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Executive Summary
The Namibian Constitution guarantees all Namibians equal rights to move freely and settle in
any part of the country, as well as to acquire, own and dispose of movable or immovable
property (including land). This is of central importance to land reform and resettlement.
The National Land Policy has dual development objectives: redressing past socio-economic
imbalances amongst the general populace and increase agricultural production from the use of
land. Together, these should contribute towards enhancing the livelihoods of the beneficiaries of
land reform in the country.
The National Agricultural Policy recognises the need for investment in agricultural production in
rural areas, the need for sustainable use of limited resources and the importance of broadbased consultation and participation of all stakeholders.
The National Drought Policy and Strategy is aimed at easing the detrimental impacts of drought
and related natural disasters on food security at household and national levels, whilst
encouraging farmers’ self-reliance.
The National Development Plan 2 (NDP2) focuses on the provision and strengthening of an
enabling environment for economic growth and development coupled with the promotion of
environmental and ecological sustainability. Thus, NDP2 has a direct bearing on land use and
primary production.
Vision 2030 encourages us to make deliberate efforts to improve the quality of life of the
Namibian people to meet the levels of their counterparts in the developed world by the year
2030.
Namibia makes use of three models of land reform, namely the Affirmative Action Loan Scheme
(AALS), the North-South Incentive Scheme and the Redistributive Land Reform Scheme. All
three are aimed at redressing the imbalances of access to land in the past and as a common
objective have the enhancement of the livelihoods of settlers. From Independence until March
2003, some 3 294 343 ha of freehold land (9.1%) were redistributed. Land reform should move
beyond the redistribution of land and should emphasise other elements such as access to
credit, input supply, marketing, and extension services.
Namibia is the driest country in Africa south of the Sahel with high variation in rainfall. Poor
soils, low and erratic precipitation and high evaporation make the country largely unsuitable for
crop production. Livestock production is the main source of livelihood for most people living in
Namibia.
Most farmers settled on government farms do not live permanently on the farms. Given the fact
that most resettled farmers originate from urban centres, capacity building is one of the major
focus areas for successful resettlement.
Observed rangeland conditions on resettlement farms are mainly poor to very poor, although
the farmers are of the opinion that the condition of their rangelands is moderate to good. Strong
and competent institutions at farm level are needed to practise sustainable rangeland
management, yet very few farmers are able to practise rotational grazing or other adaptive
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forms of opportunistic management. Farmers are vulnerable to external stressors such as
drought. Most farmers have no written proof of tenure and settlers feel highly insecure.
Land area allocated to settlers is too small to be financially viable, especially with the current
low off-take rates on farms. Improved livestock production on resettlement farms should go
hand-in-hand with increased livestock productivity and off-take.
Repair and maintenance of infrastructure is of utmost importance to support livestock
production, rangeland management and livelihoods of settlers. There is currently very low
capacity to maintain infrastructure.
There are several prerequisites for sustainable rangeland management and improved livestock
production:
•

Secure tenure of land and grazing;

•

Sufficiently competent settlers;

•

Strong and well-functioning community structures;

•

Sustainable off-take rates;

•

Maintenance of farm infrastructure;

•

Application of proper animal husbandry practices;

•

Application of appropriate breeding and selection;

•

Improvement and maintenance of livestock health;

•

Flexible and adaptive rangeland management practices;

•

Increased access to credit.
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Abbreviations and Acronyms
AEO

Agricultural extension officer

AEZ

Agro-ecological zone

CBO

Community-based organisation

DRFN

Desert Research Foundation of Namibia

GDP

Gross domestic product

GTZ

Gesellschaft fuer Technische Zusammenarbeit

Ha

Hectare

Kg

kilogram

LSU

Large stock unit

MAWRD

Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development

NAP

National Agricultural Policy

NAU

Namibia Agricultural Union

NDP

National Development Plan

NGO

Non-governmental organisation

NNFU

Namibia National Farmers’ Union

SDE

Spatial data engineers

TOR

Terms of reference
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1.

Background and introduction

1.1

Development goals in Namibia

1.1.1

Relevant agricultural, water and land policies and legislation

The most pertinent constitutional, policy and legislative provisions are those that address issues
relating to agriculture, water, land tenure, natural resources and environmental protection. Few
constitutional provisions deal directly with ownership of land and the access to, protection of, or
rights of use over, natural resources in the country. Amongst these, constitutional guarantees
(Articles 16, 21 and 95) that allow any Namibian equal rights to move freely and settle as well
acquire, own and dispose of movable or immovable property (including land) in any part of the
country are of central importance to agricultural reform and development on any level. Article 95
of the Constitution of the Republic of Namibia addresses the use and conservation of the
country’s natural resources. The Constitution also addresses state ownership, protection and
development of all water resources in the country (Article 100).
The National Land Policy has dual developmental objectives: redressing past socio-economic
imbalances amongst the general populace and enhancing agricultural production from the use
of land. Both objectives aspire to a common end: enhanced economic performance and output
by the agricultural sector to translate into improved livelihoods for the beneficiaries of land
reform and the country at large.
The land rights of all Namibians, especially women, in both communal and freehold areas as
well as targets for the sustainable utilisation of land as a natural resource are comprehensively
covered by the National Land Policy as elaborated in the White Paper of 1998. The
appropriation of communal land by private individuals through excessive fencing is dealt with in
the Communal Land Reform Act, Act No. 5 of 2002. The implications of this Act are
fundamental to developing the full agricultural potential of communal areas
The Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development (MAWRD) formulated the National
Agricultural Policy (NAP) in 1995, highlighting the need for investment in agricultural production
in rural areas, sustainable use of limited resources and broad-based consultation and
participation of all stakeholders. Encouraged by the emphasis placed by the NAP on correcting
past imbalances in gender, between communal versus freehold land, and rural versus urban
land, government services previously exclusively available to private farms have been extended
to communal areas. These services have further been transformed from being fully subsidised
and prescriptive to being participatory and cost effective.
The National Drought Policy and Strategy aims at easing the detrimental impacts of drought and
related natural disasters on food security at household and national levels, whilst encouraging
farmers’ self-reliance.
The National Water Policy White Paper (2000) focuses on the following principles:
•

State ownership of water;

•

Equity of access;

•

Promotion of development;
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•

Water as an economic good;

•

Awareness and participation in planning and management;

•

Openness and transparency in resource management;

•

Decentralisation;

•

Recognition of ecosystem values and sustainability;

•

Integrated management and planning;

•

Clarity of institutional roles and accountability;

•

Capacity building;

•

Management of shared watercourses.

All of these principles are incorporated into the draft Water Bill and are relevant to land reform.

1.1.2

NDP2

The National Development Plan (NDP) is a detailed medium-term developmental instrument
that outlines national and sectoral objectives with set targets for development. It is adjustable
and subject to revision after a five-year period. Two NDPs have been compiled since
Independence. (NDP1 was completed during the 1999/2000 financial year.) As the first strategic
plan for the realisation of some aspirations incorporated in Vision 2030, NDP2 envisions
sustainable and equitable advancement of the quality of life for all Namibians through economic
growth and employment creation. This is further projected to reduce poverty as well as
inequalities in income distribution, regional development and gender equity, thus promoting
economic empowerment. Tackling the on-going spread of the HIV/AIDS epidemic amongst the
population is one medium-term objective of the plan.
Of the identified NDP2 strategies, the provision and strengthening of an enabling environment
for economic growth and development coupled with the promotion of environmental and
ecological sustainability have a direct bearing on land use and primary production. An
integrated approach to agricultural productivity, diversification and value addition to agricultural
products within the country, as well as improved access to export markets for the agricultural
sector, are specific targets of relevance. The plan sets specific objectives for the agricultural
sector aimed at boosting national and household agricultural production, increasing exported
volume and value of agricultural products, with a corresponding reduction in imported volume
and value, as well as diversifying supplementary on- and off-farm sources of revenue.
Emphasis is placed on focused strategic interventions into agricultural production from smallscale farming, enhanced preparedness of the sector to cope with drought and other natural
disasters, to the sustainable use of plant and animal genetic resources.
The decentralisation and devolution of planning, budgeting and spending powers to the regions
as advocated by NDP2 is expected to contribute positively to increased and balanced access to
public services, facilities and financial resources at the local level. Land reform is seen as
providing the basis from which to launch socio-economic development in the country. Extensive
consultations, coordination and collaboration amongst intra- and inter-sectoral strata of
governmental institutions, NGOs, communities and other stakeholders are seen as vital in
ensuring their commitment and participation in the planning and administration of land. This
includes participatory consultations on the National Agricultural Policy and legislation. The
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migration of potentially agricultural labour to urban centres was identified as a challenge and
constraint in NDP1. It continues to limit agricultural production in the rural areas. NDP2
promotes conservation and use of data and information to support analysis and decision making
to achieve improved productivity, processing and marketing of agricultural produce and
products.

