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Table /Appendix X
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Year

89/90
90/91
91/92
92/93
93/94
94/95
95/96
96/97
97/98
98/99
99/00
00/01
01/02
Sum

13 year Mean

Estimate 02/03
Estimate 03/04

Estimate 04/05

Forecast 04/05 as % of

13-year Mean

Source:

1

Butha Buthe
11689
2471
1521
9518
5356
8213
8774
7500
8409
7125
11063
4846
3220
89705

6900

1900
4880

4271

62%

1. Lines 1-13 Lesotho Agricultural Situation report 2000/01 & 2001/02 MOAFS & BOS Lesotho
2. Line 16 - FAO/WFP CFSAM Estimates May 2003

2

Leribe
34869
12964
14083
25629
38137
15845
35828
23862

2399
31384
?
28167
31140
294307

24526

9800
22157

21488

88%

3

Berea
31893
7557
9068
11068
26591
14301
29610
21003
20251
16801
35622
28387
22964
275116

21163

20100
9440

8386

40%

4

Maseru
28015
7085
7886
28346
22517
8191
38579
32035
21404
27552
26042
31586
19402
298640

22972

12900
14413

19446

85%

3. Line 17 - BOS - Production outturns 2003/04

5

Mafeteng
25616
6984
10932
1558
15125
406
26232
15869
7178
5746
14492
19619
16386
166143

12780

4300
10389

8911

70%

6

Mohale's
Hoek

10153
2820
4393
1124

12646
2011

13060

16123

18753
9722
7560

17919
5395

121679

9360

3300
6389

5965

64%

7

Quthing
11100
2052
3012
609
6626
1191
5607
5294
6958
6495
9527
7236
1668
67375

5183

2600
3125

2941

57%

4. Line 18 — CFSAM 2005

2004-2005 District M aize production Tonnes - compar ed to the Thirteen-year mean 89/90 to 01/02

District-level estimate of % deviation from 'normal ' summer production in 2004-2005
District

8

Qacha's
Nek

2157
1764
1907
2030
3437
914
3065
3587
1474
1120
3416
2871
2948
30690

2361

900
258

1839

78%

9

Mokhotlong
5669
2664
2865
4034
6203
4375

12252
6376
13860
5990
4638
8122
2931
79979

6152

1300
3840

4592

75%

10

Thaba
Tseka

10415
2557
5406
7889

12424
7998

15482

10401

17993

12614

10841
9436
5151

128607

9893

4300
6111

14292

144%

Lesotho

Total
171576
48918
61073
91805
149062
63445
188489
142050
118679
124549

158189
111205
1E+06

109926

61400
81002

92131

84%
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Table 2: Scenario One — Current price changes 2004-05

Best Case Worst Case
Mean Mean
deficit as deficit as

% of % of

% annual % annual
Population food Population| food

affected needs affected needs
Southern Lowlands 80% 13% 100% 20%
Senqu River Valley 80% 14% 90% 17%
Foothills 10% 4% 30% 5%

Table 3: Scenario Two — Prices @ what if 20% |essthan 2004-057
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Appendix 2: Analytical approach

The Lesotho VAC livelihoods-based-approach remains as previously elaborated. An
analysis of local livelihoods is essential for a proper understanding of the impacts of
hazards at household level. Livelihood patterns clearly vary from one area to another
according to local factors such as climate, soil and access to markets. Where a
household lives is one factor determining its options for obtaining food and
generating income and another is wealth, since wealth determines access to the means
of production and/or additional income generation.

Lesotho is largely a mountainous country surrounded entirely by South Africa. It is
divided into four agro-ecological Zones - Lowlands, Foothills, Mountains, and the
Senqu River Valley. Lesotho's semi arid climate faces severe weather variability
characterised by drought, heavy rainfalls, frosts, snow, hailstorms and even tornadoes.
Due to acute shortage of arable land, the mountainous terrain, overgrazing, population
pressure, soil erosion and declining fertility, national crop production has been
steadily declining. Maize yields have fallen from 1400 Kg per hectare, in the mid -
70'sto a current 450-500K g per hectare.

