted in the rapid devaluation of the South
Sudanese Pound.
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concerned abougetting into debt. Some regional/export traders who have taken out loans seem to
havehadbad experiencesvhile othas are interested in accessing such loans to increase their
volume of trade According to Mercy Corps there are traders associations in Kotido (registered in
2007with 250 membersand also in Kaabong (with 500 members). Their financial resources are
limited to their annual suligiptions (UGX20,0000r about US$6 in both casesand both
associations focus on applying for contracts and grémscy Corps reports that the association in
Kotido received a grant o/ GX128 million(US$38,000jrom Oxfam for training and business skills
developmentafter which two senior managers/ere given notice on suspicion nfismanagement
This raises a question as to where the priorities shoullseipporting traders or improving the
quality of livestock supplied to marksethrough value additigre.g, by working with some producer
groups

Despitesomeassumptios that Karamajong herders daot selllargeenoughnumbersof livestock
the offtake volumefrom the regionis supplying a growing number of end markéetsaddiion to
meetingannual consumptioneedsof the regionand the main townMoroto. Other end markets
supplied by Karamoja include Lira, Soratid Juba (Brcy Corps n.d), Mbale, Tororo, Busia,
Kampalaand KenyaRLR 2016). According toone local infornant8 Karamoja is na the major
cattle supplier to astern Ugandaextendingfrom Tesoto Jinja. A stated in both the Mrcy Corps
and RLReports, market dataare hard to come by in Karamojand so preciseolumes of sales and
price trends ae not known.However, observation alone shows that arouh@L5 truckloadseach
carryingabout15 cattle are shipped from Masto market alone on a weekly basigith an average
supply of 80 to 400 cattle per weekly market day

Livestock export figures from Ugala to Juba (excluding poultry) providesights into theexports
originating from Karamojaince Karamoja and Teso are the major supply sources to this market
(only afew Ankole catle go to Jubdrom other areas of UgandaBoth Karamojaand Tesowere
responding well to the growing demand in JybaeTable 4)until the rapiddeclinein the value of
the South Sudanese Pounddicating that Karamoja herders respond to prices. Unfortunathlg,
market has been lost due tihe deteriorating politicahndeconomicsituationin South Sudan

Table 4 Live animal exports from Uganda to Juba, South Sudanf2013

Livestock type 2013 2014 2015
Cattle 7,897 27,816 19,338
Sheep and goats 12,581 113,840 149,526
Poultry 17,433 88,786 39,824

Source: FAO Soutbudan(20169).

In terms of price trends, these are difficult to assess in the absence of market data (Mercy Corps,
n.d; RLP, 2016)Jnpublished pce data fromMercy Corpsin 2013do not show significantnonthly
price fluctuationgduring2013 which isatypical of price trends in pastoral/agropastoral aréashe
absence oprice data both reports list factorsthat mightinfluence price patternby increasing
demand or supplin general termsRLPstates thataramajong animals aghighly regardedby

buyerg forEtheir carcass yieldcondition and quality of meatBnd that slaugter bulls are the most
dynamioof the cattle market and slaughter goats are the most dynamic of the shoats rGgRIe®,
2016).In contrast the Mercy Corpsreport cites Teso traders complaining about the low quality of
Karamajong cattle brought to the markestating that they aréhin, sometimes diseased, tattoged
and often oldlf so, it is unclear why increasing numbers of these traders are visiting the markets.
Both reports provide the breakdown on end prices and partitioning among the various supply chain
actors (see the reports for more details).

Measures recommendduay the two reportsto make the livestock marketing system more dynamic
and streamlined begin by focusimig the production aspectsor understandable reasons. The

18 Interview with Director of the Lorengedwat/Nabuin Research Cent
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priority of both assessments improving animal healtbervices in Karamoja to minimizévestock
mortality and morbidityin order to produce more marketable animaRLP(2016)also
recommenddmproving livestock water sourcefllowed by feed development and securing land
tenure for producers to access productive rangelands. Specdiketlinked recommendations

include developing series of value chains florage, poultry, milk and milk pducts and meat.

