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	NB: This VAC study uses the current official population growth rate of 2.4% (CSO).  Income/Food deficits are calculated using 400gms/person/day.  For more details on the map above, especially to delineate Middleveld and Highveld areas please refer to the map (figure 1) in the report.
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Executive Summary

· National economic slowdown

The current national economic slowdown is proving to be exceptionally deep and broad. The structural context constraining livelihood options remain little changed over the past three-to-four years. Depressed employment opportunities, poor agricultural production, plus rising staple food prices and the effects of HIV/AIDS have undermined livelihoods. High levels of household vulnerability combined with the shocks of three years of erratic weather patterns and a lessening of economic growth (2000-2003) precipitated a crisis for many Swazi communities. Poverty is endemic on Swazi National Land (SNL) where 70% of the population contribute to the agricultural sector’s modest 10% share of GDP.
· Falling employment, disposable income and livestock levels

Several factors affecting the vulnerability of Swazis underlie the current emergency situation.  Economic growth has been quite limited since the mid 1990s with a significant fall-off of Swazis employed in South Africa as the decade progressed.  Employment levels within Swaziland have been at a virtual standstill for several years in private and public sectors. The reduction of incomes and remittances in Swaziland has had significant implications for the ability of many households and communities to purchase food and other essential household items and access basic social services.  In addition, the reduced disposable income of families has resulted in fewer casual employment opportunities being offered for less well-off members in the communities.   Economic hardship and food insecurity has increased in the Lowveld because of a virtual collapse of the cotton industry – reducing incomes of producers and casual labour opportunities for many other households.  Livestock condition has been poor countrywide for several years and overall numbers of cattle and goats have been declining, especially in the Lowveld, because of poor grazing conditions and water availability.  Animals have had very little chance to recover their condition after each shock has hit.  
· Late and intermittent rains in the main planting season 2003/4
In the current season late and intermittent rains in all parts of Swaziland between October and December have had a detrimental impact on agricultural production.  However, much improved rains between January and March have reduced the anticipated national maize deficit with some maize production in the Highveld, Middleveld and even some patches in the Lowveld.  The late rainfall did allow some households in the Middleveld and Lowveld to plant in January but it has been difficult to gauge the extent of land cultivated during this last phase and its possible impact on national production.  The improvement in rainfall will not help many households in the Lowveld, dry Middleveld and Lomahasha areas that failed to plant.  Above normal rainfall in March and April has damaged maize crops during the drying phase.  Legume crops have had a poor season.  
· Depressed cereal and cotton production and increasing informal maize prices
The downward national production trends outlined in chapter 3 go someway towards highlighting the strain that rural livelihoods have been facing during the past three to four years in securing income and household production to ensure food security and other basic household requirements are met.  Following the below normal and erratic rains in the current season, there is depressed agricultural production both by yield and area cultivated compared to the five year average to 2001/2.  Combinations of other factors apart from the weather have detrimentally affected agricultural production as exemplified by increasing inability of households to afford the requisite inputs and also the difficulties farmers faced accessing tractors for land preparation at optimal times.  Household income earning potential for poor and middle wealth groups has been negatively influenced by the overall production climate but just as importantly it has been dented by declining overall access to markets.  Maize and cotton markets, both of which play key roles in rural household incomes, have been depressed by production conditions but also by marketing arrangements.   The informal maize market is large while official maize sales are small overall and recent price levels have not been sufficient to attract sale by farmers.  It is fundamental to Swaziland to have a maize production industry with a supporting maize marketing infrastructure that maximises production and incomes.  Maize production in 2003/4 represents the fourth consecutive year of below normal cereal production.  The cereal balance indicates that even after planned imports are accounted for the cereal gap is almost 75% of current production.  Low cereal production has large implications for the food security, well-being and assets of the rural Swazi population.  A high maize price, caused by current and anticipated shortages is likely to compound the problem of poor people accessing available food in the coming months and throughout 2004/5.  Monitoring of (informal and formal) maize prices needs to be improved and actions within the maize marketing infrastructure need to reflect the importance that maize prices play (as food and cash crop) in people's lives in rural and urban areas.
· Increasing morbidity and mortality associated with HIV/AIDS is entrenching downward national production trends and increasing vulnerability
Sitting on top of the economic difficulties being faced by rural households previously described has been HIV/AIDS.  The virus has increased morbidity and mortality rates, vastly reducing the viability of already weakened livelihood strategies, encouraging and entrenching poverty.   Orphan numbers and other chronically vulnerable households are growing at a significant rate contributing to the growing levels of livelihood failure and destitution of many poorer groups throughout the country with an increasing inability of communities to cope.  Women and children are taking the brunt of the disease.  Regional health services report that they are struggling countrywide and greater levels of morbidity are anticipated in future. 

· Vulnerability is increasingly widespread throughout the country

Vulnerability to food insecurity and livelihood decline can no longer be defined only in terms of the Lowveld.  The VAC analysis points to increasing problems across larger sections of the country.  The vulnerability of populations depends on the livelihood patterns employed in the different zones of the country and the wealth status of households.   Most notably depressed conditions in the Timber Highlands, Lomahasha Trading and Arable and the Dry Middleveld areas are affecting households' income and food access.  However, Lowveld communities continue to face very difficult times.  Analytical breakdown by socio-economic group demonstrates that in most instances the poor are facing the biggest income/food deficits.  The populations in several of the zones previously mentioned are feeling the impact of cumulative shocks over a number of years covering several of the mainstay production sectors. 

· Communities prioritise access to water for domestic consumption and cash crop production
Communities were consulted about what their priorities may be for community development action during the field interviews that were carried out as part of the assessment.  The issues raised are highlighted for each zone in the livelihood zone reports (see chapter 4).  Access to adequate water sources was described by all communities as the biggest impediment not only to household hygiene and sanitation but also to development and income potential – especially through production of cash crops for sale.  Others highlighted earth dams as crucial to reduce the vulnerability of livestock during drought periods when water access (and grazing) is poor and cattle condition reduces.

· General lack of awareness of current sectoral policies 

The VAC stakeholder meeting in early May demonstrated that there was a fundamental lack of awareness of the existence of current national policies on health, education, agriculture, water and other key sectors among the VAC stakeholders (covering Government Ministries, NGOs and UN agencies).  Furthermore, if current policies were known about few individuals were able to explain what the policies entailed and most doubted the extent of their implementation.  There is clearly a need for agriculture and health technical staff for instance, to have read and understood their own current sectoral policies.  Lack of current policies (i.e. not draft or statements or action plans) on key sectors such as agriculture and HIV/AIDS is apparent.
· Responses to income/food deficits
Table 5 (page 33) provides planners with more concrete ways of analysing the income/food deficit outcomes outlined on the cover page.  Cash transfers (that households could use to purchase their food requirements) are incorporated in order to provide decision-makers with alternatives to (the sometimes automatic reliance on) food aid in order to off-set the income/food deficits being faced by the majority of the rural population.  While food aid will continue to play an important role in the short to medium term to meet on-going food insecurity in the most vulnerable areas of the country it should not be the automatic and only answer for populations affected.  Alleviation of chronic poverty will not be achieved by continuous distributions of food aid.  Programmes that incorporate cash transfers may provide additional benefits by stimulating a multiplier effect within cash strapped communities across Swaziland.  It is becoming increasingly evident in other African countries such as Ethiopia, Lesotho and Malawi that plausible ways, such as cash transfers through distribution of vouchers or other non-food welfare provision (e.g. public works programmes), may be more appropriate to support chronic poverty and chronic food insecurity.  Increasingly donors and agencies are viewing these alternatives in a positive light.  Table 5 is provided in order to give policy and programme decision-makers with ball-park figures so that the deficits can be understood in monetary/income terms (USD 21.5 million) as well as food tonnages (28,300 MT). 

Key Recommendations:

· A Government led comprehensive disaster response strategy is required that will meet short and medium/long term needs as a natural development following the disaster declaration by Government.  It should provide leadership to the humanitarian and development community including donors that takes on board the income/food deficits outlined in this report, the reasons for them and the numerous responses that may be utilised to off-set them.  A wide consultation is important including the UN, NGOs and donors.
· Increasing vulnerability and destitution around the country means that a centrally administered and integrated social/economic safety net systems needs to be established in Swaziland led by Government.
· Creation of sustainable employment needs to be central to Government objectives.
· Increasing and improving agricultural production is very important for rural food access and incomes.
· Livestock rehabilitation and commercial development of appropriate livestock is encouraged (bearing in mind issues of over-stocking).
· Access to water sources by rural communities for household hygiene as well as small-scale irrigation for cash crops needs to be prioritised.
· Government and civil society need to work harder to ensure that current policies are widely dispersed and fully understood.  Sectors that do not have policies such as HIV/AIDS and agriculture require national policies and implementation plans.
· Swaziland needs to develop a sustainable vulnerability monitoring system housed within Government (with continuing links with and support from the UN and NGOs) that may continue to inform on key vulnerability issues linking together multi-sectoral analyses for policy-makers and programme interventions.  Good quality statistics from ministries that is accessible is essential for analysis.  Up to date statistics on livestock and crop production, food prices, employment levels etc. are vital for vulnerability analysis.  More effort is required by ministries to ensure that information is credible, accessible and timely.
Chapter 1: Introduction

Objectives of the Report

This report aims to provide programme and policy decision-makers with a broad livelihoods based understanding of vulnerability in Swaziland.   It outlines the relative vulnerability of households by geographic area and by socio-economic group throughout Swaziland by presenting overall income/food deficits.  The income/food deficits outlined in each zone and for each wealth group represents the shortfall of income and/or food that is likely to be experienced by households during the 2004/5 consumption year because of declining food production, cash crop and all other sales, trade, non-food production, livestock, gifts and wild-foods during the 2003/4 consumption year.  The actual deficit faced by households will vary according to the extent of the shock experienced, their wealth status and resulting coping strategies employed by households.  The diversity of livelihoods throughout Swaziland makes such an undertaking extremely difficult.  This large area vulnerability analysis is credible but planners will require more detailed assessments of specific areas before proceeding with interventions.  

Background

Swaziland borders the Republic of South Africa and Mozambique.  Landlocked and mountainous it is 17,364 km2 in size.  Arable land makes up about 11% of the total surface area.  Significant cattle populations utilise the extensive mountain range lands and semi-arid areas of the Lowveld in a mixed farming system.  The country is divided into four agro-ecological zones – the Lubombo Plateau, the Lowveld, the Middleveld and the Highveld. The sub-tropical climate is characterised by wide ranges in total annual rainfall including periods of droughts that particularly affect the Lowveld and Middleveld.  However, in addition to protracted dry spells, heavy rainfalls, storms and flooding also negatively impact agricultural production. This is especially so when summer tropical cyclones (Jan-March) strike the southern coast of Mozambique.  Maize is the main cereal crop grown.  Between 1990 and 2000 the area under maize has fallen by 40%.  While average yields have gone up, the net effect was that production in 2000 was down (-10%) on what it was in 1990.  Swaziland normally imports cereals (maize, wheat and rice) estimated to be about 28% of national consumption needs.  However, in the past four years there has been a significant fall in the self-sufficiency ratio with significant increases in the imports of wheat and rice.  Swaziland has an economy that is heavily dependent on South Africa from which it receives 83% of its imports and sends 74% of its exports. South Africa’s economic success has had negative effects on the Swaziland economy as a result of its attraction to foreign investors. In 2001 Swaziland only attracted US$20 million in foreign direct investment.
Agriculture and the agro-industry form the basis of the economy with sugar, citrus and wood pulp as the main products. Subsistence agriculture employs about 60% of the population. As Swaziland continues to benefit from the United State’s Africa Growth and Opportunity Act (AGOA), it is likely that real Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth will increase, consolidated by an acceleration of real GDP growth in South Africa, which is Swaziland’s main export market.
 
The country is divided into four regional administrative divisions – Hhohho, Manzini, Shiselweni and Lubombo. These are further subdivided into Tinkhundla which commonly include four or five chiefdoms.  Depending on their size and populations - 1-3 poling divisions are located within individual Tinkhundla. There is considerable scope for confusion between the Lubombo administrative region and the Lubombo agro-ecological region. The latter is defined by the Lubombo Mountains and in made up of three Tinkhundla – Tikhuba, Lugongolweni and Lomahasha. The Lubombo administrative region is much bigger and is made up of a total of 11 Tinkhundla and occupies most of the northern Lowveld and the Lubombo Plateau.
Local production and market relations define nine Livelihood Zones (LZs) within the overall parameters of four agro-ecological regions (see figure 1).  The Highveld has been divided into two main zones - the Timber Highlands and the Highveld Maize and Cattle zones.  The Peri-Urban Corridor traverses the Highveld and forms a tract of dense peri-urban settlement that links Manzini, Mbabane and surrounding areas to the Oshoek / Ngwenya border.  The corridor also crosses the central Middleveld and terminates just east of the second city of Manzini.  The Middleveld is split into two areas based on agro-ecological reasons and logically called the Wet Middleveld and Dry Middleveld.  As a whole the Middleveld forms a long broken escarpment between the wetter Highveld and drier Lowveld.  The Lowveld is currently subdivided into two parts – the dry southern Lowveld Cattle and Cotton and the more diversified northern Lowveld Cattle, Cotton and Maize.  Within the Lowveld there are large tracts of industrial sugar production.  The Lubombo Plateau is also divided into two – the more remote Lubombo Plateau in the centre and, in the north, the Lomahasha Trading and Arable that straddles the main road through to Maputo and Mozambique.  The sugar estates, national parks, forest reserves and all urban areas are excluded from the LZs and the estimates of LZ populations. 

Current Season Context

The current national economic slowdown is proving to be exceptionally deep and broad. The structural context constraining livelihood options remain little changed over the past three-to-four years. Depressed employment opportunities, poor agricultural production, plus rising staple food prices and the effects of HIV/AIDS have undermined livelihoods. The formerly important cotton industry of the Lowveld has more or less collapsed over the past five years. High levels of household vulnerability combined with the shocks of three years of erratic weather patterns and a slow-down in economic growth (2000-2003) precipitated a crisis for many Swazi communities. Poverty is endemic on Swazi National Land (SNL) where 70% of the population contribute to the agricultural sector’s modest 10% share of GDP. 

In July 2002 Swaziland was incorporated as a beneficiary under a WFP Regional Emergency Operational Plan (EMOP) which is currently still in operation. A total of 144,000 people were originally targeted for a general food distribution (GFD) but this was extended to 217,000 in 2003.  The WFP and a consortium of national NGOs formed a partnership to distribute food aid to the most affected areas.  The Government of Swaziland provided significant food aid support during 2003 in other affected areas of the country in partnership with WFP.  As part of a regionally coordinated monitoring programme three rolling vulnerability assessments were carried out by the Swazi VAC to provide national and sub-national guidance on relative vulnerability levels during 2002 and 2003.  
It was hoped that good rains and cultivation in the 2003/4 agricultural season would form a backbone for WFP and their implementing NGO partners to move away from general targeted food aid distributions to less emergency type interventions such as food for training and food for work.  Indeed WFP has had plans to move from the current EMOP to a Protracted Relief and Recovery Operation (PRRO) since mid-2003 in which any modality for food distribution may be applied, if appropriate, other than those that are 'free'.  The poor outlook for the current season, especially in the Lowveld, has meant that stakeholders remain concerned about the on-going emergency need in a theoretical climate of recovery.  Most recently, the start of the PRRO has been delayed until 1st January 2005 and is planned to last for three years.  A continuation of challenging circumstances led the new Government of Swaziland to declare a state of national disaster in February 2004 focusing on poverty, drought, HIV/AIDS and soil erosion.  A Disaster Management Bill was made a priority by the new Government for discussion by the new Parliament but has not yet been passed and currently the implications of the bill are not fully clear. 
Figure 1:  Livelihood Zone Map of Swaziland (population 1997 census)
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Institutional Background

The VAC process is coordinated at regional level by the Southern Africa Development Community (SADC) Food, Agriculture, and Natural Resources (FANR) Directorate's Regional Vulnerability Assessment Committee (RVAC), in collaboration with international partners (WFP, FEWS NET, SC (UK) and FAO).  The Swazi VAC is part of this regional vulnerability system initiated by FANR Ministers to improve vulnerability monitoring and broaden early warning systems within member countries.  The Swaziland Vulnerability Assessment Committee is currently chaired by the Agriculture and Extension Department within the Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives (MoAC).  The Secretariat of the Swazi VAC includes the National Early Warning and Marketing Advisory Units (MoAC), Central Statistical Office (CSO) of the Ministry of Economic Planning and Development (MEPD), WFP, Save the Children Swaziland, National Emergency Response Council on HIV/AIDS (NERCHA) and the Coordinating Assembly for NGOs (CANGO).   
Broadly, the aim of the Swazi VAC is to incorporate a unified and deeper understanding of livelihoods in emergency and development programming and broaden early warning systems. VAC analytical outputs are aimed at informing policy decision-making at the highest levels of Government, United Nations and NGOs.  In the short term, the focus has been on carrying out emergency assessments focusing predominantly on identifying food aid needs.  There has been an increasing demand for broader assessments focusing on the complex set of economic, social and cultural factors (including HIV/ AIDS) that embody and affect people's livelihoods in Swaziland providing strong indications of relative vulnerability, the reasons underlying the vulnerability and what types of interventions may be appropriate as a response mechanism.

Following establishment of the Swazi VAC in May 2002, three emergency food security / livelihood assessments carried out in Swaziland in July/August 2002, November/December 2002 and May/June 2003 formed the basis of the Swazi VAC work guiding emergency interventions of UN agencies, NGOs, and the Government of Swaziland.  The Swazi VAC has gone on to establish regular food security and livelihood monitoring exercises such as that completed in March 2004 after the declaration of national disaster by the Government of Swaziland. In addition, a national survey to analyse the impact of HIV/AIDS on the demography and livelihoods of the rural population was undertaken in 2003 and the report is available. The Swazi VAC represents one of the few fora that channels national technical guidance for UN agencies, NGOs and Government Ministries to ensure that necessary humanitarian and livelihood support is directed to the most vulnerable people at the correct time.
Commitments to improving Swaziland's vulnerability assessment and analysis information systems have been made by Swaziland Government Ministers at several regional fora. Some of these commitments and fora are listed below:

· Regional vulnerability analysis consultation in Kariba, Zimbabwe in 2000 which articulated a set of recommendations through a communiqué.  It was agreed to: "To improve the understanding, collaboration, and use of Vulnerability Assessments to enhance the effectiveness and utility of food security information and analysis in the SADC region". 

· FANR Ministers in August 2001 convened a special meeting to develop strategies to mitigate against the food shortages that were already evident at the time

· By the Swaziland Minister of Agriculture and Cooperatives at the FANR Ministers meeting during February 2004 in Dar es Salaam, Tanzania in preparation for the "Extraordinary Summit on Agriculture and Food security" planned for May 2004.  At the meeting it was agreed that member states would: "…strengthen Early Warning Systems and vulnerability monitoring capabilities including the rapid collection, analysis and dissemination of credible information" in an attempt to enhance disaster preparedness.