1.1.3

Vision 2030

The national developmental objectives for Namibia for the foreseeable future are perhaps best
encapsulated in Vision 2030, which aims to “guide us to make deliberate efforts to improve the
quality of life of our people to the levels of their counterparts in the developed world by the year
2030”. Specific visions have been set for the various sectors forming the pillars of the Namibian
economy. Visions that are specific and pertinent to land ownership and use, agricultural
production and the use of natural resources, foresee land use and livelihood opportunities and
the provision of equitable access to land accompanied by equitable tenure over all natural
resources. A simultaneous decrease in the rate of land degradation and loss of biodiversity
would generate greater options for economic advancement. Sector-specific strategic
approaches have been devised to facilitate the achievement of such visionary goals. Of
relevance to agricultural production from land are those initiatives calling for the evaluation of
the land’s productivity potential, improved access to support services, raising awareness about
optimal land use, diversification of economic development options, appropriate policies to attend
to land reform as well as a land tenure system that is conducive to entrepreneurial growth.

1.2

An overview of resettlement in Namibia

Land and its control are major political and economic issues across the developing world, with
Namibia as no exception. Redistribution of land has been a common government policy across
Asia, Latin America and to a lesser extent Africa during the past 50 years (Blackie, 1999).
Governments in several African countries, notably Kenya, Zimbabwe, Namibia and South
Africa, have decided that redistributing land (commonly known as land reform) to poorer
members of society is a way to both reduce poverty and reverse historical injustices. There are
three models of land reform in Namibia, namely the Affirmative Action Loan Scheme (AALS),
the North-South Incentive Scheme and the Redistributive Land Reform Scheme.
Land reform generally means the redistribution of property or land rights to benefit the landless,
tenants and farm labourers. This is a narrow definition, reducing land reform to its simplest
element. Land reform and agrarian reform are often used in the same breath. This approach
emphasises the importance of getting beyond redistribution to provide support for rural
development such as improved access to credit, input supply, marketing, and extension
services to facilitate productive use of the re-allocated land (Adams, 1995).
Land distribution in Namibia is highly skewed. At the time of Independence in 1990, some 4 500
commercial farmers owned about 43% of all agricultural land, while more than 150 000 rural
households had access to only 42% of the agricultural land (Werner, 1997). The land reform
programme in Namibia redistributed some 3 294 343 ha (9.1%) of freehold tenure land from
Independence until March 2003. Of this land, 2 583 875 ha was acquired by individuals through
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the AALS and the rest (710 468 ha) consists of 124 farms bought by government under the
Redistributive Land Reform Scheme for the settlement of mainly small-scale farmers.

70

Historically disadvantaged
White commercial
Parks

60

%

50
40
30
20
10
0

High Potential

Marginal

Low Potential

Figure 1.2.1: Distribution of land in Namibia in March 2003
Figure 1.2.1 presents an analysis of land ownership and tenure in relation to the agricultural
potential of land in Namibia, in March 2003. Agricultural potential is based on the agroecological zones developed by the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Rural Development. Of all
high potential land, 65% (20 435 403 ha out of a total area of 31 563 940 ha) belongs to
government. This includes land bought under the AALS and the Redistributive Land Reform
Scheme and 24% (7 700 261 ha) belongs to white commercial farmers. Of all marginal
agricultural land, 32% (11 021 449 ha out of a total area of 33 991 008 ha) belongs to
government. This includes land bought under the AALS and the Redistributive Land Reform
Scheme and 66% (22 568 321 ha) belongs to white commercial farmers (NAU, 2003).
Figure 1.2.2 on the following page provides a map of land redistribution and agricultural
potential as produced by Spatial Data Engineering with data provided by the Ministry of
Agriculture, Water and Rural Development and the Namibia Agricultural Union.
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Fig 1.2.2: Land distribution and agricultural potential in Namibia

From 1990 until October 2003, 124 commercial farms were acquired by government for
resettlement of landless and previously disadvantaged Namibians under the Redistributive Land
Reform Scheme. The total farmland area acquired is 768 525 ha and was bought for N$ 111
774 245.
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2.

Terms of reference

This section reflects on the TOR provided by the Permanent Technical Team (PTT) and
describes the consultant’s understanding of the same.

2.1

Scope of the work

The terms of reference for this specific study form part of the wider TOR that guide the overall
work plan of the PTT and should be seen and interpreted in this light. This TOR focuses
specifically on rangeland conditions and management practices currently employed on farms
bought by the government under the Redistributive Land Reform Scheme. This study provides
an analysis of current strategies used by livestock farmers and provides recommendations on
how rangeland management could be practiced on small-scale farming units in order to improve
the flexibility of farmers to better mitigate the impact of adverse conditions, such as droughts.
This study also investigates production efficiencies of large versus small farms, as well as
fenced farms versus open areas, and how they influence the environment. This study focuses
directly on rangeland conditions and management as a means to improve the livelihoods of
resettled people.

2.2

Objectives and outputs

The objectives and outputs of this study are fully understood and the consultant endeavours to
achieve these objectives and provide the outputs within the prescribed time frame. The next
section on methodology provides details on how the study was conducted.
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3.

Overview of work plan and methodology

3.1

Methodology used

The methodology applied includes a desktop study of existing information and knowledge of
resettlement in Namibia, supported by primary data collected during field trips to selected
resettlement farms. Both qualitative and quantitative research methodologies were used to
assess current rangeland management practices on these farms. An open-ended questionnaire
was used to obtain information on different parameters from settlers (see Annexure A).

3.2

Desktop study

Considerable work has been undertaken over the past decade on various aspects of
resettlement in Namibia. Very little has been done on the effectiveness and appropriateness of
rangeland management practices on resettlement farms. This part of the study provides a brief
overview of resettlement in Namibia and the policy framework in which resettlement takes place.
It also provides a broad orientation on both the biophysical and socio-economic situation in
Namibia.

3.3

Fieldwork

Twenty-three farms were visited (see Figure 3.3.1), representing an 18.5% sample of the 124
farms acquired by government under the Redistributive Land Reform Scheme (see Annexure
B).

Figure 3.3.1: Resettlement farms visited during fieldwork
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The major topics investigated during the fieldwork include:

3.3.1

Rangeland condition

The general rangeland condition of farms was determined using Fourie’s veld condition score
sheet (1974). Annexure C provides an example of the survey form.

3.3.2

Rangeland management practices

Using questionnaires, individual farmers’ current rangeland management practices were
recorded and analysed. Where more than one family was settled on a single farm, decision
making for rangeland management is the responsibility of several persons or families. The
presence and capacity of management units or committees for rangeland management were
also analysed. Recommendations are made on how to implement and improve the institutional
set-up needed for sustainable rangeland management by individual resettled farmers and joint
management units.

3.3.3

Access to and control over rangeland resources

Secure access to and control over rangeland resources is a prerequisite for sustainable
rangeland management practices. Tenure on the resettlement farms was studied using
questionnaires and key respondents. This study also determined the extent to which actual
beneficiaries still live on resettlement farms and/or have access to and control over the
rangeland resources, and to what extent “outsiders” have managed to obtain grazing rights
since the original resettlement process. Information is also provided on the number of absentee
farmers.

3.3.4

Livestock numbers and stocking rates

Obtaining reliable and accurate livestock numbers can be a sensitive matter and the utmost
care was taken not to offend people. With the support and involvement of settlers themselves,
accurate livestock numbers were obtained in order to determine stocking rates applied.
Excessively high stocking rates are a major contributor to rangeland degradation and the
challenge to any farmer is to adjust stocking rates to carrying capacity timeously.

3.3.5

Ability of livestock farmers to apply sustainable rangeland management

Resettled livestock farmers could have considerable indigenous knowledge and skills regarding
livestock production and rangeland management, especially in open and flexible transhumance
systems. Resettlement on enclosed areas with fences and fixed water points changes their
situation. Using questionnaires and key respondents, the settlers’ competence (knowledge,
skills and attitudes), or the competence of their rangeland managers, aimed at improving
livestock production and sustainable rangeland management on former commercial farms, was
evaluated. The current and future role of agricultural extension services and other service
providers in this regard were as also analysed.
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3.3.6

Off-take and marketing

This study obtained valuable information about off-take figures and marketing strategies.
Recommendations are made on how to improve off-take rates.