Other recommendations include reviewing and updating the existing policy framework as it relates
to Karamoja and setting up a knowledge management resagoterfor the region.The Mercy

Corps report identifies feed improvement as theost important input to any livestock production
system, although priority has to be given to animal health service because of the specific situation in
Karamoja. Additional recommendations include providing financial services for producers through
VillageSavings and Loans Associatiargl for trades to facilitate working capitalhe Mercy Corps
report also recommendgroviding information and knowledde producersand service providers

to stimulatebehavioal changes the production, serviceand maketing aspectsf the system
Infrastructural improvements were recommended on roaaslwater sources With regard to

market infrastructurethe report recommends nothing more than the provisionloading ramps
where necessarythisin line withimpactassessments of new livestock market infrastructure in
Ethiopia (PLI Policy Project, 20l nterestingly, theMercy Corpsreport doesnot envisage value
addition activities for the next 10 to 20 years because of poor roads, power shatéak of cold

chain facilities, etc.

On a related noteaninvestmentstudy on the livestock sector in Ugandes a whole reportsa per
capita beef consumption e@hly six kg in Ugandayhich isabouthalf that of Kenygand South

Africa) (Agriterra, 2012). The report prdicts anincreasinty strongdemand for meat due to
growingurbanization, increasing purchasing power, changes in consumption habifsopulation
growth. The study further notes that supply is severely constrainethbydominance o$ubsistence
production systemsandslow-maturing indigenous breeds. Regardless, this projection progiuiae
scope for increased cattlmarketing opportunitiesrom Karamojan the short to medium term.
However,the studyalso indicates growth in ranchinggiven that theexistingl65 largeranchesn
Ugandaaccountfor only about2 percentof the cattle productionand thatthe largest ranclof
25,000 hectares hotbnly 7,000 cattleWhile the study suggests that the capacity of the existing
ranches can accommodate moreimals, therds a risk thainew commercial ranchewsight take
over prime community grazing land areas such as Karamojehisrisk becomes apparent when
considering the specific investment opportunities identified by the study for the beef sector:
invegments incombined abattoir and processicgnters commercial ranching; commercial feedlot;
butcher equipmenprovisions and improved breeding servicd2oblems with commercial livestock
ranching in Uganda are not new, athetailed case studies are dable, includingh Karamoja
(Muhereza and Otim, 2002).
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7. Policy issues

In common withEthiopiaandKenya, major policy issues in the Karamoja context revolve around the
promotion of settlementssersuspastoralismandthe allocation of tracts of grazingndfor national
parks, mining concessigrend other development projectsvhile the status ofcommunal pastoral
landremains uncertain andithout secured land tenure right#t the heart of this controversy is

the longstandingnigperceptionamong cental policy makershat pastoralism is not a viable mode of
livelihoodcompared to settled farming. This mispercepticombined withthe insecure land tenure
arrangements in pastoral areas, leads to dp@ropriaton of largetracts of land in the name of
national, corporateor individualfinanciainterests. In Karamoja, the misperception about the hon
viability of pastoral livelihoodsas beemreinforced bythe persistent conflict in the regignwvhich
finallyled to the disarmament campaigwhich lasteduntil 2011 Authorities also seesettled
populatiors asmore easily controllegdand thisnotion provides anotherlayer ofjustification for
settlementat the highestevels In fact, the challengéaced by theGovernmentduringthe
disarmament campaign veesuch thatattle were considered as the curse of Karan@jay the
authorities prompting a call for sedentarizatidrom centralGovernment There was a perception
that the Glangerébf pastoralism in Karamoja more than outweigh the bené{iBushbyand Stites,
2016).

Levine states thafthe Governmentof UgandaOs policy remains both explicitly stated and is clearly
implicit in its development programming: pastoralism agrb-pastoraism are not viable, and
populations should be supported to take settled farming inste&(2010).This is supported by
reference to thefiveyear(200%€2014)budgetary allocatiofor the Food Security Action Plan for
Karamojaby the Government Of a total budget ofiround US#0 milion earmarked for this

program lessthan 5percentwas allocated forViestock. Even within this minimal allocation)y 1
percentof the total budget waselevantfor supportingthe local livetock rearing system (i.efor
animal health provisionyvhile the balancevas earmarked for imbducing improved breeds and
promoting camel and ostrich farmin@f these approaches, only camel rearing is relevant to
Karamoja herderaNotably, agricultural lanthcreased tenfold in Karamoja between 2001 and 2014
(Egeruet al, 2014) but many peoplevho took up farming were those with no livestock to sustain
themselvesfor variousreasong(Ngilu, cited by Levine, 20100he implication ighat whereas

farming is a complementary livelihood fgropastorasts, itis something of a last resofbr people
with no livestock inKkaramoja.

