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NOTE ON MAPS

The boundaries and names shown on the maps and tables and which appear in the narrative of this
document are approximate and do not imply official endorsement or acceptance by the United Nations.
The maps were produced by the Vulnerability Analysis and Mapping (VAM) Unit of WFP South Sudan.
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1 Executive Summary

The primary aim of the 2009/10 Annual Needs and Livelihood Assessment (ANLA) was to provide an
update on the food security situation in Eastern Equatoria, establish the likely impact and extent of
different shocks on food security, and identify vulnerable sub-groups within the state in order to inform
stakeholders and decision makers on assistance needs, response options, and targeting. To this end, a
household survey, focus group discussions and key informant interviews were conducted in [0
purposively selected locations.

The findings suggest that 30% of households (or about 240,000 people) in the state are severely food
insecure with an additional 42% of households (or approximately 398,000 people) moderately food
insecure. The primary proximate cause of such widespread food insecurity and the early and extended
hunger season behind it is poor crop performance and the below average first harvest due to erratic rains
in May and a prolonged dry spell in June, July and August. The disruption of livelihoods due to cattle-
raiding and insecurity was a secondary and aggravating factor. In terms of their combined impact on food
security, the lowlands of the Hills and Mountains zone, the Pastoral zone and the Madi corridor in the
Green Belt zone have been hardest hit. The Eastern Flood Plain, the rest of the Green Belt zone and the
highlands of the Hills and Mountains zone have also been impacted, but fared better in comparative terms.

Importantly, the poor harvest not only reduced the ability of crop-producing households to meet their

food needs through 6éown productiond, d ceiteal pridesr o ugh mar
stemming from low supply and high demand in the market. Inflated cereal prices also led to a decline in

the cattle-to-sorghum terms of trade and triggered an increase in distress livestock sales among

pastoralists and agro-pastoralists. Fortunately, livestock prices remained stable in the latter half of the

year such that the potential crisis in the cattle-to-sorghum terms of trade has not materialized thus far.

Erratic and below average rainfall in late September and early October suggest that the prospects for the
second harvest are also dim. In areas with a poor or failed second harvest, the food security situation is
unlikely to improve before the first harvest in August 2010 and may well deteriorate. In areas able to
harvest some crops, the food security situation is likely to briefly improve during December and January,
but return to assessed levels (or even deteriorate) shortly thereafter as stocks are exhausted and cereal
prices rise. As the hunger season progresses distress sales of livestock are also likely to increase, creating
the conditions under which declining livestock prices and increasing cereal prices could produce a crisis in
the terms-of-trade.

The approximately 240,000 severely food insecure people in the state are the most vulnerable and in
need of immediate assistance in order to bridge the extended hunger season between now and August
2010. However, the nearly 400,000 moderately food insecure are also vulnerable and at risk of becoming
severely food insecure during this period if their livelihoods are not protected and supported.
Accordingly, a combination of food assistance, food-for-recovery activities and the timely provision of
agricultural inputs are needed.

2  Background / Context

Eastern Equatoria state lies on the south eastern part of South Sudan. It shares international borders with
three countries; Ethiopia in the east and Kenya and Uganda in the south. In turn, this creates a multitude
of opportunities for cross border trade. Within the country, the state shares borders with Central
Equatoria state to the west and Jonglei state to the north and is subdivided into 8 counties, including
Kapoeta North, South and East, Budi, Lopa, Torit, Ikotos and Magwi. The estimated resident population
is 906,000 people (source: Sudan Census of P@@th Magwi having the highest county-level population.
However, the state also hosts a large number of IDPS, returnees and refugees with the highest
concentration again found in Magwi County.



The general political situation in the state has been stable for most of the year. The primary security
threats are cattle raiding and highway banditry, particularly among the pastoral and agro-pastoral
communities of Greater Kapoeta, Budi, lkotos, Torit and Lafon. To some extent, this has disrupted the
cropping season. It has also created fear and tensions among communities and negatively affected access
to food and markets. Highway banditry on the Torit-Juba, Torit-Nadapal and Torit-lkotos roads
exemplifies this and has disrupted the flow of both goods and services to the communities in both
directions. All tribes also report having lost cattle either to their neighbors or other tribes from
neighboring countries. In Mawgi, the security situation is relatively stable, but may escalate as the food
insecurity persists. A 2008 incident in which uncontrolled cattle destroyed most crops among the Madi
community in Magwi County has also heightened latent tensions between pastoralist and agricultural
communities in the area and 8 under the right circumstances 0 these tensions could escalate into armed
conflict.

As with all of southern Sudan, people and households in the state are continuing to rebuild their
l'iveli hoods in the wake of t he-longivDviar. Baftohkalisa i thhe
predominant livelihood activity in the eastern, arid portion of the state, including Toposa, Buya, Jie and
Nyangatom and the communities of Greater Kapoeta. Conversely, cultivation of crops is the major
source of livelihood among the Madi and Acholi communities of Magwi County. Communities in Torit,
Ikotos, Budi and Lafon Counties practice agro-pastoralism 8 a combination of the two. Where crops are
cultivated production is typical at or below subsistence levels. As such, most households 0 including
those engaged in crop production - rely on markets to meet their cereal (and other food) needs.

