
 
 

Enterprise Budget Survey: An Analysis of Crop and Livestock 

Enterprises 

 
Sangeetha Malaiyandi 
Research Analyst, IFPRI 

Stephen Bayite-Kasule 
Senior Research Assistant, IFPRI-Kampala 

Samuel Mugarura 
Technical Analyst, SAKSS-Uganda, PMA Secretariat 

 
 
IFPRI-KAMPALA 
Plot 15, East Naguru Road, P.O. Box 28565 
Kampala, Uganda 
Tel: +256-414-285-060/064 
Fax: +256-414-285079 
E-mail: ifpri-uganda@cgiar.org 

 IFPRI HEADQUARTERS 
International Food Policy Research Institute 
2033 K Street, NW  •  Washington, DC 20006-1002 USA 
Tel: +1-202-862-5600  
Skype: IFPRIhomeoffice 
Fax: +1-202-467-4439 
E-mail: ifpri@cgiar.org 
www.ifpri.org 

 
 

Uganda Strategy Support Program (USSP) 
 

Working Paper No. 5 
 

June 2010 

USSP Working Paper # 5 



i 
 

THE UGANDA STRATEGY SUPPORT PROGRAM (USSP) 

WORKING PAPERS 

ABOUT USSP 

The Uganda Strategy Support Program is an initiative to strengthen evidence-based policymaking in 
Uganda in the areas of rural and agricultural development. Facilitated by the International Food Policy 
Research Institute (IFPRI), USSP works closely with the government of Uganda, represented by the 
Plan for Modernization of Agriculture (PMA) secretariat, and other development partners to provide 
information relevant for the design and implementation of Uganda’s agricultural and rural 
development strategies. For more information, see www.ifpri.org/themes/ussp/ussp.htm or 
www.pma.go.ug. 

ABOUT THESE WORKING PAPERS 

The Uganda Strategy Support Program (USSP) Working Papers contain preliminary material and 
research results from IFPRI and/or its partners in Uganda and have not been peer reviewed. They are 
circulated in order to stimulate discussion and critical comment. The opinions are those of the authors 
and do not necessarily reflect those of their home institutions or supporting organizations.  

 

 

 



ii 
 

Enterprise Budget Survey: An Analysis of Crop and Livestock 
Enterprises 

 
Sangeetha Malaiyandi 
Research Analyst, IFPRI 

 
Stephen Bayite-Kasule 

Senior Research Assistant, IFPRI-Kampala 
 

Samuel Mugarura 
Technical Analyst, SAKSS-Uganda, PMA Secretariat

Copyright © 2010International Food Policy Research Institute. All rights reserved. Sections of this material may be reproduced for personal and  
not-for-profit use without the express written permission of but with acknowledgment to IFPRI. To reproduce the material contained herein for profit or 
commercial use requires express written permission. To obtain permission, contact the Communications Division at ifpri-copyright@cgiar.org. 



iii 
 

 

Table of Contents 

Introduction ........................................................................................................................... 1 

Data ........................................................................................................................................ 1 

Methodology .......................................................................................................................... 2 

Gross Margin Analysis and Results .................................................................................... 3 

Banana ................................................................................................................................ 5 
Citrus ................................................................................................................................... 6 
Robusta Coffee ................................................................................................................... 7 
Cotton .................................................................................................................................. 8 
Groundnuts .......................................................................................................................... 9 
Maize ................................................................................................................................. 10 
Rice ................................................................................................................................... 11 
Sorghum ............................................................................................................................ 12 
Sunflower .......................................................................................................................... 13 
Tobacco ............................................................................................................................. 15 
Apiculture .......................................................................................................................... 16 
Aquaculture ....................................................................................................................... 17 
Cattle ................................................................................................................................. 18 
Goat ................................................................................................................................... 19 
Poultry ............................................................................................................................... 20 

Comparative Studies .......................................................................................................... 21 

Kraybill and Kidoido Analysis of the UNHS Survey ........................................................... 23 
Bank of Uganda Budget Study (APSEC) .......................................................................... 23 
Domestic Cost Ratio Study-Bank of Uganda .................................................................... 23 
The Agricultural Productivity Enhancement Program (APEP) study ................................. 24 
Assessment of Survey Tools ............................................................................................. 25 
Survey tools: Household and Specific Enterprise Questionnaires .................................... 26 
Plot Level Questionnaire ................................................................................................... 26 

Concluding Comments ....................................................................................................... 28 

Appendix: Sample Questionnaire ..................................................................................... 30 

References........................................................................................................................... 44 

 



iv 
 

List of Tables 
 

Table 1: General Data Characteristics of the 2009 Uganda Crop and Livestock Survey ....... 2 
Table 2: Gross Margins for Ugandan Crop and Livestock Enterprises (UShs per ha or 

livestock unit) ............................................................................................................. 4 
Table 3: Banana, Gross Margins (Mityana District) ................................................................ 6 
Table 4: Citrus, Gross Margins (Soroti District) ...................................................................... 7 
Table 5: Coffee, Gross Margins (Mityana District) .................................................................. 8 
Table 6: Cotton, Gross Margins (Lira District) ......................................................................... 9 
Table 7: Groundnut, Gross Margins (Soroti District) ............................................................. 10 
Table 8: Maize, Gross Margins (Iganga District) ................................................................... 11 
Table 9: Rice, Gross Margins (Iganga District) ..................................................................... 12 
Table 10: Sorghum, Gross Margins (Soroti District) ............................................................. 13 
Table 11: Sunflower, Gross Margins (Lira District) ............................................................... 15 
Table 12: Tobacco, Gross Margins (Arua District) ................................................................ 16 
Table 13: Apiculture, Gross Margins (Arua District) .............................................................. 17 
Table 14: Aquaculture, Gross Margins (Arua District) .......................................................... 18 
Table 15: Cattle, Gross Margins (Iganga and Mityana Districts) .......................................... 19 
Table 16: Goat, Gross Margins (Arua District) ...................................................................... 20 
Table 17: Poultry, Gross Margins (Iganga and Soroti Districts) ............................................ 21 
Table 18: Crop enterprise gross margins from recent Ugandan studies (UShs per ha) ....... 22 
Table 19: Livestock enterprise gross margins from recent Ugandan studies (UShs per 

livestock unit per year) ............................................................................................. 22 
 
 

List of Figures 
 
Figure 1: Gross Margin Equation ............................................................................................ 3 
Figure 2: Gross Margin Components ...................................................................................... 3 
Figure 3: Gross Margin for Crop Enterprises .......................................................................... 5 
Figure 4: Gross Margin for Livestock Enterprises ................................................................... 5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1 
 

Introduction 

Uganda has experienced strong economic growth in recent years with GDP growth among 
the highest in Africa at an average annual rate of 7.2 percent from 2000-2008 (WDI, 2009). 
The most recent study by the World Bank shows that strong poverty reduction efforts have 
also halved poverty levels throughout the country since the early 1990’s, a commendable 
achievement considering the declines in world prices of key national exports. Despite this 
achievement, poverty remains a persistent problem, especially among agriculture 
households who account for almost half of all poor households in the country (World Bank, 
2005).  

The agriculture sector continues to play an important economic role in Uganda, accounting 
for almost 23 percent of GDP (2008). Almost 70 percent of the country’s labor force is 
employed in agriculture (World Bank, 2005). In an effort to continue its public commitment to 
poverty reduction, the Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industries, and Fisheries has 
established national strategy plans for the improvement of the agricultural sector. From 2000 
until early 2010, the guiding strategy was the Plan for the Modernisation of Agriculture 
(PMA), the implementation of which was led by the PMA Secretariat. In fulfilling its mission, 
the PMA Secretariat identified key agricultural enterprises throughout the country and 
undertook research to determine avenues and opportunities for improving agricultural 
productivity through supporting smallholder farmers. Within the context of the Uganda 
Agricultural Strategy Support Program that links the two institutions, the PMA Secretariat 
requested IFPRI-Kampala to assist it in its efforts to better understand the profitability and 
productivity of these key crop and livestock enterprises in Uganda.1 

Data 

This study utilized the Uganda 2009 Crop and Livestock Budget Survey and the analysis of 
the data from this survey was conducted jointly by analytical staff from the Strategic Analysis 
and Knowledge Support System node for Uganda (SAKSS-Uganda) of the PMA Secretariat 
and from IFPRI, with extensive engagement and feedback support from the technical 
services team at the PMA Secretariat.  

The Crop and Livestock Budget Survey included fifteen agricultural enterprises which were 
identified as strategic commodities for Ugandan smallholder farmers on the basis of their 
importance to both the economic and nutritional needs of the population. These enterprises 
were agreed upon in close consultation with key government agencies, including the 
National Agricultural Advisory Services (NAADS) and the National Agricultural Research 
Organisation (NARO), that are involved in the promotion of agricultural enterprises in 
Uganda. The study covered 10 crop and 5 livestock enterprises: banana, citrus, Robusta 
coffee, cotton, groundnuts, maize, rice, sorghum, sunflower, tobacco, apiculture, 
aquaculture, cattle, goat, and poultry. Table 2 outlines descriptive statistics of the producer 
surveys for each commodity. Fifteen to 33 households were surveyed for each commodity. 
Some crop-producing households have more than one plot of the commodity in question, 
providing multiple observations. (This explains the higher observation than household figures 
seen in Table 2 for the crops.). Each commodity was surveyed in one district, except for goat 

                                                 
1 With the endorsement of the Agricultural Development Strategy and Investment Plan (2010/11 – 2014/15) (DSIP) by the 
government of Uganda in early 2010, the PMA is no longer the principal agricultural development strategy for the government. 
However, DSIP sub-program 1.8 on promoting strategic enterprises includes the provision of resources for developing 
information for farmers on the profitability of the agricultural enterprises in which they might engage. As such, the initial effort 
described in this report is expected to continue within the framework of the strategy for agricultural development defined by the 
DSIP. 
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and cattle for which the survey was conducted over two districts. The survey districts were 
identified as leading districts in the production of the commodity. The intent was to identify 
best production practices for each commodity. These practices then could be used to more 
widely promote the production of that commodity nationally. 

The survey design and the sampling framework were developed by the PMA Secretariat, in 
a consultative process with IFPRI and NAADS. For reference, the survey questionnaire used 
for banana is included in the annex to this report. Every effort was made to capture relevant 
levels of disaggregation, including farming practices of both subsistence (or traditional) 
farmers and commercial farmers, as well as improved and traditional varieties of crops and 
breeds of livestock. All crops and livestock were surveyed with reference to two separate 
predefined seasons (January to June and July to December) to reflect seasonality of farming 
practices and productivity. A more detailed discussion on the sampling structure and design 
can be found in the survey assessment section of this report starting on page 25. 