The country is administratively divided into ten districts - Butha-Buthe, Leribe,
Berea, Maseru, Mafeteng, Mohale' s Hoek, Quthing, Qacha's Nek, Thaba —Tseka and
Mokhotlong. The Lowlands support more than half of the national population. They
monopolize 70% of the limited arable lands and provide most of the available
nonagricultural employment. They are serviced by an extensive network of roads
linking Maseru to the major national towns in the North and South. This road network
is the gateway to South Africa. The Northern lowlands are the most agriculturally
productive and experience more reliable rainfall. The Southern Lowlands are
generally hotter and dryer. By contrast, the mountai nous eastern side of the country is
much less densely settled, arable land is scarce and communities are much more
isolated from urban services and markets.

The Livelihood Zones (LZ) have been constructed to coincide with the agro
ecological regions. The Lowlands have been further divided into two parts - the more
productive Northern part and the dryer/hotter Southern section. Small pockets of Peri-
urban areas surrounding some of the main towns in the lowlands form a sixth
Livelihood zone. Where a household lives, is one factor determining its options for
obtaining food and generating income. Another is wealth, since wealth determines
access to the means of production and/or additional income generation. Wealth
groups are typically distinguished from one another by differences in land holding,
extent of cultivation, livestock holding, financial and physical capital, education,
skills, labour availability and/or socia capital. Defining the different wealth groupsin
each zone is the second step in afood economy / livelihoods analysis, the output from
which is a socioeconomic breakdown. Detailed summaries for each LZ are available
from the LVAC.

The Lesotho VAC livelihood zone map and livelihood profiles define six areas and 18
livelihood profiles (‘poor’, ‘middle’ and *better-off’ wealth groups in the: Northern
Lowlands, Southern Lowlands, Foothills, Senqu River Valley, Mountains and Peri-
Urban areas).

24



Using established (baseline) livelihood profiles; analysis can be made of the likely
impact of ashock or hazard in abad year. The objective isto investigate the effects of
a hazard/shock (e.g. drought or price increase in staples) on future access to food and
income, so that decisions can be taken about the most appropriate types of
intervention to implement. The rationale behind the approach is that a good
understanding of how people have survived in the past provides a sound basis for
projecting into the future.

Three types of information are combined; information on normal or baseline access to
food and income, information on hazards (i.e. factors affecting access to food/income,
such as crop production or market prices) and information on response strategies (i.e.
the sources of food and income that people turn to when exposed to a hazard). The
approach can be summarised as follows: Baseline + Hazard + Response = Outcome.

Methods and process in 2005

The LVAC annual vulnerability assessment commenced towards end of April with a
two day orientation programme for the assessment teams. Unlike last year when a full
one week training was organised to cater for people whose were new to the
assessment tools, this year the selected team members had previous experience with
assessments and there was no need for a detailed training programme.

Prior to the LVAC assessment, FAO and WFP led arapid pre- harvest crop in March
to get an early estimate of the crop production prospects for the year 2004/2005.
Participants to this rapid assessment were drawn from key line Ministries and
departments such as Ministry of Agriculture, Bureau of Statistic, Disaster
management Authority and LVAC. The report from this assessment informed the
VAC vulnerability analysis.

Following the refresher training 6 teams were organised to engage in community
focused group interviews (FGIs) interviews between 2™ and 12" of May 2005. They
used semi structured interview guides to identify:

current production shocks (food/cash crop production, livestock productivity,
fishing, trade, non-food production, livestock/grazing condition)

changes in access to markets (employment, cash crops, livestock, trade, non-
food production, food availability)

changesin prices of food stuffs and livestock

Written reports followed shortly thereafter. An initial synthesis of information and
discussion of the vulnerability context by livelihood zone took place between 24™ and
26™ of May 2005.

The RiskMap computed programme Version 1.2 has been used to simulate the impact
of (and judge) the possible likely effects of fall in staple maize prices on the 2005-06
outlook consumption year.