3.3.7

Coping strategies

Namibia has a highly variable environment dependent on the amount and distribution of rainfall.
The amount and timing of rain in one season, and the timing of the start of the next rainy
season, determine the amount of fodder available to livestock. The success of livestock farming
in a highly dynamic environment is based on a farmer’s ability to adjust livestock numbers
regularly and timeously to fit available fodder sources. This study analysed current coping
strategies used by settlers to cope with highly variable rainfall and fodder situations on the farm.

3.3.8

Infrastructure

Most resettlement farms procured by government have potentially reasonable to good
infrastructure like camps, water points, buildings, reservoirs and pipelines. This infrastructure is
needed to apply sustainable rangeland management practices and their condition generally
reflects the ability of the settlers to maintain it. This study assessed the current condition of
infrastructure, and makes recommendations on how best to maintain it.

3.3.9

Other essential support services

Although not directly related to rangeland management, this study also obtained information on
the access of settlers to health services. Resettlement of people in order to enhance their
livelihoods is not possible without access to appropriate support services. Mechanisms are
proposed to improve and coordinate support services to meet the needs of settlers better.
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4.

Work plan for the study

In order to conduct the study and deliver the required outputs, the following work plan was used:
No.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Activity
Gather information on
resettlement.
Set up meeting schedule and
trip itinerary.
Conduct field work (phase 1).
Analyse data.
Conduct follow-up field work
(phase 2).
Analyse data continue.
Draft final report.
Submit final report.

Timing
3 to 21 Nov 2003
24 Nov 2003
24 Nov to 8 Dec 2003
9 Dec 2003 to 9 Jan
2004
10 to 18 Jan 2004
21 to 31 Jan 2004
16 to 20 Feb 2004
15 March 2004
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Milestone
Information, documents and
data collected.
Trip itinerary and meeting
schedule in place.
Field data collected.
Data analysed.
Field data collected.
Data analysed.
Final report written.
Final report submitted.

5.

Context

5.1.

Geographical situation and overview of Namibia

5.1.1

Geology and soils

Namibia can be divided into two broad geological areas that cover the western and eastern
parts of the country. The western parts consist mainly of a great variety of rock formations:
rugged landscapes of valleys, escarpments, mountains and large open plains. The eastern
parts of Namibia are mostly covered by sand and other sediments, giving the area a uniform
appearance. The predominance of Kalahari sands on the surface contributes to this uniformity.
Soils are extremely important in terms of determining an area’s agricultural potential. Soils
support the growth of grasses, trees, shrubs, bushes and crops. An area’s agricultural potential
is influenced by aspects like infiltration capacity, water retention qualities, depth, structure and
chemical composition (fertility). Most of Namibia consists of soils not suitable for crop
production. Some soils (20-50%) have moderate potential for crop production, but are usually
situated in areas with low and erratic rainfall (arid and semi-arid areas) and are thus not suitable
for dryland crop production. Figure 5.1.1 provides and overview of the relative suitability of
Namibia’s soils for crop production.

Figure 5.1.1: Relative fertility of Namibia’s soils (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)

In terms of suitability for agricultural production and based on the broad agro-ecological zones
(AEZs) in the country, three macro zones are defined. The High Potential Zone includes AEZs
1-4, mainly situated in the northeastern and eastern parts of the country, the Medium Potential

21

Zone includes AEZs 5-10, which are mainly in the northwestern, central and southern parts of
the country, while the Low Potential Zone (AEZ 11) covers the extreme western parts of the
country (See Figure 1.2.2).

5.1.2

Rainfall

Namibia has an arid to semi-arid climate, mainly because it is situated within the subtropical
high-pressure zone between the inter-tropical convergence zone to the north and the temperate
zone to the south. This means that rainfall is relatively low and erratic and evaporation is high.
The average annual rainfall of Namibia is reflected in Figure 5.1.2, indicating an increasing
trend from the southwest to the northeast of the country.

Figure 5.1.2: Average annual rainfall of Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
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Variation in rainfall is extremely important since it indicates reliability for agricultural production.
The higher the co-efficient of variation, the higher the variability and lower the reliability of the
rainfall. Figure 5.1.3 depicts the variation in annual rainfall of Namibia.

Figure 5.1.3: Variation in rainfall of Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
Further compounding the effect of low and erratic rainfall is high evaporation. Southern areas
lose much more water through evaporation than northeastern and coastal areas. The whole
country potentially loses 4 to 100 times more water through evaporation than it receives through
rainfall. This results in net water deficiencies growing more severe from the northeastern parts
of the country to the southwestern and southern parts. Figure 5.1.4 indicates the average water
deficit in Namibia.

Figure 5.1.4: Average water deficit in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
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Droughts are common in Namibia, and the difference between drought and aridity is poorly
understood. Drought should only be defined in terms of “normal” rainfall for a specific area.
Statistically, a specific area receives less than the “normal” rainfall every 14 years but in 13 out
of 14 years, “normal” rainfall is received. To use this approach, it is necessary to calculate
thresholds between the total rainfalls expected in 13 out of the 14 years and the rainfall that can
be expected only once in 14 years. Figure 5.1.5 indicates those threshold levels.

Figure 5.1.5: Drought threshold levels in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
The data presented in Figure 5.1.5 is significant because it shows that a total annual rainfall of
higher than 100 to 150 mm around Windhoek is normal because it occurs in 13 out of 14 years.
The land use applied in a specific area also determines the severity and impact of a drought. A
total of 300 mm per year might be sufficient for small-stock farming, but disastrous for maize
production. It is extremely important that the choice of land use in a specific area is appropriate
to the climatic conditions, and that it is taken into consideration when government support
during drought is considered.
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5.1.3

Vegetation

Namibia’s vegetation is largely influenced by rainfall and to a lesser extent by soil and other
criteria. Twenty-nine broad vegetation types are distinguished and are reflected in Figure 5.1.6.

Figure 5.1.6: Vegetation map of Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
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Vegetation suitable for grazing and browsing is extremely important for livestock production and
wildlife enterprises. Figures 5.1.7 and 5.1.8 depict the rating of the value of vegetation for
grazing and browsing respectively.

Figure 5.1.7: Availability of grazing in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)

Figure 5.1.8: Availability of browsing in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)

26

Bush encroachment is one of the most serious problems facing livestock production in Namibia.
It reduces the productivity of rangeland and thus the ability of land to fulfil the livestock feeding
requirements. Figure 5.1.9 shows bush densities of some problem bush species in Namibia.

5.1.9: Bush encroachment in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)

5.1.4

Carrying capacity

“Carrying capacity” refers to the ability of a certain area of land to fulfil the feeding requirements
of livestock over a period of time and is closely correlated with rainfall.
Variation in rainfall is strongly reflected in varying fodder availability and can fluctuate
considerably over time and space. Despite this high variation, some indication is needed of the
potential carrying capacity of a certain area in order to plan properly and for government and
other potential buyers to determine land prices. Figure 5.1.10 reflects the carrying capacity of
rangeland in Namibia.

Figure 5.1.10: Carrying capacity of rangeland in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
Areas that are the most overstocked are in the north-central regions, along the Okavango River
and on the eastern floodplains of Caprivi. In total, about 3.7% of the land (excluding protected
areas) is overstocked at levels roughly double that of the recommended stocking rates. On the
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other hand, in large areas, mainly in the Otjozondjupa Region, stocking rates are far below
recommended carrying capacity. The major reason for this phenomenon is the scarcity of water
for people and livestock in those areas. Figure 5.1.11 provides an indication of the relationship
between current and potential carrying capacity and stock density in Namibia.

Figure 5.1.11: Relationship between current and potential carrying capacity and stock
density in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
Based on average annual rainfall, variation in rainfall, average plant production and variation in
plant production, the relative risk of agriculture (crops and livestock) is calculated (Figure
5.1.12). The most risky parts are in southern and western Namibia, while rainfall and plant
production are more reliable in the Kavango, Caprivi and parts of Ohangwena and Oshikoto.
The lower risk indices do not mean that the land is suitable for all kinds of farming enterprises.
The soils in most of the northern regions are too sandy and not fertile enough to sustain crop
production. Livestock production might again be limited in certain central and eastern regions
due to bush encroachment.

Figure 5.1.12: Risk for agriculture in Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2002)
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5.2

Socio-economic situation and overview

5.2.1

Historical development of the land and its people

The people of Namibia depend largely on resources derived directly from the land through
formal economic activities like farming, mining and tourism. Land also provides for the less
formal needs of more than 71% of the population of Namibia living in rural areas. For this
reason, land is a crucial resource for many people and is it important to reflect on the historical
development of land, land ownership, land use and land governance. Over the past 500 years,
land use and occupation has changed considerably. For the purposes of this document,
changes in use, administration and occupation from the start of the colonial period in the late
1800s and early 1900s are reflected.
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Figure 5.2.1: Estimated areas of land distribution between 1902 and 2001
(Mendelsohn et al, 2002).
At the beginning of the twentieth century, the largest part of Namibia was considered state land
(526 800 km2). Smaller parts were officially known to be communal (249 100 km2) and freehold
(48 100 km2) land. This situation changed dramatically over the next century. By 2001, most of
the land was in private hands (356 700 km2), followed by communal land (298 200 km2) and
only 169 100 km2 was state land (Figure 5.2.1).