Table 1: General Data Characteristics of the 2009 Uganda Crop and Livestock Survey 

Methodology 

The gross margin approach, similar to that used in Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) in their 
analysis of the 2005/2006 Uganda National Household Survey (UNHS), was determined to 
be the most appropriate method for analyzing the 2009 Crop and Livestock Survey. Gross 
margin analysis attempts to better understand the relationship between sales revenue and 
cost structures—variable costs for purposes of this study—to enable better decision making 
in key farming enterprises in Uganda. It is hoped that this analysis will provide valuable 
insights into the various input and output factors for crop and livestock production in Uganda, 
possibly identifying avenues for national policy strategy formulation and the design of 
targeted programs to enhance productivity and promote income generation. 

As Figure 1 shows, gross margins are essentially the difference between the gross revenue 
and the variable costs and are reported in Ugandan Shillings (UShs) per hectare or livestock 
unit. The gross revenue was calculated using the stated price of the commodity along with 
the quantity of production reported by the survey respondents. Variable costs were 
calculated as the product of the unit input cost and the quantity of each input used in 
production. Figure 2 provides a more conceptual look into the components of the gross 

Type Enterprise No. Observations No. Households Districts  

Crop 

Banana 24 17 Mityana 

Citrus 36 16 Soroti 

Coffee 20 16 Mityana 

Cotton 28 16 Lira 

Groundnuts 34 17 Soroti 

Maize 27 17 Iganga 

Rice 21 16 Iganga 

Sorghum 34 21 Soroti 

Sunflower 29 20 Lira 

 Tobacco 26 16 Arua 

Livestock 

Apiculture 16 16 Arua 

Aquaculture 16 16 Arua 

Cattle 33 33 Iganga, Mityana 

Goat 15 15 Arua 

Poultry 29 29 Iganga, Soroti 
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margins analysis showing a breakdown of gross revenue and variable costs as it pertains to 
the crop and livestock enterprise survey. Gross revenue is the stated value of production, 
whereas the variable costs are captured from the stated costs for material inputs, value of 
family labor, and value of hired labor. 

 

Figure 1: Gross Margin Equation 
 

  

  = Gross margin in Ugandan Shillings per hectare or livestock unit 

 = Price of commodity 

 = Quantity of production output per hectare or livestock unit  

 = Price for each ith input unit 

 = Quantity of input used per hectare of livestock unit for each ith input 

 

Figure 2: Gross Margin Components 

 
 

As is common with any analytical undertaking using survey data, analysis was preceded by 
an extensive data exploration and cleaning process. As is often necessary, standard 
adjustments were made in this data cleaning process after close consultations with the 
analytical teams working on this report. The final gross margins calculations for each crop 
and livestock enterprise were calculated using a median-based method at the component 
level. That is, rather than using the mean of the reported values for input costs or commodity 
prices, for example, the median value reported was used. In addition, due to the recall 
method used to collect information on costs, double counting was commonly seen in the 
survey data, especially for labor estimates. To adjust for this and to more accurately reflect 
the true labor costs for production, labor estimates reported by the survey respondents were 
consistently halved across all labor activities and commodities.  

Gross margin calculations for all fifteen crop and livestock enterprises from this survey are 
provided in the following section of this report, along with more disaggregated budget details 
of the various input and output factors for each enterprise. A more detailed account of the 
2009 Crop and Livestock Survey and a comparison of the findings in this report with those of 
other recent studies of a similar nature are provided in the last two sections of this report.  

 Gross Margin Analysis and Results 

Gross margin calculations for all fifteen Ugandan agricultural crop and livestock enterprises 
surveyed are provided in this section, with further disaggregated details at both the seasonal 
as well as component level, where applicable. Analysis of cost structures of the agricultural 

Gross Revenue Variable Cost 

Value of 
Production 

Material 
Input 

Family 
Labor 

Hired 
Labor 
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budgets at the enterprise level show, as expected, significant amounts of resources being 
allocated to certain labor activities as well as material inputs. In order to better understand 
the contribution of these more resource-intensive inputs to overall gross margins and 
productivity, disaggregated cost shares of these components are provided for each 
enterprise.  

Table 2: Gross Margins for Ugandan Crop and Livestock Enterprises (UShs per ha or livestock unit)  

Type Enterprise District Season 1 Season 2 Annual Total  

Crop 

Banana Mityana 890,071 1,074,112 1,964,183 

Citrus Soroti 92,523 1,371,909 1,464,432 

Robusta Coffee Mityana -40,680 212,163 171,483 

Cotton Lira -69,706 -6,799 -76,505 

Groundnuts Soroti 90,675 -2,075 88,600 

Maize Iganga 426,377 533,585 959,962 

Rice Iganga 871,093 1,417,169 2,288,262 

Sorghum Soroti -130,605 67,587 -63,018 

Sunflower Lira 422,375 202,179 624,554 

 Tobacco Arua 3,168,532 0 3,168,532 

Livestock 

Apiculture Arua   5,829 

Aquaculture Arua   525 

Cattle Iganga, Mityana   70,460 

Goat Arua   16,203 

Poultry Iganga, Soroti   106 

 

Table  provides an overall look at gross margins for the fifteen agricultural enterprises 
included in this study, reported on a seasonal basis for crops and annual basis for livestock. 
It is clear from the calculations that some crops are single-season crops, such as cotton, 
coffee, and tobacco, capturing revenue only during one season. A negative seasonal gross 
margin calculation can generally be explained by seasons in which costs are incurred in 
activities such as labor for preparation and tending to land, although the revenues may not 
be captured until the following season. All gross margin figures are reported per hectare for 
crops and per livestock unit for livestock enterprises. Gross margins are not to be confused 
with gross profit, which encompasses broader financial measures beyond those used in our 
analysis. 

Gross margins for crop enterprises in Uganda, as shown in Figure 3 below, vary greatly 
ranging from UShs -130,605 per hectare for sorghum in the first season to UShs 3.1 million 
for tobacco in the first season. Tobacco, banana, citrus and rice show the highest total 
annual gross margins with over one million shillings per hectare. Cotton, Robusta coffee, 
and sorghum both show negative gross margins for at least one season, with cotton 
negative in both seasons. Further details are provided in the specific enterprise sections 
below. 
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Figure 3: Gross Margin for Crop Enterprises 
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Gross margins for Ugandan livestock enterprises are presented graphically in Figure 4. 
Livestock gross margins are reported on an annual basis, unlike crop commodities, since 
information is available only for the year. Although the number of livestock units for 
calculation purposes was the starting stock for the year, all costs associated with livestock 
production are distributed equally across stock regardless of breed or age.  

Figure 3: Gross Margin for Livestock Enterprises 

5,829

525

70,460

16,203

106
0

10,000

20,000

30,000

40,000

50,000

60,000

70,000

80,000

Apiculture Aquaculture Cattle Goat Poultry

UShs/livestock unit

 
 

Banana 

Banana is a perennial crop and widely consumed throughout Uganda, especially in the 
central region where it is the principal staple food. Bananas provide important nutritional 
benefits to much of the population and are often grown for both consumption at home as well 
as the domestic market. In Western Uganda, large-scale banana farms provide benefits to 
the local economy and household wealth. Although not a major cash crop in Uganda, small 
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quantities of bananas are also exported to neighboring countries and air freighted to Europe 
and other overseas markets (Kraybill & Kidoido, 2009).  

Relative to other crop enterprises, banana enterprises have some of the highest gross 
margins of those included in this survey and are thus important to both the nutritional and 
economic health of many communities and households throughout the country. Gross 
margins for banana enterprises surveyed in Mityana are UShs 890,071 for the first season 
and UShs 1.1 million the second season, for a total annual gross margin of about 
UShs 2 million per hectare. Material inputs contribute to a significant share of variable costs 
for the first season at 74 percent, of which on average more than half is associated with the 
cost of suckers and mulch. For the second season, family labor costs accounted for about 
half of total variable costs, with banana enterprises on average allocating more than half of 
family labor costs for activities such as planting suckers, removal of old stems, and 
harvesting.  

Table 3: Banana, Gross Margins (Mityana District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  1,930,693 1,707,921 

Variable Costs 1,040,622 633,809 

  Material Input  773,562 248,633 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 animal manure 12 28 
    2 compost manure 0 2 
    3 herbicides 10 37 
    4 inorganic insecticides 1 0 
    5 manure tea 0 1 
    6 mulch 17 2 
    7 organic pesticides 15 8 
    8 other costs 7 5 
    9 suckers 36 12 
    10 support poles 2 3 

  Hired Labor 119,304 76,527 

  Family Labor 147,756 308,650 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 pruning 15 3 
    2 transporting home 12 0 
    3 removal of old stems 10 14 
    4 planting suckers 10 20 
    5 digging holes 8 5 
    6 applying farm yard manure 6 4 
    7 harvesting 6 18 
    8 1st weeding 5 6 
    9 mulching 4 4 
    10 other activities 23 25 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 890,071 1,074,112 

Citrus 

Citrus is an important crop in Uganda, especially in the Teso region of the country where it is 
produced widely. Originally promoted as a government scheme in the 1960s, citrus 
continues to be actively produced for both domestic consumption as well as regional 
markets (UIA, 2009). Due to the relative high profitability in citrus farming as well as 
increasing demand for citrus products from European and American markets, the 
government of Uganda has identified citrus farming as a priority enterprise for investment to 
enhance productivity.  
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Gross margins of citrus from the Soroti district is relatively high compared to other surveyed 
enterprises at UShs 92,523 and UShs 1.4 million for each season, with a total annual gross 
margin of UShs 1.5 million per hectare. Citrus farming is largely seasonal with significantly 
higher variable costs, almost 5 times, incurred in the first season. Material inputs account for 
roughly half of variable costs, with animal manure and seedlings totaling almost two-thirds of 
material input costs each season. Labor costs are also significantly higher the first season, 
with roughly a fifth of family labor resources for harvesting activities.  

Table 4: Citrus, Gross Margins (Soroti District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  1,120,744 1,591,412 

Variable Costs 1,028,221 219,503 

  Material Input  559,338 113,676 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 animal manure 34 36 

    2 bags 0 0 

    3 compost manure 5 0 

    4 fungicide 0 1 

    5 inorganic fertilizer 1 5 

    6 inorganic insecticide 7 12 

    7 mulch 12 0 

    8 organic pesticide 0 1 

    9 other costs 2 8 

    10 seedlings 38 37 

  Hired Labor 364,975 75,255 

  Family Labor 103,909 30,571 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 harvesting 21 21 

    2 1st weeding 15 5 

    3 pruning 15 0 

    4 guarding the crop 7 4 

    5 applying compost manure 7 0 

    6 2nd weeding 6 2 

    7 applying insecticides 4 10 

    8 planting seedlings 3 4 

    9 applying inorganic fertilizer 3 0 

    10 other activities 19 54 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 92,523 1,371,909 

Robusta Coffee 

Coffee, a perennial crop, is the leading export commodity and cash crop for Uganda. Arabica 
and Robusta are the two varieties of coffee grown in Uganda, and both are important to the 
country’s export earnings. Arabica coffee is primarily grown in high altitude areas of the 
eastern, western, and southern regions and has marginally higher yields than Robusta 
(USAID-APEP, 2008). Despite volatile international coffee markets and recent concerns of 
coffee-wilt disease, coffee is still a major income earner for many households throughout the 
country and remains a key agricultural enterprise.  
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Robusta coffee production from Mityana district, as seen in Table , shows seasonal crop 
cycles with a gross margin of UShs -40,680 in the first season and UShs 212,163 in the 
second, for a total annual gross margin of UShs 171,483 per hectare. The majority of 
variable costs related to planting and preparation are incurred in the first season, while 
revenue is mostly captured in the second season. Material inputs in the first season account 
for almost 60 percent of variable costs, with coffee growers allocating about half of their 
costs for the purchase of seedlings. Three-quarters of material input costs in the second 
season are attributed to fertilizer and insecticide costs. Accordingly, family labor costs the 
first season are for preparation activities such as construction of processing facilities, while 
the second season accounts for harvesting activities.  