There is booming trade and business, especially in major towns. However, market stock volume has
declined in the latter half of 2009 due to poor harvests, rising food prices, insecurity on certain roads and
high taxes at customs (see section 6 on Markets). This has had a significant impact on food insecurity in
the state owing the reliance on markets noted above. It is also worth noting that the ownership of many
of the major businesses in the state is in the hands of the people from neighboring Jonglei state, Kenya
and Uganda, particularly in Torit, lkotos and the greater Kapoeta areas. The one exception to this is
Magwi County where businesses are - for the most part - locally owned.

3  Methodology

The principal aim of the 2009/10 Annual Needs and Livelihood Assessment (ANLA) was to assess the
food security situation in Eastern Equatoria, establish the likely impact and extent of different shocks on
food security, and identify vulnerable sub-groups within the state in order to inform stakeholders and
decision makers on assistance needs, response options, and targeting. To this end, multiple and
complementary data collection methods were employed, including a household survey, focus group
discussions and key informant interviews.

The household survey was used to ascertain the food security status of the selected household with key
focus on the Income and food options, food consumption, expenditure, coping strategies, crop production
and shocks. Conversely, the FGDs were used to ascertain the food security status of the selected socio-
economic groups and the general population with key focus on livelihoods and income strategies, as well
as to discuss hazards and opportunities in the past three months and probable events in the next nine
months. Finally, the key informant interviews were used to establish current market prices and trends
and, map the assessment location.

Importantly, this mixed methods approach also allowed for triangulation of the findings from each
sources. In so doing, it enabled a more in-depth and meaningful interpretation of quantitative household
survey data, as well as a means of quantitatively substantiating (or refuting) qualitative data gleaned from
focus groups and key informants. Finally, these primary data sources were supplemented by secondary
data sources, including the 2009 CFSAM.

t
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3.1 Sampling Stage | 0 Selecting Sites

At the first stage of sample selection,

Table 1 - Sample Locations by County and Livelihood Zone

10 sites (bomas and their surrounds)

were purposively selected for inclusion Site/Location County Livelihood Zone
in the assessment based on a Lotukei Budi Hills and Mountains
combination of a) accessibility and b) Lomwo Ikotos Hills and Mountains
'Ehe extent to which they c~o||ect|ve|y Loolim _ Kapoeta East astoral
6represented® t h o664 S—e——H—+F——t—

situation in the various livelihood zones Nakore Kapoeta North Pastoral

and counties found in the state. The Nakware Kapoeta South Pastoral

locations selected are presented in

Lorino Central

Hills and Mountains

- Lafon
table | by county and livelihood zone. Taar Eastern Flood plain
Obo ) Hills and Mountains
, . . Magwi , ,
3.1.1 Sampling StagedlBelecting Key Moliandru Hills and Mountains
Informants and Focus Group Loronyo Torit Hills and Mountains

Participants

Within each of these locations, focus group discussion participants and key informants were selected
purposively 0 the former as representative of the community and various socio-economic sub-groups
within in it and the latter as uniquely positioned to provide insights about the community, particular in
regard to markets and market prices.

3.1.2 Sampling StagedlBelecting Households

Within each selected location, 30 households were selected for participation in a household survey for a
total sample size of 300 households overall in the state. The selection of households was done randomly
in an effort to balance out the risk and potential sources of bias inherent in relying on purposive selection
of households through community leaders.

Randomization was achieved using a variation of the pencil spin method popularized by UNICEF for use
with the Expanded Program for Immunization (EPI) surveys (box |). A structured questionnaire was then
used to capture information on various aspects of food security. The primary aim of the survey and
questionnaire was to generate an estimate of the proportion of households whose lives and livelihoods
are at risk by categorizing each household as severely food insecure, moderately food insecure or food
secure. A secondary aim was to identify the characteristics of households in each of these groups in
order to inform targeting.



Box 1 ¢ Steps Used to Randomly Select Households for Inclusion in Survey

1  Use community members to locate the approximate center of each selected site/boma

1 Spin a pencil to identify the direction to walk to select sample households

1 Count and number all households encountering from the center to the perimeter of the
site/boma walking in the identified direction

1 Divide this number (X) by the number of households desired (n=30) in order to determine the

sampling interval (X/30=SlI)

Select a random starting household between | and the SI

Add the Sl to the starting household to select the 2™ household, the Sl to the 2™ household to

select the 3™ household and so on until 30 households are interviewed

1 If number of households in that direction < 30, interview all and repeat process to choosing a
2" direction in order to identify the remaining households for inclusion

E ]

3.2  Partnerships, Consultations and the Analytic Process

The 2009 modified ANLA was a product of inter-agency collaboration between WFP, MOAF, FAO,
SSRRC, CARITAS, LWF and CRS. The food security working group at state level provided leadership,
direction and coordination, while WFP and FAO facilitated the process by providing technical, financial,
and logistical support - including the training of assessment teams. Site selection, enumerator recruitment
and logistical issues were addressed by the working group, the composition of which is provided in an
annex to this report. In terms of analytic process, the state level assessment team presented a qualitative
report in a discussion forum organized by the food security working group. Inputs from the discussion
forum were then incorporated into a final state-level qualitative report. The quantitative household
survey data were analyzed by WFP in Khartoum in consultation the VAM Juba. The quantitative results
were later sent to the States to state level food security technical working group for interpretation
together with the qualitative analytical results. Finally, the two products were synthesized to produce this
report.