5.2.2

Distribution of people

In 2001, Namibia had a human population of about 1.83 million, spread unevenly across the
country. The number of people living in urban areas has increased dramatically over the past 70
years. In 2001, approximately 39% of the population was urbanised compared with only 10% in
1936. Rates of urban growth for the whole country varied between 5% and 6% over the last few
decades and it is anticipated that if these rates of urbanisation continue, more than 75% to 80%
of all people in Namibia will be living in urban centres by 2020.
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5.2.3

Growth and structure of the population

Only 229 000 people were counted during the first population census in 1921. Since then, the
population has increased dramatically to about 1.8 million in 2001. During the first half of the
twentieth century, the population growth rate was around 2%. It increased to about 3% during
the latter part of the century. It is expected that the current growth rate of 3% will drop to about
1.5% by 2006, due mainly to the impact of HIV/AIDS and higher education levels of women. It is
projected that the total Namibian population will increase to 2 250 000 in 2010 and 2 600 000 by
2020.
Infant mortality rates have been declining sharply since Independence (62/1000 infants in 1992
to 38/1000 infants in 2000). Child mortality rates show a similar decline (32/1000 in 1992 to
25/1000 in 2000). Life expectancy, however, dropped from 61 years in 1991, through 52 in
1998, to 43 years of age in 2000. The biggest reason is the impact of HIV/AIDS. The number of
children per woman is decreasing in both the urban and rural areas, mainly due to social
changes as more people move into cash economies in towns and cities.

5.2.4

Ownership, control and use of land

In 2001, central government owned 55.8% of the land surface area of Namibia. Local authorities
owned 0.9% and the rest (43.3%) belonged to individuals and companies. A large part of the
land owned by government (37% of the total land area of Namibia) is, however, communal land
and is used mainly for subsistence agriculture.
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6.

Situation analysis – rangeland
management within small-scale
agricultural units on resettlement farms

A significant number of settlers relocated since 1990 have not lived permanently on the farms.
Figure 6.1 indicates that in the high potential areas, 45% of settlers lived on their farms while
the remaining 55% did not. In the medium potential areas of the country, the vast majority of
settlers (85%) lived permanently on the farms where they were resettled, while only 15% did not
live there permanently. This high incidence of absent farmers can have serious consequences
for the management of the farm and the ability of service providers (e.g. extension services) to
reach livestock owners, particularly during normal office hours. Proper rangeland management
requires regular and timely decisions by the manager (owner). If the manager does not live
permanently on the farm, these day-to-day decisions cannot be made, unless decision making
is fully delegated to employees living permanently on the farm.
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Figure 6.1: Place of permanent residence of respondents

Most settlers interviewed were resettled for a period of between two and five years. In the
medium potential areas, significantly more people were settled for more than ten years than in
the high potential areas. More people were settled for less than one year in the medium
potential areas than in the high potential areas (Figure 6.2).
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Figure 6.2: Time since resettlement of respondents

Farming experience, especially on commercial farms, is essential. The longer farmers are
resettled, the more experience they gain.
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Figure 6.3: The origin of settlers

Most settlers interviewed originated from urban areas, followed by commercial farms and
communal areas. This trend was more pronounced in the medium potential areas than in the
high potential areas, highlighting a serious constraint if we assume that people coming from
urban areas have less farming experience than those coming from rural areas. Settlers’ origins,
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knowledge and skills, and years of experience influence their ability to farm and should be
addressed by appropriate training and mentoring programmes.
In Figure 6.4, respondents indicated whether they have been better off since resettlement. The
vast majority of settlers said that they have been better off after resettlement, mainly because
they have a place of their own and can keep their own livestock.
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Figure 6.4: Income of settlers since resettlement
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Figure 6.1.1: Settlers’ perceptions of veld condition
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Veld condition is largely the result of rainfall and management practices applied. Figure 6.1.1
reflects the condition of veld as perceived by the settlers. Perceptions about veld condition differ
considerably in high and medium potential areas. In the medium potential areas, most farmers
(55%) were of the opinion that their veld was in moderate condition, while more than 30% of
farmers from high potential areas thought their veld condition was good. A relatively high
proportion of farmers (25%) in the high potential areas considered their veld condition to be very
poor.

100
90
80

Percent

70
60
50
40
30

Potential of Land

20

high potential land

10

med potential land

0

ed
ay

w
no
tk
n'
do

st

d
te
ra
rio
te
de

e
th

ed
ov
pr
im

e
m
sa

Figure 6.1.2: Change in veld condition as perceived by farmers

Farmers’ perceptions of change in veld condition differed considerably between high and

Veld Condition Score

medium potential areas. Most farmers in high potential areas (55%) were of the opinion that
their veld condition had deteriorated since resettlement, while most farmers in the medium
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Figure 6.1.3: Veld condition of farms using score sheets
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potential areas (48%) thought their veld condition had stayed the same. Significantly, more
farmers in the medium potential areas were of the opinion that their veld condition had improved
since resettlement, compared with farmers in the high potential areas. Most ascribed negative
change in veld condition to low rainfall and poor grazing management practices. (Interviews in
the medium potential areas took place in January 2004, after good rains had fallen. This could
have created the perception that veld condition improved. Surveys in the high potential areas
took place in November 2003 before significant rain was recorded in the area.)
Veld condition was scored for farms in the higher potential areas during November 2003, using
a more objective and scientific method (Fourie, 1984). According to the data presented in Figure
6.1.3, less than half of the farms had a veld condition score below 20, which indicates extremely
poor veld. Half the farms had a condition score between 20 and 40, which indicates poor veld,

Veld condition score

while only two farms (Danell and Exelsior) scored higher than 40, which indicates veld of
moderate condition.
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Figure 6.1.4: Comparison of veld condition between farmers’ perceptions
and the score sheet method
There is a considerable difference between the results of the scientific survey and the
perceptions of farmers interviewed. On most farms, farmers perceived their veld condition to be
much better than the rating obtained from the scientific score sheet method. These results also
show how subjectively “good veld” is interpreted. Developing a more objective local level
monitoring system would enable farmers to monitor change in veld condition more easily.

6.2

Rangeland management

Improved rangeland management focuses on rotational grazing and adjustment of livestock
numbers to fodder availability. Figure 6.2.1 reflects the degree of rotational grazing
implemented by settlers. In the high potential areas, the vast majority (68%) of respondents
indicated that they practice some form of rotational grazing. The opposite was true of the
medium potential areas where 74% of respondents indicated that they were unable to practise
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rotational grazing. It could be that some respondents thought swapping cow and calf herds was
practising rotational grazing. Applying rotational grazing systems is one of the most important
management practices to promote higher veld productivity. Farmers should have access to
more than one camp (four camps per herd is preferable) to apply sustainable rotational grazing.
Adequate knowledge and experience in this regard is needed, and regular decision-making
based on relevant information is important. Absentee farmers will find it difficult to practice
proper rotational grazing if decision-making is not fully delegated to the herders living on the
farm.
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Figure 6.2.1: Application of rotational grazing

6.3

Access to and control over rangeland resources

This is a very important issue and it needs appropriate attention during resettlement. The vast
majority of respondents indicated that the government gave them permission to live on the farm.
They were not able to differentiate between the different government ministries, but assumed in
most cases that it was Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation. Close to 70% of
respondents indicated that they had been allocated a specific exclusive area.
Fewer than 30% of the respondents could provide any written authorisation to live on a
particular farm, although more than 50% believed that they had exclusive user rights to the
areas allocated to them. Nearly 80% of respondents indicated that nobody else could use their
allocated area without their prior consent.

36

6.4

Ability of livestock farmers to apply sustainable rangeland
management methods

Most respondents (65%) indicated that they had more than 10 years’ relevant experience in
farming, while more than 60% indicated that they did not know the name of the local agricultural
extension officer. More than 70% indicated that they have never benefited from agricultural
extension services in their areas. Up to 90% of all respondents indicated that they are not
members of any farmers’ association. A similar percentage had not benefitted at all from
farmers’ associations.

6.5.

