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Background

The Regional Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis (RVAA) Programme is part of the Southern African
Development Community Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources (SABNR) directorate,

i mpl ementing the Regional Vul ner atfivelyéat strategioglan, As s e
particularly the component to strengthen national and regional VAA systems through institutional support,
training and capacity building.

The RVAA Programme wishes to assist the SABANR directorate fulfil its mandate to monitand track
progress of me mber st aesslsain Dectanation by werking svith the Namibi@ D a
Vulnerability Assessment Committee (Nam VAC) in strengthening VAA in that couFtie .intention is to
introduce livelihooddased approaches, igh have already been successfully implemented by other
member states in the SADC region.

The Regional Vulnerability Assessment and Analysis (RVAA) project is part of the Southern African
Development Community (SADC) Regional Vulnerability and Assessr@ammittee (RVAC) programme
designed to achieve its five year strategic plan, particularly the component to strengthen national and regional
VAA systems through institutional support, training and capacity building.

The national livelihoods zoning initiagvin Namibiawas the initial step of a three step process aitned
broadly identify and map out the preliminary livelihood zones of Namibia based on information derived from
knowledgeable and experienced people in the cotmtigurposes of:

1 Providng a good framework for seeing and understanding econdiifierences across the different
regions of the country as thajfect households

Defining an appropriate sampling framework for national assessrengs of poverty or food security
Offering a pracical means of comparing one area with anothdor policy-making and prioritizing
interventions.

)l
)l

In looking forthe geography of livelihoods, the approach taken defmdivelihood zone as a geographical

area within which households obtain the essentiitheir livelihoods, notably food and cash income, by
largely the same combination of mealsth in good and bad yeafhe areas show homogenous ecological

and economic factors, but richer and poorer households are able to use local resourcesnbdiiffezes.

The boundaries of such zones are unlikely to follow closely the boundaries of administrative zones: they
cross district and regional lines. But once established, the map of livelihoods zones is always overlaid with
the administrative map, sbdt the results can always be seen through the lens of constituency, district and
regional divisions and their populations.

Namibia already hha strongbasis of livelihoods analysis, shown by the content of regional poverty
analysis; household income andxpenditure survey reporsnd existing secondary informatiohese

sources were reviewed to complement the extensive map work carried out by the consultants to see how far
key livelihood variables showed geographical patterns.

The exercise was carried tony James Acidri and Charles Rethman Livelihoods Zoning Consultant for
Regional Hunger and Vulnerability /Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC)

The Livelihood Zoning Process and Result

Understanding vulnerability or susceptibility of houselsohnd areas to shocks can be achieved through
detailed information about livelihoods patterns in a particldeation withinac ount r y . Nami bi a
ecological and climatic picture, largely determine the main factors which influence productiors, tacces
market and tradehe key elementapplied to identify and define tleelve livelihood zones of the country.

Broadly the livelihood zones have similar patterns; however major variations in livelihoods options
particularlyin terms ofoff farm incomelinked with urban influencandlevel of selffood sufficiencydue to

variation inrainfall patterns; soil types; lasdape;endowment with natural resourceroductive assets
government policieand differences ineconomic development have shaped piee p | kvdlilsoods in

different ways.



To bestdeterminelivelinood patterns and their approximate locations, the tdemw upon a number of
resources:

1.

The advice of experts and key informants

Experts and key informants were drawn from across the Goesitnand partner agencies and invited to
an introductory national workshop. The reasoning and the basis for diedlitoning was described and

the participants were then asked to provildeir information in a structured way. They did this by
providing:

9 Lists of livelihood activities, e.g. growing maize, keeping goats, fishing, collecting a state
pension, etc.;

1 Assembling these options into patterns that are common in Namibia, e.g. households could make
their living by growing cereals such as millet andzeadoing casual labour and keeping small
stock mainly goats, while other households may keep larger stock such as cattle, do petty trading
or receive remittance income from a member in town but not do any cultivating;

1 Showing on a map where these diffaréivelihood patterns are likely to be followed and the
reasons for their placement, e.g. rainfall and soils limit cultivation, etc.