Table 5: Coffee, Gross Margins (Mityana District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  487,135 716,558 

Variable Costs 527,815 504,395 

  Material Input  304,641 237,990 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 animal manure 18 13 

    2 bags 0 0 

    3 herbicide 19 39 

    4 inorganic fertilizer 9 35 

    5 inorganic insecticide 1 0 

    6 mulch 2 0 

    7 organic pesticide 0 1 

    8 other costs 1 2 

    9 seedlings 51 9 

    10 animal manure 18 13 

  Hired Labor 118,428 113,666 

  Family Labor 104,746 152,739 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    

1 constructing and repairing soil & water 
conservation works 

32 0 

    2 1st ploughing 15 0 

    3 bush clearing 11 0 

    4 harvesting 10 45 

    5 digging holes 6 2 

    6 drying 4 14 

    7 planting coffee seedlings 3 3 

    8 slashing 2 3 

    9 applying farmyard manure 2 1 

    10 other activities 14 33 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) -40,680 212,163 

Cotton 

Cotton, another perennial crop, is an important cash crop for Uganda in terms of export 
earnings. After coffee, cotton is the second most important cash earner for households in 
Uganda and accounts for up to 25 percent of foreign exchange earnings (Horna et al, 2009). 
Cotton is grown in several regions throughout Uganda, including the east, central, and 
midwest regions. Due to the overall importance of cotton in the national economy, the 
government of Uganda has continued to be committed to research and investment in 
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technology for increasing the productivity of cotton enterprises in order to maintain 
competitiveness in international markets.  

Cotton is a single-season crop, as shown in the survey data of cotton farmers from Lira. 
Although data was collected for both seasons, revenues were only reported for Season 1 by 
all cotton farmers interviewed. Gross margins were obtained of UShs -69,706 and 6,799 for 
each season respectively. All gross revenue and the majority of variable costs for the year 
are captured in the first season, and significant labor costs of both hired and family labor 
contribute to the negative gross margin calculations. Total labor costs in the first season 
account for on average of 96 percent of variable costs emphasizing the labor-intensive 
qualities of cotton production. Labor activities contributing significantly to cotton production 
include harvesting, preparation of land, and transporting cotton from the field to home. 
Although there are no revenues in the second season, minimal variable costs are incurred 
for transporting and preparation of cotton to the markets such as bagging activities.  

Table 6: Cotton, Gross Margins (Lira District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  482,598 0 

Variable Costs 552,304 6,799 

  Material Input  20,562 282 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 10 33 

    2 compost manure 3 0 

    3 inorganic insecticide 11 0 

    4 mulch 4 0 

    5 organic pesticide 3 0 

    6 other costs 55 0 

    7 seed 14 67 

  Hired Labor 287,692 0 

  Family Labor 244,049 6,517 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 harvesting 32 0 

    2 1st ploughing 15 0 

    3 bush clearing 11 0 

    4 transporting home 10 45 

    5 ploughing and planting green manure 6 2 

    6 bagging 4 14 

    7 planting/seeding 3  0 

    8 2nd weeding 2  0 

    9 applying inorganic fertilizer 2  0 

    10 other activities 14 39 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) -69,706 -6,799 

Groundnuts 

Groundnuts are a widely grown crop in Uganda and constitute an important source of protein 
for both rural and urban household throughout the country. The eastern region of Uganda is 
the largest producer of groundnuts, with surplus production transported to major urban 
markets in Mbale, Kampala, and Jinja. A relative profitability analysis by Kraybill and Kidoido 
(2009) reveals that groundnuts tend to be profitable only with the use of improved varieties, 
high-input technology or a combination of the two. For this reason, groundnut farmers can 
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benefit immensely from knowledge dissemination and technology diffusion relevant to the 
enterprise.  

Gross margins for groundnuts from Soroti farmers below show the crop to be largely 
seasonal with a gross margin of UShs 90,672 and UShs -2,075 for the first and second 
season, respectively, and a total annual gross margin of UShs 88,600 per hectare. Overall, 
disaggregated gross margin components show that, although gross revenue for each 
season is roughly the same, variable costs differ greatly from season to season. Material 
inputs in the second season are more than four times the amount of the first at over 
UShs 450,000 per hectare. On average, material input costs associated with seed 
purchases account for about 70 percent of total input costs. On the other hand, labor costs 
of both hired and family labor are significantly higher in the first season than in the second—
almost seven times as much—with the majority of labor costs going towards various 
activities associated with preparing the land for planting as well as harvesting.  

Table 7: Groundnut, Gross Margins (Soroti District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  526,207 518,326 

Variable Costs 435,532 520,401 

  Material Input  100,592 459,447 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 animal manure 30 0 

    2 bags 3 4 

    3 mulch 0 26 

    4 organic pesticide 0 0 

    5 other costs 2 0 

    6 seed 65 70 

  Hired Labor 237,664 31,752 

  Family Labor 97,276 29,202 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 harvesting 17 23 

    2 1st weeding 14 11 

    3 shelling 12 6 

    4 planting/seeding 12 2 

    5 1st ploughing 11 2 

    6 2nd weeding 8 0 

    7 drying 8 21 

    8 2nd ploughing 6 0 

    9 bush clearing 3 3 

    10 other activities 9 32 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 90,672 -2,075 

Maize 

Maize is one of the most widely grown and consumed crops throughout Uganda and a staple 
food in many Ugandan households. Despite analysis by Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) showing 
that maize grown with high-input technology increased gross margins almost four-fold 
compared to those grown with low-input technology, most maize in Uganda are local 
varieties grown with low-input technology, with only farmers in the eastern region using 
improved varieties widely – these include those surveyed in Iganga. Being a staple food and 
important crop in Uganda, government support for providing greater access to improved 
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varieties of maize as well as high-input technology may bring greater nutritional and 
economic benefits.  

Maize, as seen by the survey data of farmers in Iganga, is a dual-season crop with gross 
margins of UShs 426,377 and UShs 533,585 for each season, and a total annual gross 
margin of UShs 959,962 per hectare. Material inputs account for roughly 20 percent of 
variable costs, of which almost half is allocated for inorganic fertilizer and seed costs for the 
first season. Maize is a labor-intensive crop with hired and family labor accounting for on 
average 50 percent and 30 percent of total variable costs, respectively. On average over 
time, maize enterprises may expect to allocate roughly a third of their family labor resources 
for weeding activities and another fifth of for harvesting and drying activities.  

Table 8: Maize, Gross Margins (Iganga District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  782,269 910,967 

Variable Costs 355,891 377,381 

  Material Input  77,354 73,438 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 5 1 

    2 herbicides 2 0 

    3 inorganic fertilizer 25 14 

    4 inorganic insecticide 0 0 

    5 other costs 42 71 

    6 seeds 26 14 

    7 storage insecticides 0 0 

  Hired Labor 184,755 174,849 

  Family Labor 93,783 129,094 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 1st weeding 17 16 

    2 2nd weeding 16 12 

    3 harvesting 16 12 

    4 planting of seedling 13 9 

    5 drying 10 6 

    6 bush clearing 9 4 

    7 1st ploughing 5 5 

    8 bagging 3 2 

    9 transporting home 2 2 

    10 other activities 9 32 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 426,377 533,585 

Rice 

Rice is a widely grown crop in Uganda and has become an important source of income as 
well as nutrition for many Ugandan households. The eastern and northern regions of the 
country are key producers of rice. Both lowland and upland rice varieties are grown in 
Uganda, the latter accounting for 70 percent of rice production in the country. According to 
the PMA (2009), rice production has expanded nationally to new regions thanks to recent 
efforts by the government to actively promote upland rice cultivation.  
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It is clear from the gross margins table below of Iganga rice farmers who were surveyed why 
the government would have special initiatives for the promotion of rice in Uganda. Gross 
margins are relatively high compared to other agricultural enterprises surveyed, with 
UShs 871,093 and UShs 1,417,169 for each season respectively, and a total annual gross 
margin of UShs 1,144,131 per hectare. Material inputs, hired labor, and family labor account 
for roughly equal shares of total variable costs and account for just under half of gross 
revenue figures. Costs associated with seeds account for about a third of material input 
costs, followed by inorganic fertilizer and herbicides depending on the season. 
Disaggregation of family labor costs show weeding and planting and harvesting and scaring 
away birds account for 32 percent and 42 percent for the first season and the second 
season, respectively.  

Table 9: Rice, Gross Margins (Iganga District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  1,756,984 2,241,395 

Variable Costs 885,892 824,227 

  Material Input  269,219 254,634 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 4 6 

    2 herbicides 9 24 

    3 inorganic fertilizer 22 6 

    4 other costs 32 34 

    5 seed 28 29 

    6 storage insecticides 4 0 

  Hired Labor 285,213 244,806 

  Family Labor 331,459 324,786 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 1st weeding 18 6 

    2 planting seedlings 14 7 

    3 harvesting 14 20 

    4 scaring away birds 13 22 

    5 threshing/winnowing 8 9 

    6 2nd weeding 7 0 

    7 drying 5 8 

    8 2nd ploughing 4 1 

    9 1st ploughing 4 8 

    10 other activities 13 17 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 871,093 1,417,169 

Sorghum 

Sorghum is an important crop in Uganda, both as a staple food as well as a key ingredient 
used in the manufacturing of beer. Traditionally, sorghum is grown mostly in drier climates 
such as Karamoja and Teso, as well as in the wetter highlands of Kabale. Despite its 
importance in Ugandan diet and industry, sorghum production is constrained by the lack of 
alternative high-yielding varieties, which are necessary to enhance productivity (Kraybill & 
Kidoido, 2009).  

From the table below, gross margins of sorghum from Soroti for both seasons are  
UShs -130,605 and UShs 67,587, respectively, with a total annual gross margin of  
UShs -63,018 per hectare. Material inputs are generally very low and account for about 4 
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percent of total variable costs on average. On the other hand, sorghum is a labor-intensive 
crop requiring extensive hired and family labor inputs for production. Due to the dry climates 
in which sorghum is grown, significant labor resources are required for preparation of land 
for sorghum production, including weeding, ploughing, and bush clearing. Difficulties in 
estimating overall labor requirements on a seasonal basis as well as a general 
overestimation of labor costs may contribute to the overestimation of variable costs, thus 
causing negative gross margins.  