Livestock productivity and off-take

Table 6.5.1 indicates some comparative figures for critical livestock parameters between the two
major land potential areas.
Table 6.5.1: Comparative figures for certain critical livestock parameters
Parameter
Average size of land per household (ha)
Average number of LSU per household
Average stocking rate applied (ha/LSU)
Average percentage off-take per year

High Potential Land
(AEZ 1-4)
721
80
9
10.5

Medium Potential Land
(AEZ 5-10)
1661
46
36
7.9

The average size of land per household was significantly smaller in the high potential areas
than in the medium potential areas. Households in the higher potential areas had considerable
larger herds than in the medium potential areas. Stocking rates applied were more than twice as
high in the high potential areas as in the medium potential areas, while the percentage off-take
was slightly higher in the high than in the medium potential areas. Stocking rates did not exceed
the carrying capacity in any of the areas.
As reflected in Table 6.5.1, in average, land available to households in the higher potential
areas (AEZ 1-4) measured 721 ha, with an average off-take of 10.5% per annum. Using the
average off-take figure of 10.5%, not even a 5 000 ha farm stocked at a rate of 10 ha/LSU
would be big enough to secure a reasonable income for the settler. The current off-take figure
used by the NAU (2003) to calculate profitability of title-deed farmers is 35%. This off-take figure
was obtained from the Karstveld study group in the Grootfontein area, and is higher than the
average off-take figure for commercial farmers in the country. If the current off-take figure on
resettlement farms could be increased to 25%, a farm of at least 1 625 ha would be needed in
these areas to generate a net farm income of N$ 11 677 per annum. This is in line with the
national average income per capita according to the GDP of US$1 790 per annum (1 790 x 6.5
= N$11 635). According to the Central Bureau of Statistics, the average per capita income in
Namibia for 2002 was N$15 751, while the “decent income target” for a household of five
members identified by the National Planning Commission is N$15 000 per capita, per annum.
Should these figures be used as targets for resettlement, the amount of farmland required
would increase further. These calculations are based on the assumption that the quality (mass
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and grade) of livestock marketed is similar to those of title-deed commercial farmers. It is also
dependent on several other assumptions as indicated in Table 6.5.2
Farm models A, B and C are for commercial farmers on title deed areas. Model D reflects the
current average situation in the high potential areas of the country. Model E gives an indication
of profitability of a 5 000 ha farm with an off-take percentage of 10.5%. Model F provides
simulation data on a 1 500 ha farm, with an off-take of 25%, resulting in a reasonable income of
N$7 290 per annum.
Table 6.5.2: Farm models indicating different levels of profitability
(adapted from NAU, 2003)

Farm size (ha)
Carrying Capacity (ha/LSU0
Total number of LSU
Annual off-take rate (%)
Annual off-take (numbers)
Farm capital
Land (N$200/ha)
Livestock (N$2 340/LSU)
Infrastructure (fences, water,
buildings)
Infrastructure (machinery,
vehicles, equipment
Sub-total farm capital
Gross return (N$)
Cost of production (N$)
Labour
Maintenance and depreciation of
improvements
Maintenance and depreciation of
equipment
Direct costs (40% of gross
income)
Sub-total cost of production
Net farm income (N$)

1

Farm A

Farm B

Farm C

Farm D

Farm E

5000
10
500
35
175

2000
10
200
35
70

1000
10
100
35
35

721
10
72
10.5
8

5000
10
500
10.5
53

Farm
F
1625
10
163
25
41

1,000,000
1,170,000
1,334,571

400,000
468,000
781,604

200,000
234,000
597,282

01
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

400,000

350,000

350,000

0

0

0

3,904,571

1,999,604

1,381,282

0

0

0

409,500

163,800

81,900

17,715

122,850

95,063

38,400
60,729

15,360
34,580

7,680
25,864

7,680
25,864

15,360
60,729

15,360
30,000

28,000

24,500

24,500

0

0

0

163,800

65,520

32,760

7,086

49,140

38,025

290,929

139,960

90,804

40,630

125,229

83,385

118,571

23,840

-8,904

-22,915

-2,379

11,677

It is assumed that farmers have livestock when they are settled, that they do not have to pay for the farm

and infrastructure, but only have to maintain it.
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Assumptions:
a) 1 LSU in kg
b) Gross income per LSU (N$5.60x360klg)
c) Infrastructure improvements:
•
1 water post per 1000 ha
•
4 camps per 1000 ha
•
1 labourer per 1000 ha
•
1 camp = 250 ha
•
Approx. 4 km fence per camp

6.6

Livestock husbandry practices

This section discusses livestock husbandry practices applied by respondents. The application of
good animal husbandry contributes greatly towards improved livestock productivity and
reproduction. This study endeavoured to determine the level of certain husbandry applied by
farmers. Figure 6.6.1 indicates the response of farmers regarding the use of mating seasons
and weaning seasons.

6.6.1

Mating seasons

In both high and medium potential areas, most farmers did not apply mating seasons, which is
common practice amongst established farming enterprises and has several advantages. It
should be a priority to promote the introduction of mating seasons amongst resettled farmers.
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Figure 6.6.1: Application of mating seasons

6.6.2

Weaning systems

The introduction of weaning systems has several advantages. The biggest advantage is that it
reduces the stress on the mother animal, especially during drought periods. Significant
differences were observed between high and medium potential areas in this regard. Most
farmers in the high potential areas (80%) implemented weaning systems, but more than 80% of
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farmers in the medium potential areas did not apply any form of weaning system. It must be
pointed out that the effective application of breeding seasons, weaning systems and rotational
grazing requires the subdivision of land into camps and the maintenance of robust fences and
other infrastructure. Insufficient or poorly maintained fences as well as non-existent, small or
insufficient camps were cited as a major obstacle to such rangeland management practices.
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Figure 6.6.2: Application of weaning systems

6.6.3

Breeding stock selection

The regular use of breeding stock from outside the herd is important to prevent inbreeding.
Inbreeding over a long period usually results in a decline in production, adaptability and
reproduction of livestock. In terms of using breeding stock from other sources outside the
farming enterprise on a regular basis, a small percentage of farmers in the high potential areas
confirmed that they used it frequently.
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Figure 6.6.3: Use of breeding material from outside the herd

Farmers in the high (57%) and medium (39%) potential areas indicated that they use breeding
stock from outside from time to time, whereas the majority of farmers in the medium potential
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areas (61%) indicated that they never used breeding stock from outside their own herds. This
indicates a high level of inbreeding, which can negatively affect livestock productivity if
continued for a long time.

6.6.4

Other

Parasite control is done by most farmers in both areas, while considerable differences occurred
between the two areas in terms of supplementary feeding. The vast majority of farmers in the
high potential areas (90%) claimed to have given supplementary feed (in the form of salt blocks)
to their livestock, which were mainly cattle. In the medium potential areas, just 60% of farmers,
mainly small stock farmers, answered in the affirmative.
100
90
80
70

Percent

60
50
40
30

Potential of Land

20
10

high potential land

0

med potential land
yes

no

Figure 6.6.4: Supplementary feeding by farmers

Castration was also practiced by most farmers in both high and medium potential areas.
Dehorning is mainly done by farmers in the high potential areas, because they farm with cattle,
rather than small stock in the medium potential areas where dehorning is not required.
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6.7

Marketing

Marketing is a very important aspect of livestock production. Constraints such as means of
marketing and regularity of marketing are important and are discussed in this section.
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Figure 6.7.1: Marketing of livestock

Farmers in the high potential areas are more likely to market livestock than farmers in the
medium potential areas (Figure 6.7.1). About 48% of farmers in the high potential areas
marketed their animals through auctions and about 25% through private sales. In the medium
potential areas, the majority of farmers (45%) marketed their livestock though private sales,
while about 35% did not market at all and only used their livestock for own consumption.
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Figure 6.7.2: Livestock marketing methods
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No farmers indicated that they marketed livestock at regular fixed intervals, as is the practice on
most commercial livestock ranches. Most farmers in high potential areas (80%) and 60% of
farmers in medium potential areas market livestock as the need arises. Figure 6.7.3 highlights
this phenomenon.
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Figure 6.7.3: Time for marketing livestock

In both high and medium potential areas, income from salaries or wages, pensions and
livestock sales were mentioned as the major sources of income for farmers.
100
90
80
70

Percent

60
50
40
30

Potential of Land

20

high potential land

10

med potential land

0
salary/w age

remittance
pension

crop sales

livestock sales

Figure 6.7.4: Sources of income

43

6.8.

Coping strategies

The ability of farmers to cope with external stressors, such as drought, is a very important
indicator of food security and vulnerability.
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Figure 6.8.1: Settlers’ coping strategies
Most respondents in both high and medium potential areas indicated that they buy fodder and
licks during droughts. More farmers in the high potential areas (30%) said that they let animals
die, compared with 14% in the medium potential areas. The high percentage of farmers in both
high (23%) and medium areas (39%) who indicated that they had not yet experienced drought
was interesting.