Chapter 2:  Vulnerability Analysis – Approach Utilised
Livelihoods Based Vulnerability Assessment Approach

The basic principle underlying the livelihoods based approach
 is that an analysis of local livelihoods is essential for a proper understanding of the impact of hazards at household level. Serious crop failure may, for example, leave one group of households destitute because the failed crop is their only source of staple food. Another group (in a nearby location) may be able to cope with these crop production problems because they have alternative food and income sources that can make up the current production shortfall.  They may, for instance, have livestock to sell or have the ability to gain local paid employment. The idea of maintaining food economy / livelihood baseline information is to capture essential facts on local livelihoods and coping strategies
, making it possible for a combined analysis on relative vulnerability following the impact of hazards or shocks.

Livelihood patterns clearly vary from one area to another according to local factors such as climate, soil and access to markets.  The first step in a livelihoods based analysis is therefore to prepare a livelihood zone map, i.e. a map delineating geographical areas within which people share similar patterns of access to food (i.e. they grow the same crops, keep the same types of livestock, etc.), income and have the same access to markets. The Swazi VAC has recently updated its livelihood zone map and livelihood profiles to include 9 areas and 27 livelihood profiles
.

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. 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 social capital. Defining the different wealth groups in each zone is the second step in a livelihoods analysis, the output from which is a socio-economic breakdown.

Having grouped households according to where they live and their socio-economic group (wealth), the next step is to generate livelihood baseline information for typical households in each group for a defined reference or baseline year. Food access is determined by investigating the sum of ways households obtain food — what food they grow, gather or receive as gifts, how much food they buy, how much cash income is earned in a year, and what other essential needs must be met with income earned. Once this baseline is established, then an analysis can be made of the likely impact of a shock or hazard in a bad year. Assessments examine how food access will be affected by the shock, what other food sources can be added or expanded to make up initial shortages, and what final income/food deficits emerge.

The objective is to 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

The Swazi VAC wish to take a holistic picture when analysing livelihoods.  The bases for the current assessment are the livelihood profiles developed by the Swazi VAC during November and December 2002.  For each of the nine livelihood zones in Swaziland a socio-economic breakdown has been developed to better understand the opportunities and constraints that the poor, middle and better off groups face in their daily lives.  A written record of these updated livelihood baselines will be produced in the weeks following this report.  It will be circulated to stakeholders.
Analytical Approach 2004

The essential requirement for agreement on the current vulnerability context in Swaziland has meant an array of information has been collected and analysed.  In addition, an overarching theme to consult and enable key stakeholders to feed into a combined analysis of the current context allows the Swazi VAC to perform its most important role.  The VAC forms an umbrella under which very diverse stakeholders can agree on the depth and breadth of food security and livelihood problems experienced by households in rural and peri-urban Swaziland so that stakeholders have a common framework of analysis to guide their responses.  Furthermore, the Swazi VAC has been keen to consult as widely as possible with communities and institutional stakeholders as to the best way forward having agreed the vulnerability context.

There have been four main thrusts to the vulnerability assessment and analytical process:

· Analysis of secondary data on production and supply e.g. maize, cotton, sugar cane production, livestock productivity and condition, national food and livestock prices, employment levels and the general economic climate of Swaziland and the Southern Africa region.

· Participatory community interviews by combined teams from the Government, UN and NGOs with key informants in 43 Chiefdoms (representing 16% of the total number of Chiefdoms) 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)

· changes in prices of food stuffs and livestock

· priorities for development outlined by the communities
The community interviews were carried out by six teams between 20th and 30th April using a semi-structured interview format.  Staff from the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare, Ministry of Economic Planning and Development
, Ministry of Agriculture and Cooperatives as well as staff from four different NGOs and the World Food Programme took part in the field work and analysis.  A training and familiarisation exercise was held on 19th April.  A basic pre-requisite for field staff selection was completion of a Household Economy Approach (HEA) training level 1 or experience with previous vulnerability assessments in Swaziland.  The chiefdoms that were visited during the survey were selected in a random purposive manner with sampling support from the Central Statistics Office.  Commonly ranges of between five to seven Chiefdoms were selected for interview in each of the Livelihood Zones.  If zones had a low number of chiefdoms in total, such as the Lubombo Plateau, fewer interviews were undertaken to reflect the total number in each Livelihood Zone.
A report for each livelihood zone was produced by the teams based on the interviews conducted.  Included within the reports, teams produced the first cut of the problem specification (or shock) for each livelihood zone as an attempt to measure the impact of current conditions on rural livelihoods.  This analysis was combined with other secondary data analysis and consultations with wider stakeholders before a final problem specification was produced that reflects a common understanding of the vulnerability context in Swaziland.  These problem specifications for each Livelihood Zone can be seen in figure 24.
Table 1: Breakdown of interviews by Livelihood Zone
	Livelihood Zone
	Number of chiefdoms visited*

	Highveld Maize & Cattle
	7

	Timber Highlands
	6

	Wet Middleveld
	6

	Dry Middleveld
	6

	Peri-Urban Corridor
	4

	Lowveld Cattle, Cotton & Maize
	5

	Lowveld Cattle and Cotton
	4

	Lomahasha Trading & Arable

	3

	Lubombo Plateau
	2

	Total
	43


*For a list of Chiefdoms visited please see Annex 1
· Multi-sectoral interviews with Regional Development Teams were carried out in each of the four regions of the country covering relevant issues/problems in the following sectors: education, water & sanitation, agriculture, health, nutrition and child protection.  However, in some instances logistical issues and availability of reports at the regional level hampered efforts.  The VAC is keen to include more health and nutrition data in its analysis.
· Synthesis of information, discussion and agreement on the vulnerability context with the institutions forming the core stakeholder group of the Swazi VAC at a stakeholder workshop held on 6th May 2004 after completion of the field work.  This workshop went on to analyse and make recommendations on the types of livelihood promotion programmes and policies that may be beneficial.

It is expected that the breadth of data collection and analysis will be sufficient to provide a good understanding of relative vulnerability across Swaziland from geographic and socio-economic standpoints.  The collaborative and consultative nature of the assessment and analytical process has been very important.  Agreement on the underlying and overt reasons for increasing and/or changing vulnerability of rural livelihoods is paramount if complimentary policies and programmes can be put in place by Government and humanitarian/development agencies to reduce the level of vulnerability by strengthening the resilience of livelihood strategies.

Chapter 3: Hazards and Shocks Affecting Livelihoods – National Trends and Current Year Analysis

Production and Supply Changes
Crop Production and Rainfall
The National Early Warning Unit (NEWU) figures for March 2004 forecast maize production in Swazi Nation Land (SNL) to be 77,540 MT.  This year will be the fourth year in a row that maize production will fall below the long term mean of 92,262 MT (source CSO and NEWU).  This figure is presented in Figure 2 below as the last in an eighteen-year series.  The harvest represents some modest improvement over the 2001/02 and 2002/03 ‘crisis’ seasons and is also less than the ‘poor’ 2000/01 season. Hopes for an agricultural recovery in 2003/04 to support an economic recovery after the cumulative impacts of the three previous years of poor production have been dashed.  This year the continuing poor level of maize production will further impact on the livelihoods of rural Swazis who make up 75-80% of the population.
 The estimate of the area of crop production is one of the lowest in recent times and is less than last year.  A total of 54,470 hectares is estimated with 17,236 ha in the Highveld, 23,642 ha in the Middleveld, 11,064 ha in the Lowveld and 2,528 ha on the Lubombo Plateau.
Figure 2: Area of Maize Cultivated and Maize Production on SNL 1986/7 to 2003/4
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There is still some uncertainty about the final outcome for national maize production in 2003/04. The uncertainties centre on: 
· The unknown extent of maize cultivation in the Lowveld following the January and February rains.

· How much of it will mature and the possible impact of cob-rot in the Highveld and Middleveld due to very wet and humid conditions in March and April. 
An analysis of rainfall patterns is essential if we are to gain a strong understanding of how the current season compares with previous years and the long-term average.  The spatial nature of rainfall determines its effectiveness for agricultural production and is just as important as the overall level.  A review of the four rainfall charts below will help analysis.  

In the Highveld, figure 3 clearly shows that rainfall this season has been erratic and overall well below normal.  A consistent rainfall pattern between October and December is very important for successful germination and early growth of crops.  In 2003 rainfall in this period was very low with distinct dry periods in November and December.  Maize production was detrimentally affected with farmers being forced to re-plant several times (if they had the resources).  The heralded grand return of the rainfall in January and February, though providing a respite, did not even reach the long term normal until March.  However, in March and April much of the maize (which had been sown in November and December despite the difficult conditions) required minimal rainfall as maize cobs were entering the drying phase.  Above normal rainfall is not helpful for maize yields during this period.  In general farmers in the Highveld did not engage in renewed maize cultivation when the rains came in January and February because the season was too far advanced with cool autumn temperatures approaching.  In addition, meteorological forecasts warned of below normal rainfall between January and March 2004.
Figure 3: Rainfall in Highveld 2003/4
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(Source:  MoAC/NEWU)
Figure 4 shows that similar situations were experienced by Middleveld communities as those in the Highveld.  Rainfall was well below normal levels until January from whence it rapidly went above normal and has continued to be above normal in March and April resulting in some damage of crops predominantly by cob rot.

Figure 4: Rainfall in Middleveld 2003/4
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(Source:  MoAC/NEWU)
Rainfall in the Lowveld (see figure below) has been highly variable throughout the season.   While grazing has improved, maize production has been affected by the regular dry periods in November and December.  Far below normal rainfall was experienced up to the end of December.  The relatively huge rainfall levels in January provided cultivation possibilities for Lowveld communities because temperatures remain much warmer throughout the autumn than in the Middleveld or Highveld.  While cultivation may have been good for some families, many other families failed to cultivate because conditions were so poor up until December and re-planting was not a viable option or economic possibility when the rains came in January and February.
Figure 5: Rainfall in Lowveld 2003/4
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(Source:  MoAC/NEWU)
A similar pattern has been experienced by communities on the Lubombo Plateau (see figure 6).  The temporal variations in rainfall have made agricultural production difficult and below normal harvests are expected in all Livelihood Zones.  However, higher overall levels of rainfall on the plateau have meant that the food crop situation is better than in the Lowveld.

Figure 6: Rainfall in Lubombo Plateau 2003/4
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(Source:  MoAC/NEWU)
Maize production estimates are very important if vulnerability levels are to be accurately assessed.  Maize production estimates tabled between February and March 2004 are shown in the figure 7 below.  The February (rapid snapshot) scenarios A and B
 and the NEWU March forecast are compared with the five year average to 2001/2002 and with production achieved in the agricultural year of 2002/2003.  The three forecasts are significantly below the recent five-year average. 
· Scenario A presumed a tail-off of good rainfall patterns experienced in February, resulting in maize production that would be worse than last years ‘poor’ performance.

· Scenario B assumed that the rains being experienced in February would continue and be favourable for maize production into March throughout the country. The season has more or less followed the outline for Scenario B.

· The National Early Warning Unit and National Meteorological Services forecast (based on area cultivated and Water Requirement Satisfaction Index (WRSI)) predicts 77,540 MT production including an improvement in the likely levels of production in the Lowveld.

Figure 7: Maize Production Forecasts, 2003/4
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Current expectations are that the 2003/2004 growing season will secure a maize harvest above last year's production but one that will still be well below the five-year average to 2001/2002. 

National Cereal Balance Sheet – 2004/5 Marketing Year

Figure 8:  National cereal balance sheet for the 2004/5 marketing year (as at 30th April)
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Cereal Supply
The total cereal requirement for the 2004/2005 marketing year
 stands at 228,000 tonnes, which is 5.8% higher than last year’s figure of 215,500 tonnes. Meanwhile, the total domestic cereal availability is 95,900 tonnes, meaning that at least 132,100 tonnes of cereals have to be imported to cover the domestic shortfall. Total planned cereal imports by the major grain handlers  during this marketing year stand at 74,400 tonnes comprising of 26,400 tonnes of maize (22,500 tonnes by NMC and 3,900 tonnes by WFP), 44,000 tonnes  of wheat and 4,000 tonnes of rice). This will reduce the deficit to 57,700 tonnes. This will be further reduced as WFP is still to avail her planned imports for the period up to the end of this year. However, this will not cover the entire gap and the government will have to decide on other means of covering the significant gap that is likely to remain.  

Maize

Total domestic maize availability for the 2004/2005 marketing year is estimated at 85,400 tonnes, comprising of a production forecast of 77,500 tonnes and 7,900 tonnes of opening stock held by traders as at the first of April 2004 (formal/monitored stocks of 1,700 tonnes, on farm/unmonitored stocks and stock held by WFP). Meanwhile, the total maize requirement for the country stands at 160,700 tonnes, comprising of 142,800 tonnes of domestic consumption requirements, 3,000 tonnes of desired minimum stock, 2,000 tonnes of unofficial exports, 1,200 tonnes of seed use and 11,600 tonnes of losses and other uses. A domestic shortfall of 75,200 tonnes of maize is therefore projected.  The NMC will import at least 22,500 tonnes of maize over the 2004/2005 marketing year.  This will bring down the shortfall to 48,800 tonnes. 

Wheat 

Total domestic wheat availability for the 2004/2005 marketing year is estimated at 10,300 tonnes, comprising solely of opening stock held by Ngwane Mills as at the first April 2003.  Meanwhile, total wheat requirements for the 2004/2005 marketing year are estimated to be 51,900 tonnes, comprising 44,900 tonnes of consumption requirements and 7,000 tonnes of desired minimum stock
. A domestic shortfall of 41,600 tonnes is therefore projected for the 2004/2005 marketing year. Total wheat import plans by Ngwane Mills amount to 44,000 tonnes. This will reduce the shortfall to 900 tonnes. On the other hand, total planned wheat flour exports for the 2004/2005 marketing year are estimated at 1,000 tonnes. 

Rice

Domestic rice availability for the 2004/2005 marketing year is estimated to be 100 tonnes, wholly comprising of forecasted gross harvest.  Meanwhile, total rice requirement is estimated to be 15,500 tonnes comprising of 15,000 tonnes of domestic consumption requirements and 500 tonnes of minimum stock requirements. A domestic shortfall for rice of 15,400 tonnes is therefore projected. Total planned imports for rice are estimated to be 4,000 tonnes which will reduce the gap to 11,400 tonnes. 
Analysis of the cereal balance sheet has led observers to conclude that further scrutiny of methods is required because regular, increasingly large annual cereal deficits have not led to malnutrition and food shortages in Swaziland.  The current maize deficit is approximately 63% of national maize production for the current year.  Either the estimation of cereal requirement is too high or measurements for national crop production underestimate total maize production or a combination of the two results in a gap that cannot be fully explained.  NEWU plans to hold a workshop to analyse the approaches used to ensure that the cereal balance sheet becomes as accurate as possible in future and can be used as a credible tool to warn of possible food shortages.
Livestock and Grazing Conditions
The Swazi VAC has attempted to redress the poor monitoring of the livestock production as a part of its livelihood and vulnerability assessments in Swazi Nation Land following the rezoning of the Middleveld into its wet and dry components that was carried out in December 2003.
  Livestock plays a strong role in vulnerability analysis because the level of assets held by households is one major factor deciding their vulnerability.  In times of stress is it common for households to sell livestock to maintain food security and other basic livelihood or household items.  Grazing condition is implicit within the following discussion.  Rainfall levels, proliferation of weeds, nutritive value of the various forms of grazing and access to grazing lands and veterinary services are all important issues that play a role in livestock condition and productivity.  Veld conditions in the north-east of the country (Lomahasha, Lubombo and Lowveld LZs) have been seriously affected by the rapid spread of the Chromolena Odorata (Sandanezwe) weed.  In other areas of the country a more long-standing weed (Lantana Camara) is reducing grass availability and quality for livestock grazing.  The figures summarized below enable one to better assess current conditions in relation to historical trends. Tables 2-4 and Figures 9-14 summarise trends in cattle, goats and sheep numbers by agro-ecological zone
.  
Cattle

The figures in table 2 and figure 9 indicate that the Lowveld has experienced significant reduction in the cattle numbers in 2002 – a loss of approximately 46,000 head which represents a 27% reduction the Lowveld herd. This is a major loss of wealth and production. Critically, drought conditions in 2003 and 2004 may have further reduced cattle numbers through loss of stock to death by starvation and by accelerated sales of cattle as a coping mechanism.  

Table 2:  Cattle Population Estimates 1993-2002 (SNL)
	
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Highveld
	153,403
	140,594
	130,585
	118,946
	n/a
	125,151
	123,679
	99,587
	129,931
	144,463

	Middleveld
	199,620
	186,301
	186,150
	136,827
	n/a
	183,356
	175,667
	199,083
	184,956
	192,377

	Lowveld
	143,587
	141,997
	146,520
	148,683
	n/a
	182,017
	178,133
	170,665
	170,085
	124,248

	Lubombo
	22,028
	16,380
	15,075
	16,344
	n/a
	17,378
	18,718
	20,229
	20,369
	23,717


 Source: MoAC Livestock Section Statistics

Figure 9: Cattle Population, 1993-2002 by Agro-Ecological Zone (SNL)
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Analysis of information from cattle auction records provides some insight on a number of indicators – average monthly weight of cattle, monthly cattle prices per kilogram and total monthly off-take figures.  
Figure 10: Cattle Condition – Average monthly Weight in KG – 1995-2003 (Sale Records)
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Figure 10 corroborates the ‘starvation grazing conditions’ in the dryer parts of the country between August 2003 and January 2004 with cattle condition dropping to the second lowest record in December. The evidence indicates that the late dry season and early rainy season normally coincides with the period of lowest body mass.  In December 2003 the situation became critical. Reports confirmed that 4,260 head of cattle had died by January 2004. Veterinary Department reports depicted a serious situation for the surviving herd – "many starving, emaciated cows would abort, die during calving, suffer uterine prolapse or fail to nurse calves.  In addition, feeble and weak animals were hampering the dipping process. Many had to be manually hauled out of dip tanks".  Clearly the conditions had a major impact of productivity of the livestock herd.  For farmers who could afford the costs, the MoAC supplied a modest supply of hay bales from South Africa. 

Up to January 2004, accounts of grazing and cattle condition in the Lowveld, Dry Middleveld and Lubombo were therefore very depressed and conditions were assumed to have seriously affected productivity and income from livestock and livestock products in the first half of 2003-2004. Added to the problems of drought was the issue of widespread stock theft.  Since December the improved rainfall situation turned a desperate situation around. Despite the earlier stock losses, it is now suggested that cattle farmers feel comfortable about carrying their stock through the approaching winter/dry season and the grazing situation for the surviving animals has improved considerably in all parts of the country.