Table 10: Sorghum, Gross Margins (Soroti District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  158,521 330,843 

Variable Costs 289,126 263,256 

  Material Input  7,401 14,178 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 29 8 

    2 inorganic fertilizer 0 2 

    3 inorganic insecticide 0 0 

    4 mulch 25 0 

    5 other costs 2 2 

    6 seed 45 88 

  Hired Labor 143,403 138,198 

  Family Labor 138,322 110,880 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 1st weeding 20 20 

    2 1st ploughing 16 14 

    3 harvesting 12 17 

    4 bush clearing 10 8 

    5 threshing and winnowing 8 5 

    6 scaring away birds 8 6 

    7 applying manure 7 0 

    8 2nd ploughing 7 3 

    9 drying 6 10 

    10 other activities 7 17 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) -130,605 67,587 

Sunflower 

Sunflower, mainly used for oil production, has benefitted from recent government initiatives 
and promotions to expand and enhance its productivity. Originally grown in the Teso area in 
the east and parts of the northern region, sunflower is now produced in other regions as well. 
Sunflower is an important cash crop, with Sunfola as the most commonly grown variety. 
However, additional research is being conducted to identify other improved varieties (PMA 
and MAAIF, 2009).  

The survey of sunflower growers in the Lira district, summarized in the table below, shows 
gross margins of UShs 422,375 and UShs 202,179 for the first and second seasons, 
respectively, with a total annual gross margin of UShs 624,554 per hectare. At the 
component level, gross revenue in the first season is roughly 200 percent higher than the 
second season, although variable costs for both seasons are roughly the same. Labor costs 
make up a significant portion of variable costs for both seasons, accounting for almost 70 
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percent of variable costs, with additional disaggregated figures showing roughly twice as 
much allocated costs for hired labor versus family labor. Seeds make up a significant share 
of material input costs, with sunflower enterprises over time spending an average of 60 
percent of material input costs on seeds.  
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Table 11: Sunflower, Gross Margins (Lira District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  657,751 426,554 

Variable Costs 235,195 224,374 

  Material Input  70,508 43,556 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 1 2 

    2 dry cells 0 0 

    3 herbicides 3 0 

    4 inorganic fertilizer 11 10 

    5 mulch 5 1 

    6 other costs 21 31 

    7 seeds 59 56 

    8 storage insecticide 0 0 

  Hired Labor 113,466 119,510 

  Family Labor 51,222 61,298 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 2nd weeding 36 6 

    2 1st weeding 17 10 

    3 guarding crops 8 7 

    4 harvesting 7 15 

    5 1st ploughing 6 11 

    6 planting and seeding 4 7 

    7 drying 4 3 

    8 2nd ploughing 4 8 

    9 threshing and winnowing 3 9 

    10 other activities 12 25 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 422,375 202,179 

Tobacco 

Tobacco is a major cash crop and important export. Tobacco is mainly grown in the west 
Nile and southwestern regions of the country. British American Tobacco (BAT), the leading 
international tobacco company, largely manages the production processes of tobacco 
enterprises, from mobilizing farmers and supplying enterprises with key inputs for production 
such as seeds, inorganic fertilizers, and agricultural extension services, to engaging in direct 
purchasing agreements with producers at harvest (Kraybill and Kidoido, 2009).  

Tobacco is one of the most profitable crop enterprises in Uganda, with tobacco farmers from 
Arua showing the highest gross margin of all enterprises surveyed in this study—about 
UShs 3.1million per hectare. Tobacco is a seasonal crop, with production only during one 
season of the year. Despite assistance and subsidies given to farmers by BAT, the material 
inputs such as seedlings, fuel wood, and inorganic fertilizer still account for about 75 percent 
of material input costs over time.  
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Table 12: Tobacco, Gross Margins (Arua District) 
Component   Season 1 Season 2 

Gross Revenue  4,831,200 0 

Variable Costs 1,662,668 0 

  Material Input  971,863 0 

        Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 11 0 

    2 baling cloth 8 0 

    3 fuel wood 26 0 

    4 herbicides 0 0 

    5 inorganic fertilizer 23 0 

    6 inorganic insecticide 0 0 

    7 jute twine 6 0 

    8 mulch 0 0 

    9 other costs 1 0 

    10 seedlings 25 0 

  Hired Labor 403,906 0 

  Family Labor 286,899 0 

        Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 1st ploughing 13 0 

    2 harvesting/reaping 11 0 

    3 curing tobacco 10 0 

    4 2nd ploughing 7 0 

    5 sorting 6 0 

    6 grading/sorting 6 0 

    7 making ridges 6 0 

    8 bush clearing 5 0 

    9 guarding crops 4 0 

    10 other activities 32 0 

Gross Margin (UShs per hectare) 3,168,532 0 

Apiculture 

Turning now to the five livestock-related enterprises surveyed, apiculture has recently 
experienced increased productivity in Uganda due to government initiatives to diversify the 
country’s export base. This has led to the adoption of improved beehive technology and a 
general commercialization of the industry. Traditional honey production was mostly seasonal 
and relied on the use of simple, non-durable hives constructed from bamboo. Analysis by 
Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) show improved beehive technology improves gross margins 
almost three-fold compared to traditional beehive production processes.  

Annual gross margins for apiary enterprises in Arua are UShs 5,829 per beehive. Material 
inputs account for roughly 22 percent of variable costs at UShs 750 per beehive, with more 
than half of material input costs allocated for drug costs related to production. Like many 
other enterprises, apiculture is a relatively labor-intensive enterprise with labor accounting 
for a significant share of variable costs. Hired and family labor account for 50 percent and 28 
percent of variable cost, respectively, and together account for almost UShs 2,683 per 
beehive. Of family labor costs, which account for about UShs 969 per beehive, almost 61 
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percent of these labor costs are for watering activities, followed by cleaning and feeding at 
16 percent and 10 percent, respectively.  

Table 13: Apiculture, Gross Margins (Arua District) 

Component   Annual 

Gross Revenue  9,262 

Variable Costs 3,433 

  Material Input  750 

 
Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 other costs 33 

    2 other drugs 57 

    3 water 10 

  Hired Labor 1,714 

  Family Labor 969 

 
Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 watering bees 61 

    2 cleaning 16 

    3 feeding 10 

    4 harvesting bees 5 

    5 marketing 3 

    6 extracting honey 2 

    7 other processing activities 1 

    8 slashing 1 

    9 packaging 1 

    10 other activities 1 

Gross Margin (UShs per beehive) 5,829 

Aquaculture 

Aquaculture was first brought to Uganda in the 1940s with the introduction of carp species. 
Aquaculture is traditionally a subsistence farming method using low input technology under a 
pond system of production. Rising fish prices and domestic and regional demand, along with 
a government promotion campaign, has increased adoption of improved aquaculture 
technology, increasing productivity, with an estimated 20 to 30 percent of smallholder 
subsistence ponds transitioning to profitable small-scale producers (FAO, 2010). It is 
estimated that about 12,000 farmers are engaged in aquaculture, producing an estimated 
285 tonnes of fish per year.  

Gross margins for aquaculture in Arua are about UShs 525 per fish with relatively low labor 
costs involved, unlike many other enterprises in this survey. Material inputs account for 
about 80 percent of variable costs, of which almost three-quarters is allocated for costs 
related to fingerlings and lime. Aquaculture is largely subsistence, and heavily dependent on 
family labor as seen in the table below. The average aquaculture producer can expect to 
allocate almost half of their family labor costs towards pond maintenance activities such as 
cleaning and planting grass at the edges.  
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Table 1: Aquaculture, Gross Margins (Arua District) 

Component   Annual 

Gross Revenue  905 

Variable Costs 380 

  Material Input  310 

 
Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 bags 0 

    2 constant water 8 

    3 feeds 19 

4 fingerlings 43 

5 lime 28 

6 live feeds 3 

7 other costs 1 

  Hired Labor 0 

  Family Labor 71 

 
Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 cleaning the pond 31 

    2 planting grass at the edges 21 

    3 feeding the fish 17 

    4 slashing at the edges 13 

    5 controlling the water flows 8 

    6 planting vegetables 7 

    7 harvesting the fish 2 

    8 sampling fish 2 

    9 marketing 1 

    10 other activities 0 

Gross Margin (UShs per fish) 525 

Cattle 

Cattle farming, for both dairy and meat production, is the biggest livestock enterprise in 
Uganda for both food production and income for households. Cattle are raised throughout all 
regions of the country, usually by smallholder farmers. Cattle enterprises have more recently 
been expanding due to a comprehensive government of Uganda national strategy plan for 
the livestock sector which includes animal health, animal nutrition, training and delivery, 
research, and enhanced market systems (FAO, 2005). Productivity of cattle enterprises has 
been increasing steadily over the past years due to improved production systems and 
techniques, but still falls below increasing demand for cattle products, which has been 
growing at an average annual rate of about 2 percent per year.  

Gross margins for cattle in this survey, reflecting the Iganga and Mityana districts, are 
UShs 70,460 per head. Material inputs account for almost 70 percent of variable costs for 
cattle enterprises at about UShs 77,000 per head. On average, cattle enterprises spent 
about half of their material input costs on feeds for cattle production. Labor costs account for 
about 30 percent of total variable costs and are equally shared between hired and family 
labor. Activities and costs related to establishing water sources and maintaining pastures for 
grazing account for almost a quarter of family labor costs for cattle farmers with another 
quarter attributed to perimeter fencing and attending to calves.  
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Table 2: Cattle, Gross Margins (Iganga and Mityana Districts) 

Component   Annual 

Gross Revenue  183,000 

Variable Costs 112,540 

  Material Input  77,000 

 
Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 acaricides 4 

    2 dewormers 4 

    3 Feeds 47 

4 other costs 40 

5 other drugs 1 

6 vet drugs 4 

  Hired Labor 17,647 

  Family Labor 17,893 

 
Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 establishing water sources 13 

    2 paddocking/perimeter fencing 11 

    3 maintenance of fodder garden/pasture 10 

    4 tethering calves 9 

    5 establishing fodder garden/pasture 7 

    6 grazing/watering (permanent) 7 

    7 watering animals 6 

    8 transporting milk to collection point 6 

    9 cleaning zero grazing stall 6 

    10 other activities 26 

Gross Margin (UShs per cattle) 70,460 

Goat 

Goat farming is an important agricultural enterprise across Uganda. Although the majority of 
Uganda’s goat production is for domestic consumption, exports have been increasing 
recently due to increasing demand from the Middle East (Ngatya, 2008). There are three 
different breeds raised widely throughout Uganda—Small East Africa, Mubende, and 
Kigezi—with additional national livestock research being conducted to identify improved 
breeds as well as breeding techniques. Analysis by Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) show gross 
margins with subsistence methods, such as free-range, are twice as high as gross margins 
for goat enterprises employing only high-input technology. Surprisingly, the study also shows 
that gross margins for producers using low-input technology are actually higher than for 
those using high-input technology.  