6.9

Infrastructure

The vast majority of respondents – 100% in high potential areas and 78% in medium potential
areas – indicated improved water points (diesel, wind or solar powered) as the major source of
water for both domestic and livestock purposes.
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Figure 6.9.1: Length of time that damaged water infrastructure was out of order
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The condition and maintenance of such water infrastructure is usually sub-optimal. More than
80% of respondents reported breakdowns in water infrastructure, while 65% of respondents
reported malfunctioning equipment as the major reason for breakdowns. What is alarming,
however, is the long time that seems to elapse before broken infrastructure is repaired. In most
cases, people had to wait between two weeks and a year. Of the farmers in the high potential
areas, 50% indicated that government repaired water infrastructure, while only 25% indicated
that they did it themselves. In the medium potential areas, the opposite was true.
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Figure 6.9.2: Repair of water infrastructure
The vast majority of farmers in the high (92%) and medium (75%) potential areas indicated that
they thought the amount of water had stayed the same since resettlement and that poor
maintenance of infrastructure was the major cause of water problems.
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Figure 6.9.3: Perceived change in water availability
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7.

Conclusions and recommendations

In promoting livestock production and rangeland management, the following prerequisites are of
paramount importance:
•

Secure tenure of land and grazing.

•

Sufficient competence of farmers.

•

Strong and well-functioning community-based structures.

•

Sustainable off-take of livestock.

•

Maintenance of farm infrastructure.

•

Application of proper animal husbandry practices.

•

Application of appropriate breeding and selection practices

•

Improvement and maintenance of livestock health

•

Flexible and adaptive range management systems.

•

Access to credit

The following conclusions and recommendations are made using these prerequisites as
guidelines.

7.1

Secure tenure

Although the vast majority of farmers indicated that the government gave them permission to
occupy the farms, less than 30% could provide any written proof. Most documents in this regard
only indicated the camp(s) allocated to them and other related information, and very few could
actually provide a valid and signed contract from the Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and
Rehabilitation. Although more than 50% of the respondents believed that they have exclusive
user rights to the areas, they could not produce any official documentation as proof. Although
nearly 80% of respondents indicated that nobody else could use their areas without their prior
consent, numerous examples were given where other more powerful and better connected
residents invaded grazing land without the consent of the intended settler. As a result, many
settlers still feel insecure on the farms as far as access to and control over land and rangeland
resources are concerned.
Recommendation 7.1.1
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation should speed up the process of issuing
99-year deeds to all authorised settlers in line with the implementation of the Communal Land
Reform Act of 2002.
Recommendation 7.1.2
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation should put mechanisms in place to
ensure that illegal settlers and other powerful and better-connected people do not invade land
allocated to authorised settlers.
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7.2

Knowledge, skills and attitudes of farmers

Most settlers interviewed in both high and medium potential areas came from urban areas,
although 65% of them indicated that they have more than 10 years relevant experience. It is
assumed that people originating from urban areas have less competence and experience in
livestock production and rangeland management than those who were resettled from communal
areas and other commercial farms. More than 60% of respondents indicated that they do not
know the name of the local agricultural extension officer and thus clearly did not benefit from
agricultural extension services. More than 90% of respondents also indicated that they do not
belong to any farmers’ organisation and had not benefited from one.
Recommendation 7.2.1
Agricultural extension services should pay special attention to newly resettled farmers by
providing appropriate training, mentoring and facilitation services, with special emphasis on
livestock production and rangeland management.
Recommendation 7.2.2
Agricultural extension services should investigate and test a mentorship programme in which
selected neighbouring (established and experienced) farmers work closely with agricultural
extension staff in to support resettled farmers. A similar programme is currently under joint
implementation by the Namibia National Farmers’ Union (NNFU), Namibia Agricultural Union
(NAU) and emerging farmers under the AALS.
Recommendation 7.2.3:
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation should ensure that candidates for
resettlement are properly selected to ensure that people with appropriate knowledge,
experience, positive attitudes and the right aptitude for livestock farming receive preference.

7.3

Strong, well-functioning community-based structures

On most commercial title deed farms, decision-making is vested in a single person (the owner
or the manager). The farm is managed as a unit and all resources are utilised to achieve the
goals and objectives of the owner or manager.
When more than one family is settled on a resettlement farm (which is normally the case),
specific resources are allocated to them individually. This means that farm management is
fragmented, as is access to farm resources. This is not wrong in itself, but problems arise when
sustainable management of the farm’s resources (veld and water) and maintenance of
infrastructure (boreholes, fences, crush pens) must be done. Decision-making is then vested in
several individual settlers, each with different priorities and without a common policy or strategy
to manage the farm as an unit in a sustainable manner.
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Recommendation 7.3.1
Appropriate community-based organisations (CBO) should be established at farm level,
representing all settlers. These CBOs should receive training in organisational management
and leadership to enhance their capacity to manage the farm as a single entity. These CBOs
would initially be responsible only for sustainable water and rangeland management,
maintenance of infrastructure and other related livestock activities. Later on, the same CBO
could be used to coordinate other support services to the settler community on the farm (e.g.
education, health and pensions). Experience gained by the Forum for Integrated Resource
Management (FIRM) elsewhere in the country could be adapted to suit local needs.

7.4

Sustainable off-take of livestock

Not enough farmers market livestock on a regular basis. No respondent indicated a fixed
marketing interval and most farmers market as the need arises. Too many farmers market to
private buyers where competition is limited and lower prices are often paid.
Off-take rates on both high and medium potential resettled farms are much lower than on
commercial title-deed farms in the same areas. In order to promote higher income from livestock
to enhance settlers’ livelihoods, higher off-take rates should be encouraged. Current off-take
rates in high potential areas are only 10.5% and those of medium potential areas only 7.9% –
much lower than the average of 35% on commercial title-deed farms. In order to strive towards
Namibia’s average per capita income, based on GDP, of N$ 8 450 per annum (US$1 300),
settlers need at least 1 500 ha and an off-take rate of at least 25%. Maintaining the current low
off-take rate in the high potential areas, even a 5 000 ha farm per settler would not be enough to
reach this target. The current average land area available to settlers in the high potential areas
is 721 ha, which is too small to make a decent living from livestock. It would be very difficult to
make more land available to each settler, but this problem could be overcome by merging
livestock herds of individual settlers and managing the veld and water resources on the farm as
a unit, making use of the CBO on the farm (see Recommendation 6.3.1).
Most farms visited were not overstocked, but continuous overgrazing is taking place due to an
insufficient number of camps for rotational grazing.
Recommendation 7.4.1
Promote increased livestock off-take rates on resettlement farms. This could be achieved
through increasing access to markets, improving quality of livestock offered for sale, improving
access to market information, exposing farmers to different marketing technologies and
infrastructure (e.g. auctions and abattoirs), and organising farmers to secure enough livestock
at auctions to encourage more buyers to attend.
Recommendation 7.4.2
Promote management of veld and water resources on the farm as a unit, using the CBOs
established as per Recommendation 6.3.1.
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Recommendation 7.4.3
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation should consider making larger areas of
land available to settlers, since the current land size is not big enough to secure a sustained,
reasonable livelihood from livestock production.

7.5

Maintenance of farm infrastructure

In most cases, water quality and quantity have not declined since resettlement. Inadequate
water supply is largely the result of poor maintenance of water infrastructure. People lack the
ability to maintain their own infrastructure and are still dependent on government support. Some
farmers, mostly in the medium potential areas, are increasingly taking responsibility for
maintenance of water infrastructure themselves. It is possible that some farms procured had
inadequate infrastructure, despite the fact that government investigated them before purchase
to ensure that infrastructure was sufficient or that it could be brought up to standard. Buildings,
fences and water installations need to be maintained to secure optimal functioning, and
sustainable rangeland management and livestock production.
Recommendation 7.5.1
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation must ensure that only farms with proper
infrastructure, suited to the purpose of resettlement, are procured or distributed.
Recommendation 7.5.2
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation must support settlers as they develop
their own capacity (competence and financial) to maintain infrastructure.
Recommendation 7.5.3
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation must support settlers (perhaps with
outside funding) to repair damaged infrastructure on existing farms.