The output from the national workshop was a very rough draft of what might be téweldtbod
area® approximate locatiohof livelihood patterns. This shown in Figure 1, below:

Figure 17 Rough livelihood areas as identified by workshop participants
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The team also visited various experts in the capitgaio additional insight. A key issue emanating

from all the expertgonsulted was that livelihoods for the poor in Namibia are diverse and that most
rural households rely more on ntarm income than on farm incom&his raises the important question

as whether livelihood patterns and zones, even in rural areas, sedudddal on nefarm activities than

on farming. I n ot her wor ds, woul d not househol d
in defining their livelihood patterns than the vegetation type, the rainfall and the types of crops grown
and livestak kept?

! Farming, in the Namibian context, refers totbotop farming and livestock husbandry. Game farming, trophy hunting
and the like can also be considered as a form of farming.



2. An extensive literature of sitten reports and descriptioal aspects relating to livelihoods. Some of the
factors in these reports that determine how people live and the patterns they follow are:

f The natural environmentClimatological fctors especiallytotal rainfall’, rainfall variability and
drought frequencies determine absolutelyether andvhat typeof cropsthe poor may growthe
type of livestock that can be raisedr whatincome can be soughtrom other sourcesSoils and
natural vegtation also play a role, as does threximity to perennial rivers, thavailability of
underground wateandthe physical landscape (mountainous or flat)

1 Human activities and environment.ivelihoods are much determined by the geography of human
activities and the environmehtiman actions create.

In particular, plicy influencesplay a significant role as Government can influence decisions
households make in terms of their production and productivity, their savings, their disposal of assets
or otherwse Simple examples are the incentives created by subsidies or Government ggipsrt

given for activities deemed to be in the national interé&w policies on welfare, agriculture,
investment and land tenure have an enormous bearing but so ddicilespshose effects may still

be seen long after they have been abolished.

Economic influencek ave a | arge bearing on |ivelihood pe¢
markets and infrastructurédiouseholds that live far away from an important raankill receive

lower prices for the goods that they sell (including their own labour) and will also have to pay more

for what they buy.

Key documents that the team madse of werethe Regional Poverty éports (National Planning
Commission 2006) some canmercial publications such as tAdas of NamibiagdMendelsohn, J., etg.)
Farming Systems in Namib{®endelsohn, J., etc.$tatistical reports such as the 2001 Census Report
(Central Statistics Bureguand reports of assessments into disastd&EM, Ofice of the Prime
Minister).

3. Since this was a mapping exercisegp®s of awide range of different entitiesiere used. These can be
divided into three groups

9 Physicalmaps are maps of the terrain, the climate, vegetation and biomes. They include tata on t
natural environment.

1 Economic maps show markets and economic activities (e.g. numbers of livestockopping
pattern¥ as well asnfrastructure like roads, railways and power distribution systems.

1 Human maps show populations and densities, locatiohdowns, political and administrative
boundaries, etc.

All of these have a bearing on livelihoodad all were included in the analysis to derive the zones
presented below.

The tean used data at different levels. The lowest levelromary data consisteof data that is more or less
directly measured, such as:

i Rainfall

T Vegetation

T Soil types

T Urban centres

I Communications
T Populations

T Livestock numbers

% The fact that a participant at the second national workshop remarked that the livelihood zones still closely followed
rainfalpatt erns shows how central rainfall i s -farnminconei s dr
activities are affected by the availability of water and rain, as these depend on there being sufficient concentrations of
people to support thednfor which water is still a vital prerequisite.



However, much work haalreadybeen done with thiprimary data toderive patterns of economic activities

and to generalise around important components of livelihoods. Because of the quality of this work, these
secondary (derived) data sources often proved far more useful in determining livelihood patterns than the
primary sources, which were well referencedaiples of the

T Agro-ecological zonesdgscriptions& map layers)

I Farming systems (descriptions & map layers)

T Nornfarm income (descriptions)
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The first step is tasolate Government areasnt h e

although they will
not really merit any
further study.
Government  areas
include  protected
land (such as parks ' £
and game reserv@s »
land reserved for -
experimental or :
public purposes
(such as research an
guarantine  farmjs
restricted areasard
parastatal land, etc.

country

—

Kunene

2
S 0shik od@uy

Khorixas
-

map . These c aen

Figure 2 7 The urban/peri-urban centres and Government protected areas in tr

Helao Nafidi

o
O _.Ohangwena
Opuwo %shakatug «Ondangwa

Katima Mulilo
.