Gross margins of goat enterprises from Arua district show a gross margin of UShs 16,203 
per goat. Material inputs account for 40 percent of variable costs at UShs 1,588 per goat. On 
average, goat enterprises spend UShs 2,352 per goat, with family labor costs accounting for 
twice as much as hired labor costs. In terms of disaggregated costs, feeds account for a 
significant share of goat enterprise costs, with 78 percent of material input costs and 36 
percent of family labor costs allocated to feed purchase and transportation. Additionally, 
another 30 percent of family labor is allocated to grazing and watering activities.  
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Table 16: Goat, Gross Margins (Arua District) 

Component   Annual 

Gross Revenue  20,143 

Variable Costs 3,940 

  Material Input  1,588 

 
Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 acaricides 4 

    2 dewormers 5 

    3 feeds 78 

4 other costs 9 

5 other drugs 3 

6 vet drugs 3 

  Hired Labor 763 

  Family Labor 1,589 

 
Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 transporting feeds 36 

    2 grazing/watering (casual) 30 

    3 tethering kids 14 

    4 cleaning stalls 9 

    5 grazing/watering (permanent) 4 

    6 disease control 3 

    7 establishing pasture/fodder garden 1 

    8 constructing/repairing shed 1 

    9 establishing water points 1 

    10 other activities 1 

Gross Margin (UShs per goat) 16,203 

Poultry 

Poultry farming is widely practiced throughout Uganda, especially in the eastern and central 
regions. Free-range indigenous poultry accounts for 80 percent of poultry production, while 
20 percent of poultry production is undertaken under intensive systems (FAO, 2008). Due to 
the importance of poultry for meeting Uganda’s food needs and recent increasing trends in 
poultry exports, the poultry sector has been identified by the government as a key sector to 
benefit from government promotion and assistance for productivity enhancement.  

Gross margins for poultry, surveyed in Iganga and Soroti, are low at UShs 106 per bird. 
However, this figure is likely underestimated due to the inability to accurately estimate the 
value of production from the survey data. It was not possible to isolate the value of egg 
production from the value of those birds that were sold. For this reason, gross margins for 
poultry in this report reflect only the value of production related to poultry bird sales and not 
eggs. Material input costs account for almost 60 percent of variable costs with over 70 
percent allocated to feeds. Likewise, activities related to feeding birds account for 37 percent 
of family labor costs, with an additional 27 percent for watering activities and collecting eggs.  
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Table 3: Poultry, Gross Margins (Iganga and Soroti Districts) 

Component   Annual 

Gross Revenue  3,104 

Variable Costs 2,998 

  Material Input  1,745 

 
Avg. % of Material Input Cost 

    1 chicks 1 

    2 feeds 71 

    3 litter 5 

4 other costs 10 

5 other drugs 1 

6 vet drugs 6 

7 water 7 

  Hired Labor 321 

  Family Labor 932 

 
Avg. % of Family Labor Cost 

    1 feeding birds 37 

    2 watering birds 17 

    3 collecting eggs 10 

    4 cleaning poultry house 9 

    5 transporting feeds 8 

    6 constructing/repairing poultry house 7 

    7 transporting eggs to market 5 

    8 transporting birds to market 2 

    9 disease control 2 

    10 other activities 3 

Gross Margin (UShs per live bird) 106 

 

Comparative Studies 

Research on the profitability of smallholder agricultural enterprises has been widely 
conducted in Uganda due to the importance of agriculture productivity on the livelihoods of 
the Ugandan population, for national food security, and for economic development. This 
section reviews the different studies carried out in Uganda that highlighted gross margins for 
various agricultural enterprises.  However, it is important to note that these studies have 
significant differences in methodology.  As such, comparisons may be difficult to make if the 
fundamental differences in the approaches adopted are not fully considered.  Each study 
reviewed in this section utilized different survey data, sampling frameworks, and analytic 
methodologies to meet specific study objectives. The studies relevant to this report include: 

 The agricultural enterprise study by Kraybill and Kidoido using data from the 2005/06 
UNHS survey,  

 the Budget Survey carried out by the Bank of Uganda, 
 the Domestic-Cost Ratio Studies also carried out by the Bank of Uganda, and 
 the agricultural enterprise assessment reports of the Agricultural Productivity 

Enhancement Program (APEP).  
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Table 4 shows gross margin figures for specific crop enterprises computed by the 
analysts for the two studies most similar to the gross margin analyses presented in this 
report. The PMA and Kraybill and Kidoido studies employed a similar gross margin 
approach, and much of the analysis in this report is guided by that used by Kraybill and 
Kidoido in their study. The APEP and Kraybill and Kidoido studies reported 
disaggregated results by farming type or seed type, such as traditional and improved 
inputs and seeds. Although the 2009 Crop and Livestock Budget Survey, the results of 
which are presented in this report, included traditional and high input categorizations 
for farms, it was suggested that this particular data point was not reliable and thus was 
not considered in the analysis of the data. Instead, gross margins were reported for all 
(mixed) farms.  Apart from differences in categorization of gross margins, sample 
frameworks also differed across the three studies, with the Kraybill and Kidoido study 
using nationally representative data while the PMA study used largely single-district 
sampling for each commodity. 

Table 48: Crop enterprise gross margins from recent Ugandan studies (UShs per ha) 

 APEP Gross Margins Study Kraybill & Kidoido 
Crop and Livestock 

Budget Survey 

Year 2006 2005/06 2009 

Data: Collected by project UNHS Crop & livestock survey 

Crop Traditional Low input High input Traditional Improved Mix of technology levels

Cotton 90,000 164,500 376,000 104,968 - -76,505 

Coffee 320,000 800,000 1,800,000 423,350 430,550 171,483 

Sunflower 62,500 210,000 - 258,376 503,952 624,554 

Rice 315,000 252,000 770,000 663,800 1,842,207 2,288,262 

Maize 120,000 350,000 560,000 392,243 460,981 959,962 

Bananas 600,000 1,440,000 3,250,000 1,057,290 3,796,810 1,964,183 

 

For the livestock enterprises shown in Table 5, the Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) report is the 
only comparable study that considered livestock. However, that study has livestock units 
disaggregated by local and improved type, whereas the IFPRI/PMA analysis could not be 
disaggregated by animal type. This difference blurs the comparison between the two studies. 
However it is noteworthy that figures for local livestock units in both studies are relatively 
close, while gross margin figures for the improved livestock show a large variation in 
magnitude. The minimal variation in magnitude for the local livestock breed category may 
suggest that the majority of the farmers included in the PMA survey were rearing local 
breeds. Poultry gross margins were not computed in the Kraybill report and as such no 
comparisons could be made for poultry enterprises.   

Table 5: Livestock enterprise gross margins from recent Ugandan studies (UShs per livestock unit per 
year) 

 Kraybill & Kidoido 
Crop and Livestock 

Budget Survey 

Year 2005/06 2009 

Data: UNHS Crop & livestock survey 

Livestock 
enterprise Local breeds 

Improved 
breeds Mix 

Apiary 5,438 - 5,829 

Dairy 59,436 172,724 70,460 

Goat 6,667 13,333 16,203 
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Comparisons of each of these other studies to the results of gross margins analysis of the 
2009 Crop and Livestock Budget Survey are now presented in turn. 

Kraybill and Kidoido Analysis of the UNHS Survey 

The Uganda National Household Survey is the most frequently updated household survey in 
Uganda. The 2005/06 survey was the basis for the Kraybill and Kidoido (2009) agricultural 
enterprise analysis. The study covered Uganda’s ten agro-ecological zones, each with its 
own dynamic climate and farming systems. The UNHS data was collected throughout the 
country and is nationally representative. The survey covers most of the agricultural 
enterprises included in this report. The UNHS questionnaire was more comprehensive, and 
the survey was conducted on a much larger scale ensuring higher data integrity and more 
consistent data collection. The Kraybill and Kidoido analysis presented gross margins at a 
more disaggregated level. The UNHS survey had a much larger sample size, which allowed 
for greater disaggregation of enterprises into categories such as high and low input 
technologies and local and improved crop varieties and animal types.  

Bank of Uganda Budget Study (APSEC) 

In the late 1980s and 1990s, the Bank of Uganda, through its Agricultural Policy Secretariat, 
regularly produced annual reports on the economics of crop and livestock production. The 
report under review was produced in 1997 and reviews several factors affecting agricultural 
production activities at the farm level. It also makes comparisons of the profitability levels of 
the different agricultural enterprises (Bank of Uganda, 1998).  

Information on both specific enterprises and their value chains was collected in 1998 and 
1999 from 24 districts throughout Uganda. The study utilized several questionnaires, 
including separate farmer, crop buyer, price and agricultural extension questionnaires. 
During this survey 2,439 farmers, 728 crop processors, 388 crop buyers and 198 extension 
workers were interviewed. Livestock data was limited to farmers with five or more adult 
animals and was based on the animal breed and farming system.  

The Agricultural Policy Secretariat (APSEC) report computed gross margins based on the 
value of output less variable cost approach, somewhat similar to the analytical approach for 
this report. The APSEC data was more comprehensive and had a larger sample size, 
allowing for further disaggregated results to the regional level. Both datasets (APSEC and 
PMA) point to the fact that input use is very low among surveyed farm households. However, 
the APSEC report goes further to assess crop husbandry practices. The APSEC study also 
computed input-output ratios for all surveyed farm households, which is a relative measure 
of farm profitability and serves as a complimentary indicator of farm performance. This ratio 
is a gross value of output and the sum of input costs plus labor costs, including family labor, 
valued at its opportunity cost (BOU, 1998/99). Likewise, the APSEC study computed returns 
to family labor. This ratio is very sensitive to changes in prices. However, it provides useful 
information on the trends of input use among farm households. Although the APSEC study 
links exports competitiveness to farm level costs of production, it also provides a 
comprehensive critical look at macro factors like inflation and agricultural policy, and how 
they link with agricultural commodity competitiveness in the export market.  

Domestic Cost Ratio Study-Bank of Uganda  

In 2007, the Bank of Uganda initiated surveys to collect data to be used to compile domestic 
resource costs for major commodities. The Domestic Cost Ratio (DRC) is a measure of the 
competitiveness of a country’s tradables and acts as a measure of the comparative 
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advantage a country has in the production of a particular commodity. The DRC is defined as 
a ratio of the domestic costs of production incurred per unit of foreign exchange earned from 
exports. When this ratio is less than one (DRC<1), the country has a comparative advantage 
in the production and trading of that commodity. A country has a comparative advantage in 
the production of a particular commodity if the unit cost of producing and marketing of such a 
commodity is lower than the border price.  

These ratios are required on a frequent basis not only by the central bank but also by 
researchers, donors and investors. To bridge this information gap, the central bank initiated 
surveys in 2007 to establish DRC ratios and an Index of Agricultural Production (IAP). The 
DRC ratios have so far been compiled for beans, flowers, coffee, cotton, education, fish, 
maize, tea, tobacco and tourism.  