Figure 11: Cattle Sales – Off Take KGs, 1995-2003
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Figure 11 indicates that cattle off-take between August 2002 and June 2003 is the lowest in the data series.  It provides some indicators for the estimates of ‘poor’ to ‘very poor’ levels of livestock production likely in the 2003/2004 season.  Cattle condition and off-take trends perhaps highlight the significance of the cumulative impact of several years of poor conditions on this component of livelihoods.

Figure 12 provides an additional indicator of the negative impact of the grazing conditions (July 2003 to Jan 2004) on total milk deliveries to Parmalat Swaziland. While not directly comparable, it is highly likely that milk production on even quite favourable SNL could be 40-60% of normal and [image: image36.png]


much less in the drought affected areas. 
Figure 12: Milk Deliveries (Litres) 2000 to 2004
This information plus the judgements of Swazi VAC members have been used to factor in ‘slightly depressed grazing conditions’ as a current hazard/shock likely to affect access to income and food among rural livelihoods in 2004/5. While meat and milk prices have gradually increased over the years, the increases have been modest. Prices have not altered much in relation to the massive variability in supply.

Goats

Table 3 and figure13 indicate that the number of goats found in the SNL in all agro-ecological zones has declined significantly since the mid 1990s.  Goat herd numbers have fallen by about 100-130,000 head. The Lowveld has carried a large part of the overall decline registering a 30,000 fall in numbers of between 1999 and 2000.  Declines are seen in all zones apart from the Lubombo Plateau.
Table 3: Goat Population Estimates 1993-2002
	
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Highveld
	90,470
	92,462
	83,608
	72,121
	69,500
	nd
	75,363
	64,537
	57,242
	66,214

	Middleveld
	135,123
	145,510
	140,284
	118,475
	92,391
	nd
	117,590
	95,696
	112,966
	112,513

	Lowveld
	155,963
	181,343
	164,628
	143,494
	143,003
	nd
	142,192
	113,384
	103,800
	106,515

	Lubombo
	11,770
	14,592
	14,192
	9,972
	12,801
	nd
	12,798
	10,202
	12,318
	13,107


Source: MoAC Livestock Section Statistics

Figure 13: Goat Population, 1993-2002 by Agro-Ecological Zone (SNL)
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Sheep

Table 4 and Figure 14 below indicate that the number of sheep found in the SNL has also declined since the mid 1990s. The total numbers of sheep are much smaller with declines in all agro-ecological zones.

Table 4: Sheep Population Estimates 1993-2002 by Agro-Ecological Zone

	
	1993
	1994
	1995
	1996
	1997
	1998
	1999
	2000
	2001
	2002

	Highveld
	8,461
	9,438
	6,679
	6,049
	6,575
	nd
	6,462
	5,780
	3,957
	6,810

	Middleveld
	7,152
	7,247
	6,732
	5,675
	3,949
	nd
	6,747
	4,482
	5,472
	4,769

	Lowveld
	3,523
	3,971
	3,361
	3,280
	3,163
	nd
	2,714
	2,164
	1,501
	2,400

	Lubombo
	529
	676
	705
	448
	612
	nd
	553
	489
	450
	473


Source: MoAC Livestock Section Statistics
Figure 14: Sheep Population, 1993-2002 by Agro-Ecological Zone (SNL)
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Cash Crops

Maize 

Official national maize purchases as a cash crop in Swaziland have always been low.  The figure below demonstrates that official maize purchase by the National Maize Corporation normally oscillates between 5,500 MT and 8,000 MT of maize per annum.

Figure 15: Annual Total Purchases of Maize by NMC From Swazi Farmers
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 In 2003/4 consumption year the quantity of maize purchased in Swaziland by NMC (and sold to millers for retail) accounts for only 5% of the total maize requirement for the country and approximately 10% of total maize purchased by households in Swaziland
.  It is clear that the informal maize market is very important accounting for much higher levels of sale and purchase.  Closer analysis is important if we are to have a fuller understanding of how poor people access food, particularly with a view to comprehending the impact of price changes.

Sugar Cane

The sugar cane industry continues to be very important in the rural economy of Swaziland.  Sugar cane production both in terms of land cultivated and metric tonnes of sugar have increased virtually year on year since the 1960s.  However, there has been a marked increase in recent years with sugar cane production presently covering 45,126 hectares of land.  The 2002 season (one of below normal rainfall) produced the best quality cane yield in the previous five years.  
Figure 16: Area of Sugar Cane Cut (Ha)
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Sugar cane production is rapidly catching up the falling maize production when comparing land coverage in Swaziland.  Small holder cultivation of sugar cane increased in 2002/3 to 2,718 hectares producing 259,612 MT of cane, however this only accounts for 5.6% of total production.  Heavy use of water in the Lowveld by the sugar cane industry does mean that there are some significant trade-offs or opportunity costs.  Other crops such as cotton or maize have received nothing like the level of production support.  The comparative advantages of sugar cane should be exploited by Swazi growers but monoculture of one cash crops leaves communities and companies (and Government tax revenue) vulnerable to shocks, particularly if there is upheaval in global sugar markets.  Furthermore, local casual employment level created by the sugar industry is important but employment creation by sugar cane may not be as high as other cash crops e.g. labour intensive cotton production.  Local casual employment provides essential rural incomes in rural areas, and can make the difference for a household between poverty and improving living conditions.
Figure 17: Sugar Production (MT)

Cotton
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Cotton production has been a significant source of income for many families in the Lowveld and Lowveld margins during the past 20 years (see figure 18). At its height, in the late 1980s and early 1990s, it is estimated that 16,000 families were directly involved in growing the crop. Given the labour intensive nature of production it provided piecework employment and income to approximately 15-20% of the rural work force.   Production was land extensive up to 10-15 hectares per grower.  Yields have varied between seasons commonly undulating between 800 and 1000 KG per hectare. 

Figure 18: Cotton Production (MT) 
(Source: Swaziland Cotton Board)
The industry has been in a very serious decline since 1998/1999.  The worst year was probably 2002/2003 when only 57 MT of cotton seeds were purchased and production was only 1,221 MT.  The ‘depressed’ status of the cotton industry has undermined livelihoods in the Lowveld, dry Middleveld, and Lomahasha areas by significantly reducing household income over the past 5 years.  Yet, cotton is one of the few crops that will grow in the drier areas of the country without irrigation and farmers appear keen to grow if prevailing marketing conditions are good.  There are some signs that there is likely to be a slight recovery in 2003/2004 cultivation season which could be built on given new marketing and ginnery ownership arrangements. 
This year the supply of cotton seed has doubled (130.7 MT) compared to last year and it is estimated that 3,500 households have approximately 6,535 hectares under cultivation.   Production this year is however characterised by late plantings and yield estimates Kg/Ha are unavailable.  Farmers have received support with agro-chemicals for pest control from the Swazi Cotton Board.   However, many farmers remain in debt to banks, Vunisa or the Cotton Board following failed production and credit repayments in the last few years making future production difficult.  Due to late planting (in January and February) there is now the additional threat of cattle damage to unfenced crops.  The crop is expected to yield a total delivery of 4,000-5,000 MT – which despite the increase compared to last year, would represent the fifth lowest level of production on record.  Production will be purchased by a new partnership company (Sikhulile) made up of the Swazi cotton Board and two South African companies at a current price estimate of E3.10/Kg for deliveries made to the ginnery at Big Bend.  Total deliveries are unlikely to be sufficient to justify the reopening of the ginnery this year as a threshold of 5,000-6,000 MT is the minimum delivery level for cost effective production.
Market Price Changes
Food

The upward shift in maize prices continues to undermine overall welfare and household level food access.  The monitoring of maize meal prices between January 1998 and December 2003 indicates that consumers have had to face a sustained 45% increase in the price of the staple food since February 2002.  The national food balance figures and the Swazi VAC livelihood profiles confirm that most rural families purchase (rather than grow) the majority of the total maize meal they consume.  Much of their normal pattern of access to staple food is via purchases.  The current maize meal price (2003/2004) therefore continues to seriously erode the cash income-to-staple food exchange ratio making it increasingly difficult to afford their daily maize based meal as their income to purchase the food is declining in relative terms.  This situation has been factored in as a food price shock affecting household food access in the production year 2003/2004.
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Figure 19: Official Maize Meal Prices, 1998-2003
Figure 19 presents an overview of maize meal prices over the past few years. Maize meal prices in 2002/2003 and 2003/2004 have been 45% above the five-year average (1998-2002).  Communities received a major shock when there was a major increase in the maize meal price between February and May 2002.  Moreover the current field assessments indicate that over the past twelve months food price inflation (maize/maize-meal, beans and cooking oil) has been about 15%.  This continuing but reduced level of inflation in 2003/2004 none the less further erodes the purchasing power of poor households, increases vulnerability and is likely to reduce access to food or (for wealthier households) increase asset sale to ensure food access.
Securing Swaziland’s overall food balance situation has long required significant levels of maize, wheat and rice imports. Given the scenarios mapped out in the ‘snap-shot’ assessment it was a major concern to see maize prices on the South Africa Futures Exchange (SAFEX) go up from R900 in December 2003 to R1,400 in January and February as fears grew and speculation heightened about the potential effects of the emerging drought situation in the Southern Africa Region.  However, rainfall between late January and April has seen considerable softening of the effects of the drought in Swaziland and in other parts of the region.  Critically, the improved outlook of the South African production forecast and the revised opening stock levels has seen the SAFEX maize price fall to R1,100 in April and to below R1,000 in May. The regional food availability picture suggests that, South Africa will be in a position to meet the anticipated levels of commercial cereal exports to meet the needs of Botswana, Lesotho, Namibia, and Swaziland in 2004/2005.  However, the probable high levels of importation required to sustain food security in Zimbabwe means that regional shortages remain a possibility.
The Swazi government minimum producer price for maize in 2003/04 was E950 per 1MT. The National Maize Corporation has been buying and selling maize at E1,300 and E1,590 respectively. This is however significantly below the March 2004 prices observed in the informal sale of maize monitored by the NEWU in the four main agro-ecological regions of the country.  Informal sector prices for maize are much higher partly because many households purchase in small quantities and are unable to secure economies of scale (Highveld E1800-2140, Middleveld E2140-2400, Lowveld E2860-3200 and Plateau E2200-2400).  These figures support the VAC field reports that farmers with maize stocks have been reluctant to sell to the NMC because of low official prices.  The other important feature to note is that the areas with the highest food prices coincide with the areas most affected during the past three years of adverse production.  Informal maize prices are reported to be high in the Lowveld so that maize vendors can make up the shortfall of sale during the final week of each month (when food aid has been consumed by households).  The figures also suggest that staple maize price inflation in the informal markets may be much higher than indicated in figure 19 which is based on NMC records.  A more careful monitoring of informal maize markets is required.
Milk and Meat 

Milk and cattle prices (see below) indicate that there have been significant increases in prices of the main livestock products of meat and milk.  This has certainly acted as a cushion against inflation for those relatively better-off wealth groups selling these products.  For consumers however, these meat and milk price trends contribute to the overall erosion of food access at the household level. 

Figure 20: Milk Prices (Emalangeni) 2000 - 2004
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Figure 21: Cattle Prices (Emalangeni), 1995 - 2003
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HIV/AIDS Pandemic
The current impact of the HIV/AIDS pandemic is exacting a very heavy burden on the population and the economy
.  The prevalence rate of HIV/AIDS is now the highest in the world in 2002 – and a rapid drop in the prevalence rate is not anticipated in the near future.  Increasing rates of morbidity and mortality are exacting a huge toll on the ability of households to produce food and earn income while at the same time increasing household expenditure on health and related costs.   Few HIV/AIDS suffers are able to access ante-retroviral support either because they are not available or because access/cost is prohibitive.  Children are particularly affected by HIV/AIDS with an increasing number of orphans and very vulnerable child headed households resulting from the over extended kinship networks.  The cost to average household income of chronic illness has not been determined in Swaziland.
  The ability of Government services to respond to the problems has been eroded by illness and mortality of Government and private sector staff
.  

Figure 22:  HIV/AIDS Prevalence Rates, 1992-1994 (ante-natal clinic data)
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The 2003 HIV/AIDS, demographic and livelihoods VAC survey
 in rural Swaziland confirmed that rates of natural increase have lessened in rural areas down to approximately 2.0% growth per annum.  This reduction was not solely the result of the long-term trend of declining fertility rates in Swaziland. The death rate among the rural population was found to be high and increasing. In addition, a fair proportion of these young and normally unexpected deaths occurred after a bout of chronic illness, some indication that AIDS related complications play a determining role in the increasing death rate. These results should be seen against a backdrop of rising HIV prevalence rates as measured at selected ante-natal clinics in the country.

The survey confirmed the presence of relatively high rates of chronic illness among the rural population, even in age groups where one would normally not expect this to occur.  The 2003 VAC survey in Swaziland found high rates of orphanhood among children below the age of 15 years. At present, 6% of children (totalling 19,206) aged 0-14 years are the predicted course of the epidemic, characterised by deaths among young adults, the proportion of orphaned children is set to rise in the coming years. This will have numerous social and economic implications, both on care-giving households, as well as the country as a whole. Access to education for these orphans is one determinant of whether they will be in a position to actively contribute to Swaziland society and economy as they grow older. It is important to monitor how many of these orphans are indeed regularly accessing education and build on current initiatives (by NERCHA, UNICEF and other NGOs etc.) to ensure education and health provision for these often vulnerable children.

One of the pre-survey expectations was that the study would show higher age dependency ratios at the national and sub-national levels, as a result of increasing deaths among adults. However, the results of the survey indicate that changes in the age structure, as a result of declining fertility, more than compensated for deaths among those in the most productive age groups. When taking into account household members who reported bouts of chronic illness, and thus are not likely to be productive (income earners/home makers etc.) in the usual sense, the Swaziland VAC survey found that the “effective dependency ratio” in rural Swaziland was between 20% and 35% higher than the standard dependency ratio. The effective dependency ratio will, of course, vary by area and household. Therefore individual households who lost productive members, or who took in orphans from households that have dissolved, or who have ill members, may be faced by a “dependency” crisis: children, sick members and elderly persons depending on fewer or no productive adults that may bring food and/or income into the household. 

The VAC survey highlights a strong need for a demographic and health survey in Swaziland. Besides generating accurate fertility and infant mortality data, such a survey should investigate other reproductive health matters, not the least is the current use of barrier methods. This will indicate how successful current information, education and communication (IEC) campaigns are in convincing the population of Swaziland to change behaviour patterns in order to stop the epidemic from spreading any further.

Another aspect to note is the need for accurate population-based HIV prevalence data. Recent population-based surveys conducted in Zambia, Kenya and South Africa found that surveillance data may over-estimate the HIV prevalence rate in the population (ORCMacro, 2003; Shisana, et al 2003). Stronger statistical prevalence data will give more credibility to the outputs of models predicting the course of the epidemic as well as population projections.

In combination with the above shocks and hazards and the fact that this year will be the fourth in a series of bad years there are concerns about a growing and cumulative ‘humanitarian crisis’ in the worst affected areas in the country where many households are unable to sustain viable livelihoods in the fact of cumulative shocks. Swaziland’s high level of income inequality ensures that a high proportion of the population is poor and constantly vulnerable to shocks.  The levels of vulnerability have considerably worsened given three years of depressed food production and rural incomes
.

Employment
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Employment and remittances have played a vital role sustaining rural and urban livelihoods in Swaziland and indeed are more important than many other forms of food access and income such as crop production.  National employment levels have been virtually static in the public and private sectors in Swaziland.  The average annual growth rate of employment in the private sector was 0.7% between 1994 and 2000 and for the same period was 1.4% for the public sector.  Private and public sector employment post 2000 were predicted to decline slightly resulting in 63,201 private sector jobs and 28,646 public sector jobs in 2004.  While it is difficult to obtain up to date statistics on employment, particularly on the informal sector, it is clear that employment opportunities, while desperately important for livelihoods throughout Swaziland, have been depressed.  Plans to curtail the civil service payroll are likely to reduce employment levels and remittances to rural areas further.

Figure 23: Swazis employed in SA mines 
(Source: Bureau of Labour, Employment Statistics Unit, Ministry of Finance)
Employment opportunities for Swazis in South Africa have been consistently declining with far fewer Swazis employed in the South African mines.  Between 1995 and 2001 there was a drop of employment by 54% and the trend has continued since 2001.  As a result incomes arriving in Swazi homesteads throughout the Kingdom have been declining as miners have been retrenched.  In most cases these miners have not been re-skilled and re-employed and in some cases have become a drain on household resources.  Many are waiting for further (disputed) outstanding financial settlements that may or may not come.
Informal employment opportunities for rural households, most commonly as off-shoots from agricultural production (both for subsistence maize production and cash crop production such as maize, sugar cane and cotton), have been depressed. It is almost impossible to quantify informal employment opportunities in a statistical sense.  However, our field studies show that four years of below normal cereal production and a collapse of the cotton industry has meant that local employment opportunities that usually ensure food security by providing income for food purchase are far fewer than they used to be.  Furthermore, in many communities the wealthy households, commonly those that received remittances from miners or other labourers working in South Africa or Swaziland towns, have less disposable income to perform the role that they used to – that of employing poorer households to do agricultural weeding, herding, domestic work, purchase of mats,  and many more piece-meal jobs that sustained poorer households.
Chapter 4: Assessment Outcomes

Based upon the methodology / approach outlined in chapter two a problem specification has been developed for each livelihood zone that reflects the current shocks or hazards that communities and households have had to face during the past twelve months.  The problem specifications are livelihood zone specific but the outcomes for each zone disaggregate the impact by socio-economic group.
  Production and supply conditions as well as market access and prices are the main components that are incorporated within the problem specification.  A zonal simulation is carried out using the Riskmap 1.2v computer software programme.  The outcome of the simulation is a final income/food deficit or indeed surplus that represents changes in income and food access for households.  Many factors contribute to and embody rural livelihoods in Swaziland and therefore this vulnerability analysis takes a livelihood based approach.  Relative vulnerability of households broken down by geographic area and socio-economic group varies by the types of shocks or hazards that are in existence and the types of livelihood pursuits being undertaken by households.  In order to illuminate the process two simple examples follow:

Example 1: A poor Lowveld household may rely heavily on casual labour in the agricultural sector and non-food production (e.g. mat making) and trade (e.g. brewing marula) to meet annual income/food requirements.  A drought will not directly affect food access in a significant way because few crops are commonly grown by the household itself.  However, employment opportunities may be depressed in the agricultural sector – reducing household income.  The household will only be seriously affected if other employment markets are similarly depressed and/or markets for brewing or non-food production decline thereby substantially reducing household income and alternative coping strategies.
Example 2: If there is a better off household that relies mostly on its own farming ability to produce 40-50% of annual food needs and relies heavily on the sale of cash crops (e.g. cotton or maize) to be able to purchase the varied food stuffs (beans, vegetable oil, soup powder, salt) it requires for consumption and normal household non-food items – it will be hit very hard by a drought that reduces food crop and cash crop production.  However, the overall vulnerability and deficit of the household will mostly be judged by the assets (e.g. livestock/cash savings) that the household may utilise to make up the income/food deficit and the ability of household members to turn to employment as a coping strategy to earn income.  Clearly an increase in food prices will be detrimental if the household suddenly has to purchase 80-90% of its food requirements (which it normally grows on the farm), and falling livestock prices could make food security even more expensive as more cattle/goats may have to be sold to ensure food and basic household items are met.
Calculating vulnerability is a sophisticated and difficult endeavour and understanding the complexity of exchange entitlements is vital.  These exchange entitlements revolve around the relative value of cash, asset prices and incomes to prices and market operations (e.g. if maize prices increase and labour rates stay the same, a poor household that relies on maize purchase from employment income for survival will suffer reduced access to food).  More detailed participatory community assessments are vital as a follow up to the broad area conclusions within this report giving early warning of vulnerability.  We must ensure that vulnerability at the household level is properly understood and considered by planners, particularly when it comes to targeting.  Specific indices to capture HIV/AIDS within the analysis are not included but are assumed within the general trends and decline in production and market operations.
In the next section the problem specification and resulting income/food deficits are outlined for each livelihood zone (figure 24).   After this table 5 goes on to provide planners with more concrete ways of analysing the income/food deficit outcomes.  It provides a breakdown of the deficits by providing possible credible cash alternatives to off-set the income/food deficits.    It is very easy to run the simulation with different values for maize purchase.  The current analysis uses the value of E4.9 (USD 0.77) for the purchase of 1KG of maize meal in the rural areas.  The basis for this value is the average from field interviews carried out by the VAC teams during the national assessment – during which answers given by respondents were cross-checked with local retail outlets.  If households are able to purchase in bulk (up to 20kg tins or 50kg bags) the 1kg maize meal value will reduce because economies of scale will have been achieved.  However, poor households are rarely able to purchase in bulk and thereby benefit from economies of scale.
Cash transfers (that households could use to purchase their food requirements) are incorporated as a response in order to provide decision-makers with alternatives to (the sometimes automatic reliance on) food aid in order to off-set the income/food deficits being faced the majority of the rural population.  Food aid will continue to play an important role in the short to medium term to meet on-going food insecurity in the most vulnerable areas of the country.  However, alleviation of chronic poverty will not be achieved by continuous distributions of food aid.   Programmes that incorporate cash transfers may provide additional benefits by stimulating a multiplier effect within cash strapped communities across Swaziland.  It is becoming increasingly evident in other African countries such as Ethiopia, Lesotho and Malawi that plausible ways, such as cash transfers through distribution of vouchers or other non-food welfare provision (e.g. public works programmes) may be more appropriate to support chronic poverty and chronic food insecurity.  Increasingly donors and agencies are viewing these alternatives in a positive light.  Table 5 is provided in order to give policy and programme decision-makers with ball-park figures so that the deficits can be understood in monetary/income terms as well as food tonnages. 
A description of the reasoning for the problem specifications is summarised for each of the nine livelihood zones after table 5.  Analysis of vulnerability is based on how households normally access food and income and how these may have changed as a result of shocks during 2003/4.  The problem specifications for each zone are judgements by the VAC based on a synthesised analysis of secondary data, community interviews and stakeholder consultations.  Each of the zonal reports concludes with a summary of the problem specification and breakdown of income/food deficit by wealth group.  The simulation has resulted in a histogram for each livelihood zone showing the ‘final result’ of the May 2004 simulation. The graph indicates how the estimated income/food deficit 2003/2004 is distributed across the wealth groups. The first decile represents the poorest and the tenth decile represents richest top 10%.  (NB the population in each decile is equal to one tenth of the base population in each area.)  It is important to note that the simulation takes no account of the use of cash savings or the bartering of other highly disposable cash-like assets for lack of any credible evidence.  These coping mechanisms in additional to shifting /reducing expenditure from other areas (such as health, education and other areas of consumption such as clothing etc. ) will play a role in offsetting the assessed deficits especially for middle and better-off groups.

The income/food deficits that result from the simulation vary quite considerably by socio-economic group in several zones and planners should take note.  Only the mean figure for each zone is included in figure 24.  In most instances a more accurate picture can be understood by studying the wealth group breakdowns for each livelihood zone.
Figure 24: Income/food deficits for populations by Livelihood Zone

Overall Income/Food Deficits – All Zones

	
	 Swaziland VAC Annual Vulnerability Assessment - May 2004

	 
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9

	Livelihood Zone
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	Timber Highlands
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	Rural Pop 1997 @ 2.4%/Annum
	162,000
	85,000
	126,000
	135,000
	44,000
	157,000
	23,000
	26,000
	71,000

	 
	Current Hazards/Shocks

	Production & Supply
	Changes in "normal" production and supply conditions Index 100=Normal (Index range 0-300)

	Food Crops
	50-60%
	50-60%
	50-60%
	50-60%
	20-30%
	30-40%
	50-60%
	0-20%
	50-60%

	Grazing
	80-90%
	80-90%
	60-70%
	70-80%
	70-80%
	70-80%
	90-100%
	80-90%
	70-80%

	Wild Foods
	50-60%
	50-60%
	70-80%
	50-60%
	50-60%
	70-80%
	50-60%
	50-60%
	80-100%

	Relief/Gifts
	30-40%
	30-40%
	40-50%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	80-100%

	Cash Crops
	20-30%
	30-40%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	0-10%
	30-40%
	70-80%
	0-20%
	50-60%

	Access to Markets
	Changes in "normal" market access - Index 100=normal (or one of 5 categories of depressed market access 75-100, 50-75, 25-50, 0-25 and 0)

	Employment
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	25-50%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	100%

	Livestock
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	100%
	100%
	75-100%
	75-100%

	Cash Crops
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	75-100%

	Non-food Production
	75-100%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	100%
	50-75%
	75-100%

	Trade
	100%
	75-100%
	100%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	100%
	50-75%
	100%

	Food Purchase / availability
	100%
	75-100%
	100%
	100%
	75-100%
	100%
	100%
	75-100%
	100%

	Food Price
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%
	125%

	 
	Outcomes

	 
	Income/food deficit - after using available coping/response strategies 

	% of pop with an income/food deficit
	20%
	100%
	70%
	70%
	100%
	100%
	10%
	100%
	100%

	Affected Population
	32,400
	85,000
	88,200
	94,500
	44,000
	157,000
	2,300
	26,000
	71,000

	Mean annual income / food deficit
	19%
	36%
	27%
	35%
	27%
	33%
	13%
	32%
	18%


Table 5: Income/food deficits broken down by SEG off-set by cash transfer and food support options

NB: Calculations use 400gms/pers/day in order to allow comparison with the CFSAM.  Also, 1MT maize meal (local rural prices) = 762USD

[image: image11.png]Poor Wealth Group

Total Income Transfer US § Total Income Transfer
Est % of Estimated Incorne / (using current rural purchase Total Income Transfer required per affected
Total | [total Pop is| EstTotal |Affected Poor| |Food Deficit2003/| | Income / Food prices of maize meal per Kg of required per affected Family of 6 persons in US
No |Livelihood Zone Population ‘poor | PoorPop | Population 2004 or US §076) or| personinUs§ or $
1 162,000 6% | 61560 12,312 19% $260,250 $21.14 $126.83
2[Timber Highlands 85 000 3% | 28050 28,050 54% $1,061,010 $37.83 $226.95
5[Peri Urban Corridor 71,000 51% | 22010 22,010 12% $293,839 $13.35 $60.10
4 Wet Middleveld 126,000 6% | 60480 60,480 30% $2,018,556 $33.38 $200.25
5[Dry Middleveld 135,000 6% | b4g00 64,800 35% $2,811,561 $43.39 $260.33
6[Lowveld Catle, Cotton & Maize 157,000 25% | 45530 145,530 5% 1,772,856 $38.94 $233.63
7|Lowveld Cattle & Cotton 44000 8% | 21120 21,120 5% 1,057,339 $50.06 $300.38
6|Lomahasha Trading & Arable 26 000 %% 7280 7,280 5% $299,668 $41.16 $246.98
5[Lubombo Plateau 25 000 %% 5980 644 13% $9,314 $14.46 $86.78
29,000 516810 | 262,226 $9,584,393
Middle Wealth Group
Total Income Transfer US § Total Income Transfer
Est % of Affected Estimated Incorne / (using current rural purchase Total Income Transfer required per affected
Total | [total Popis| Esttotal | Middle Food Deficit 2003 Income / Food prices of maize meal per Kg of required per affected Family of 6 persons in US
No |Livelihood Zone Population | | middle’ | middle Pop| Population 2004 Deficit (MT) | or US §076) or| personinUs§ or $
1[Highveld Maize & Cattle 162,000 4% | s4p50 0 0% 0 50 $0.00 $0.00
2[Timber Highlands 85 000 6% | 90720 90,120 5% 4,901 $3,734,329 $41.16 $246.98
5[Peri Urban Corridor 71,000 47% | 33470 33,370 0% 974 $742,49 $22.25 $133.50
4 Wet Middleveld 126,000 0% | 50400 21,120 24% 971 $740,137 $14.69 $88.11
5[Dry Middleveld 135,000 0% | 54000 29,700 30% 1,301 $991,255 $18.36 $110.14
6[Lowveld Catle, Cotton & Maize 157,000 51% | 60070 80,070 31% 3.624 $2,761,464 $34.49 $206.93
7|Lowveld Cattle & Cotton 44000 5% 15,400 15,400 5% 202 $154,195 $10.01 $60.08
6|Lomahasha Trading & Arable 26 000 53% 12.150 12,190 % 623 $474,657 $38.94 $233.63
5[Lubombo Plateau 25 000 56% 15,060 [] 0% 0 50 $0.00 $0.00
29,000 366080 | 289,170 12,507 $9,598,533
Total Income Transfer US § Total Income Transfer
Est%of | Esttotal | Affected Estimated Incorne / (using current rural purchase Total Income Transfer required per affected
Total | [total Popis| betteroff | Better Off Food Deficit 2003/ | | Income / Food prices of maize meal per Kg of required per affected Family of 6 persons in US
No |Livelihood Zone Population | | betteroff | Pop | Population 2004 Deficit (MT) | or US §076) or| personinUs§ or $
1[Highveld Maize & Cattle 162,000 21% 17650 0 0% 0 50 $0.00 $0.00
2[Timber Highlands 85 000 1% 17620 17,820 34% 885 $674,054 $37.83 $226.95
5[Peri Urban Corridor 71,000 2% 15620 15,620 24% 547 $417,061 $26.70 $160.20
4 Wet Middleveld 126,000 12% 15,120 ] 0% ] 50 $0.00 $0.00
5[Dry Middleveld 135,000 12% 16.200 0 0% 0 50 $0.00 $0.00
6[Lowveld Catle, Cotton & Maize 157,000 0% | 31400 31,400 % 1,513 $1,152,793 $36.71 $220.28
7|Lowveld Cattle & Cotton 44000 17% 7480 7,480 1% 120 $91,538 $12.24 $73.43
6|Lomahasha Trading & Arable 26 000 19% 4370 4,370 15% 9% $72,926 $16.69 $100.13
5[Lubombo Plateau 25 000 16% 4,160 0 0% 0 50 $0.00 $0.00
29,000 130,020 76,690 3,161 $2,408,372
TOTAL MT 28,335 or $21,591,299 or 129,547,792 Emalangeni





Highveld Maize and Cattle Livelihood Zone
Livelihood Patterns

High maize production levels are common in the Highveld Maize and Cattle (HMC) zone.  Production is usually greater than any other areas because rainfall is conducive and usually fairly reliable in quantity and quality.  Even during drought seasons, this zone has been able to produce surpluses although production may be considered to be below normal.  People in this zone predominantly depend on crop production and purchases as their main food sources.  The poor wealth group gets 10-15% of their food needs through crop production and 35-45% through purchases. Wild foods and gifts and relief contribute about 10-15% and 15-20% respectively. For the middle wealth group own crop production and purchases contribute 20-35% of their food needs and meat/milk contribute about 15-25% of their needs. The better off wealth group are also dependent on their own production, meat/milk production and food purchases combining as the main food sources (at 30-40%, 15-25% and 35-45% respectively). 

Most poor people in this zone depend on employment/remittances as their main source of income but non-food production and trade also make important contributions to overall income (poor: 35-40%, middle & better off groups: 20–35%).  Livestock and cash crop sales play an important role as an income source, particularly for the middle (10-25% and 20-35%) and better off groups (20-25% and 20-30% respectively).

Current Situation

While production is expected to be below normal this cropping season, it is still the highest in all the livelihood zones in quantitative terms. Overall land area put to maize is much lower than normal.  Food production is projected to be at 50-60% of normal in this zone although the vast majority of this production will be by the middle and the better off wealth groups.  The poor on the other hand are anticipated to produce very little maize or nothing at all.  This is attributed to the late start of the season because of below normal rainfall between September and December and the succession of unsuccessful replanting attempts during this critical planting period.  Most poor farmers were unable to afford successive replanting.  Lack of inputs (because of their high cost) contributed to the low production with difficulties accessing tractors being reported as common.  Ploughing at the optimum time is essential and it was reported that tractors would be available late when soil moisture was reduced thus limiting germination prospects.
Cash crop production is expected to be very low at 20-30% of normal.  Difficult climatic conditions forced farmers to concentrate on production for their own consumption before production for sale.  Maize is the only major cash crop in the zone and it was greatly affected by the abnormal rainfall pattern during the first half of the winter season.  Furthermore, March and April are usually months with increasingly sparser rainfall to accommodate the drying of the maize cobs, but a high level of precipitation during these months in 2004 has caused cob rot among the maize plants reducing yield expectations.  

In November and December a total of over 2000 cattle deaths were recorded in this zone due to lack of grazing areas and drinking water.  However, livestock and grazing area conditions have improved a great deal following the rainfall in the first three months of 2004.  Overall rainfall levels remained below the long term average in January and February.  Only in March did current year rainfall exceed the long term average.   The livestock that survived the dry period are now enjoying the benefits of these late rains.  Gifts / relief have recorded normal levels.  This is because in this zone, they are not a prominent feature as such this season is not different from the others.
Access to Markets and Prices

The employment market has been affected and is judged to be between 50-75% of normal.  This is due to the closure of mines and industries both locally and in South Africa.  This closure has resulted in retrenchments which meant a significant decline in access to income to cater for food purchases.  The few operating industries, particularly textile industries have an uncertain life-span as retrenchments can occur suddenly and sustainability of industries is not ensured.  Casual labour markets have also been in decline due to declining demand from the agricultural sector. The livestock market has been affected and is considered to be 75-100% of normal due to the fact that the market price is not demand driven.  Livestock markets and livestock purchasers do not come so close to communities anymore, forcing sellers to take their livestock further or sell locally for unsatisfactory prices.  The non-food production market is also slightly depressed. The market is affected by low availability of natural resources (e.g. grasses) caused by the irregular rainfall patterns.  Cash crops markets (and in particular maize) is affected by poor marketing conditions.  Records show that on-farm storage has been high with low levels of sale to NMC because of low prices.   However, informal maize marketing systems such as sale to the Lowveld have continued driven by higher maize purchase prices.  Trade and food purchase markets have not changed and are still operating normally.  
Food prices have increased slightly with recordings of 125% of normal due to the fact that local traders charge prices determined by them incorporating the transport costs, whole prices etc. and transport costs have been increasing.  Livestock prices have also increased slightly due to various factors such as good livestock condition due to improved grazing areas, weight and breed of the livestock will trigger an improved price for sellers.
Community Priorities
Water and employment were the two main priorities for communities in the zone.  Improved water access is required for domestic and irrigation purposes. Currently the communities are using water from dams and rivers for domestic purposes which is subjected to pollution resulting in disease out-breaks as livestock utilise the same water sources.  Access to water for irrigation purposes will assist during drought periods to sustain their crop yields.  The communities have developed income generating schemes such as poultry and bee keeping and handicraft, and have approached government through the development fund to kick-start income generation projects with financial support.  They have also raised funds to contribute to capital costs of drilling boreholes and have approached NGOs for assistance.  Communities feel that government is better placed to assist them with capital projects however NGO’s are quick in response.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	80-90%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	20-30%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor in the HMC normally derives their food access from food crops (13%), meat/milk (7%), fishing (7%), wild foods (13%), gift /relief (18%) and purchases (41%). These total 100% of the requirement. As a consequence of the shocks and hazard impacts specified for the 2003/2004 year the simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (8%), meat/milk (6%), fishing (7%), wild foods (7%), gift/relief (7%) and (due to losses in cash income and food price inflation) purchases have fallen (30%). These total only 65% of requirements. This defines an initial “crude deficit” of 35% of total food access. The simulation then systematically assesses the impact of all eight possible coping strategies on reducing this initial ‘crude deficit’. Seeking additional employment was the only coping strategy that managed to reduce the deficit by 10% to 25%.  Re-distribution of income and food to poor households contributed a further 6% leaving a final result of 19%. Interventions that are able to increase the supply of employment available to the poor would strengthen their main coping strategy.

The middle and better-off households in the HMC did not incur any deficits this year.


Timber Highlands Livelihood Zone

Livelihood Patterns

Livelihoods in this zone are highly influenced by employment levels offered by the forestry companies. The main sources of food are own crop production, purchases and milk/meat.   The poor get 10-15% of their food from cultivation of their own crops while the middle and rich groups get 30-50% and 20-60% respectively.  Milk/meat contributes more to the middle and rich groups as sources of food than the poor group because they have access to livestock assets.   Purchases are also prominent particularly in the poor group as farming production is low (40-60%), while the middle and rich groups get 30-40% and 25-40% of their food through purchases respectively.  High purchase levels make households vulnerable to food price increases.  Wild foods also contribute to food needs in this zone especially for the poor and middle groups (10-20% and 10-15% respectively). 

Sources of income are highly dependent on employment/remittances and sale of cash crops and therefore dips in the employment and cash crop markets can be a problem especially when combined with an increase in food prices. For the poor group, 50-80% of their income comes from employment/ remittances while the middle and rich groups get 25-45% and 15-35% respectively.  Income to households from cash crop sales contributes 25-45% for the middle and 30-40% for the rich.  Contribution of income from sale of livestock varies within the groups from 10-15% for the poor (mostly chickens), 5-10% for the middle and 10-20% for the better off.

Current Situation

Crop production will be below normal for this zone due to the delayed and sub-normal rainfall pattern which resulted in less than the normal area planted and some failed crops.  Replanting was possible for those farmers that had the resources for additional inputs.  Significant numbers of households did not re-plant because they had lost hope that reasonable rains would occur and the season was somewhat advanced by the time the rains finally arrived.   Furthermore, difficult access to tractors and other inputs at optimal planting times is cited by farmers to have reduced production. Yields have been negatively affected by the high rainfall during March and April when increasingly dryer conditions are required to support the maize drying process before harvesting and storage.