7.6

Proper animal husbandry

Application of mating seasons enables farmers to concentrate the birth of offspring during a
certain time of the year. Proper mating seasons start at a specific time, usually after the first
good rains have been received, and continue for a fixed period. There are various advantages
to applying mating seasons, such as easing other husbandry practices like dehorning,
castration, branding, vaccination and parasite control, since all offspring are born at a fixed time
of year. It also helps the farmer to make sure bulls and rams are in good condition, tested by a
veterinarian for libido and fertility, and that cows and ewes are in good condition to ensure high
sexual activity. Although some farmers (mainly in the high potential areas) indicated that they
apply mating seasons, it is uncertain whether their practice is effective, or whether they simply
refer to an absence of males from the female stock at any time. Most respondents do not apply
any form of mating season.
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Weaning of calves and lambs is an extremely important practice for livestock farmers. Weaning
reduces the stress that a calf or lamb puts on the mother and enables the mother to recover
body condition more quickly to prepare her body for the next pregnancy period. If no weaning
practices are applied, bigger calves and lambs will keep suckling and might even deny milk to
newborn animals, causing loss of offspring. During droughts, female animals that are still
suckling are the most vulnerable to fodder shortages and will die first. In high potential areas,
most farmers seem to apply weaning systems, while in the medium potential areas, only a small
percentage of farmers do so.
Supplementary feeding is extremely important to maintain body weight and fertility status of
female animals, especially during the dry season and droughts. Most farmers in both high and
medium potential areas claim to provide supplementary feeding. This study did not attempt to
determine the kind of supplementary feed that farmers provide, but it is assumed that in most
cases ordinary salt blocks are provided. These are better than nothing, but far from adequate.
Parasite control and dehorning are done by most farmers.
Recommendation 7.6.1
Extension services, together with selected established farmers and communities serving as
mentors (see Recommendation 6.2.2), should continue to build capacity and raise awareness of
the need for proper animal husbandry practices.

7.7

Superior breeding and selection

Inbreeding reduces production, adaptability, hardiness and reproduction ability of livestock. A
significant number of farmers in both high and medium potential areas never use breeding
material from outside their own herds, while the rest of them do use it from time to time. If
continued over extended periods, absence of outside stock definitely leads to inbreeding. Use of
appropriate outside breeding stock is one of the quickest ways to improve productivity in any
herd.
Recommendation 7.7.1
Farmers should have increased access to superior breeding stock. Research stations, private
breeders and the current bull scheme of the Meat Board are initiatives to be explored in this
regard.
Recommendation 7.7.2
The Directorate of Veterinary Services should assist farmers with selecting fertile breeding stock
and provide regular pregnancy testing to improve fertility rates.
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Recommendation 7.7.3
Extension services, together with mentor farmers and staff at research stations, should train
farmers on proper breeding and selection techniques, both theoretical and practical. Support
from various stud breeders associations should also be explored.

7.8

Improvement and maintenance of livestock health

Settlers’ access to veterinary advice and drugs was not established in this study. It is unclear
how much settlers know about livestock disease control and access to veterinary drugs and
vaccines. Apart from the active role that Directorate of Veterinary Services should play,
established farmers have many years of practical experience in this regard and acting as
mentors could provide valuable support.
Recommendation 7.8.1
Farmers should be trained in livestock disease control.
Recommendation 7.8.2
The Directorate of Veterinary Services, with the support of mentors from experienced communal
and commercial farms, should provide professional backstopping and advice to farmers.
Recommendation 7.8.3
Access to veterinary drugs and vaccines should be improved. Again, experienced communal
and commercial farmers acting as mentors could play an invaluable role in this regard. They
could help settlers with the correct diagnosis of disease and facilitate access to the right drugs
in appropriate quantities.

7.9

Flexible and adaptive range management systems

Rainfall, and therefore fodder availability, is highly variable in both time and space in an arid
environment like most of Namibia. Rangeland management should therefore be highly adaptive
in this regard. This strategy is called “opportunistic management” as opportunities are seized
and hazards are avoided. Opportunistic management is based on the timely availability of
correct and relevant information on livestock condition, fodder availability, veld condition, rainfall
and bush densities. Farmers should be in a position to use this information to make informed
decisions regarding opportunistic management options. The DRFN has considerable
experience in supporting farmers with the development and implementation of such local level
monitoring systems.
Recommendation 7.9.1
Settlers should develop and implement local level monitoring systems, based on relevant
indicators determined by the farmers themselves.
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Opportunistic management also involves the implementation of rotational grazing systems
during years of good rainfall to avoid overgrazing and to maximise plant vigour and growth. In
the high potential areas, most settlers indicated that they apply some form of rotational grazing,
while only a few apply it in the medium potential areas. The most common argument was that
farmers do not have enough camps available to do proper rotational grazing because more than
one family is usually settled at a water point. Although stocking rates do not seem to exceed
carrying capacity on most of the farms, veld deterioration still takes place due to continuous
overgrazing. If herds were merged and the whole farm managed as a unit, maximum advantage
could be gained from all camps available on the farm. A representative and competent CBO at
farm level could be a possible mechanism to facilitate this process.
Recommendation 7.9.2
With the support of external facilitation, farmers should create representative and competent
CBOs at farm level to facilitate proper resource management. Experiences with the FIRM
approach could be adapted to local circumstances (see Recommendation 6.3.1).
Farmers’ ability to supplement fodder needs of livestock during droughts is illustrative of their
ability to cope with variable environments. A considerable number of respondents indicated that
they could do very little to cope during droughts and animals were allowed to die. Some farmers
also indicated that they bought fodder during droughts, while only a few indicated that they
sought additional grazing elsewhere. Buying fodder for large stock is not considered
economically viable. It should not be encouraged since additional pressure is then put on
already degraded rangelands. Farm fences and other obstructions do not allow “tracking”
practices any more. A strong CBO, supported by organised agriculture (e.g. NNFU), could help
to find alternative grazing elsewhere. During disasters, government could subsidise transport to
and from emergency grazing areas.
Recommendation 7.9.3
Farmers should be encouraged to adjust stocking rates to fit available fodder sources and to
find alternative emergency grazing during times of disastrous droughts. A strong and competent
CBO at farm level is needed to facilitate this process (see Recommendation 6.3.1).
Recommendation 7.9.4
Government should subsidise transport of livestock to and from emergency grazing areas
during and after disastrous droughts.

7.10

Access to credit

Two kinds of poverty are identified in the development literature. One is when people do not
have enough money to survive and are starving, while the second one occurs at a higher level.
In the latter category, people do not have access to financial resources to develop and maintain
required infrastructure (e.g. fences, water infrastructure) or to buy the necessary inputs (licks,
medicines, breeding stock) for production purposes. The latter is typical of most settlers on
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resettlement farms. Due to a lack of tenure and subsequent lack of collateral, they seldom
manage to get loans from banks or other financial institutions. This is another reason why
security of tenure is extremely important.
Recommendation 7.10.1
The Ministry of Lands, Resettlement and Rehabilitation should speed up the process of
providing settlers with official tenure documentation (See Recommendation 6.1.1).
Recommendation 7.10.2
Farmers should receive training in financial management.
Recommendation 7.10.3
Farmers should explore alternative income generation activities to improve their cash-flow
situation.
Recommendation 7.10.4
Farmers should explore alternative investment options (e.g. banks, savings clubs) to improve
their access to money.
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Annexures

Annexure A:

Questionnaire
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Questionnaire Number………………………

Evaluation of Rangeland Management Strategies on Resettlements Farms
in Namibia
November 2003

1. Farm Name and Number--------------------------------------------------------Farm Code--------------2. Household Code------------------------------------------- Date-------------------AEZ----------------------3. Household GPS Reading S------------------------------------------------------- E-------------------------4. Interviewer Name------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------5. Start Time---------------------------------------Finish Time--------------- Total Time (min)------------

General household information
6. Who is the head of this household? hhead
-----1 Settler living permanently on the farm for most of the year
-----2 Settler living somewhere else for most of the year

7. How many people currently belong to this household, whether living here most of the
year or living elsewhere most of the year?
Total number belonging to this household-------------- hsize

8. How long do you live at this place? time
1. <1yr
2. 2-5yrs
3. 6-10yrs
4. >10yrs

9. Where do you originate from? where
1. communal area
2. other commercial farm
3. urban area
4. from this farm
5. other
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Are you better off since you live here? Now
1. yes
2. no
3. do not know

10. If “yes”, why?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

11. If “no”, why not?
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………….

Security of tenure

12. Who gave you permission to live here? toestem
1. Traditional Authority
2. Councilor/Governor
3. Ministry of Lands
4. Nobody
5. Other

13. Do you have a certain area of grazing allocated to you personally? area
1. yes
2. no

14. Do you have any written documentation to prove it? paper
1. yes
2. no

15. Do you have the exclusive rights to use this grazing? rights
1. yes
2. no
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16. Can anyone else use this grazing without your consent? come
1. yes
2. no

Grazing and livestock resources

17. How big is the grazing land that you use? size
……………….ha

18. How many livestock do you have on this grazing land? numbers
Cattle……………………
Goats……………………
Sheep……………………
Horses…………………..
Donkeys………………...
Game……………………