e Caprivi
Kavango

TsumeB i

_Ofa:v 'Gfoolfomem
wutie Otjozondjupa

QUMM oy akarara

I 2

Hemém‘a‘E r 0 133950 Pka‘hand;a Omaheke.
The next step is to A L e
identify the uban D o L) g
areas These are the -~ "
areas included in »
municipal g @
boundaries as well as H g ndwg
all informal -
settlements that may
reside on the .
periphery (per \Loderitz gl g W gectmanshoop
urban).The resulting Karas t

small areas, scattere:
across the amtry,
can be called the
urban and ped
urban livelihood Legend
zone and they do

Region boundaries

1 .Karasburg

Aussenkehr
.Oranjemund

Protected parks and reserves

contain large S

numbersof poor and Perennial rivers Government
vulnerable  people, Trunk roads Parastatal

whose livelihoods Major towns @ Urban and peri-urban
will need to be Restricted area

analysed. However,
it should be noted that

A Populations and livelihoodsithin urban areasre diverseand do not necessarily follow geographical

patterns, ma K i

ng

t he

concept of oOlivelihood

i theo od o resoin

Z0on
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A Because of this diversity, it Figure 37 The farming systems in the country (see footnot8)
may also prove difficult to
apply many of the technique:
used to gather information ir
rural areas. ivelihoods
assessment techniquenay
therefore depend more on
random samples  of
individual households, rathel
than puposive sampling and
focus group interviews.

The Government lands and urbe
and perurban areas that are t
be identified as their own zones
are shown irFigure 2.

Rural Livelihoods

After identifying the Government
and urban and petrbanzones
the rest of the country was
considered as rural. However,
is interesting to note that mos
information sources stated th: Legend
farming is not necessarily the

. Region boundaries @D cattle ranching
main source of cash and foo , )
income forthe majority ofrural Intensive Farms Small-scale cereals and livestock
householdsFor many,cash and Protected parks and reserves ®® Intensive farming area
food come from remittances Restricted area Small stock ranching
petty trading crafts natural 72 Natural resource areas

resources labour sale

(particularly for the poor)pensions and elfare (again, this is especially important for the poor anodf
purchaserather than through farming activities. This is just as true forghmlds living in the crogrowing
areas as it is for areas where only livestock are kampdwing this means that we must consider the any
patterns in these livelihood components when drafting our livelihood zones in rural areas.

However, a astarting point only, wewill factor in farming for livelihoods as the type of farming itself may
determine what other livelihood options are necessary or available.

Farming Systems

Much work onFarming Systems has already been done, so the team drew on exisfimgnation, which
outside of the protected parks and reserves and the restricted (mining concessiornjivadeasrural
Namibiainto five categoriesthe smaHscale cereal farming and livestock area,dattle ranching aredhe
small stock ranching areand werlayingthemare two other systems that have an important bearing on
livelihoods: the intensive farming areas and the natural resources areas.

These farming systems aragded on the human and natural environmenith livestock areas located in the
drier parts of the countriar from perennial riversvhere soils are rocky and sandy and are much poorer.

Conversely, areas withrapping have muchhigher rainfall and arecloser to perennial riversyith much
more fertile soilsThe exception is with soe intensive farming, where is some areas (for example, west of
Mariental), use is made of groundwatktensive farming, therefore, overlaps with other farming systems;
from a livelihoods point of view, intensive farming may also benefit those who dactwdlly own the
farms, by providing labour and service provision opportunities.

3 J. Mendelsohn, with contributions by S. el Obeid, N. de Klerk and P. Vigarening Systems in NamihiRAISON
2006



More and more use is being made atural resourcefor livelihoods. These overlap witbther farming
systems. Tourism and game farming have become significant big
earners \ith forest productbaving becomsignificantas well. Small Figure 41 Land use breakdown

scle mining may also contribute as well as petty trading. TAND USE

Land Use

Land tenure patterngr the country aresignificant for access to ~ <

servies, markets and capital. They therefore play an impbortde in o m(rln)unal Fre(:%ol §

livelihoodsas well. According to Mendelsohin there are four broad L )

categoriesof land use and these arasked on historicadnd cultural

precedentas well agovernment policiesT he four categorgare: B /—IF)