Cash crops in this zone include maize, vegetables and sweet potatoes. Production is expected to be at 30-40% of normal. This is attributed to the high rainfall which has damaged the maize crop and made vegetable yields almost zero. Sweet potato production on the other hand, has become more popular due to low input costs and easier production.  Wild food production is low compared to normal due to the increases in forestry production and construction of roads and dams and below normal rainfall.  Gifts and relief are below normal.  Communities state that free gifts between households and families are reducing as wealth levels decrease and community social safety nets are increasingly under pressure.  Livestock and grazing area condition are much recovered compared to the early season at 80-90% of normal with a slight depression due to the low overall rainfall received in the Highveld.
Market Access & Prices

Employment is 50-75% of normal because the textile factories that started operating in 2000/2001 are mostly closed and the ones that continue to operate have retrenched many of their staff and future prospects are uncertain. The closure of mines and retrenchment by the forest companies also had a negative impact on the employment market.  Non-food production is 50-75% of normal due to shortage of raw materials (e.g. grasses) which are normally rain-fed.  Livestock, cash crop, other trade and food purchases markets are slightly below normal.  A foot and mouth outbreak affected livestock markets in some areas. The food prices show an increase due to excess demand against supply and low level sale of maize stocks.  Livestock prices have increased slightly because of their improved condition and reduced supply because of cattle losses through the recent food and mouth disease outbreak.  

Community Priorities

The main problems communities cited in this zone are employment, health, agriculture and water. The communities were keen to engage in new income generation and employment opportunities that may come from NGOs or Government.  Most communities are far from their nearest hospital. In the advent of HIV/AIDS and increasing illness in the communities, it was reported that hospitals have become more important but are no longer able to admit patients.  The hospitals prefer outpatient care but transport costs are large for regular visits.  A greater number of local clinics were desired by communities that can offer the appropriate services.  Access to agricultural inputs was also cited as difficult, particularly because of associated transport costs.  Farmers have to travel independently on buses to carry fertiliser and seeds and several journeys may be required.  Communities wish to see agricultural input storage facilities and outlets closer to them.  The communities state they lack clean domestic water as they use water from rivers and dams which are not hygienic and may be polluted.  Dam construction for irrigation was also suggested to be important to mitigate the impact of dry periods in the cultivation season.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production
	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	80-90%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor in the TH normally derives their food access from – food crops (14%), meat/milk (2%), fishing (4%), wild foods (16%), gift/relief (8%) and purchases (56%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (8%), meat/milk (1%), fishing (4%), wild foods (9%), gift/relief (3%) and purchases at (33%). This adds up to only 58% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 42% of total food access. The simulation then systematically assesses the impact of coping strategies on reducing this initial ‘crude deficit’. Again seeking additional employment was the only coping strategy that managed to reduce the deficit by 8% to a final result of 34%. 


The middle wealth group in the TH normally derives their food access from – food crops (33%), meat/milk (17%), fishing (3%), wild foods (11%), gift/relief (3%) and purchases (33%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (17%), meat/milk (15%), fishing (3%), wild foods (6%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases (11%). This totals only 54% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate of 46% of total food access. The simulation then systematically assesses the impact of coping strategies on reducing this initial ‘crude deficit’. Again seeking additional employment was the only coping strategy that managed to reduce the deficit by 9% to a final result of 37%.
The better-off wealth group in the TH normally derives their food access from – food crops (47%), meat/milk (21%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases (30%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (25%), meat/milk (18%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases at (12%). This totals only 57% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 43% of total food access. The simulation then systematically assesses the impact of coping strategies on reducing this initial crude deficit. Again seeking additional employment was the only coping strategy that managed to reduce the deficit by 9% to a final result of 34%.
The livelihoods of all relative wealth groups in the Timber Highlands appear to be vulnerable to the shocks of food price inflation and to the declining employment opportunities. That said their only main coping strategy is to attempt to increase their supply of labour to off-set their deficit purchasing power and reduced food crop production. Interventions that are able to increase the supply of employment available or the real wages in the industry would improve the situation of forestry workers.

Peri-Urban Livelihood Zone

Livelihood Patterns

Livelihood patterns within the Peri-Urban Corridor are quite diversified, reflecting the increase in formal and informal opportunities to access income and food.  Despite the close proximity to markets, crop production by households still plays an important part in annual food access for all socio-economic groups but especially the middle and better off.  Milk and meat products (from their own livestock) are more important for poorer groups than in other zones.  Purchase of food is important for all groups ranging mostly from 30-50% of annual food requirements for households.  Income types are highly diversified because of the close proximity of marketing opportunities. Employment / remittances (both formal and informal), livestock sales, cash crop, non-food production and other trading activities all combine to form the core of livelihood and food access in the zone.   Livestock and cash crops contribute in a smaller way to the poor groups' income pattern than to the middle and better off groups.

Current Situation

Overall maize production in the zone is judged to be below normal. Some households have been able to cultivate while many others have faced production constraints.  Most households faced maize cultivation difficulties during the dry period up to December and uncertainty about the weather conditions in general has limited overall land cultivated.  Poorer households have been suffering from lack of access to inputs.  Some of the maize successfully germinated during November and December has suffered from the high moisture levels in March resulting in cob rot.  Maize remains the dominant crop in the zone with few families engaging in bean production.  Late and heavy rains have detrimentally affected the bean harvest of those households that took the opportunity.

The reduction in size of landholding available for households is the limiting factor in the production of maize, particularly as a cash crop.  Urban / peri-urban pressures in the zone mean that available land is increasingly being utilised for construction of settlements.  The quantity of land available for arable agriculture is reducing.  Furthermore, land is also being taken up for road construction and other infrastructural developments such as electricity and thereby reducing the land available for grazing by livestock.  Grazing has also been affected by the Chromolena weed (Sandanezwe).  It was stated that, if the situation was not tackled, the grazing land that is currently available would be made redundant in five to ten years because of the weed.  Overall the condition of livestock is much improved since January because of the good level of rains and improving pastures.

Market Access & Prices

Access to markets and levels of formal and informal employment are central to the economic and social welfare of the zone.   The employment situation is judged to be normal.   A much smaller percentage of jobs and income is earned from agriculturally based jobs than in other zones e.g. in the Lowveld and therefore the zone has been less affected by the downturn in agricultural production.  Livestock markets were affected by the poor condition of cattle in the last few months of 2003, however the much improved condition of cattle has enhanced the marketing situation considerably.   Access to official cattle sale yards provides a fair platform for buyers and sellers with sale based on the weight of animals.  Demand for meat from the urban areas ensures a virtually constant demand for livestock.  Cash crop markets and maize markets in particular have been affected by recent swings in the official price of maize between 2002 and 2004.  Previously high prices (in 2002) encouraged increased production but prices were not sustained during 2003 and the NMC reduced its purchasing price by approximately 35% by 2003.

On farm stocks were high as farmers retained their maize in anticipation of higher maize prices and subsequently some maize has been lost because of poor storage practices.  Non-food production is slightly depressed because of below normal rainfall affecting natural resources.
Trading activities and food markets were judged to be operating normally.  
Food prices were judged to have increased by 25% compared to normal.  Livestock prices have increased by as much as 20% when compared to April 2003.

Community Priorities

Access to water for irrigation purposes was cited as the main problem affecting communities.  Even in areas where water was available, access was often not possible.  Communities expressed a wish to grow high value cash crops such as vegetables and possibly dry season maize.  Lack of cooperation and organisation among local government was cited by the community as one limiting factor.  It was felt that the Rural Water Supply Branch could help solve some of these problems.  Lack of initiative within the community, particularly amongst poorer groups was thought to contribute towards the lethargy.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)

NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	70-80%
	80-100%
	80-100%
	50-60%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the PUC normally derives their food access from – food crops (15%), meat/milk (13%), fishing (8%) wild foods (13%), gift/relief (8%) and purchases (43%). The simulation has estimated the outcome to be - food crops (8%), meat/milk (10%), fishing (8%), wild foods (12%), gift/relief (7%) and purchases (38%). This sums up to 83% or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 17% of total food access. Employment coping strategies reduced the deficit by 5% to a final result of 12%.


The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (27%), meat/milk (19%), fishing (2%), wild foods (8%), and purchases (44%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (16%), meat/milk (14%), fishing (2%), wild foods (7%), and purchases at (35%).  This sums up to 74% or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 26% of total food access. Employment coping strategies managed to reduce the deficit by 6% to a final result of 20%.

The better-off wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (36%), meat/milk (26%), wild foods (2%), and purchases (36%). The simulation has estimated the outcome to be - food crops (20%), meat/milk (19%), wild foods (2%), and purchases at (28%). This sums up to 69% or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 31% of total food access. Employment coping strategies reduced the deficit by 7% to a final result of 24%.

Wet Middleveld Livelihood Zone
Livelihood Patterns

This zone exhibits some ecological differences due to variation in altitude (600-800m) and levels of rainfall. This is an important maize producing area rivalling the Highveld in productivity. Drought hazard (for maize production) in any one year is probably in the range of 20-30%. The zone contains around one-sixth of the country’s rural population and presents a varied display of primary smallholder production, livestock rearing and non-agricultural employment. 

For both better-off and middle wealth groups maize is by far the biggest food and cash crop, whilst the poor are more often seen as labourers working for others.  The wealthier groups are estimated to normally provide 40-50% of their staple food needs from their own crops. Wage and salaried employment is more or less confined to these two groups. The ownership of cattle is strong in both groups – 20-30 and 5-10 head respectively, although some amongst the better-off own more than 100 head. 

Most poor households have access to land and have significantly larger average family size. They generally have a maize harvest of 1-5 bags, grown on 0.5-1 hectare.  Own food production contributes 10-15% to staple consumption. They do not normally sell any crops. The poor do not own any cattle or goats but only a few chickens. Employment (mainly daily labour and seasonal), contributes 50-65% to their income. Non-food production (mainly handicraft, beer brewing, sale of wild foods and poles) contributes 25-40% to income. Trade contributes a further 5-15% of their income.

Current Situation

The current cropping season has experienced a significant reduction in the production of the staple maize crop.  The late and patchy start to the rains has been a major factor.  Other issues affecting production include shortages of draught power, the high cost of farming inputs and the lack of support from extension services.  The production of other food crops such as sugar beans, sweet potatoes and pumpkins is on a much smaller scale. Maize doubles up as the main cash crop and this year saleable maize production is expected to be 50% of normal.  Pastures have not developed well this summer and have a low nutritive value.  Livestock production is therefore expected to be depressed and below normal.  In addition there appears to be limited adherence to rotational grazing practices as the fencing arrangements (in the areas visited) are in poor condition.

Market Access and Prices

The scale of farming activities of middle and better-off farmers normally generates opportunities for casual agricultural wage employment – in weeding, harvesting and in storage operations. Given the production levels for maize this year, trade in casual agricultural wage labour is estimated to be 75% of normal. Concerning livestock trade, cattle sale yards are widely distributed and utilized in this zone. However as a result of the poor quality of cattle linked to the poor grazing conditions, trade in livestock is considered to be 75% of normal. The current maize cash crop market appears to be limited to local sales where farmers secure a better price per Kg than official sales to NMC but face low quantity of sales. The cash crop trade is therefore considered to be operating at 75% of normal. The trade in non-food production is quite depressed – especially for crafts dependent upon special grasses that are in short supply. The Wet Middleveld appears to have normal petty trade and food purchase trading activities in 2003/04. Many areas have close proximity/access to urban centres and are able secure sufficient regular supplies of stock. Food price inflation over the period 2002/2003 and 2003/2004 is estimated to be about 10% and 25% compared to normal.  The price of cattle over the same period has gone up by 20%.

Community Priorities
The communities interviewed emphasized water supply developments, gardening schemes, access to health and general infrastructure development. The communities identified poor support by local government staff as a major factor inhibiting development.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	60-70%
	70-80%
	40-50%
	50-60%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor in the WM normally derive their food access from – food crops (13%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (6%), gift/relief (26%) and purchases (53%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (7%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (3%), gift/relief (12%) and purchases at (39%). This sums up to 63% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 37% of total food access. Coping strategies of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 4%, additional other trade by 2% and redistribution within the community reduced the deficit by a further 1% to a final result of 30%. 

The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (44%), meat/milk (19%), wild foods (2%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases (33%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (24%), meat/milk (12%), wild foods (2%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases at (23%). This sums up to 63% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 37% of total food access. Use of food stocks reduced the crude deficit by 5%, seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 4% and additional other trade reduced it a further 4% to a final result of 24%.

The better-off households in the WM did not incur any deficits this year.

Dry Middleveld Livelihood Zone
Livelihood patterns

This area exhibits agricultural production features that fall between the more productive Wet Middleveld and more drought-prone areas of the Lowveld.  Drought hazard for maize production is quite high - in the range of 40-60%. None-the-less maize provides the main staple food crop even in the relatively less productive areas of this livelihood zone. Low yields result from the use of hybrid maize seed and the erratic/non-use of inputs by an increasing number of poor farmers who currently make up 50% of all households in this area.  Purchased food makes up a high percentage of their food in-take. This in turn results in a high dependence on casual and other employment.  Communities in this zone are sensitive to losses of purchasing power linked to the terms of trade for their staples and the relative price of maize.  Middle and better-off wealth groups are estimated to have three to five times the income of the poor. A typical “better-off” household would be made up of 5-10 persons, has control over 2-6 ha of land, owns 8-20 cattle and 15-30 goats. The “middle” household has 8-12 persons, 2-3 ha of land, 6-8 cattle and 10-15 goats. In comparison a “poor” household typically has 9-12 persons but only cultivates 0.5-2 ha of land and has 0-1 cattle and 2-5 goats.

Coping strategies for the better-off and middle wealth groups will include - purchasing cheaper and possibly lower quality foods, reducing input costs (including reductions in use of local labour), and utilizing savings and stocks, poorer groups will cope by seeking any type of employment, removing children from school, relying more on gifts, relying on less preferred foods and reducing meals and non-essential purchases.  Three years of poor production in combination with the effects of the HIV/AIDS epidemic and other factors has seen the proportion of the poor in this zone increasing. This appears to be coming about as a consequence of increased expenditure on healthcare and the declining availability of household labour, which is lowering household agricultural production and income. There are growing difficulties in obtaining employment. Thus with less disposable income, agricultural inputs are neglected, further reducing yields in what is a downward spiral of increasing poverty. 

Current Situation

Due to the late arrival of the rains, maize production in 2003/2004 is expected to be 50% of normal and cash crops are only expected to realize 30-40% of normal.  In some areas the reduced production of the maturing maize has been affected by unseasonably heavy rains and moist-humid conditions in March and April.  Yields of maturing crops may well be reduced by cob rot and fungal infections.  The situation within the zone is by no means uniform.  In one community visited (in the far north) conditions have been very favourable and the poor are expected to harvest 5 or 6 50 KG bags of maize per family.  Elsewhere, particularly in the middle and lower areas of the Middleveld many communities were affected by the late rains and failed to establish a crop.  Moreover many of the poor in these communities have been unable to replant and to take advantage of the rains that came between February and April.  In some situations production of sweet potatoes and tarrows has been unaffected by the adverse conditions - highlighting their potential role providing an important alternative to maize mono-cropping.
At the time of the assessment in late April grazing conditions in the Dry Middleveld were judged to be ‘good’ due to the significant level of rains received in February, March and April. The amount of grazing pasture has improved due to the increased extent of fallow lands this year. However, the full potential of the livestock component in the farming system is being lost due to the uncontrolled grazing regime. The adverse weather conditions in September to December seriously affected the flowering process (trees failed to blossom).  Access to wild foods and fruits is therefore well below normal this year.

Market Access and Prices

In only one of the communities visited (ka Ndwandwe in Northern Hhohho) will the turnover in agricultural employment be normal.  Elsewhere there has been a decrease in employment that is directly related to the reduced area of land under cultivation and reduced levels of production. Trade in livestock is depressed. The Swaziland Meat Industry is no longer buying cattle in the chiefdoms visited and the local market is not reliable.  Furthermore, two chiefdoms were affected by foot-and-mouth disease.  Trade in maize as a cash crop is depressed as the distance to the Matsapha market is far, transport costs are high and low official maize prices in combination with high production costs renders the exercise non-viable.  The trade in non-food production is particularly depressed after three years of drought.  Materials including firewood, grasses, likhwane, incoboza, thatching grass and other natural/plant products are scarce.  Trading activities are thriving and appear to be normal as many are trying to survive by the running of small road-side businesses – vegetable markets, phone spazas etc.  Food markets for staples such a maize, maize-meal, beans and cooking oil have come under enormous pressure over the past few years and by all accounts have expanded to meet the greater dependency on food purchase as a major source of food in these communities. Food price inflation over the period 2002/2003 and 2003/2004 is estimated to be about 20%.  Cattle prices over the same period have gone up by 30% due to their scarcity brought about by loss of animals due to drought and foot and mouth.

Community Priorities

Water: In a situation where most of the communities have no access to domestic water and irrigation water for agricultural production and where most of the rivers dry up and there are no dams, almost all the communities identified the need to look into water development issues.  Domestic water supplies are inadequate.  Water for irrigation would improve livelihoods and nutrition through expanded vegetable production that would be consumed and traded.

Health: Communities cited HIV/AIDS as the main cause of illness and death in their communities and commented on the resulting high numbers of orphans and vulnerable children.  Chiefdom of Mashobeni (Northern Hhohho) mentioned a figure of 250 orphans who are now becoming a burden with social community systems seemingly unable to cope given the need to feed, clothe and educate the children.

Education: While there have been a number of responses to assist the community in dealing with HIV/AIDS and its effects there is an urgent appeal to enable the communities to keep these children in school including subsidised or free primary education for orphans and/or primary school feeding schemes.

Other issues included the need to break the tillage constraint and the need to expand local employment opportunities.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	70-80%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the DM normally derives their food access from – food crops (21%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (2%), gift/relief (24%) and purchases (51%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (12%), meat/milk (1%), wild foods (0%), gift/relief (9%) and purchases at (32%). This sums up to 54% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 46% of total food access. Coping strategies of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 4%, additional petty trade by 3% to a final result of 39%.


The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (31%), meat/milk (13%), wild foods (0%), gift/relief (7%) and purchases (49%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (17%), meat/milk (9%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases at (30%). This sums up to 58% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 42% of total food access. Coping strategies of using foods stocks reduced the deficit by 4%, seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 4%, additional other trade by 3% and redistribution within the community reduced the deficit by a further 1% to a final result of 30%. 

The better-off households in the DM did not incur any deficits this year.