Stocking rate …………..ha/LSU

19. How would you rate the current condition of your grazing? veldtoes
1. very good
2. good
3. moderate
4. poor
5. very poor

20. Has rangeland condition changed since you live here? veldchange
1. improved
2. deteriorated
3. stayed the same

21. If rangeland condition changed, why would you say so? veldhoekom
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Farming practices

22. Do you have more than one camp available to your livestock? camps
1. yes
2. no

23. Do you practice any form of rotational grazing? wissel
1. yes
2. no

24. Do you make use of a specific mating season? teelseisoen
1.

yes

2.

no

25. Do you make use of a specific weaning system? speen
1. yes
2. no

26. Do you buy in breeding stock from outside? select
1. frequently
2. from time to time
3. never

27. Do you apply parasite control? parasite
1. yes
2. no

28. Do you provide supplementary feed? licks
1. yes
2. no

29. Do you castrate livestock? castrate
1. yes
2. no
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30. Do you de-horn livestock? dehorn
1. yes
2. no

Marketing

31. Do you sell livestock from time to time? market
1. yes
2. no

32. Where do you sell your livestock most of the time? markhoe
1. auction
2. permit
3. private sales
4. abattoir
5. only own consumption

How many livestock do you market per year? markgetal
Cattle………..
Goats………..
Sheep……….
Horses………
Donkeys…….
Game………..
Total………..

33. How regular do you market? markgereeld
1. Systematic (fixed intervals)
2. As the need arises
3. never
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Knowledge base
34. How many years of relevant farming experience do you have? experience
1. <1
2. 2-5
3. 6-10
4. >10

35. Do you know the name of the local Agricultural Extension Officer? extoff
1. yes
2. no

36. Did you benefit/are you benefiting from Extension Services? extben
1. yes
2. no

37. If yes, in which way? etxbenhow
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Institutional support
38. Are you a member of a Farmers’ Association/Union? farmass
1. yes
2. no

39. Did you/are you benefiting from being a member? assben
1. yes
2. no

40. If yes, in which way? assbenhow
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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41. What other community-based structures are in your area? cbo
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Access to credit

42. Have you ever made use of credit facilities in the past? credit
1. yes
2. no

43. Is it easy to get access to credit if you need it urgently? crediteasy
1. easy
2. possible, but not easy
3. not at all

Coping strategies

44. How do you cope during times of drought? coping
1. De-stock and sell
2. Buy additional fodder
3. Find alternative grazing areas
4. Do nothing, let animals die

Infrastructure
45. What is the main source of lighting in your household? light
1. electricity
2. paraffin
3. gas
4. candles
5. firewood
6. generator
7. solar
8. other
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46. What is the main source of energy for cooking in your household? energy
1. electricity
2. paraffin
3. gas
4. candles
5. firewood
6. generator
7. solar
8. other

47. What is the main source of water for domestic use? waterhouse
1. improved water point (diesel/solar/wind)
2. in-house plumbing
3. tap in yard
4. capped well (jetted)
5. standpipe
6. hand pump
7. open well
8. river/stream/other surface water
9. public tap
10. tanker water
11. other---------------------------------------

48. What is the main source of water for your livestock? waterliv
1. improved water point (diesel/solar/wind)
2

in-house plumbing

4. tap in yard
5. capped well (jetted)
6. standpipe
7. hand pump
8. open well
9. river/stream/other surface water
10. public tap
11. tanker water
12. other---------------------------------------
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13. Over the past year, has your main water point had a breakdown or stopped yielding
water? waterbreak
1. yes
2. do not know
3. no

14. If yes, what was the reason for the absence of water? breakwhy
1. lack of diesel
2. water point went dry
3. system broke (underground)
4. system broke (above ground)
5. other-------------------------------------------------------------

15. For how long was the water point out of order? breaktime
1. less than one day
2. two days to one week
3. two weeks to one month
4. two months to one year
5. more than one year

16. Who usually repairs the water point? regmaak
1. government
2. neighbours
3. self
4. other

17. Is there any change in the amount of water available? waterchange
1. increased
2. decreased
3. stayed the same

18. If changed, why would you say so? waterchangewhy
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Finances
19. What is the major source of cash income for this household? Income
1. salary/wage
2. pension
3. remittance
4. livestock sales (life)
5. sales of livestock products (milk, meat, manure,etc.)
6. crop sales
7. other (specify)-----------------------------------------------------------------------

20. Do any members of the household have a savings account? savings
1. yes
2. no

Education and health

21. Are there any clinics or medical facilities available in your area? clinic
1. yes
2. no

22. If yes, what is the distance to the facility? clinifar
1. less than 1 km
2. 1-5 km
3. 5-10km
4. 10-50km
5. more than 50km

23. Do you use labour from outside your household? labour
1. yes, frequently
2. yes, occasionally
3. no, not at all
24. If the answer is yes, are they relatives or strangers? lawhere
1. relatives
2. strangers
Thank you for your time and information!!!!
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Annexure B:

Resettlement farms visited
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High Potential Areas
Farm Name
Exelsior
Oerwoud
Nevada
Cleveland
Wagnog
Arbeidsvree
Danell
Skoonheid
Goab
Samekoms
Vasdraai
Dixieland
Schellenberg

Coordinates
S19 00 54.9 E17 56 02.8
S18 51 49.1 E17 50 52.5
S20 20 30.0 E16 40 58.3
S20 23 12.3 E16 39 39.8
S20 48 36.3 E17 13 27.5
S21 28 48.0 E18 59 07.7
S21 37 42.3 E19 03 56.5
S21 33 38.6 E19 07 16.1
S22 47 22.7 E19 35 16.9
S22 50 13.0 E19 32 16.8
S22 48 34.5 E19 20 18.3
S22 32 57.6 E18 48 44.4
S22 38 51.7 E14 44 50.4

Medium Potential Areas
Sekretarispan
Bernafey
Gomaub Sud
Narib Oos
Panorama
Voigtsgrund
Halifax
Mara
Sandforte
Tulpvlei

S24 03 05.9 E17 57 51.4
S24 35 33.7 E18 36 32.3
S24 00 53.8 E18 06 42.5
S24 12 25.7 E17 44 09.7
S24 36 55.6 E17 58 01.6
S24 47 10.1 E17 22 54.8
S24 51 49.7 E16 45 40.6
S24 52 42.6 E16 37 40.9
S24 43 54.1 E17 05 52.8
S24 50 31.0 E16 35 23.7
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Annexure C:

Rangeland Condition Survey Form
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Permanent Technical Team (PTT) Rangeland Survey
Veld condition score sheet (Fourie 1974)

Farm/Village………………………………Recorder…………………………….Date……………
Coordinates………………………………………………………………………………
Scale: Very poor = 0; Poor = 1; Fair = 2; Good = 3; Excellent = 4
1.

Density of plant coverage

Mark x Weight = Total
x1=

(a) Are there barren patches:

Yes

No

(b) Are the distances between the tufts small enough? (% coverage of soil high enough)

Yes

No

(c) Is the coverage stable, on other words stable?

Yes

No

2.

Botanical composition

x1=

(a) Are there ample perennial palatable productive species? (Highly desired
species.)
(b) Are there enough fairly palatable grass and small shrubs with regard to
palatability, productivity and prerennial.
(c) Are there too many:
(i) Pioneer species and herbs
(ii) Unpalatable species
(jjj) Woody plants (encroachers)
(iv) Poisonous plants
Criterion 1 x Criterion 2 = …………… x ………………. =
3.

Yes

No

Yes

No

No
No
No
No

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

x 4 = ……….

Vigor

2=

(a) Are there dead tufts or parts of tufts of the following:
(i) the perennial palatable productive species?
(ii) the undesired species
(b) Are there enough plants and seedlings of the perennial palatable series?
(c) Are there little young plants of the undesired species
(d) Is there enough growth on the palatable productive perennial species?
(e) Are there little new growths on the undesired species
4.

Soil condition

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

No
No
No
No
No
No

x3=

(a) Are there any signs of soil loss? (Water erosion, wind erosion, plants on pedestals.)
No
Yes
(b) Are there any signs of soil surface sheet formation or drift sand?
No
Yes
(c) Is there enough litter (organic material) on the soil surface?
Yes No
5.
Damage by rodents and/or insects
x2=
(a) Is there any damage as a result of rodents or insects?
No
Yes
Total marks allocated
Condition class score

Very poor
0-20

Trend (in comparison with previous
assessments)

69

Poor
21-40

Fair
41-60
Deteriorated

Good
61-80
Stable

Excellent
81-100
Improved

70