Levine confronts head on the perception that livestdidsed livelihoods are not viable and
pastoralists are poorHe assertghat Geven in a year with almost complete crop failure, the majority
of households in the agrpastoral and pastoral areas of Karamoja were abledjpecwithout

external assistan€XLevine, 2010)Taking his argument furthene emphasizes thalor as long as
livelihoods are livestock depeeadt, then, we can say that there have been no recemugyhts in
Karamoja. There have only be@rought<ior people who are settled and who rely on farmidg
(Levine, 20103° He alsoquestions the rationale fothe food aidthat Karamoja has receid for the

last three decade®r more): Karamoja does not dter from frequent droughts, natural disasters
are rare, and the populations there do not need repeated sheri or protracted food aid to meet
their need®(Levine, 2010)He points out how intermittent attempts over the years to move
towards a policy bsettlementin Karamoja have been either knowingly or unwittingly supported by
developmentid programns, withfood aid, water development in settled areasd support to settled

19 Interview with a NGO staffnemberin Moroto, name withheld.

20 Note that this line d thinking is not new. In the late 1980s it was noted tRetnnual rainfall looks respectable but

monthly and annual variations are large, precipitation is localised and rainfall incidence is sporadic such that ttiere are of
prolonged dry spells durindné growing season. It is this variability in rainfall that limits crop production in most parts of
Karamoja, and crop failure is frequent. A report by FAO cites1®0% crop failures in 1924, 1927, 1930, 1944, 1947, 1950,
1952, 1955, 1957, 1968, 1971, 195 1979/80, and agriculturalists expect one year in four to be a year of droughtO
(Sandford, 1988)
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farming systemandermining mobile livestock productioRor example, th&JNDP-financed

Karamoja Private Sector Development Programme Centre was launched in collaboration with the
GoU Qo promote alternative livelihoods as a means to discourage cattle raiding and to diversify
economic activity in the region®ushby and Stites, 28, citing Fereri, et 312011). The World

Food Programme (WFP) has also supported various GoU sedentarization initiatives and has been
working in Karamoja for over 40 years (Bushdoyd Stites, 2016, citing Human Rights Watch, 2014).

Levine (2010) argsethat misperceptions about the viability of pastoral agdopastoralivelihoods
partly originate from survey¢hat equate poverty with low cash expenditydeadngto the
conclusion that income poverty is high in Karamdifjdnousehold income is defidenot as cash
(throughtflow) but as a stream of wealth entering the household,(inereases in assets, such as
livestock herd, as incomgthen the numbers tell a different story. He supports his argument by
computing the stream of wealth entering pastbandagropastorahouseholds to make a point that
such households are nmoorer than their equivalents in othewral parts ofUgandaThe
computation was done for the reference year 2@98 considered a bad year with totatop loss
Agropastoralkts and pastoralists were able to cope without receiving any food aid during the
reference 12month period. Athough a few extra livestock were sold, herd depletion Wasted,
even for the poor.These arguments fit with earlier work on measuring poverty iatpealist areas
and the importance of viewing livestock assets as a critical measure of wealth over cash income
(Little et al., 2008).

The RLR(2016)assessmendlsoreports policy concerns and that

current policies are not enabling increased prodantand productivity, and more
fundamentally tend to disadvantage the livestocksedior, reflecting anpastoralist bias, and
lacking a poverty focu3.he policy framework is increasing pastoral vulnerability and the
prevailing political and enablinguironment works against pastoralism mainly due to the
longstanding attempt to promote crop production, which is essentially arpastioralism
policy, as reflected by successive regional development progdaush as th&IDP
[Karamoja Integrated Devepment Programmieand the subsequent KIDFEIthe few
livestock policies which are being promoted largely support settled livegiomttuction, are
not poverty focused and have not gained any traction with livespryoklucers, settled or
pastoraland pomoting cropproduction in areas where rainfall is margiaat variable will
likely increase vulnerability

The report makes a point in that critiques of the weak or unfavorable policy environment have not
yet led to muchneeded changes in policy and strategnd therefore elements which contribute to

the policymaking environment may first need to change before the specific policies themselves can
be revised. The report makes a series of recommendations along this line (see the report for
details).