Lowveld Cattle, Cotton and Maize Livelihood Zone

Livelihood Patterns

In the Lowveld Cattle, Cotton and Maize Livelihood Zone the socio-economic breakdown defines households' access to food and income and their overall livelihood strategy.  The poor gain only 10-20% of food from their own production and commonly purchase the majority of food (50-60%) and supplement with collection of wild foods and gifts from relatives and friends.  Clearly food prices are important if households are heavily reliant on purchase, and crop failure in this zone does not necessarily spell a disaster for the poor.  Middle and better off groups are much more vulnerable to crop failure because they get 40-50% and 50-60% of their food from their own crop production respectively.  Food access is normally supplemented by purchase and milk / meat products from livestock holdings.  The poor in the zone are heavily reliant on employment/ remittances for the vast majority of their income (70-90%) which in turn is used to purchase food and non-food production sales make up most of the gap.  Middle and better off groups have more diversified income strategies with employment / remittances, livestock sales, cash crop sales, non-food production and petty trade all playing a significant role.  Rainfall is commonly low in the zone and is often spatially and temporally erratic.  Households are still suffering from a crop failure in the 2002/3 season.

Current Situation

Maize remains the dominant staple crop in the LCCM.  Late and intermittent rains up to December affected the planting season with low soil moisture making germination challenging.  Difficulties of accessing tractors in a timely fashion added to the low area planted during the season.  Tractor support is paid in advance and is non-refundable.  When adequate rains fall middle and better off farmers are keen to secure tractors for ploughing.  However, after rain falls, demand for tractors reaches a peak and only a small percentage of farms are ploughed at the optimum time.  When good rains finally arrived in January, national radio forecasts of below normal rainfall and the difficulty of getting hold of tractors caused farmers to limit their overall cultivation.  There is a good outlook for crops that were planted late in 2003 and survived through the drier periods and then thrived in the wet January and February period.  Unfortunately, the on-going rainfall in March and April has reduced the effective yield of these plants because a high level of moisture has caused some cob rot.  Bean production is typically low in the zone and where it is produced it is mostly by middle income households for their own consumption.  Low rainfall radio forecasts encouraged some households to grow beans but the unseasonably heavy rainfall between January and March spoiled the bean harvest.  Many households are keen to grow vegetables as cash crops but access to water is the biggest constraint.

Livestock condition and productivity improved during the season but started from a very low point.  Cattle death and illness was a major problem during the second half of 2003.  It is reported that many cattle aborted thus reducing productivity.  However, the improved rainfall in 2004 provided good pasture for livestock and productivity is now good.  Access to wild foods has been a problem during the season because the dry period limited growth and development of wild foods.  Furthermore, access to the various forested areas has been affected by the forestry industry.  The cycle of forestry production means that wild food habitats are detrimentally affected and in some instances access to these areas has been restricted.  Increasing poverty is cited as the main reason why many people have become reluctant to give free gifts of food within communities.  It is reported that there is now pressure to sell goods rather than give them for free to a needy friend or relation.

Market Access & Prices

Access to employment markets, which play such an important role for poorer households in the zone, has been depressed because much of the employment is based around local cash crop and other agricultural production (such as cotton).  It is reported that some commercial companies are closing down and laying off workers and where casual employment is being offered, foreigners and in particular Mozambicans may take up the labour opportunities accepting a lower wage than Swazis.  Access to cash crop markets is slightly depressed because sale of cotton has become more difficult as depots have closed around the country.  The depot at Big Bend is the only point of sale for farmers and transport costs can be high.  Non-food production, trade and food purchase markets are reported to be normal.  Prices have increased for foodstuffs and livestock by 15%.   Improved condition of livestock is reported to be the main reason for increases in cattle price, with growing demand and reasonable prices from the Swaziland Meat Industry.

Community Priorities

Access to water is the number one priority for communities in the zone.  Communities were keen to access water predominantly for household consumption and irrigation of vegetables and cash crops.  Many communities report that they have consulted with rural water supply authorities and studies have been carried out.  The communities state they have started to collect community funds to contribute towards water projects and some have started supporting the necessary infrastructure.  Access to good quality health facilities was also a priority for communities.  Distances to clinics are reported to be too far to travel, especially when ill.  In some instances rivers have to be crossed to reach health facilities, making access difficult in the rainy season.

Problem Specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal = 100%)

NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	30-40%
	70-80%
	70-80%
	30-40%
	30-40%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	75-100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the LCCM normally derives their food access from – food crops (15%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (15%), gift/relief (12%) and purchases (56%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (5%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (11%), gift/relief (4%) and purchases at (34%). This sums up to 56% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 44% of total food access. The coping strategy of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 6% and additional livestock sales reduced it further by 3% to a final result of 35%.

The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (49%), meat/milk (8%), wild foods (8%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases (33%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (19%), meat/milk (6%), wild foods (6%), gift/relief (0%) and purchases (31%). This sums up to 62% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 38% of total food access. Coping strategies of using seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 5%, and additional livestock sales reduced it by reduced the deficit by a further 2% to a final result of 31%. 

The better-off wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (55%), meat/milk (12%) and purchases (33%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (19%), meat/milk (9%), and purchases (32%). This sums up to 60% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 40% of total food access. Coping strategies of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 5% and additional livestock sales reduced the deficit by a further 2% to a final result of 33%.
Lowveld Cattle and Cotton Livelihood Zone

Livelihood Patterns

Agricultural production in the Lowveld Cattle & Cotton (LCC) Livelihood Zone is typically low even in years when rainfall is described as normal.  Rainfall may be as low as 200mm per annum.  The majority of poor households usually receive only 10%-15% of their annual food requirement from growing their own crops.  The picture is similar for the middle income groups with 25%-35% of their annual food requirements coming from their own production.  The majority of the food consumed is purchased by both the poor and middle income groups which combined are approximately 88% of the total population of the zone.  In order to meet their annual needs the poor gain the majority of their income (which in turn is used to purchase food) from local employment opportunities and remittances (between 50-70%).  The middle and better off wealth groups are more diversified and rely on a combination of income from employment, sale of cash crops, livestock sales and other trading activities.  Overall, vulnerability of the wealth groups is very different with poorer groups more vulnerable to a fall in employment opportunities while middle and better off wealth groups will suffer more from shocks to cash crop and livestock.

Current Situation

The LCC has suffered from a complicated combination of shocks that have detrimentally affected livelihoods of all socio-economic groups.  Rainfall was late and intermittent between September and December 2003 making planting a risky and difficult business.  After three years of below normal rains and grazing conditions, cattle productivity was very low and many cattle succumbed to exhaustion and death in the first half of the agricultural season.  Many households could not afford to re-plant when significant rains finally came in January.  The rains that fell between January and March were unseasonably heavy and their impact was double edged.  Improved water access and grazing resulted in a vast improvement in cattle condition but also resulted in the decimation of the legume harvest with a complete failure anticipated.  Overall maize production will be very low mostly because of the dry period up to January.  The overall maize production for the zone verges on crop failure but some planting of maize in January will provide some production for a number of households.  
Cash crops have suffered in a similar manner to food crops because of the temporal variation of rainfall in the zone.  Sale of maize surpluses are highly unlikely.  Cotton production will be low with an average of 1.5 bales of cotton expected by the few farmers that engaged in production this year.  Inaccessibility to inputs and water logging were cited as damaging influences on production.  Wild food availability has been suppressed by the dry period and compounded by water logging in the final stages.  However, some wild foods (e.g. Mathundvuluka, Mantulwa and Tincozi) have been available following the rains.

Market Access & Prices

Access to employment markets, which play such an important role for poorer households in the zone, has been depressed because much of the employment is based around local cash crop and other agricultural production.  In addition reports of increasing levels of retrenchment both nationally and in South Africa, which when combined with increasing morbidity levels, have reduced access to employment markets.  Livestock, cash crop, trade and food purchase markets are considered to be depressed.  Scarcity of raw materials (e.g. firewood & grasses) for non-food production was affecting access to markets.  It was reported that maize is still being transported from the Highveld for sale at high informal prices in the zone despite the food aid provision.  Maize availability was depressed because of closure of some retail outlets and distance to markets was increasing.

Food prices have increased in communities alongside the distribution of food aid.  It was reported that prices are inflated because food aid provides household needs for 3 weeks of each month and after this households are forced to purchase on the market – at a time when traders are trying to make up for a slowdown in sales (possibly due to the food aid provision).  Livestock prices (and cattle in particular) have increased because pasture is reported to be in the best condition for many years.  Households are now keen to hold onto their assets at the present time and forced sale is not widespread.

Community Priorities

Access to water is the number one priority for communities in the zone.  Communities were keen to access water predominantly for household consumption and irrigation of vegetables and other cash crops.  Roads were also cited as a priority for the communities, particularly because heavy rainfall can damage the roads and sometimes make them useable.  Some communities have developed revolving funds to implement  water projects and they have requested support from the local Inkundla centres.  Several NGOs are working in the area such World Vision and LDS as well as UNICEF, NERCHA and input support from Vunisa for cotton production.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	20-30%
	70-80%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	0-10%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the LCC normally derives their food access from – food crops (15%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (8%), gift/relief (13%) and purchases (62%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (4%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (4%), gift/relief (3%) and purchases at (24%). This sums up to 37% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 63% of total food access. The coping strategy of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 16% and additional petty trade of 2% produced a final result of 45% - the highest deficit of any group in the country.

The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (30%), meat/milk (15%), wild foods (2%), gift/relief (2%) and purchases (51%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (8%), meat/milk (11%), wild foods (1%), gift/relief (0%) and purchases at (50%). This sums up to 70% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 30% of total food access.  Coping strategies of using additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 8%, additional livestock sales reduced the deficit by 7% and other petty trade reduced the deficit by a further 6% to a final result of 9%. 

The better-off wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (39%), meat/milk (21%), wild foods (2%), and purchases (38%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (11%), meat/milk (16%), wild foods (2%), and purchases at (38%). This sums up to 67% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 33% of total food access. Coping strategies of using seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 9%, additional livestock sales reduced the deficit by 7% and petty trade further reduced it by 6% to a final result of 11%.
Lomahasha Trading and Arable Livelihood Zone
Livelihood Patterns

The current year assessment in Lomahasha has been combined with an updating exercise of the livelihood profiles in this particular area.
 The latest assessment suggests that the emphasis has shifted from the trading to the arable component of the livelihoods and that the zone name might be re-arranged to read Lomahasha Arable and Trading.  In terms of the main elements in the ranking is 1 Cash Crops (cotton, maize & groundnuts), 2 Food Crops (maize, legumes & tubers), 3 Livestock, 4 Trade and 5 Employment.  Cash and food crops are more important than trade which is ranked  fifth as an element in the livelihoods.

Wealth status very much affects the livelihood profiles.  The poor normally secure about 15% of the food needs from their own food crop production.  The middle and better-off normally produce about 50% of their total food access from their own farms.  The poor concentrate on a combination of purchases, gift/relief sources and wild foods to top up the remaining 85% of their food needs. Cash sources for the poor are limited to casual employment/labour, firewood collection, weeding, and fetching water - (58%), non-food production (34%) and some small livestock sales (8%).  The middle and better-off benefit from their own livestock as a source of food (12-14%) and food purchases to make up the balance of their needs. Their cash incomes sources are more diverse and include employment, livestock sales, cash crops, non-food production and trade.  

Current Situation

Generally very poor food and cash crop production is expected in Lomahasha this year. The main factor has been very poor start to the season and the three-month delay in the plantings of crops. From an initially ‘bad’ situation, grazing and livestock conditions have improved following the arrival of the rains in mid January. At the time of the March 2004 assessment maize availability was limited and prices were high with only limited amounts of maize being traded into Lomahasha from the Swazi Highveld.

Maize production as ‘own food’ is likely to be in the range of 0-20% of normal with the poor expected to get 0-6% of normal this year. The other food crops - groundnuts, sweet potatoes, cassava, cowpeas and jugo beans are produced in small quantities. Many of these crops have failed dismally this year.  Cotton and maize have been the main cash crops in this area. Cotton production in the Lomahasha has mirrored the collapse of the cotton industry nationally.  Cotton has been an important source of cash income and employment in the community in the not too distant past.  Livestock has been affected by increasingly difficult grazing conditions as the weed Chromolena Odorata (Sandanezwe) is displacing grass throughout the Veld in the north-east of the country.  The abnormal weather patterns this year have adversely affected the availability of wild foods and fruits. 

Market Access and Prices

Overall employment access is estimated to be quite depressed at 50-75% of normal. All three categories (permanent jobs, seasonal and casual) are down but with seasonal and casual work particularly affected.  Seasonal employment in the sugar and citrus sectors has been affected by the fluctuation in production and the emergence of labour-saving mechanisation e.g. new irrigation technology.  The opportunities for casual employment in cotton production have been drastically reduced overtime.  A reduced area under maize cultivation this year has limited the demand for casual employment.  Cash crop markets are constrained. The cotton market is depressed by virtue of the closure of local buying stations and distance from Big Bend.  The maize trade is depressed by the following factors: distance to the market, high transport costs and low (unattractive) prices.

Local maize grain prices have increase by 10-20% between 2002/2003 and 2003/2004. This has come about as a result of a poor supply and increased demand. Although there is a General Food Distribution (GFD) ongoing in the area vegetable oil and bean prices have increased by 5-17% and 8-16% respectively.  Livestock prices have increased significantly (10-40% for oxen, 20-60% for goats and 25-30% for chickens) mostly reflecting their improved condition. 

Community Priorities

The four main sectors prioritized by the communities interviewed are: 
1. Water; 2. Employment; 3. Agriculture; 4. Health.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	0-20%
	80-90%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	0-20%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	75-100%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	50-75%
	75-100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the LTA normally derives their food access from – food crops (20%), meat/milk (4%), wild foods (17%), gift/relief (12%) and purchases (47%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (2%), meat/milk (4%), wild foods (10%), gift/relief (0%) and purchases at (27%). This sums up to 43% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 57% of total food access. Employment coping strategies reduced the deficit by 20% to a final result of 37%.


The middle wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (40%), meat/milk (12%), wild foods (15%), and purchases (33%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (3%), meat/milk (11%), wild foods (8%), and purchases at (21%). This sums up to 43% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 57% of total food access. Employment coping strategies reduced the deficit by 22% to a final result of 35%.

The better-off wealth-group normally derives their food access from – food crops (43%), meat/milk (14%), and purchases (43%). The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (4%), meat/milk (12%), and purchases at (42%). This sums up to 58% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 42% of total food access. Employment coping strategies reduced the deficit by 27% to a final result of 15%.

Lubombo Plateau Livelihood Zone

Livelihood Patterns

Agricultural production (for food and cash crops) is higher in the Lubombo Plateau (LP) Livelihood Zone than in the Lowveld in terms of household food security because its elevated position stimulates a higher rainfall pattern.  Wealth disparities portray stark livelihood differences.  While the poor group only gains 0-10% of annual food requirements from food production by the household, middle income (30-40%) and better off (60-70%) households gain much higher levels of food from household cultivation.  Subsequently access to food by the poor is dominated by purchase of food which is supplemented by contributions from wild foods and gifts.  The majority of income for this food purchase comes from employment which in turn is supplemented by non-food production such as grass mat production.  The middle and better off have more diversified income strategies with cash crops (such as cotton and mostly importantly cassava) playing an important role in combination with trading and non-food production activities.

Current Situation

Rainfall was below the long term norm until the beginning of January – when a succession of storms pushed rainfall levels for January and early February well above the long term average.  The LP has suffered from below normal production this year adding to a succession of seasons with below normal production.  The communities report that cattle theft has reduced the ability of farmers to prepare land and cultivate at the optimum times just after rainfall because oxen are no longer readily available.  Delays occur as communities wait for access to the limited supply of Tinkhundla tractors or privately owned oxen for ploughing.  Many households gave up on maize cultivation this season because the rains arrived so late.  In addition, meteorological forecasts broadcast over the radio provided an outlook of below normal rainfall between January and March 2004 discouraging investment in inputs.  For those with the requisite resources, two distinct planting phases took place in the LP.  A selection of people planted in December but many plants failed to mature because of low soil moisture levels.  Households that retained some inputs planted in January.  This crop was anticipated to do quite well but water logging in some areas and above average rainfall during March and April has resulted in some cob rot setting in during the drying phase.  When the rains arrived in January, most household focused on sowing of maize seeds and by the time this phase was complete the period for sowing legumes was almost over.  Very low legume yields are expected because the unseasonably high rains since January resulted in water-logging in January/February and rotting of plants and fruits in March.

Cash crops have suffered in a similar manner to food crops because of the temporal variation of rainfall in the zone.  Sugar cane is not grown on the LP.  Cotton production has been quite important for some communities particularly for the middle and better off groups.  Difficulties of accessing the market and prices were cited as reasons for low levels of cotton production.  The main cash crops are sweet potatoes and cassava.  A small reduction in cassava production has been experienced (20-30% below normal) but sweet potato production has seen a major decline (60-70% below normal) mostly because of the erratic rainfall and households prioritising maize production before cash crop production.

High levels of precipitation post January have resulted in vastly improved grazing conditions for livestock.  Fewer cattle diseases have been reported this year and cattle condition is reported to be good.  Wild food availability is reported to be less than in 2002/3.  Fruit formation was limited by the dry period between October and December.  Much of the fruit that survived the dry spell was ruined by the deluge of rain during January (with the exception of Tincozi and Mfomfo).  Fishing grounds were reported to be operating normally, although only some communities engage in fishing.  It is the poor group that normally engage in fishing activities.
Market Access & Prices

Access to employment markets, which play such an important role for poorer households in the zone, has been depressed because much of the employment is based around local cash crop and other agricultural production (e.g. sugar cane related employment, cotton picking, and weeding maize).  In addition reports of increasing levels of retrenchment both nationally and in South Africa, which when combined with increasing morbidity levels probably because of HIV/AIDS, have reduced access to employment markets.  Cutbacks by the sugar cane industry, mostly because of the dry October – December period, affected many households' incomes in the LP.  Livestock, cash crop, non-food production and trade markets are considered to be operating normally.  The foot and mouth quarantine for cattle is now a long-standing affair but does mean that livestock marketing is limited to the LP only.  Livestock prices have increased by 40-50% compared to the same time last year mostly because cattle are in such good condition.  A scarcity of maize meal and beans has increased food prices on the plateau by 10-20% compared to last year.  It will be important to continue to monitor these prices because, as shown above, the purchase of maize and other food stuffs is the main route to ensure food security for the majority poor households on the LP.
Community Priorities

Access to water is the number one priority for communities in the zone and this is partly because previously functioning boreholes have broken down.  Communities were keen to access water predominantly for household consumption and irrigation of food and cash crops.  The communities report that they do not have funds to maintain the water system however efforts have been made by communities to collect funds to contribute towards a scheme that may help support water access.  The second priority for communities is access to infrastructure and in particular an improvement in road condition. It was reported that a survey was carried out to map a new road but the project has seen little progress since the previous MP, who was spearheading the effort, was not re-elected.  World Vision are carrying out a range of development activities in the communities on the LP and WFP and NERCHA support with food aid support for orphans and vulnerable persons.