A The @ntraland southermpart of countryis mainly freehold land, CE‘:(TIT;C:' Res::gzr:e"t
although there are exceptions with the communal land —

straddles Hardap and Karas regions, the small communal land area in southern Karas and the protected
and restricted areas
of the NamibDesert

and the fish river. o ‘ _

A The rorthern A g pnaagga ‘\//irCf\p/r i
regions are mostly Q ‘éOsh > Kavango,— d
openaccess except : =
for the parks and K u'ni
game reserves an 3
the freehold land
around Outjo in
Kunene and N
Tsumeb in !
Oshikoto. There is
also some freehold
land in Caprivi and
Kavango regions.

Figure 57 Land uses in Namibia (see footnota)

A Communal
exclusive land use
areas are areas
where land has beer
fenced so grazing is
controlled and
access is limited, as Legend
with freehold areas.

They are mostly Region boundaries Other government or parastatal
located in formerly @ Agriculture and tourism on freehold land Resettlement

openaccess areas ir Communal exclusive farmlands State protected

north and north Communal land ® Urban

easkern regions.

A Resettlement farmarefarms in freehold areas that have been provided by Government to historically
disadvantaged people. These farms are usually still fenced off and are therefore considered as a variant
of the freehold land use area.

Urban, perurban and Government lands baalso been included in this analysis of land use.

Combining Urban, Peri-Urban, Government, Farming Systems and Land Use
By combining the maps in Figures 2, 3 and 5 into one wesubglivide the ranching areas
i Cattle ranching into three categoriesmmunal, communal exclusive and freehold;

i Smalktstockranchinginto two categoriescommunal and freehold



Smallscale cropping and Figure 61 The farming systems and landuse in the country (see footnot8)
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Originally, the team

; - Region boundaries ' Communal, Small stock
defined four livelihood
zonesout of this system Government, Protected parks and reserves Freehold, Small stock
using agroecologicél Concession, Restricted Area Communal, Cattle ranching
zones and natural Communal, Small-scale cereals and livestoc *® Freehold, Cattle ranching
vegetation patterns for Freehold, Intensive Farming “® Communal Exclusive, Cattle
determining the # Urban and peri-urban
boundaries The Intensive Farms

livelihood zones were:

T The Okavanguoiverine this is a narrow strip along the Okavarigiwer, wherehouseholdgrow maize,
keep livestock (including goats) and have s@oeess to fishinin the river for income.

I The Caprivi Riverine: this is a very small livelihood zone along parts ofZ#mabezi, and the
KuambdLinyanti/Choberivers livelihoods are based on fishing at certain times of the year, growing
maize as a cereal and keeping cattle (not goats).

I The CapriviFlood plains:The plains allow someecessiomrmaize farming and households lao keep
cattle (not goats) but do not fish significantly. Some millet may also be grown.

i Uplandcereal croppingnd livestock This is the reminder of the area and the preferred cereal is millet
(mahangy, while livestock (cattle and goats) are also kdmiditional income may be derived from
crafts and forest products.

However participants at the national decided that the differences between the three lowland zones were no
greater than the differences within thehmere was also an argument that thelilived differences within

the smallscalecereal cropping and livestock farming system were greater in terms of other considerations
such as proximity to urban centres, rather than cereal crop grown or livestock type kept. However, from a
vulnerability point of view, households growing maize close to the river or in lowland areas are vulnerable
to different types of shocks than their upland counterpeitidoe. Hence,a decision was taken ieolate

lower riverine and flood plain areas the north-eastsmall-scale cereal cropping and livestodiarming
systento become the

T Lowland maize andivestocklivelihood zone This lies along all the lowland areas close to the river
banks and on the flood plains in Caprivi.

The6 u p | an d 6 ofthe smaHscalecereal cropping and livestock farming system willflseher sub
divided into livelihood zonekterasthere are differences in livestock numbers and tylpesll alsobe seen



later that thessubdivisionsof the farming system into the livelihood zenmayfurther be justified when
consideration is taken of proximity to trading ol
kept.