Another area of concerns securing land rights for pastoral aagropastoratommunites. Levine
(2010) warns thatalonger term economic transformation in Karamoja can only happen when
difficult issues are tackled, in particular when the land rights of thandajong are recogsed and
respectedOThe RLA(2016)assessmerfurther stresgsthis point by stating that access to
productive rangelant the only guarantee to livestock development in Karamoja, and therefore
securing land rights is critical for passdists.The report raisesthe concern that traditional mobile
pastoral production units are facifigelihoodchallengesrom Qhe expansion of cultivation, the
award of mineral exploration concessions, the gazetting of conservancy areas, and thealtfcati
tenure rights to individuals@®LP, 2016)The report also warnghat the continuation of this trend
will Qrrogressively decrease access to land, forage and water resources, generate conflict, and
compromise the livestock sector productivil)RLP, D16) The report recommends theormal
recognition and allocation of tenure rights to tipastoralists who have long been the users and
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managers of the land, enabling them to invesind operate improved production systems in the
future through approprige policy measures

A shiftin pastoral policy?

In April 2016 anIGAD ministerial meeting was held in Kamptaliscusshe contribution of

livestock tothe Gross Domestic ProducfGDP) of member statesThe meetingaimed to support
IGAD member stateto take proper accounof the contribution of thelivestocksector to their
national economigesand to influence decision makers in making budgetary allocation commensurate
with the sectorOsconomic contributionlGADOsavised estimates put the contritian of livestock

to the national GDP of Uganda at 3p2rcent(aboutUS$526 million) larger than the GDP derived
either from cash crops or fishing, marginally smaller than foreatrgl about a quarter of the value

of food crop productior?l A speech byhe State Minister of Agriculturef Ugandaluring this
meetingindicated thatbecause of the effortk support thedairy sector national milk production
hasrisenfrom 400,000 to 2 million lérs per year,with dairy products being exported to Asia and
the US.The State Ministealsoaddedthat Qhis was possible because if you put moneyivestock,
you get immediate results; we now want to work on the beef sector, because livestock means
money and a World Bank study shows that the majority of housaghalith livestock are abovihe
poverty lineOThis acknowledgment implicitly extends to the pastoral mode of production because
even if workingn the beef sectaDimplies a commercialized approach (ranches, feeciois
processing), thispproachcanonly materialize if there is @ontinuoussupply of livestockrom the
primary productioncenterssuch as Karamojdn other words,drawing lessons from Sudan, Somalia
and Ethiopia, in countries like Uganda and Kesgramercialized livestock productiazanonly
succeed if the pastoral production system survives and threwed continues to feed the value
addition process

Further indications of amttitudinal changare evident inthe new World BankfinancedRegional
Pastoralivelihoods Resilience Praje(RPLRP)Thefive-yearproject aims toimprove the resilience
of pastoralists in Kenya and Ugandad from the totaproject budget of U$79.6 million,US526.1
millionis allocated folJgandaContrary to policynarratives for Karamojahe World Bankproject
appraisal document explicitly recognizes the importance of pastoralisinylandareas aga major
source of food and cash income, as supglErinputs for further production, playing a crucial role
in maintaining and even improving the eco sgstcontributing to soil fertilization, water infiltration
and maintaining biodiverstdyWorld Bank, 2014)The appraisal further notes that the growth of the
livestock sector from 2001 to 2010 averag8gbercent per year in Uganda, consistently higherth
other agricultual subsectors. The following extract from the appraisdbcumentaffirms how much
Ugandamay have shifted in terms of support to livestock development in Karamoja:

Seasonal and crog®rder mobility is a crucial feature of pastoralishowing pastoralists to
carry out livestockbased livelihoods in the ASA[Arid and SemArid Land$, to cope with
droughts and to manage conflicts over natural resource use. The ecosystems from which
pastoralists derive their livelihoods often go beyarational borders as do the market
networks for livestock that provide them with opportunities for income growth. The
proposed Regional Pastoral Livelihoods Resilience Project (RPLRP) seeks to develop regional
solutions to challenges facég pastoralistavho reside in the ASALs of Kenya, Uganda and
potentially other countries from the HoAHorn of Africa] such as Ethiopia or SoutBudan,

to enhance opportunities for livelihood development available to them. Within the
framework of RPLRP, the project hasdwhases for supporting a set of activities to build

the resilience of pastoralist livelihoods. The first phase of the project will provide a
comprehensive package of investments and services to targetedlooodsr clusters across
Kenya and Uganda as Was$ a set of strategic investments and activities to address regional
issues in selected counties/districts of these two countri@AD and the two countries will