Problem specification (figures represent % change according to normal – normal =100)
NFP = Non-Food Production

	Production
	Food Crops
	L'stock/Grazing
	Wild Foods
	Gifts/Relief
	Cash Crops
	
	

	Scores
	50-60%
	90-100%
	50-60%
	30-40%
	70-80%
	
	

	Markets
	Employment
	Livestock
	Cash Crops
	NFP
	Trade
	Food Purchase
	Food Price

	Scores
	50-75%
	100%
	75-100%
	100%
	100%
	100%
	125%


Zone Outcome

The poor wealth-group in the LP normally derives their food access from – food crops (4%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (16%), gift/relief (16%) and purchases (62%).  The simulation has estimated the outcome for the year to be - food crops (0%), meat/milk (2%), wild foods (8%), gift/relief (6%) and purchases at (41%). This sums up to 57% of requirements or an initial “crude deficit” estimate is 43% of total food access. The coping strategy of seeking additional employment managed to reduce the deficit by 9% and additional other trade reduced it further by 21% to a final result of 13%.

The middle and better-off households in the LP did not incur any deficits this year but also did not produce a surplus.  They are hovering around normal with little to spare.
Chapter 5: Conclusions and Recommendations

This consultative assessment and analysis, falling under the wide umbrella of the National Disaster Taskforce, sets out a framework for planning and analysis based on relative vulnerability of geographic areas and socio-economic groups throughout rural Swaziland. The multi-organisational approach should enable agreement by stakeholders on the current vulnerability context facing rural communities.  It is vital that the broad area conclusions giving early warning of vulnerability that are incorporated within this report are followed up by more detailed participatory community assessments by agencies that wish to intervene.  This will ensure that vulnerability at the household level is properly understood and considered on a case by case basis, particularly when it comes to targeting of programmes.  

A national disaster was declared by the Swaziland Government in February 2004.  The response to this disaster declaration by Government, UN and NGOs has overall been muted.  Credible livelihoods based information on the state of the rural economy has not been available for decision-makers.  The humanitarian community has been looking to the Government to provide the lead in responding to the crisis that was declared.  

Vulnerability analysis is not an easy task in Swaziland.  Many of the sources used, especially when it comes to multi-sectoral information on agriculture, health, nutrition, water and education are either weak in their analysis or difficult to get hold of.  Multi-sectoral analyses are desperately important for policy-makers to make effective decisions that take consideration of the complex patterns of rural (and urban) livelihoods in Swaziland.

Conclusions and Implications
Several factors affecting the vulnerability of Swazis underlie the current emergency situation.  Economic growth has been quite limited since the mid 1990s with a significant fall-off of Swazis employed in South Africa as the decade progressed.  Employment levels within Swaziland have been at a virtual standstill for several years in private and public sectors. The reduction of incomes and remittances in Swaziland has had significant implications for the ability of many households and communities to purchase food and other essential household items and access basic social services.  In addition, the reduced disposable income of families has resulted in fewer casual employment opportunities being offered for less well-off members in the communities.   Economic hardship and food insecurity has increased in the Lowveld because of a virtual collapse of the cotton industry – reducing incomes of producers and casual labour opportunities for many other households.  Livestock condition has been poor countrywide for several years and overall numbers of cattle and goats have been declining, especially in the Lowveld, because of poor grazing conditions and water availability.  Animals have had very little chance to recover their condition after each shock has hit.  
The downward national production trends outlined in chapter 3 go someway towards highlighting the strain that rural livelihoods have been facing during the past three to four years in securing income and household production to ensure food security and other basic household requirements are met.  Depressed agricultural production (yield and area cultivated) is clear compared to the five year average to 2001/2 following the below normal and erratic rains in 2003/4 season.  Combinations of other factors apart from the weather have detrimentally affected agricultural production exemplified by increasing inability of households to afford the requisite inputs and also the inability to access tractors for land preparation at optimal times.  Household income earning potential for poor and middle wealth groups has been negatively influenced by the overall production climate but just as importantly it has been dented by declining overall access to markets.  Maize and cotton markets, both of which play key roles in rural household incomes, have been depressed by production conditions but also by marketing arrangements.   The informal maize market is large while official maize sales are small overall and recent price levels have not been sufficient to attract sale by farmers.  It is fundamental to Swaziland to have a maize production industry with a supporting maize marketing infrastructure that maximises production and incomes.  Maize production in 2003/4 represents the fourth consecutive year of below normal cereal production.  The cereal balance indicates that even after planned imports are accounted for the cereal gap is almost 75% of current production.  Low cereal production has large implications for the food security, well-being and assets of the rural Swazi population.  A high maize price, caused by current and anticipated shortages is likely to compound the problem of poor people accessing available food in the coming months and throughout 2004/5.  Monitoring of (informal and formal) maize prices needs to be improved and actions within the maize marketing infrastructure need to reflect the importance that maize prices play (as food and cash crop) in people's lives in rural and urban areas.
While there is considerable speculation about why the cotton industry collapsed, it is essential that an in-depth analysis take place to understand the precise reasons for the production and marketing failure between 2000 and 2003 and how the industry can achieve sustainable growth in future (without ending up with indebted farmers and companies).  The growth of the textile processing industry in Swaziland (with associated AGOA benefits) clearly demonstrates that there is potential for Swaziland to cultivate and process smallholder and possibly large-scale (and even irrigated) cotton.  However, first it is important to understand where exactly Swaziland's comparative advantage in cotton production lies vis a vis the world market and how best to exploit the advantages identified.  
Sitting on top of the economic difficulties being faced by rural households previously described has been HIV/AIDS.  The virus has increased morbidity and mortality rates, vastly reducing the viability of already weakened livelihood strategies, encouraging and entrenching poverty.   Orphan numbers and other chronically vulnerable households are growing at a significant rate contributing to the growing levels of livelihood failure and destitution of many poorer groups throughout the country with an increasing inability of communities to cope.  Women and children are taking the brunt of the disease.  Regional health services report that they are struggling countrywide and greater levels of morbidity are anticipated in future.  Regional health reports indicate that poor supervision of staff, shortages of drugs, overload of patient numbers and lack of support from specialists are resulting in a weakened and under-capacitated health system in many areas.  From a more positive point of view, treatment for the disease is reaching greater numbers but the overall targets set for ARV provision (3 by 5) will only make a small impact on the overall number of people infected with HIV/AIDS.  A more radical institutional agenda is required to meet the HIV/AIDS threat.  Additional resources, institutions and systems are required if HIV/AIDS is to be tackled in Swaziland in a manner that will make a major difference to the population as a whole.  ARVs are available and they need to be made accessible to the vast majority of the population or very difficult times may lie ahead.

Communities were consulted about what their priorities may be for community development action during the field interviews that were carried out as part of the assessment.  The issues raised are highlighted for each zone in the livelihood zone reports (see chapter 4).  Access to adequate water sources was described by all communities as the biggest impediment not only to household hygiene and sanitation but also to development and income potential – especially through production of cash crops for sale.  Others highlighted earth dams as crucial to reduce the vulnerability of livestock during drought periods when water access (and grazing) is poor and cattle condition reduces.
Another topic that was regularly raised by communities was the difficult access to health provision they were experiencing.  The combination of increasing morbidity and isolated communities means that, particularly in the summer rainy season, many people report that ill people are unable to access health clinics and if they do make the trip they suffer heavy transport cost penalties because of the long distances involved.  Several communities linked the health provision issue with a requirement to improve infrastructural development such as roads and bridges to enhance and quicken access to health facilities.
Many communities were keen see an increase in employment opportunities, agricultural production and other income generation activities were also raised by several communities.  It remains clear that Swazi communities continue to want to work for their incomes and have not become too dependent, thus far, on free hand-outs.   Overall it is not surprising that communities desire enhanced access to water, improved agricultural production, increased employment and transport opportunities and superior access to health services.  Not surprisingly these form the majority of the key tenets of human development.  It is important that the communities' views are incorporated within any development or emergency initiatives. 
A stakeholder meeting was held on the 6th May to present preliminary findings (of income/food deficits) from the assessment, national production trends and to discuss the reasons for increasing vulnerability among many sections of the rural population in Swaziland.  A second main agenda point was to consult stakeholders about possible livelihood recovery interventions and stimulate discussion of relevant policies.  The meeting demonstrated that among the VAC stakeholders (covering Government Ministries, NGOs and UN agencies) there was a fundamental lack of awareness of the existence of current national policies on health, education, agriculture, water and other key sectors.  Furthermore, if current policies were known about few individuals were able to explain what the policies entailed and most doubted the extent of their implementation.  For instance, there is clearly a need for agriculture and health technical staff, to have read and understood current policies.  Lack of existing policies (i.e. not draft or statements or action plans) on key sectors such as agriculture and HIV/AIDS was apparent.
In the meeting stakeholders reviewed several topics including increasing agricultural production, HIV/AIDS response, access to basic services such as education and health and water, sanitation and hygiene.  The following represent some of the key findings of group discussions at the meeting: 
· Lack of a current HIV/AIDS policy
· Small Government budget support is given to HIV/AIDS
· Swaziland's ability to implement some policies or action plans e.g. psycho-social support for children, is severely limited because of capacity constraints with few psychologists available

· Weak coordination of HIV/AIDS service providers and lack of clear definition of OVCs among relevant agencies
· Weak physical and health infrastructure is hampering access to more remote communities

· Lack of reporting infrastructure among HIV/AIDS service providers means there is little monitoring and evaluation, learning and coordination – although coordination of these issues had improved since NERCHA was established but current capacity of NERCHA is a concern considering the scale of the HIV/AIDS pandemic
· More work needs to be achieved on gender equality in relation to Swazi culture to ensure that women are empowered

· Overall confusion was agreed about the current agricultural policy situation

· Irrigation policy was seen to be important particularly in relation to cash crop production in the Lowveld – but it was not known if explicit links were outlined in the policy
· Current initiatives to stimulate agricultural production were judged to be good but better coordination of WFP/FAO/NERCHA/MoAC/UNICEF initiatives is required
· Extension services at MoAC need a full review to evaluate their effectiveness

· Access to tillage needs to be improved

· Access to water needs to be improved for cash and food crop production

· Improved marketing arrangements need to be put in place for maize, cotton and other cash crops (e.g. vegetables)
· Poor coordination of current education interventions was identified (e.g. fees support for OVCs comes from several different institutions)

· If enrolment of children in schools increased (e.g. if primary education was made free) there is a distinct lack of adequate infrastructure and education staff

· A clear explicit education policy is required particularly in relation to vulnerable children
· Increased provision of out-reach services is required in order to meet the health needs of remote communities

· More resources are required to give additional incentives for Swazi health workers to remain within the kingdom

· Groups agreed that there was inequitable access to water and much of the current water act was not enforced, particularly in respect to pollutants

· The water policy lacks a clear action plan and rural people do not know of the existence of such a policy

Income / Food Deficits

The income/food deficits outlined in each zone represent the shortfall of income and/or food that is likely to be experienced by households during the 2004/5 consumption year because of declining food production, cash crop sales, trade, non-food production, livestock, gifts and wild-foods during the 2003/4 consumption year.  The livelihood zone reports in chapter 4 outline the reasons for the current findings.  High income/food deficits in areas not traditionally vulnerable e.g. the Timber Highlands should not be ignored.  This report highlights early warning of vulnerability in such areas and before agencies begin rushing emergency interventions into these areas, more specific studies need to be undertaken to ensure that the outcomes presented in this report are indeed as serious as we expect them to be.  

Vulnerability to food insecurity and livelihood decline can no longer be defined only in terms of the Lowveld.  The VAC analysis points to increasing problems across larger sections of the country.  The vulnerability of populations depends on the livelihood patterns employed in the different zones of the country and the wealth status of households.   Most notably depressed conditions in the Timber Highlands, Lomahasha Trading and Arable and the Dry Middleveld areas are affecting households' income and food access.  Further research is required in the Timber Highlands to confirm and explore the reasons for the employment difficulties being experienced.  In addition Lowveld communities continue to face very difficult times.  Analytical breakdown by socio-economic group demonstrates that in most instances the poor are facing the biggest income/food deficits.  The populations in several of the zones previously mentioned are feeling the impact of cumulative shocks over a number of years covering several of the mainstay production sectors.

One valuable piece of data that would help to provide a stronger analysis of the situation is knowledge of the existence of household savings and other similar assets.  Currently the Swazi VAC does not have detailed enough livelihood baselines to quantify the level of cash savings or similar that better-off or middle income households have that can off-set the deficits outlined in this report.  Clearly the presence of savings increases the ability of households to cope with crises and reduces overall vulnerability.  However, it is likely that poor households do not have a bank account with savings inside.  It is important that in future such savings are factored into vulnerability analyses.  Having said the above, few stakeholders are keen to see households unsustainably erode savings or assets (such as livestock) in order to meet immediate basic food needs.  The Swazi VAC intends to develop much more detailed livelihood baseline profiles throughout Swaziland if the resources required are made available.
The broader level of vulnerability that has been identified throughout the country by the current assessment is as a result of a combination of factors affecting rural livelihoods.  Drought and failed household food production is only one impact that has been felt by the population.  Other often more important reasons are outlined below:

· Increasing food (and especially maize) prices

· Reduced incomes due to falling cash crop production (e.g. maize, cotton, vegetables)

· Reduced incomes due to falling livestock prices (especially when livestock sold in times of stress when prices decline further)

· Reduced incomes from sale of non-food production goods (e.g. firewood, mat production from grasses, thatching)

· Reduced income from petty trading (e.g. kiosks) because more people have to focus on meeting basic food needs and cannot afford to purchase other non-food goods thereby reducing levels of trade
· Increasing competition for and decreasing supply of wild foods particularly because of below normal rainfall

· Reduced incomes from remittances as fewer Swazis employed in the mines and other areas of South Africa as well as urban Swaziland

· Depressed employment opportunities for casual labourers because of falling agricultural production (drought and market related)

· Increasing illness and death of household heads and members (HIV/AIDS related) reduces income for households and access to food
Table 5 (page 33) provides planners with more concrete ways of analysing the income/food deficit outcomes.  Cash transfers (that households could use to purchase their food requirements) are incorporated in order to provide decision-makers with alternatives to (the sometimes automatic reliance on) food aid in order to off-set the income/food deficits being faced by the majority of the rural population.  While food aid will continue to play an important role in the short to medium term to meet on-going food insecurity in the most vulnerable areas of the country it should not be the automatic and only answer for populations affected.  Alleviation of chronic poverty will not be achieved by continuous distributions of food aid.  Programmes that incorporate cash transfers may provide additional benefits by stimulating a multiplier effect within cash strapped communities across Swaziland.  It is becoming increasingly evident in other African countries such as Ethiopia, Lesotho and Malawi that plausible ways, such as cash transfers through distribution of vouchers or other non-food welfare provision (e.g. public works programmes), may be more appropriate to support chronic poverty and chronic food insecurity.  Increasingly donors and agencies are viewing these alternatives in a positive light.  Table 5 is provided in order to give policy and programme decision-makers with ball-park figures so that the deficits can be understood in monetary/income terms (USD 21.5 million) as well as food tonnages (28,300 MT). 

In summary, household deficits could be reduced by all or a combination of the following ways:
· Reducing maize prices (and making maize more affordable) mostly through more efficient maize marketing (possibly by decentralising maize purchase, milling and sale using strategic depots around the country to reduce transport costs)
· Increasing household food or cash crop production (for consumption or sale)
· Increasing trade and non-food production (to raise income levels)
· Increasing livestock holdings (particularly amongst middle and poor groups)

· Cash transfers (e.g. poverty vouchers or cash based public works schemes as part of a social/economic safety net system), 

· Creating paid employment (to increase incomes)
· Food transfers (free or for work etc.)
· Reducing other additional costs incurred by households (e.g. health care and education costs)

There are no automatic answers to solve these problems and the most effective response is likely to be a combination of almost all of the options above.  It is important that planners break down the results for each zone by socio-economic group for analysis because different wealth groups are affected in different ways.  The livelihood zone reports in chapter 4 give the outcomes or results by wealth group.
Recommendations

Reduction of vulnerability is closely linked with poverty reduction. Vulnerability declines when households have diversified livelihoods (risk minimisation), and have resilience (e.g. access to livestock assets or savings and markets to sell products or increase income through employment).  Coherent livelihood promotion programmes need to be put into place led by Government that increase appropriate agricultural and livestock production and most importantly employment opportunities in order to raise household income levels in the most vulnerable areas of the country.  It is essential that marketing arrangements for crops are conducive for farmers to risk increasing their production levels.  Many crops grow well in the Lowveld especially if irrigated (e.g. cotton, water melon, vegetables) but restricted access to markets to sell the produce limits production, sale and household incomes.  Livelihood promotion programmes (with requisite policy/marketing support) are essential if vulnerability is to be reduced with an increasing number of people reversing their livelihood decline and moving above the poverty threshold thus reducing the requirement for free hand-outs that commonly increases the dependency of communities on external support.
The recommendations below combine viewpoints from communities across the country, VAC stakeholders and logical outcomes from the analysis presented earlier on in this report.

· A Government led comprehensive disaster response strategy is required that will meet short and medium/long term needs as a natural development following the disaster declaration by Government to provide leadership to the humanitarian and development community that takes on board the income/food deficits outlined in this report, the reasons for them and the numerous responses that may be utilised to off-set them.  Programmes, with supporting policies are required that will re-build rural livelihoods and reduce vulnerability of households to future shocks.    A Government consultation process is important including the UN, NGOs and donors to build strong consensus for agreed action linking together and building on current initiatives.

· There is increasing evidence for the need of a centralised and integrated social and economic safety net system in Swaziland in order to provide adequate basic welfare provision and economic sustenance to poverty stricken and increasingly destitute households.  The combination of the shocks described above, particularly on poorer households combined with HIV/AIDS, is reducing the potential for sustainable livelihoods and improved living conditions in Swaziland.  It appears that an increasing number of households can no longer be described as 'vulnerable to' factors such as food insecurity and poverty or are at 'risk' of such problems, but indeed are 'in' livelihood failure, 'are' food insecure and 'are' destitute.  These households need social safety net provision, ostensibly from Government, preferable through cash (e.g. coupon / voucher scheme) or possibly food provision – the former may be more effective and efficient especially in the medium term.  Targeting of such support requires assessment on a house by house basis.
· Improving and increasing agricultural production is important for rural livelihoods.

· Policy support in the area of maize marketing is required.  A full study into the declining production levels and marketing arrangements of the maize industry (possibly as part of the Comprehensive Agricultural Sector Policy) is recommended.
· Many farmers are unable to access/afford agricultural inputs to support production.  Serious consideration needs to be given as to how inputs (especially seed and fertiliser) may become more affordable possibly through subsidies.  In some instances free distributions of inputs may be appropriate – however revolving community seed banks, particularly of traditional varieties, may make such efforts more sustainable.  Voucher systems that give people choice about the types of inputs they choose are likely to be more effective than distribution of pre-selected kits.  However, any distribution system requires a good quality information component from MoAC/FAO and relevant agencies to support implementation.