Intensive Farming Areas

The intensive farming areas areattered across the countpd are treated as a segia livelihood zone
They are mostancentrated in:

1. Kavangoand Caprivi regions in theéver valleys
2. TheMaize (Tsumeb/Otavi/Grootfontein) triangle
3. TheRehoboth areaand

4. TheOrange River valley

These farms emerged and grew in number since independiives by Government policy to increase
crop productivity. They arecapital intensiveand ardocussed ongecific highvalue crops

Access to markets and notfarm income
Rur al householdsd | iveli hoods ar-farmagionsramcastivitesasp o s s
they areby farming. Norfarm options, in turn, are particularly determined by access to infrastructure and

proximity to trade centres and markélfie freehold areas are very weéirved by infrastructure, especially
roads, anadonsequently all parts of the freehold zones have more or less the esasitg df infrastructure
and market access

The same cannot be said of communal farming areas. Some parts are much better served by roads and are fa
closer to markets and trade aest with the consequence that opportunities for-faom incomeare far

greater than in the remoter are@ie.determine the geography of these better served areas in the communal
lands, the teamusfered areashat were either within a 20 km radius mgjor townsand cities, a 10 km

radius of any other trade centre or were 3 km from an improved road (a trunk, main orrdetyicthese

buffered areas were then clipped down to the communal areasTtyreasoning was that if one lives

within these bu#red areas, one could travel quickly and easily to a market centre (within a few hours) as
one was either directly close enough or within reach of some sort of transport. This analysis will certainly
need testing by fieldwork future but in the interimyés found to give some interesting results.

Figure 71 The cropping areas in Kavango and Caprivi regions

A& Caprivi
Kavango
Legend
Regions Vegetation Type Livelihood Zones Resettlement area
Caprivi Floodplains Lowland maize and livestock Communal exclusive farmlands
Okavango valley Upland cereals and livestock @ Urban and peri-urban

Riverine woodlands and islands



It is clear from the Figure 87 First livelihood zones: farming systems and infrastructure

map in Figure 8

showing these
buffered zones against
the farming systems

and livelihood zones K““/

that there are "\
differences :
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coincide with he
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the determination T
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livestock & % +—_____|withfairly high access to

non-farm (to be discussed
Karas

livelihood zone. \ under livestock section)

2. The upland cereal \ e
and livestockarea \ 7Y e
has a section tha! Legend . o
has a high density Buffered areas in communal zones Upland cereals and Livestock
of roads and 1 Region boundai Lowland mai di «
tOWﬂS, trade gion bounaaries owlan malze .an |v§stoc
centres and . Government Freehold intensive agriculture
markets, located % Parastatal Communal small stock
in north-east Protected parks and reserves Freehold small stock
Omusati, northern Restricted area Communal cattle ranching
Oshana, western Resettlement areas Freehold cattle ranching
Ohangwena and #¢ Communal exclusive lands
north-west & Urban and peri-urban
Oshikoto. Clearly,
many options exist for nefarm income for households in this area. The question is: mid dad
livestockholdings as also differ in this area as well. This will be discussed in the next skistEstock
Husbandry.

3. The communasmall stock farming system in the soighreasonably homogeneoimsying fairly good
infrastructure, with a numbesf toms ei t her i n or ar aepandence brethisar e a
infrastructure for theirivelihoods will be seen when investigatibgyestockHusbandry, below.

4. In the easternammunal cattleanchingfarming systemin Otjozondjupa and Omaheke reggothere is

definite divide: witha more densely populated area that is better service by markets and roads (including
the Aminuis block). This area has a higher access tefarom activities and is the basis for defining the
communal cattle and neiarm incomelivelihood zoneThe more sparselpopulatedeastermpart of the
farming systenthat stretches up to the Botswamarder remains a communal cattle farming area only
(with very limited offfarm income opportunities).

Othercommunalffarming system araan the countryappeared more homogeneous



Livestock Husbandry

In characterising
livelihoods and the
benefits  of  different
species to households, th
geographic distribution of
each main species pe
household or per capita i

the important measure.

Figure 91 Cattle density (numbers per square km) (sefootnote 4)
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Howe\er, the data
available shows specie:
per squarekilometre, not
per household.