21 |GAD Ministerial and Uganda Governmevieeting onContribution of Livestock to theGDP of IGAD Countries April
20ER2, 2016 Munyonyo Resort, Kampaldganda.
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coordinate to deliver this comprehensive package at the regional and national level in a
consistent manner. Other countries in the HOA, such as Ethiopia, South Sudan or Somalia
would join in later phasegWorld Bank, 2014)

Details of the appraisal show that in Uganda, the project will target the Karamagjan the
neighboringour districtsin Tesoregion and onedistrict in Seberegion. TheMinistry of
Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheri@dAAIF) will implement the project. The project targets
to directly benefit 135,000 households (93,000 in Ke#y23000 in Uganda) and more thar52800
households if indirect beneficiaries are included. The project is composed of five components

Component N Natural resource management

1.1 Water resource development (13 valley tanks in Ugaaw@capacity building on appropriate

use, managementgpair, and maintenance)

1.2 Sustainable land management in pastoral agmbpastorabreas (soil conservation, forage storage
structures, policy harmonization, participatory rangeland management)

1.3 Securing access to pasteralated natural resourcefrevention of conflicts and building peace
between communities)

Component N Market access and trade

2.1 Market support infrastructure and information system (integration of the national livestock
market information system with the regional level; buikhabilitate and equip about 28 primary
market infrastructure 22 regional and satellite laboratorigs

2.2 Livestock value chain support and improving livestock mobility and trade (developing selected
livestockrelated crossborder value chains, trainingia@ooperative management models, and
marketing, etc.)

Component 3N Livelihood support

3.1 Livestock production and health (regianide harmonized vaccination programs for priority
diseases, development and harmonization of breeding strategies, builthiregdingcenters etc)
3.2 Food and feed production (fodder bulking and conservation, swak irrigation and water

management schemes for crop and fodder production)

Component A Pastoral risk management

4.1 Pastoral risk early warning and responssey

4.2 Drought disaster risk management (training and availing contingency funds for community
managed disaster risk reduction)

4.3 Contingency emergency response-@liocation of project funds following an adverse natural
event to mitigate, respond, pever, and reconstruct)

Component N Project management and institutional support

The acceptance of the IGAD project indicates a positive shift in thinking around pastoralism and
livestock development in Ugand&s a crossborder project covering two cantries this is a pilot
project. The next phases of the project are expected to expand to Ethiopia, South Sawién
Somalia in an attempt to allow cre®rder movements of pastoralists and livestock in a similar
manner tothat of the West African Sahaln countries. The overarching objects/@eto enhance
crossborder livestock trade, goodsind servicesto enablelivestock movement for grazingnd to
harmonize regional vaccination programs for prioritgehses. As a regional progral@AD will lead
the coordinaton of the national and crosborder activities indicating thatJgandawill be expected

to follow a regionapro-pastoralapproachunder IGAD.

22 Various evaluations show that building livestock market infrastructure (outside of loading ramps) in pastoralist areas has
little impact on volumes of livestock sales or pricesy, see PLI Policy Project (2010).
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8. Conclusions and recommendations

KaramojaOs long history of conflict, undevelopmentand nappropriate policy and prograntss

been well documente(Stites and Akabwai, 2009)arious factors have combined to turn many
former livestock keepers into farmerand yet livelihoods based on agriculture alone are inherently
more risky than agropastatism or pastoralism due tthe variability of the regionOs rainfall. Overall,
there has been undeinvestment in livestock developmeninderpinned by policy narratives that

have consistently overlooked the economic basis of the pagagaipastorakysem and the
contribution of this system in Karamoja to the local and national economy. Despite this history, the
livestock system in Karamoja has proven to be remarkably robust. Livestock markets are active, and
Karamoja is likely to supply increasing numsbef animals to meet growing demands associated with
human population growth and urbanization in the region, in Uganda, arelghboringcountries.
Recent shifts in policy narratives and the emergence of the RPLRP under IGAD seem to provide
opportunities to provide serious support to livestock development in Karamajase literature

review points to the following key programming and policy areas:

1. Veterinary services and livestock disease contrivestock disease iwidely reported as the
maincondraint to livestock production in Karamojany attemptto supportlivestockdependent
communities shouléhcludestrengthening the existing system of private veterinary service providers,
with appropriate regulatory support frofsovernmentand essentiall, good coordination. There is
also aneed to better understand the impacts of livestock diseases and supportstakeholder
analysis of disease control options, leading to control strategies that suit the Karamoja context and
can be sustained. The paotial for the EU-financedJganda Veterinary Association Privatization
Schemeo support veterinary service development in Karamoja needs to be examirtesl

examination should includeraview of past privatization initiatives dating back to the 198berall,
there needs to be a single strategy for veterinary service development in Karamoja, with all
veterinary supporfrom Governmenf NGOs, and UN agenciealigned to this strategy.