· Diversified crop production (as pointed out in the February MoAC/FAO assessment report) is important for the drier areas of the country.  These include short-season sorghum and millet varieties, sweet potatoes, cassava, and short-term legumes such as mung beans, haricot beans and oilseed crops such as sunflower should be introduced or expanded.  If these crops are destined for more than just household consumption, strong marketing arrangements need to be fully thought through and put in place to support farmers.  Initiatives to increase cash crop production without appropriate marketing support can be more damaging than worthwhile to households.

· A full study into the viability and comparative advantages enjoyed by the cotton industry vis a vis global cotton production – with development of plans to boost Swazi cotton production and rural incomes in a sustainable manner that boosts rural smallholder incomes.
· Water usage in the Lowveld should be reviewed in order to explore the possible options for more diversified crop production using current or expanded water consumption possibilities.  Reliance on heavily irrigated sugar cane production leaves Swaziland very exposed to problems in the sugar markets and few small holders have the resources to take part in such schemes.
· Livestock figures from around the country suggest that there is scope for the development and restocking of cattle and goat populations as part of a livelihoods rehabilitation initiative – especially in the Lowveld.  Proposals and initiatives taking this forward clearly have to balance restocking and rangeland management and rehabilitation objectives.   Furthermore, cattle productivity from traditional systems is low.  Livestock can produce much more income or capital formation if managed in a more commercial manner.  Year round feeding systems and access to water are essential if cattle productivity is to be maintained year round.

· Access to water services around the country need to be reviewed and clearly prioritised for health and economic development reasons.  All communities visited clearly expressed their desire to see water access as a top priority for Government. 

· Creation of appropriate employment opportunities need to be central within all Government plans.  Wholly subsistence agricultural production has not and will never be viable in most areas of the country.  Swazis do not grow enough from their farms to sustain themselves with food year round.  While household agricultural production will always have an important role to play, employment opportunities (both formal and informal often related to cash crop production) all around the country have carried households out of poverty and into a situation of relative wealth.  It is important that policy-makers and programme decision-makers increasingly understand the patterns of rural livelihoods so that policy-making, interventions and marketing support are increasingly effective because they actively support employment initiatives in rural and urban areas.
· Combating HIV/AIDS will be central to the development prospects of Swaziland in the coming 10-20 years.  Ways to combat HIV/AIDS should be mainstreamed within all Government activities with gender issues and women's empowerment being central to the approach taken – not least because more women at younger ages than men are being infected with HIV/AIDS.  A systematic approach incorporating Government and the humanitarian sector is required to prevent new infections through appropriate behavioural change and availability of relevant drugs (e.g. to prevent mother to child transmission).  More resources need to be made available as significant new health infrastructure delivery systems are required to ensure a strong and appropriate ARV (and associated medical) response should occur when considering the large percentage of the population judged to be infected throughout the country.
· Government and civil society need to work harder to ensure that current policies are widely disbursed, fully understood and implemented.  Sectors that do not have policies such as HIV/AIDS and agriculture require national policies and long-term implementation plans.

· Swaziland needs to develop a sustainable vulnerability monitoring system nationwide that builds on commitments made by Ministers at several regional SADC FANR Ministers fora since 2000.  In order to achieve this: 

· A vulnerability monitoring system needs to be established that links with relevant Government and non-Government information systems for analysis and dissemination
· Additional effort and resources are required to resurrect Ministries' information systems and ensure that analytical outputs are made available and utilised in a centralised and coordinated fashion.

· The VAC needs to be adequately housed and linked in with present monitoring and other national surveillance systems (e.g. health, nutrition and poverty).  The VAC requires resources and a small commitment of staff from MEPD, MoAC and NDTF (DPMs office).
· While the current analysis is good – it could and should be greatly improved by developing new more detailed national livelihood baselines to enable humanitarian agencies and Government Ministries to effectively plan development and emergency policies and programmes that benefit from a full understanding of livelihoods and household income/expenditure.  These baselines will cost approximately USD 60,000 and will take 3-4 months.
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Annex 1:  Chiefdoms visited
Please find below the list of Chiefdoms that were visited by Livelihood Zone

· Highveld Maize & Cattle

· Mbangweni

· Motshane

· Maphalaleni

· Moti

· Makhungutsha

· Macudvulwini

· Nsangwini

· Timber Highlands

· Mbukwane

· Magele

· Luhlangotsini

· Lamgabhi

· Satelite

· Dwalile

· Wet Middleveld

· Bulunga

· Zombodze

· KaNdinda

· Mambatfweni

· Mashobeni

· Nkaba
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Lubombo Plateau





100% of the population is likely to experience an 11% Income/Food deficit 


Dry Middleveld





70% of the population is expected to incur a 38% Income/Food deficit 
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Wet Middleveld





70% of the population is likely to experience a 27% Income/Food Deficit





Peri-Urban Corridor





100% of the population is likely to incur an 18% Income/Food Deficit





Lowveld Cattle, Cotton & Maize





100% of the population is likely to experience a 33% Income/Food Deficit





Lowveld Cattle & Cotton





100% of the population is expected to incur a 27% Income/Food Deficit





Highveld Maize and Cattle





20% of the population is expected to incur a 19% Income/Food Deficit





Lubombo Plateau





10% of the population is likely to incur a 13% Income/Food Deficit





Timber Highlands





100% of the population is likely to experience a 36% Income/Food Deficit





Dry Middleveld





70% of the population is expected to incur a 35% Income/Food Deficit





Lomahasha Trading & Arable





100% of the population is expected to experience a 32% Income/Food Deficit

























































































� As long as AGOA status is maintained as this is currently pending approval by the US Congress


� The RVAC and NVACs agreed to adopt this approach at a regional meeting in Pretoria March 2003.


� The way in which households normally cope when faced with adverse conditions that do not deplete the socio-economic basis of the households e.g. sale of productive livestock (termed survival strategies).


� A report detailing these livelihood profiles is forthcoming.  Most aspects of the livelihood baselines are highlighted later on the relevant sections of the report.


� Staff were from the Central Statistical Office of the MEPD


� The baseline was updated in the Lomahasha LZ.  Seven interviews were carried out in total in the two chiefdoms with 4 in the Shewula area and 3 in the Lomahasha area.


� The production figure for 2003-04 is a NEWU forecast estimate. The CSO produced a low figure for area cultivated reflecting the poor conditions for crop establishment (Oct-Dec). It does not account for additional late-planted land brought under cultivation in January as a consequence of the heavy January rainfall.


� These two scenarios result from the collaborative crop forecasting assessment report (draft) between FAO and MoAC in February 2004.


� The marketing year starts on 1st April and ends on 31st March of the following year.


� Desired minimum stock requirements for wheat and rice are set at providing consumption cover for two months and one month respectively.


� NB Arable land only occupies about 11% of the total surface area in the Swazi mixed farming system, many assets and rural livelihoods are based around hundreds of thousands of cattle, goats and sheep 


� Figures for 1997 are not available from the Livestock Department, MoAC


� If we assume that 50% of the (NEWU) maize requirement for the country is purchased (rather than grown) because we know from the VAC livelihood baselines that 50%-60% of households countrywide access their food through purchase rather than through their own cultivation.


� The National Emergency Response Committee on HIV/AIDS projects that out of a population of about 900,000, as many as 120,000 children under the age of 15 (or 16.7% of the total population) will have lost both parents.    As a result of concerns by stakeholders the Swazi VAC has undertaken a national statistically based survey since June 2003 to analyse the impact of HIV/AIDS on the demography of the rural population and their livelihoods (see sources).  This should be forthcoming in a matter of weeks.


� The Swazi VAC plans to do a case study survey in the Lowveld to analyse the economic costs of HIV/AIDS on income levels.


� A study (by MoAC et al 2002) portrays the impact of the disease on the Agricultural and Private Sector in Swaziland.


� 8th HIV Sentinel Serosurveillance Report, Ministry of Health and Social Welfare, 2002


� Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.sarpn.org.za/documents/d0000784/index.php" ��www.sarpn.org.za/documents/d0000784/index.php� 


� GDP figures, at constant prices, for SNL Agricultural Crops indicate real contributions of crops 2000-2002 being 33% below their contributions 1996-98.


� This chapter is presented assuming readers have absorbed the methodological approach in chapter 2


� Based on the baseline livelihood profiles for the poor, middle and better off groups developed in the Nov/Dec 2002 VAC assessment


� For logistical reasons the November- December 2002 exercise was unable to update the livelihood profiles at that time
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463		1166339		129593.222222222

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377		1644337		182704.111111111

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248		1405935		156215

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717		170238		18915.3333333333

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

				393326		433907		402712		344062		317695		0		347943		283819		286326		298349

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473

				19665		21332		17477		15452		14299		0		16476		12915		11380		14452
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463		1166339		129593.222222222

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377		1644337		182704.111111111

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248		1405935		156215

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717		170238		18915.3333333333

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

				393326		433907		402712		344062		317695		0		347943		283819		286326		298349

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473

				19665		21332		17477		15452		14299		0		16476		12915		11380		14452
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463		1166339		129593.222222222

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377		1644337		182704.111111111

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248		1405935		156215

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717		170238		18915.3333333333

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

				393326		433907		402712		344062		317695		0		347943		283819		286326		298349

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473

				19665		21332		17477		15452		14299		0		16476		12915		11380		14452
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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Mz Areas & Production 

		Maize Area & Production figures 1986/87 to 2003/04

				1986-87		1987-88		1988-89		1989-90		1990-91		1991-92		1992-93		1993-94		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98		1998-99		1999-00		2000-01		2001-02		2002-03		2003-04

		SNL Area cultivated (Ha)		63582		71859		95724		84371		76400		53330		54757		55274		59726		61467		60905		65149		55969		68533		57851		67898		67682		54469

		SNL Mz Production (Mt)		91000		89000		123196		85956		94756		53890		84519		76195		76052		135627		108207		125205		107340		112779		82537		67639		69273		nd

		SNL + TDL/ITF MZ Production (Mt)		100100		97900		135516		94552		104232		59279		92971		83815		83657		149190		119028		137726		118074		124057		90791		74403		76200		nd

		Maize Area & Production figures 1986/87 to 2003/04

				1986-87		1987-88		1988-89		1989-90		1990-91		1991-92		1992-93		1993-94		1994-95		1995-96		1996-97		1997-98		1998-99		1999-00		2000-01		2001-02		2002-03		2003-04

		SNL Area cultivated (Ha)		63,582		71,859		95,724		84,371		76,400		53,330		54,757		55,274		59,726		61,467		60,905		65,149		55,969		68,533		57,851		67,898		67,682		54,469		1,174,946		65,275

		SNL Mz Production (Mt)		91,000		89,000		123,196		85,956		94,756		53,890		84,519		76,195		76,052		135,627		108,207		125,205		107,340		112,779		82,537		67,639		69,273		77,540		1,660,711		92,262

		SNL + TDL/ITF MZ Production (Mt)		100,100		97,900		135,516		94,552		104,232		59,279		92,971		83,815		83,657		149,190		119,028		137,726		118,074		124,057		90,791		74,403		76,200		85294

		Mean SNL Mz Production (Mt)		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262		92,262

		Mean SNL Area cultivated (Ha)		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275		65,275

		Source: CSO (Agricultural Statistics Section)				NB. To get overall estimates for SNL + TDL/ITF - ITF are assumed to generate 10% of SNL production.
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Swazi Mine Worker Trends
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				Trends in Swazis Recruited for Work in South African Mines

				1995		15304

				1996		14725

				1997		12960

				1998		10336

				1999		9610

				2000		8308

				2001		7239

				2002

				2003

		Year		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Recruited Mine Workers		15304		14725		12960		10336		9610		8308		7239
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463		1166339		129593.222222222

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377		1644337		182704.111111111

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248		1405935		156215

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717		170238		18915.3333333333

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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1999

2000

2001

2002

2003

Maize Meal Prices  
Emalangeni Per 25 Kg. Jan 1998 to Dec 2003



		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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LS Nos1993-2002

		Cattle

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		153403		140594		130585		118946				125151		123679		99587		129931		144463		1166339		129593.222222222

		Middleveld		199620		186301		186150		136827				183356		175667		199083		184956		192377		1644337		182704.111111111

		Lowveld		143587		141997		146520		148683				182017		178133		170665		170085		124248		1405935		156215

		Lubombo		22028		16380		15075		16344				17378		18718		20229		20369		23717		170238		18915.3333333333

		Goats

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		90470		92462		83608		72121		69500				75363		64537		57242		66214

		Middleveld		135123		145510		140284		118475		92391				117590		95696		112966		112513

		Lowveld		155963		181343		164628		143494		143003				142192		113384		103800		106515

		Lubombo		11770		14592		14192		9972		12801				12798		10202		12318		13107

				393326		433907		402712		344062		317695		0		347943		283819		286326		298349

		Sheep

				1993		1994		1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002

		Highveld		8461		9438		6679		6049		6575				6462		5780		3957		6810

		Middleveld		7152		7247		6732		5675		3949				6747		4482		5472		4769

		Lowveld		3523		3971		3361		3280		3163				2714		2164		1501		2400

		Lubombo		529		676		705		448		612				553		489		450		473

				19665		21332		17477		15452		14299		0		16476		12915		11380		14452
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Milk Del & Prices

				Commodity Price Monitoring 25 KG maize meal Jan 98 - Dec 2003

				1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		46.4		54.65		48.75		48.75		61.99		84.99

		Feb		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		61.99		84.99

		Mar		46.45		54.65		48.75		46.99		76.69		85.99

		Apr		46.45		62.65		48.75		46.49		76.69		85.99

		May		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jun		46.45		48.75		48.75		48.75		84.99		81.19

		Jul		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Aug		41.55		48.75		49.5		49.99		84.99		81.19

		Sep		45.8		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Oct		45.55		48.75		48.75		49.99		84.99		79.69

		Nov		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

		Dec		54.65		48.75		48.75		56.99		84.99		79.69

				562.4		616.6		586.5		600.66		957.28		985.48

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77		82.12

				46.87		51.38		48.88		50.06		79.77				55.39

																82.12

																148.26%
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Maize Meal Prices  
Emalangeni Per 25 Kg. Jan 1998 to Dec 2003



		Cattle Prices

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		3.74		3.28		3.96		4.01		3.95		4.26		4.16		5.18		5.93

		Feb		3.55		3.40		3.88		4.08		4.15		4.19		4.17		5.38		4.65

		Mar		3.35		3.50		3.76		4.02		3.92		4.17		3.96		4.75		5.43

		Apr		3.48		3.51		3.77		4.02		3.91		4.12		4.22		4.68		4.90

		May		3.35		3.78		3.82		4.04		3.94		4.17		4.18		4.68		4.77

		Jun		3.41		3.69		3.94		4.10		3.90		4.07		4.11		4.84		4.43

		Jul		3.46		4.00		3.94		4.02		3.93		4.30		4.29		4.74		5.19

		Aug		3.50		3.98		4.11		4.19		4.20		4.25		4.01		5.03		5.42

		Sep		3.22		3.88		4.03		3.94		4.22		4.35		4.52		5.52		5.84

		Oct		3.45		4.19		4.08		4.34		4.29		4.57		5.67		4.74		6.12

		Nov		3.64		4.02		4.00		4.12		4.73		4.61		7.73		4.93		4.63

		Dec		3.62		4.11		4.06		4.06		5.01		6.46		5.32		5.36		6.07

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Weight/Condition

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		407		428		411		406		397		381		393		371		365

		Feb		429		417		424		395		393		395		416		375		377

		Mar		425		409		428		417		414		386		425		409		367

		Apr		415		443		441		429		415		399		429		396		389

		May		427		428		433		419		412		389		421		421		395

		Jun		425		400		425		410		430		406		428		414		372

		Jul		446		404		428		405		408		380		412		421		401

		Aug		429		413		395		386		401		407		380		404		393

		Sep		409		412		388		372		379		398		402		341		373

		Oct		373		383		397		343		310		390		343		217		373

		Nov		377		396		388		337		259		354		278		328		350

		Dec		389		387		372		342		339		319		345		287		317

		Cattle Prices		Number sold

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		528		133		349		436		394		485		430		232		138

		Feb		451		329		407		507		407		312		340		218		436

		Mar		702		342		427		558		819		778		347		371		132

		Apr		568		409		303		550		480		353		181		281		257

		May		497		379		566		633		699		563		357		391		266

		Jun		488		463		426		577		504		293		230		258		375

		Jul		437		339		350		428		432		441		276		440		47

		Aug		345		194		426		249		184		245		293		129		120

		Sep		286		180		276		185		181		186		106		79		100

		Oct		61		220		206		87		163		67		69		121		32

		Nov		108		125		308		74		259		433		438		108		2

		Dec		162		82		267		724		644		492		123		194		232

		Cattle Off-Take

				1995		1996		1997		1998		1999		2000		2001		2002		2003

		Jan		214896		56924		143439		177016		156418		184785		168990		86072		50370

		Feb		193479		137193		172568		200265		159951		123240		141440		81750		164372

		Mar		298350		139878		182756		232686		339066		300308		147475		151739		48444

		Apr		235720		181187		133623		235950		199200		140847		77649		111276		99973

		May		212219		162212		245078		265227		287988		219007		150297		164611		105070

		Jun		207400		185200		181050		236570		216720		118958		98440		106812		139500

		Jul		194902		136956		149800		173340		176256		167580		113712		185240		18847

		Aug		148005		80122		168270		96114		73784		99715		111340		52116		47160

		Sep		116974		74160		107088		68820		68599		74028		42612		26939		37300

		Oct		22753		84260		81782		29841		50530		26130		23667		26257		11936

		Nov		40716		49500		119504		24938		67081		153282		121764		35424		700

		Dec		63018		31734		99324		247608		218316		156948		42435		55678		73544
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		Milk Prices/Litre Parmalat Swaziland

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		1.5		1.7		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Feb		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Mar		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.1

		Apr		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		May		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jun		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Jul		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Aug		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Sep		1.5		1.7		2.0		2.2

		Oct		1.5		1.7		2.1		2.2

		Nov		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

		Dec		1.5		1.8		2.1		2.2

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004

		Jan		156.4		184.6		154.4		181.2		133.3

		Feb		125.5		143.6		148.7		183.7

		Mar		133.1		151.6		154.6		162.1

		Apr		128		143.6		169.8		128.3

		May		140.1		151.4		182.2		129.6

		Jun		179.5		165.6		199.8		170

		Jul		245.1		195.4		276.2		202

		Aug		273.6		207.1		325.7		187.8

		Sep		280.3		186.9		295.1		198.4

		Oct		292.4		179.4		291.4		181.2

		Nov		335.6		177.6		262.2		146.7

		Dec		210.2		183.7		249		167.1
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