Erongo Omaheke

y Khomas
Because of their value, we )
begin with attle The
cattle density (head of
cattle per square
kilometre) map is shown
in Figure 9*. Notethat the
highestdensity isin north,
espedally in the northern
part of Kavango and
easternCaprivi. There are
also higher concentration:
in the communal cattle anc
nontfarm income
livelihood zone in central
Otjozondjupa

Hardap

Karas

Legend

Number per sq. km
<4
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12-16
16 - 20
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In particular, note the high
® 38

density of cattle innorth
east Omusati, northern
Oshana, western
Ohangwena andorth-wet
Oshikoto regionsThese concentrations show that there dearclinkags between cattle densities and
rainfall and grazing capacity

Regions
Farming System Areas

The next step was to divide tbattle density byhe population densityand he result is an approximation of
cattle numbers pesapita a measure that is mouseful for livelihoods analysis

The population density is shown in the magFigure 10".

Population énsityfollows a similarpattern as cattle density, with more people per square kiloftigin
the northern regions of Omusati, Oshana, Ohangwena, Oshikoto, Kavango and Caprivi (except for urban
centres such as the capital, Windhoek).

Theresultant maps shown inFigure 11 and producesomesurprising and interesting resulBoth cattle
and population densites are visible on this map as the density of the datsvith the colour indicating
the approximate cattle per capitaas shown in the key

The first resultis that the hig cattle density areeoveringnorth-eastOmusati,northern Oshana, western
Ohangwenaand northrwest Oshikoto has &ow number of cattle per capita This is shown by the pink
colouration of the area marked witithe blue boundary ifigure 11 The reasorfor this low number per

capitais the highpopulation densityin the aregshown by the continuous shading of the area as well).

* The cattle density and the population density maps were provided to the team byNRAISSe maps are available
in the publication: John Mendelsohn, Selma el Obeid, Nico de Klerk and Piers ¥igmeing Systems in Namibia
Raison, 2006, pages 15, 43 & 54.



This area is part of the Figure 107 Population density (numbers per square km) (see footno#

smallscale cereals anc
livestock farming

system; as the cattle
component per capita o
livestock is low then

households would have
to do something other
than animal husbandry tc
save their capital and tc
gain income.

Goats and small stock
may be an alternative
and it can be seen ir
Figure 12 that the arec
has a greater number ¢
goats per capita
(althoudh there is still a
pink area, denoting more
than two people per goat
in Ohangwena and muct
of the rest of this ares
has less than one goe
per person.

Clearly, with the
infrastructure, towns anc
markets available in
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Regions
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th_ese regions, householdgigyre 117 Approximate cattle numbers per capita, derived from cattle density an
will be more dependent population density

on incomes from non
farm sources than
elsewhere in this farming

system This justifies
defining the upland
cereals and noffiarm

income livelihood zone
Excluding the lowland
maize and livestock
livelihood zone the
remainder of the small
scale ereals and
livestock farming system
is then defined as the
upland  cereals and
livestocklivelihood zone

Note that there areidh
numbers of cattle per

cagta in northern
Kunene, Kavango,
Caprivi and the entral
regions (except for
Erongo) and &so rote
that there are low
numbers of cattle per
capita in southern

regions

Kunene

Erongd

Legend —

<0.25
0.25-0.5
0.5-1.0
1.0-2.0
20-4.0
40-8.0

Bl >80

| Regions_bnd
Livelihood Zones

Area that, despite having a
high cattle density, has a low
B cattle count per person (and
o e per household) + a high

concentration of markets and
infrastructure (see before) i
DEFINE LIVELIHOOD ZONE

Hardap

Karas



The same process ofFigure 127

dividing goat density by

population density gives -
an approximate numbel |

of goats per Capita. This

outcome is shown in
Figure 12
Once again, an

interesting result iseen:

that the number of goats
per capita in northern
Kunene, part of the
communal cattle
ranching farming system,
is quite high. This is
quite distinguished from
the communal cattle
ranching areas to the eas
in Kavango,
Otjozondjupa and
Omaheke. This jugifies

defining the communal

cattle _and small stock
livelihood zone

The remainder of the
communal cattle

ranching farming system

Legend

<05
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1.0-2.0
2.0-4.0
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8.0 - 16.0
B > 16.0

[ | Regions

Farming Systems " &
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Goat numbers per capita

e

A
i
a4

_ Ohangwena | "

B o 'C\'éprivi/
Kavango - -

T

hana
‘ % Oshikoto

: Omaheke
5 Khomas Area that despite being in
s s the cattle farming system,
has a high number of goats
2 per capitai DEFINE
Hardap LIVELIHOOD ZONE
NA
’ Karas

is thus thecommunal cattle ranching livelihood zone

Note that there arehigh

numbers of goats per
capita insoutherrKunene

and Erongoregions; this
is in line with their being
part of the small stock
ranching farming system.
Numbers of goats pel

capita are nedium in
Kavango, Omusaiti,
Oshana, Ohangwena

Oshikoto and Southerr
regions while in Caprivi,

they arevery low. They

are also bw in cattle

ranching areas.