2. Water and livestock feedThese areas are covered by the new RPURR there will need

to be good coordination with a range of other actors and programs involved in water and feed
development, as wkds reviews of good practice drexperiences from Karamoja and elsewhere.
Although there have been many livestock feed wadier projects in East AfricaOs drylands over the
years, there are relatively few evaluations or impact assessments available.

3. Marketoriented livestock production pilotsThe potential formarketoriented livestock
production (value addition) in Kamoja e.g, feed processing, fodder production, feediairade
linkagesetc. using pilot projects with good evaluatishould be exploredefore scaling ups
undertaken

4. Policy review There is a need tgointly assess policy constrainggainst ke regional policy
documentssuch as the African UnionPslicyframework for pastorasm in Africa(AU, 2010 and
various IGAD policy documents, leadingttee formulation of a prepastoral policyor strategyin
UgandaUgandaOs policy makers, includiobriical experts in MAAIF, will need work with the
RPLRP/IGAD to maintain policy dialogue and lesson learning.
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Annex 1. Livestock disease investigations in Karamoja

Table Al Localreporting of animatliseases in DodotH 991 (Source: Gonda, 1991cited by Catley, 1997

Local name of disease Scientific namef disease

Number of parishes reporting problem (total
parishes = 17)

Cattle:
loleeo
loukoi
lokit

lopid
lokicumet
lotidae
ejota
lomany
emadang
abur

not stated
lookot

not stated

Sheep:
not stated

Goats:
loukoi
emitina
not stated

Dogs:
longokwo/lokerep

Fowl:

not stated
not stated
not stated
not stated

rinderpest
CBPP

East Coasfever
anaplasmosis
blackquarter
anthrax

FMD

liver fluke

tick infestation
trypanosomiasis
arthritis/swollen joints
diarrhea

eye infection

OEmO(?worms or fuke)

contagious caprine pleuropneumonia
mange
peste des pets ruminant®

rabies

fowl pox

fowl cholera
Newcastle disease
mites and lice

17
17
17
17
13
12

Wk WO oo

16

N

10

12
10
11

34



Table A2 Cattle disease investigationsKwtido district, 1994 Gurce:adapted fromRutagwenda, 1997)

Disease Diagnostic test Test positivity (%) Interpretation

Brucellosis Serum agglutination test 2.0b47.4 Results idicate exposure tdBrucella
abortustest has low sensitivity and
specificity Results do not show
disease prevalence

Fascioliasis Fecal examination 5.0D49.7 High level of infection with liver
flukes, indicative of high levels of
disease.

Strongylosis Fecal examination 18.1D42.3 Widespread infection with

gastrointestinal helminthmited
evidence of disease.

Theileriosis Blood film examination 22.5Db41.2 High levels of disease likely.

Indirect fluorescent antibody tes 0b41.9 Results indicate exposure tbheileria
sp, not disease.

Anaplasmosis Blood film examination 0D26.1 Results indicate infection levels but
not levels of disease.

Trypanosomiasis | Blood film examination 0bP10.0 Disease prevalence of 1086 more
likely; test has low sensitivity.

Table A3 Disease investigations in Moroto, Nakapiripirt, Kotido, Aband Kaabongiistricts, 20082010
(source:adapted fromlICD, 2010)

Test Test positivity Interpretation

Cattle (n= Goats (n=729) | Sheep (= 306)

3,935)
BrucellosigRose | 9.7% 8.8% 2.6% Livestock in Karamoja are exposed to
Bengal te brucellosis
Anaplasmosis 23.2% 5.5% 4.9% Some livestock in Karamoja are infected
(thin blood with anaplasma, although not necessarily
smears) suffering from disease
Babesiosi¢thin 19.7% 2.3% 1% Some livestock in Karamoja are infected
blood smears) with babesiaalthough not necessarily

suffering from disease

NB. The lICD report also includes positive test results for worm infection and East Cleastr. However, the
report presentsall positivetests results as measwsef disease prevalence. This is a questionable
interpretation of the test resultsbecause a positive test result does not necessarily mean that an animal
suffered from diseas@verall, the laboratory results indicate that ceradiseases are likely to be present in
Karamoja.
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