Preliminary result were presented to LVAC stakeholders on 30" May with the aim of
building consensus on key issues in the report as well as generating comments that
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would further inform the report. WFP indicated at this meeting that it was already
preparing to respond to the situation of dealing with the *chronically vulnerable’ and
that future assessments need to take into account these chronically vulnerable groups.
These include the people living with HIV/AIDS/TB, orphans and vulnerable children
and malnourished pregnant mothers. LVAC clarified at this presentation that its
methods of assessment cannot ‘pick out’ such categories of vulnerable households
because the LVAC method focus on area level vulnerability as well as socia
economic level of vulnerability. In this case it is not possible during the LVAC
assessment to identify a household with malnourished children for example, and it
envisaged that the Government Departments and agencies who have been identifying
and supporting such households will continue to do so even in areas depicted by
LVAC as having no food deficits in the year 2005/06.

A presentation of the LVAC report to National stakeholders took place on 2™ June
and was well attended by Government and agency staff. Some considerable time was
spent discussing the policy implications of the report. These included possible
interventions in the food markets to ensure poor people in the remote areas can
purchase food at reasonably low prices. Currently the price of maize meal in the
villages is as much as double the prices in Maseru, suggesting high levels of
inefficiencies in the markets or unreasonably high mark ups for the local traders.

The other policy issue discussed was the negative impact of low maize pricesin South
Africa on local maize producers in the context of a fully liberalized grain market in
Lesotho. Maize imported from South Africa is much cheaper than localy grown
maize and this will constitute a new type of vulnerability for the local maize
producers.

Issues concerning inadequate information systems were also discussed and ideas for
improvement suggested. One key suggestion was for donors and agencies to support
government information units such as the National Early Warning Unit to function
properly rather than resort to other means of getting the same information such as
conducting pre- harvest assessment missions and the Crop and Food Supply
Assessment Mission. Such missions collect information that should be within the
remit of the national institutions such as BOS and NEWU to collect.
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Appendix 3: Rainfall 2004-05

Following the pattern of much of the rest of southern Africa, Lesotho
experienced a late start to the rainy season, however, for the three months Jan-March
2005, total rainfall wasin the range 75-125% of normal.

The 2004/05 agricultural season is the latest in a string of years that has seen far
below optimal rainfall patterns in much of the country. This year's drought was
amost exclusively an early-season drought that did not allow many farmers to
prepare and sow their land until well after their optimal planting dates. This pattern
was predominately observed in the productive lowlands (Figure 3). The situation
became so sever that on the 20" of December the Lesotho Meteorological Services, in
their Ten-Day Bulletin, warned of a “Drought Condition”. They stated that ‘due to
erratic rains the entire Lowlands was severely affected’ ...and that...’a small fraction
of the fields planted in the Lowlands are performing adequately’.

Figure.3: Cumulative rainfall departure from normal since 1% September to 30"
November 2004.
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Sour ce: L esotho Meteorological Service

As of the end of February the Lesotho Meteorological Services characterized the
seasonal rainfall and crop situation as near normal to normal through out the Country.

By March cumulative rainfall totals for much of the country were deceptively near
normal (Fig 4) though damage to agricultural season had already been done by the
late onset of good rains. Usually late planting exposes the crop to severe frost attack
especialy in the Mountains but this year there were no significant early frost attacks.
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Figure 4: Cumulative rainfall per centage departure from normal from 1%
September 2004 to 20" March 2005
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Appendix 4: National Cereal Balance Sheet for the 2005-06 M arketing Y ear.
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Domestic Availability/T otal Requirement

Total Domestic Cereal Availability for the 2005/2006 Marketing Y ear is estimated at
177,346 tonnes, comprising of a production forecast of 120,000 tonnes and Opening
Stock of 57,346 tonnes. Meanwhile, the Total domestic cereal requirement for the
country stands at 354,540 tonnes.
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Domestic Shortfall/surplus

A Domestic Shortfall of 177,194 tonnes of cereals is therefore projected. Thisisas a
result of 177,346 tonnes of domestic availability against 354,540 tonnes of total
requirement. The major importers have planned to import at least 199,495 tonnes of
cereals (planned commercial imports at 144,850 tonnes and Food Aid imports at
54,645 tonnes over the 2005/2006 Marketing Year. In theory, this will be 22,300
Tonnes in excess of domestic shortfall assuming the domestic production forecast is
accurate.