The commodities for this study were selected based on their contribution to the total value of 
exports – candidate commodities were those that contribute at least 0.5 percent to the total 
value of national exports. The data used to compile the DRC ratios was collected in two 
phases. The first phase collected data on beans, coffee, cotton, education fish, flowers, 
maize, tea, tobacco and tourism, while the second phase collected data on gold, cobalt, 
electricity, vanilla, soap, hides and skins, and cocoa.  

Potential respondents were identified by purposive selection of districts which produced the 
selected commodities. The identification of household respondents was mainly done with the 
help of district agricultural offices. For all commodities, respondent identification was done 
with the assistance of agencies in place. For instance, the Coffee Development Authority 
helped in identifying coffee farmers, while the Cotton Development Authority helped in the 
identification of cotton farmers. Data was collected using both the household visit approach 
and focus group discussions. Data covered almost all the key parts of the agricultural value 
chain, from production to export level. Computation of DRC ratios was based on the total 
amount of crop exported, total off-farm costs and total on-farm costs. On top of generating 
DRC ratios, sensitivity analysis was also carried out to analyze the effects of inflation on the 
competitiveness of the different commodities. Typically, the net margins produced in the 
DRC report reflect all costs along the commodity value chain (farm level, off-farm costs, and 
export/output) levels and, as such, cannot be similar to net values derived by considering 
both variable and fixed costs with output at the farm household level.  

The Agricultural Productivity Enhancement Program (APEP) study 

The Agricultural Productivity Enhancement Program (APEP) was designed with the intention 
of developing stronger agricultural input supply systems in Uganda. This system was 
envisaged as one that would create improvements in food and cash crop productivity and 
marketing. APEP sought to contribute to the transformation of the agricultural sector from a 
low input/low output, subsistence farming to commercially competitive farming. The program 
addressed specific commodities and related systems: production-market transactions, 
improvements in input distribution, technology transfer and development of competitive 
agricultural and rural enterprises. APEP worked specifically to increase enterprise efficiency, 
increase on-farm productivity and improve the enabling environment for agricultural activities 
(Chemonics International, 2008).  

In the design phase, APEP was designed to coalesce, synthesize, and revolutionize ongoing 
approaches to farm commercialization across a range of donors and programs. A close 
review of this report does not provide details on how any data used was collected, although 
the report gives a clear and concise explanation of the approaches used to execute the 
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program activities. For instance, the second APEP annual report shows measures of 
improved efficiency, such as increased outputs, reduced per unit cost of production, reduced 
input/output ratios, increased returns to family labor and increased gross incomes, which is 
done on a crop by crop basis. However, while the indicators are shown in the report, the 
source of the data is not mentioned and neither is the method used to collect and analyze 
the data mentioned. 

Assessment of Survey Tools 

It was envisaged from the planning phase that the Crop and Livestock Budget Survey for the 
PMA Secretariat would be an important component in the process to identify priority 
agricultural enterprises across the different agroecological zones in Uganda. An 
agroecological zone is defined as an area with similar socio-economic characteristics, where 
ecological conditions, farming systems and practices are fairly homogenous (MFPED, 2004). 
Each of the defined zones has specific agricultural enterprises in which it may have a 
comparative advantage relative to other production zones. Hence the preferred approach 
was to identify particular commodities and types of livestock produced in each zone. To 
efficiently identify the profitable enterprise mix, a crop or livestock budget analysis was to be 
carried out. This analysis would identify the production costs and the returns to the 
investments made by rural households.  

However, although the PMA survey was intended to cover several agroecological zones and 
generate information for policy and public sector purposes, the scope of the survey was 
small, which pointed to the likely existence of errors of observation or non-observation. 
These errors, among others, could have been a result of poor sampling criteria, inadequate 
supervision of data collectors, or poor training of field staff. From the onset, data was sought 
on three categories of farmers; traditional, low input and high input. What was not clear was 
the definition of these farmer categories. Due to the subjective nature of this definition, the 
data collected could not justify the farmers being classified as traditional, low input or high 
input. In addition to this, the number of selected respondents was very small and the number 
of districts covered per agroecological zone was also small. In effect, the results of analysis 
could not be inferred safely to the whole study area.  

The sampling criterion, which was purposive in nature, did not achieve a reasonable level of 
required randomization. This is clearly shown by the nature of respondents interviewed --the 
majority were in the traditional subsistence farmers’ category. Moreover, those categorized 
as high input farmers also had negligible levels of use of inputs like fertilizer, pesticide and 
improved seed. National Agricultural Advisory Service (NAADS) officers at district level were 
involved in identifying the respondents, as it was assumed that they had good knowledge 
about the farmers. This too may have introduced selection bias.  

When designing the next PMA agricultural enterprise, the sampling criteria should be 
clustered or stratified into sub-populations at agroecological zone level. Stratification groups 
survey elements into relatively homogeneous subgroups which can then be sampled, and 
each sub-population can then be considered as an independent stratum. Systematic 
sampling or randomization can then be applied to each stratum to improve 
representativeness, thereby reducing sampling errors. This often helps to produce a 
weighted mean that has less variability. Given that agroecological zones generally cover 
more than five districts each, it is rational to choose a sample size which covers a 
reasonable percentage of the study population (not less than 2 percent) to ensure adequate 
representativeness. Of course, this is dependent on the funds available. But it is a factor 
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worth considering, as a larger sample size greatly enhances data quality, holding other 
factors constant.  

Survey tools: Household and Specific Enterprise Questionnaires 

The preferred tools for data collection were household and single plot questionnaires. These 
survey tools are often designed with a specific focus on capturing parameters that meet the 
study objectives. The overall objective of this particular study was the generation of farm 
budgets and other complementary measures of farm productivity. To meet this objective, 
high quality data was required. However, the quality of data can only be guaranteed by 
carefully designed survey instruments or tools. Data to be used for such analysis should be 
adequate in terms of quality, quantity and timeliness. During the survey, data was collected 
using household and single plot questionnaires. Household data provides a basis for 
regressive analysis to explain observed farm profitability computed using specific enterprise 
data.  

The household questionnaire collects data on both intra- and extra-household factors, such 
as composition of the household, levels of education of household members, membership in 
community-based organizations and nongovernmental organizations, and access to markets 
(credit, labor etc). The questionnaire also compiles an inventory of the farm equipment used 
by the household, when this equipment was acquired, and its cost of acquisition and salvage 
values. The same tool is used for collecting information on household access to agricultural 
extension services and other factors which directly or indirectly affect agricultural production. 
This information, while not directly linked to the crop/livestock gross or net budget margins, 
helps in explaining the observed household gross margins and also may help explain how 
resources are allocated in a household. This information, when merged with plot information, 
can be helpful in explaining the level of correlation between various farm factors and the 
observed gross or net margins.  

Plot Level Questionnaire 

The plot enterprise questionnaire provides data for generation of the crop/livestock budgets. 
In this regard, the survey instruments should cover the following aspects of farm activities in 
detail: 

 Farm characteristics (farming system, farm size) 
 Farm income generated (crop and livestock sales) 
 Farm cost structure( fixed and variable costs) 

 
The plot level questionnaire gathers enterprise specific information which can be used to 
compute net or gross margin figures for each enterprise. It should be comprehensive.  

Although the farmer categorization section indicated that the type of farmer sampled was to 
be determined by the level of input use, this criteria was vaguely defined. As a result, 
enumerators use different standards for categorizing the farmers. Consequently, the analysis 
could not make more disaggregated conclusions about the farmers and their level of input 
use. The implication of this is that gross margins shown apply to all three categories – 
traditional, low and high input users. 

To effectively capture efficiency in farm operation, it is imperative that costs and returns to 
farm operations are computed on a per unit basis. This could be done on a per area unit 
basis or per currency unit basis. This implies that plot areas should be measured accurately. 
Farm gate prices should also be captured accurately. A column for ‘conversion factor’ could 
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also be included in order to standardize the quantities and the prices reported since farmers 
use all sorts of non standardized containers. A bag or tin reported by one farmer may not be 
the same size as that reported by another farmer. Providing conversion factors for non-
standard units would permit an analyst to undertake checks for unreasonable prices of 
agricultural produce and would enable the identification of unrealistic entries. 

One of the major drawbacks of the implementation of the PMA crop and livestock enterprise 
survey was the lack of consistency in data collected. Many of the sections in the 
questionnaires either had missing information or the data entered was not consistent. This 
pointed to the likelihood of poor supervision and poor training of enumerators. A lot of time is 
often wasted cleaning ‘dirty’ data. One way of avoiding this is by flagging questionnaires 
while enumerators are still in the field. Improved supervision can help reduce some of the 
problems experienced.  

The farm input cost structure requires detailed information on both fixed and variable costs 
incurred. The type of inputs used for crop and livestock production should be captured in 
detail. Fixed inputs, like land, require that rental prices are captured, as they reflect the 
opportunity cost of land use in a particular agroecological zone. For variable costs, like hired 
labor, a lump sum figure for specified activities as paid for by the farmer should be noted.  

In the specific enterprise questionnaire, all farm activities are well listed. However the 
challenge arises when enumerators are not able to capture the requisite information i.e. 
asking questions correctly and eliciting the right kind of responses from the respondents. For 
instance, while capturing labor spent on farm activities, the probability of overestimation or 
underestimation is very high. It takes a skillful enumerator to probe for answers on the 
number of family members who carried out a particular activity, hours worked per day and 
the total days spent carrying out a particular activity, in order to be able to compute good 
estimates of total man-hours spent on that activity. This requires both good enumerator 
training and close supervision of field activities.  

With the current structure of the questionnaire, minimal disaggregation of the resulting 
information can be done. Crop and livestock data should be collected in anticipation that 
crops can be disaggregated by cropping system, input use, by agroecological zones plus 
other relevant levels of disaggregation to deepen the analysis. The same should be done for 
livestock. A full livestock inventory should give details on livestock grazing system; livestock 
type (local, exotic or mixed/cross breeds) input use, livestock age and sex. Details on 
livestock age and sex are crucial in generating tropical livestock units, which enable 
comparison and calculation of unit gross margins.  

Capturing accurate levels of production is necessary to avoid over or under estimation. For 
crop yields, all forms of yield harvest should be captured -for instance, maize is harvested in 
raw and dry forms. It is important that all quantities harvested for home consumption, 
donated to friends and relatives or sold off to other buyers are captured. The average rural 
farmer uses tins, sacks and other nonconventional items to store produce. Enumerators 
should be trained in transforming these yields to standard kilogram units. The questionnaire 
should have a column where conversion units are clearly specified as reported by the 
farmer, and in some instances verification should be carried out while still in the field. 
Livestock products usually include meat, hides and milk. Each product should also be 
captured in standardized units. A conversion factor should be used at all times to convert 
milk quantities into liters and beef into kilograms. Hides can be captured as single units.  

The value of animals at the beginning and end of the year was missing in the survey 
questionnaires. The price of each type and category of livestock would allow a reasonable 
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conclusion to be drawn as to whether a livestock enterprise was profitable or not. For 
instance, the gross margins shown take into account only the value of animals that were sold 
and omit the appreciated value of the animals that remained unsold. In the case of poultry, 
the value of broilers at the end of the production cycle was not reflected in the gross margin 
calculation, thus giving an impression of lower margins. But the insufficiency of data on this 
detail limited what the gross margin calculation could show. 