The same exercise wa
also conducted for atton
sheep to obtain and map
the numbersper Capita,
the resultant map

shown in Figure 13
There are high sheep
counts per capita in
Kunene, and Erongo
regions, but low skepper
capita numbers in the

is

Figure 1371 Mutton sheep numbers per capita
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Farming Systems

southerncommunal small stock farming system areas. This is one way that thenesttitommunal small



stock area (part of Erongo and the southern part of Kunene) differs from the southern area straddling the
Hardap and Karasorder.

Sheep holdings are also véow on northern strifrom Omusati eadb Caprivi

Additional income from natural resources:

Note from the map irFigure 14 thatmost ofthe communasmall stockfarming system lanih Erongoand
in southern Kunenés under conservanciehese conservancies were set up to provide additional income
and jobs to local communities through tourism and conservation management.

The additional income derived either directly or indirectly from these projects may factoointcshe h o1 d s €
livelihoods. Therefore, th€ommunal small stock and natural resourtigelihood zones defined for the
communal small

stock farming Figure 147 Conservancies and community forests

system area in

Erongo and — , |
Omusati . Ohangwena : TR
southern Kunene. X ] g Gaprivi >
H ’ (4 H\‘ ’/‘('
The remainder of 0shana §hikoto Kavango
the  communal < ;
small stock unene
farming system
(that lacated in Oftjozondjupa
Hardap and Karas ,
regions) belongs
to the Communal
S_ma_” stock _ Omaheks Area mostly under
livelihoodzone conservancies, which
. provides alternative
It is to be noted ) ‘ . income i DEFINE
that other gL ' : LIVELIHOOD ZONE

livelihood zones

Hardap
close to parks and Areas with few options other
other natural than stock and remittances i
resources also \ DEFINE LIVELIHOOD ZONE
derive additional
income from )
these areas Karas

Legend
Regions

Next steps Farming Systems
It must be Conservancies, Community Forests

emphassed that

the livelihood zones presented here are just an initial draft and that more realistic definitions and boundaries
may be agreed upon after appropriate field work has taken place. The team who drafted this report did not
visit the field due to therhe available and the scale of the coverage. To be useful, further work is needed
and is planned:

1 Household eonomy baselinessessment training witin shortintroduction to analytical processes
1 The generation dfaselingorofilesfor two livelihood zones.

1 In-depth @alytical training and introduction to analyticprocessesproblem specificatios) scenario
planning usingthe spreasheetand outcome analysis.

Further baseline assessments (the remainder of the livelihood zones with communal land use)

Urban and perurban assessments



Table | 7 Breakdown of Livelihood Patterns

Cattle Ranching

LIVELIHOOD

Government Areas
(Restricted & protected)

LZs (4)
Rural Areas Urban / Peri-Urban
Areas LZ
Small Stock Small Scale Cereals & Intensive Farming Natural Products (Farmlng SyStem)

Livestock

Eree Hold Freehold Upland Cereal and Non- Freehold Intensively Conservancies
Farm Income LZ Cultivated Farming LZ
Free hold Cattle Freehold Small Upland Cereal Game farming
Ranching LZ Stock LZ and Livestock LZ
Resettlement Communal Grazing Areas Lowland Maize and Tourism, trophy
Areas LZ Livestock LZ hunting & hospitality
Communal Communal small stock Mineral Resources and

and Natural Resources

LZ

Communal Exclusive Communal Small
Farm Lands LZ Stock LZ

Communal Grazing

Communal Cattle
Ranching LZ

Communal Cattle and
non-Farm Income LZ

Communal Cattle
and Small Stock LZ

Mining

Local collection
and Manufacture