Imports Received

A total of 21,881 tonnes have been received as imports over the marketing year
2005/2006. The figure includes 15,823 tonnes of Commercial Imports and 6,058
tonnes of Food Aid. The National Millings Companies are under no obligation to
purchase maize from local producers before import purchases. Given the low maize
price in South Africa, it is likely that local maize producers will not be able to sell
their produce to the milling companies, who will opt to purchase from South Africa
only.
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Poor

Middle

Better-
off

Northern Lowlands

+1

Possible coping strategies and effects on deficit

Sources of food - % of total - % of total
2126|332 3 2 3 38 8 86 5
o|S|i|8ET| g g 8 £ £y E o3 3
O | L EX | < 3 « S C &3 a
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= 5 S 3 = B
Totals B T @ % f
+
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 22 8 0| 10| 10| 50 100 + f +
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 13 8 0| 10 9| 44 84 Totals
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 9|, 0] o] O 1] 6 16 |Less| O | 1 ‘ 9 ‘ 1 ‘ 0 | 0 | 2 ‘ 13
Final
Deficit 3
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 48 | 13 0 4 2| 33 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 37| 13 0 4 2| 32 88
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 11| 0] 0| O 0] 1 12 | Less ‘ 0 | 0 ‘ 7 ‘ 3 ‘ 1 | 1 | ‘ 12 ‘
Final
Deficit 0
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 55| 11 0 2 0| 32 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 100
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 0 | Less ‘ | ‘ ‘ ‘ | | ‘ 0 ‘
Final
Deficit 0
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Poor

Middle

Better-
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Foothills

+1

Possible coping strategies and effects on deficit

Wealth Group Sources of food - % of total - % of total
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Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 26| 7| 0|10] 7|50 100 f
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 14| 6| 0]10| 6] 45 81 Totals
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 12 1] 0] O 1 5 19 | Less 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 9 ‘ 3 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 | 0 ‘ 12
Final
Deficit 7
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 421 13| 0] 10| 0] 35 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 33/ 12| 0| 10| 0| 34 89
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 9 1] 0] 0] O 1 11 | Less ‘ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 ‘ 5 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 | 0 ‘ 11 ‘
Final
Deficit 0
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 54 | 26 0 2 0] 18 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 47125 0| 2| 0] 18 92
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 7 1] 0] 0| 0] O 8 | Less ‘ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 4 ‘ 4 ‘ ‘ | ‘ 8 ‘
Final
Deficit 0
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+1

Possible coping strategies and effects on deficit -

Wealth Group Sources of food - % of total % of total
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Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 18 7 4| 13| 24| 35 101 f
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 7 4 41 12 17| 22 66 Totals
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 11| 3| 0] 1 7113 35 | Less 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 6 | 4 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 | 0 ‘ 10
Final
Deficit 25
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 32| 16| 4| 8 8| 32 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 18| 11 4 7 5| 24 69
Total Deficit (no coping strategies) 14| 5| 0 1 3] 8 31 | Less ‘ 0 ‘ 0 ‘ 5 | 14 ‘ 0 ‘ 0 | 0 ‘ 19 ‘
Final
Deficit 12
Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 33| 26| O 2 2| 37 100
Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 271 23| O 2 2| 37 91
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Middle

Better-
off

Mountains

Possible coping strategies and effects on deficit - % of

Wealth Group Sources of food - % of total total
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Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 40 | 19 2 2 2| 25 90 to use the simulation programme for this group)
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Assessed Situation in 2004-2005 55| 27 0 2 0| 16 100
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Final Deficit Final Deficit 0
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Peri Urban

Possible coping strategies and effects on deficit -

Wealth Group Sources of food - % of total % of total
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Final
Deficit 6
Middle Baseline 'Normal' Access to food 32| 12 0] 2 2|52 100
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