The current dataset was plagued by overestimations of labor costs perhaps resulting from 
overestimation of number of hours/days used carrying out the activity or subdividing the 
activities which are concurrently done in a livestock enterprise. Detailing all activities may 
help ensure that no labor is omitted; similarly, the enumerator must be careful not to double-
record hours spent for combined activities. For instance, cleaning the poultry house, putting 
feeds in the trough and watering may take place simultaneously, creating an error if each is 
considered independently. As a precaution to avoid overestimation of hired labor, perhaps 
the proportion of hours spent on activities is a reasonable indicator of the value of labor on 
each since hired labor is paid on a monthly basis in most cases and a laborer does several 
activities. This should also be emphasized in the course of training the enumerators. 
Similarly, in most cases, family labor is not valued. Given a chance to do it, family labor may 
be misrepresented, as it was in the current study. It is recommended that a known standard 
mean wage rate in a district or village be applied, rather than allowing each household to 
determine its own rate. This resulted in gross overestimation. 

The margins shown in the analysis are reported in terms of livestock units. This was 
inappropriate, since the survey tools lacked information to calculate the standardized 
livestock units that enable comparison across the livestock enterprises. As such, more 
details on the livestock herd structure like the type of animal by age, breed and sex should 
be collected in the future so as to be able to calculate the tropical livestock units that give a 
more accurate assessment of the gross margins. As it is now, the gross margin reflected 
applies to all age groups regardless of breed or size.  

In addition to the point above, it would have been useful to consistently collect data under 
the disaggregated categories for instance by livestock breed, crop variety or type of 
improved beehive in the case of the apiary enterprise. As such, all tables collecting income, 
products produced, variable costs incurred and inputs used should have been according to 
the level of technology used, making the gross margin interpretation more realistic. However 
because of this limitation, the gross margin interpretation is imperfect since it applies to a 
general case scenario rather than being specific to a certain level of input use or type of 
livestock breed or crop variety whether improved or not. 

Finally, there are several approaches that can be used to compute enterprise gross margins. 
The approach to be used should be agreed on beforehand so that data needs can be 
tailored to suit a particular approach. This may have positive implications for data quality as 
less time is spent filling in the questionnaire. However there may be a need to collect data to 
allow for both methods of analysis. Issues having to do with loans and interest should be 
clearly explained to enumerators to avoid confusion. In the dataset from the 2009 survey, the 
information collected was very mixed up. For computation of equipment depreciation, for 
example, purchase price of equipment should be captured. This was not done in the survey. 

Concluding Comments  

Agriculture will continue to play an important role in the Ugandan economy, both at the 
macro and household levels. It is clear that the government has been making great strides to 
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improve the support for the sector, which is largely made up of smallholder farmers. This 
study, undertaken by the PMA Secretariat, reflects the need for better understanding of the 
agricultural systems and production practices employed in various key agricultural 
enterprises throughout Uganda. The gross margin analysis and results provide some 
valuable insight into the input and output factors of various production systems covering the 
fifteen key commodities through the country. It is also acknowledged that this data collection 
effort is the first undertaking of the PMA Secretariat to gauge this information. It is hoped that 
it will become a streamlined process implemented on an annual basis. It is clear from this 
report that this data collection effort can serve the mission of the PMA Secretariat even 
further with a stronger sampling framework and survey design, and can provide additional 
benefits to the PMA Secretariat as it seeks to fulfill its missions and objectives. It is expected 
that future research efforts will continue to provide valuable input into national policy 
discussions on agriculture.  
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Appendix: Sample Questionnaire 

DETERMINATION OF A NATIONAL INCOME TARGET AND COST OF PRODUCTION IN UGANDA 
 
 

CROP AND LIVESTOCK BUDGETS SURVEY 
 

BANANA 
Plot Level Questionnaire 
Implementing Organizations2 

 
 

 

                                                 
2 Ministry of Finance Planning and Economic Development (MFPED), P.O Box 8147 Kampala Uganda; Ministry of Agriculture, Animal Industry and Fisheries 
(MAAIF) P.O Box 102 Entebbe Uganda; Plan for Modernization of Agriculture (PMA), P.O Box 5675; Kampala Uganda; International Food Policy Research 
Institute (IFPRI), P.O Box 28565; Kampala Uganda 
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PART 0. GENERAL INFORMATION 

 
QUESTIONNAIRE NO:______________   Plot #______________________ HOUSEHOLD ID:_____________________ 
 Description/Name Code  Name/Code  Name/Date Sign 
AE Zone   Respondent’s Name  Date of 

Interview 
  

District   Relationship to Head  Interviewed by   
Sub County   Sex of Respondent  

[1=M; 2=F] 
 Date Checked   

LC1   Farmer Type  
1=Traditional; 2= Low 
Input; 3=High Input

 Checked by   

Village   Traditional: No use of improved practices 
Low input: Use of local & improved practices with 
exception of inorganic fertilizers 
High input: Use of improved practices; including 
inorganic fertilizers 

Date Corrected   
Head of 
Household 

  Corrected by   

Telephone 
Contact 

  Date Entered   

   Entered by   
 



32 
 

 
 

1.1 AREA PLANTED AND HARVESTED  
 
Table 1.1a: Banana Area and Yield Outputs; 1st Season January-June 2008 (ask information for all plots in which the crop was grown)  
 
Farmer 
area 
(acres) 
 

GPS area 
(M2) 

Type of 
plantation 
(use codes 
below) 

#Suckers 
planted  

Cropping 
system 
(use codes 
below) 

Type* 
 

Proportion of 
plot area 
occupied  

Qty 
harvested 

Units  
(use codes 
 below) 

Conversion 
to Kg (e.g. 
1bag=100Kg)

Unit 
price of 
product 

Value of 
production 
(UGX) 

CP1 CP2 CP3 CP4 CP5 CP6 CP7 CP8 CP9 CP10 CP11 CP12 
            
            
            

            
Type of Plantation codes: 1.Newly established (1 or <1year); 2=Young plantation (2-3 years); 3=Mature plantation (>4years). Cropping system codes: 1. Mono cropping. 2. Intercropping. 3. Mixed 
cropping. 4. Relay cropping. *Type codes: 1. Banana (local), 2. Banana (improved/tissue culture) 
 
1.2 BANANA PRODUCTION AND SALES  
 
Table 1.2a: Banana Production and Sales 1st Season January-June 2008 (ask information for all crop harvests and their disposition) 
Product Form Product 

code 
Qty 
lost* 

Qty given away 
&consumed 

Qty sold Units Conversion 
to Kg 

Unit Value 
(UGX) 

Total Value 
(UGX) 

Where Sold 

MK1 ID MK2 MK3 MK4 MK5 MK6 MK7 MK8 MK9 
Fresh (cooking banana) 1         
Fresh (sweet banana) 2         
Beer brew (tonto) 3         
Roasted banana (gonja) 4         
Other (specify)          

Total*         
*Amount lost through post harvest losses (rotting; pest damage during storage), losses through theft after harvest etc.*Report total harvests if respondent cannot recall harvests sold by product. 
Where sold codes        Unit codes       

1 Farm gate    5. Town Market  1. Kg  4. Piece/Cluster   
2 Local traders at rural trading centre 6. Road side stall  2. Bags/sacks 5. Bunch    
3 Rural market        3. Basins  6. Other (specify)   
4        Restaurant/Hotel      

 

PART 1A. PERENNIAL CROP PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 1ST SEASON 2008  
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Did you increase the size of your Banana plantation since last season?___________[1. Yes. 2. No]. If NO→CP8 
 
1.1 AREA PLANTED AND HARVESTED 
 
Table 1.1b: Banana Area and Yield Outputs; 2nd Season July-December 2008 (ask information for all plots in which the crop was grown)  
 
Farmer 
area 
(acres) 
 

GPS area 
(M2) 

Type of 
plantation 
(use codes 
below) 

#Seedlings 
planted  

Cropping 
system 
(use codes 
below) 

Type* 
 

Proportion of 
plot area 
occupied  

Qty 
harvested 

Units  
(use codes 
 below) 

Conversion 
to Kg (e.g. 
1bag=100Kg)

Unit price 
of product 

Value of 
production 
(UGX) 

CP1 CP2 CP3 CP4 CP5 CP6 CP7 CP8 CP9 CP10 CP11 CP12 
            
            
            

            
Type of Plantation codes: 1.Newly established (1 or <1year); 2=Young plantation (2-3 years); 3=Mature plantation (>4years). Cropping system codes: 1. Mono cropping. 2. Intercropping. 3. Mixed 
cropping. 4. Relay cropping. Type codes: Banana (local). 2. Banana (improved/tissue). 3. Other (specify) 
 
1.2 BANANA PRODUCTION AND SALES  
 
Table 1.2b: Banana Production and Sales 2nd Season July-December 2008 (ask information for all crop harvests and their disposition) 
Product Form Product 

code 
Qty 
lost* 

Qty given away 
&consumed 

Qty sold Units Conversion 
to Kg 

Unit Value 
(UGX) 

Total Value 
(UGX) 

Where 
Sold 

MK1 ID MK2 MK3 MK4 MK5 MK6 MK7 MK8 MK9 
Fresh (cooking banana) 1         
Fresh (sweet banana) 2         
Banana beer (tonto) 3         
Roasted banana (gonja) 4         
Other (specify)          

Total*         
*Amount lost through post harvest losses (rotting; pest damage during storage), losses through theft after harvest etc.*Report total harvests if respondent cannot recall harvests sold by product. 
Where sold codes        Unit codes       

1 Farm gate    5. Town Market  1. Kg  4. Piece/Cluster   
2 Local traders at rural trading centre 6. Road side stall  2. Bags/sacks 5. Bunch    
3 Rural market         3. Basins  6. Other (specify)   
4 Restaurant/Hotel      

PART 1B. PERENNIAL CROP PRODUCTION AND MARKETING 2ND SEASON 2008  
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2.1 TOTAL FIXED COSTS INCURRED ON THE BANANA ENTERPRISE  
 
Table 2.1a: Total Costs (Please indicate fixed production costs incurred on the banana enterprise) 
Item Number 

(#) 
No. of major 
enterprises equipment 
is used on 

Avg. number of years 
served by the 
equipment  

Average expected 
life span (years) 

Unit Value (UGX) if 
you were to sell it 
today 

Current market value of 
equipment (UGX) 

Hoes   
Pangas       
Slashers       
Wheelbarrows       
Knapsack Sprayer       
Tractor alone       
Tractor implements       
Ox plough and oxen   
Oxen alone       
Ox plough       
Watering can       
Polythene sheets       
Tarpaulins       
Weighing scale       
Irrigation machinery 
(water pump, pipes) 

      

Storage facility 
(banana) 

      

Other (specify)       
 

PART 2. CROP PRODUCTION COSTS: TOTAL FIXED COSTS INCURRED ON CROP ENTERPRISE 
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TOTAL FIXED COSTS INCURRED ON THE BANANA ENTERPRISE, CONTD. 
 
Did you incur any costs related to loan repayments; insurance or any other fixed costs since establishing the Banana Enterprise [1=yes; 2=no] ____ 
If Yes→Table 2.1b. If NO→NEXT SECTION 
 
Table 2.1b: Total Costs (Cash Loans and Insurance). Please fill out the table below if incurred any costs. Please ask specifically amount of money 
that went into the banana enterprise  
 Cost Year/Date incurred Total Amount Incurred (USHS) 
1 Insurance premiums   
2 Interest on loan   
3 Others (specify)   
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3.1

 MATERIAL INPUTS USED ON CROP ENTERPRISE DURING FIRST SEASON 2008 
Table 3.1: Production Costs (excluding labor) 1st Season (January-June, 2008) 
Input Category Code Used/incurred cost 

(1=Yes, 2=No) 
Input Type Code Qty 

applied 
Units Code Conversion 

to Kg 
Unit Cost 
(UGX) 

Amount 
(UGX) 

Input Source 

M11  MI2 MI3  MI4 MI5  MI6 MI7 MI8 MI9 
Suckers            
Tree shade seedlings            
Inorganic Fertilizer   Fertilizer (1st appln)___         
   Fertilizer (2nd appln)___         
   Other (specify)         
Animal manure    Cattle manure         
   Poultry manure         
   Goat manure         
Compost manure            
Mulch   Husks:____________  
   Elephant grass         
   Banana leaves         
Inorganic insecticides            
            
Organic pesticides   Neem concoctions         
   Chilly/ash/urine mixture         
Herbicides            
Manure tea            
Bags            
Support poles    
Other costs   Transportation costs 

 (for inputs to field) 
        

   Transportation costs 
(outputs to home) 

        

   Transportation costs 
(outputs to markets) 

        

   Water for irrigation         
   Market fees         
   Loading fees         
   Taxes (e.g. LDF)         
   Land rental         
Other (specify1)    
Other (specify2)            
Source codes: 1.Input supply shop/stockist. 2. Rural/local market. 3. Middleman/local trader. 4. Other (specify) 
Unit codes: 1.Kg, 2.Bags, 3.Litres. 4. Piece. 5. Basin. 6. Tin. 7. Bundles. 8. Wheel barrow 

PART 3. CROP PRODUCTION COSTS: TOTAL VARIABLE COSTS ON CROP ENTERPRISE 1ST SEASON 2008 
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3.2 LABOR USE ON BANANA ENTERPRISE DURING FIRST SEASON 2008  
 
Table 3.2: Labor use on Banana Enterprise. Enumerator: Please ask # person hours that the household spent on each of the activities done on plot in 1st Season, 
2008 (January-June) 
Activity Family labour (first season; January-June, 2008) Other labor(Labor exchange 

& Donation (Jan-June, 2008) Men Women Children
# #hrs 

worked/day 
#days Estimat

ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimated 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/
day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

Total # hrs 
worked 

Total 
Estimated 
Cost (UGX) 

Bush clearing               
1st Ploughing                
2nd Ploughing                
Digging holes     
Planting suckers     
Planting tree shade 
seedlings 

              

Gap filling               
Mulching               
1st Weeding               
2nd Weeding               
3rd Weeding               
Applying inorganic 
fertilizer (1st appln) 

              

Applying inorganic 
fertilizer (2nd appln) 

              

Applying farmyard 
manure 

              

Applying compost 
manure 

              

Preparing & applying 
manure tea 

              

Applying insecticides               
Applying organic 
pesticides 

              

Applying ash               
Trapping weevils               
Applying herbicides               
Watering/irrigation               
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Activity Family labour (first season; January-June, 2008) Other labor(Labor exchange 
& Donation (Jan-June, 2008) Men Women Children 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimated 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/
day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

Total # hrs 
worked 

Total 
Estimated 
Cost (UGX) 

Removal of old stems 
(destumping) 

              

Constructing and 
repairing SWCs 

              

Propping/supporting     
Pruning & desuckering               
Stumping               
Uprooting & burning 
disease affected plants 

              

Harvesting               
Transporting home               
Transporting to market               
Bagging               
Marketing               
Other (specify)               
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3.3 USE OF HIRED LABOR ON BANANA ENTERPRISE DURING FIRST SEASON 2008  
 
Did you hire labor to work on your [Banana] plot in 1st season: _________________[1=yes, 2=no] 
 
If yes, for each activity for which labor was hired report amount of work done and cost of hiring labourers 
 
Table 3.3: Labor Hire on Plot; First Season 2008; January-December [Enumerator: Please read the activity list in the previous page to prompt the respondent if 

he or she cannot remember] 
Activity for 
which labor 
was hired 

Type of worker 
1=Men; 
2=Women, 
3=Children 

How many 
labourers 
did you 
hire? 

How many 
days did each 
labourer 
work? 

How many 
hours did they 
work/day?  
(average) 

What was the 
basis of 
payment (unit 
of work) e.g. 
day, area 
weeded, unit 
harvested? 

How many 
units of work 
were done in 
total? 

What was the 
rate paid per 
unit of work? 
(UGX) 

What was the 
total amount 
of cash paid 
at this 
occasion? 
(UGX) 

What other costs did 
you incur? (e.g. food 
and beer, 
accommodation in kind 
payment) 
Estimated value (UGX) 

HAC1 HAC2 HAC3 HAC4 HAC5 HAC6 HAC7 HAC8 HAC9 HAC10 
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
1. Ploughing. 2. Planting. 3. Weeding. 4. Harvesting. 5. Pruning. 6. Desuckering. 7. Mulching. 8. Applying inorganic fertilizer. 9. Marketing. 10. Applying herbicides. 
11. Applying organic manure. 13. Other (specify) 
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4.1 MATERIAL INPUTS USED ON BANANA ENTERPRISE DURING SECOND SEASON 2008  
 
Table 4.1: Production Costs (excluding labor), 2nd Season (July-December, 2008) 

Input Category Code Used/incurred cost 
(1=Yes, 2=No) 

Input Type Code Qty 
applied

Units Code Conversion to 
Kg

Unit Cost 
(UGX)

Amount 
(UGX)

Input Source 

M11  MI2 MI3  MI4 MI5  MI6 MI7 MI8 MI9 
Suckers             
Seedlings            
Inorganic Fertilizer   Fertilizer (1st appln)____         
   Fertilizer (2nd appln)____         
   Other (specify)________         
Animal manure    Cattle manure         
   Poultry manure         
   Goat manure         
Compost manure   Other (specify)         
Mulch   Husks:________________         
   Grass         
   Banana leaves  
Inorganic insecticides            
Organic pesticides   Neem concoctions         
   Chilly/ash/urine mixture         
Herbicides            
Manure tea            
Bags            
Support poles   Support poles         
Other costs   Transportation costs  

(for inputs to field) 
        

   Transportation costs 
(outputs to home) 

        

   Transportation costs 
(outputs to markets) 

        

   Water for irrigation         
   Loading fees  
   Market fees         
   Taxes (e.g., LDF)         
   Land rental         
Other (specify1)            
Other (specify2)            

Source codes: 1.Input supply shop/stockist. 2. Rural/local market. 3. Middleman/local trader. 4. Other (specify) 
Unit codes: 1.Kg, 2.Bags, 3.Litres. 4. Piece. 5. Basin. 6. Tin. 7. Bundles. 8. Other (specify) 

PART 4. CROP PRODUCTION COSTS: TOTAL VARIABLE COSTS ON CROP ENTERPRISE, SECOND SEASON 2008 
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4.2 LABOR USE ON BANANA ENTERPRISE DURING SECOND SEASON 2008  
 
Table 4.2: Labor use on Banana Enterprise. Enumerator: Please ask # person hours that the household spent on each of the activities done on plot in 2nd Season, 
2008 (July-December) 
Activity Family labour (second season; July-December, 2008) Other labor(Labor exchange 

& Donation (July-Dec 2008) Men Women Children 
# #hrs 

worked/day 
#days Estimat

ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimated 
cost /day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/
day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

Total # hrs 
worked 

Total 
Estimated 
Cost (UGX) 

Bush clearing               
1st Ploughing      
2nd Ploughing      
Digging holes               
Planting suckers               
Planting tree shade 
seedlings 

              

Gap filling               
Mulching               
1st Weeding               
2nd Weeding               
3rd Weeding               
Applying inorganic 
fertilizer (1st appln) 

              

Applying inorganic 
fertilizer (2nd appln) 

              

Applying farmyard 
manure 

              

Applying compost 
manure 

              

Preparing & applying 
manure tea 

              

Applying insecticides               
Applying organic 
pesticides 

              

Trapping weevils               
Applying ash               
Applying herbicides               
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Activity Family labour (second season; July-December, 2008) Other labor(Labor exchange 
& Donation (July-Dec 2008) Men Women Children 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/day 

#days Estimated 
cost /day 
(UGX) 

# #hrs 
worked/
day 

#days Estimat
ed 
cost/day 
(UGX) 

Total # hrs 
worked 

Total 
Estimated 
Cost (UGX) 

Watering/irrigation               
Removal of old stems 
(destumping) 

              

Constructing and 
repairing SWCs 

              

Propping/supports               
Pruning                
Desuckering               
Uprooting & burning 
disease affected plants 

              

Harvesting               
Transporting home               
Transporting to market               
Marketing               
Other (specify)               
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4.3 USE OF HIRED LABOR ON BANANA ENTERPRISE DURING SECOND SEASON 2008  
 
Did you hire labor to work on your [Banana] plot in 2nd season: _________________[1=yes, 2=no] 
 
If yes, for each activity for which labor was hired report amount of work done and cost of hiring labourers 
 
Table 4.3: Labor Hire on Plot; Second Season 2008; July-December. [Enumerator: Please read the activity list in the previous page to prompt the respondent if 
he or she cannot remember] 
 
Activity for 
which labor 
was hired 

Type of worker 
1=Men; 
2=Women, 
3=Children 

How many 
labourers 
did you 
hire? 

How many 
days did each 
labourer 
work? 

How many 
hours did they 
work/day?  
(average) 

What was the 
basis of 
payment (unit 
of work) e.g. 
day, area 
weeded, unit 
harvested? 

How many 
units of work 
were done in 
total? 

What was the 
rate paid per 
unit of work? 
(UGX) 

What was the 
total amount 
of cash paid 
at this 
occasion? 
(UGX) 

What other costs 
did you incur? (e.g. 
food and beer, 
accommodation in 
kind payment) 
Estimated value 
(UGX) 

HAC1 HAC2 HAC3 HAC4 HAC5 HAC6 HAC7 HAC8 HAC9 HAC10 
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
1. Ploughing. 2. Planting. 3. Weeding. 4. Harvesting. 5. Pruning. 6. Desuckering. 7. Mulching. 8. Applying inorganic fertilizer. 9. Marketing. 10. Applying herbicides. 
11. Applying organic manure. 13. Other (specify) 
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