3.3 Livelihood Zones

The state is diverse in terms of the livelihood zones found within it. This includes the Green Belt, Hills
and Mountains, Pastoral, Eastern Flood Plains and Ironstone Plateau zones. Brief descriptions of each are
given below.

3.3.1 Green Belt

The Green Belt zone is characterized by tall thick forests and grasses and stretches from the Western
part of Magwi County across to Lobone. The zone has two cropping seasons - March to June and July to
November. This coupled with loam soils render the zone highly productive and make it the food basket
of the state. Crop production is primarily rain fed. The main crops grown are staple foods 8 that is,
cassava, maize and sorghum. Secondary crops include sweet potatoes, groundnuts, beans and vegetables.
Fishing provides an alternative livelihood activity for some communities along the river bank. The zone
also has the highest returnee caseload in the state.



3.3.2 Hills and Mountains

The central part of the state lies within the Hills and Mountains livelihood zone. As the name suggests, it
is hilly and mountainous with thick forest vegetation and alluvial soils. The highlands area of this zone is
characterized by heavier rains than the Green Belt zone and & like the Green Belt zone & has two
cropping seasons; April to July and September to December. In the lowlands, the sole cropping season
occurs from April to September. The primary crops grown are millet, cassava, vegetables, sorghum and
fruits. Areas within this zone include Torit, Ikotos, Magwi, and Budi counties and parts of Lafon County.

3.3.3 Pastoral

The Eastern arid portion of the state forms the Pastoral livelihood zone. It is characterized by short,
thorny shrubs and clay soil that become muddy even with slight rains and has only one cropping season.
The main livelihood activity is nomadic and transhumant pastoralism. Cereal production (mainly sorghum)
does occur, but only on a small scale. As such, communities in the zone rely almost exclusively on
livestock and trade to meet their food needs, making them highly vulnerable to shifts in the livestock-to-
cereal terms of trade (see section 6).

Seasonal migration in search of water and pasture provides opportunities for trade and exchange with
neighboring communities. However, it also creates the potential for clashes over water and grazing lands,
as well as conflict over. Cattle raiding and rustling is also common and serves to escalate tension and
create conflicts to the determent of food production. The three counties of Greater Kapoeta are found
within this zone. In terms of tribe, the zone is predominantly Toposa. However, the Jie and the
Nyangatom are also found in Kapoeta East, and the Buya in Budi.

3.3.4 Eastern Flood Plains

This zone is characterized by flat, low lying terrain and black cotton soil with the plain belt of Pacid
commonly subjected to flooding. The area has two cropping seasons and is prone to flooding even when
there are no heavy rains. Communities in the zone practice a combination of crop production, fishing and
livestock rearing. The floods generally have a negative impact on crop production despite the fact that
they deposit fertile loamy soils favorable for crop production as the recede. The Northern part of Lafon
county lies within this zone.

3.35 Ironstone Plateau

The ironstone plateau is characterized by open wood savannah with sand and patches of sandy (and
porous) loam soils. Households here practice both livestock rearing and crop production, primarily at the
subsistence level. Livestock is typically raised and held for prestige and traditional events such as
marriages. As such, livestock sales are uncommon and indicative of distress. Sale of livestock is
uncommon.



3.4 Limitations and Constraints

The purposive selection of sites is not to say the sites and household included are not representative, but
rather that the subjective basis for their representative-ness does not adhere to the strictures required to
employ statistical/probability theory as a basis for extrapolating findings from the sample (n) to the
population (N). It was however done in the field through a consultative process with agencies who know
the areas very well. In previous years attempt to do randomly select locations have been precluded by
accessibility, which is a major factor during the time of the ANLA and falls at the end of the rainy season.
This year, locations that were known to be inaccessible were not considered for inclusion and thus it is
possible that the results are underestimating the extent of food insecurity.

A second (and related) limitation is the very small sample size per county and livelihood zone. This - and
the sampling approach - not only precludes the use of statistical inference when making comparisons
between counties/livelihood zones, but limits the ability to make even non-statistically supported
comparisons as the sample from some zones and counties consist of only | location and 30 households.
As such, the comparisons made in this report should be considered suggestive and worthy of further
investigation, rather than representative or conclusive evidence that some counties/livelihood zones are
better or worse off than others.

4 Demographics Figure 1 - Percentage of HH

by Residential Status
The average size of households included in the
sample was 6.7 members. Eighty percent
(80%) of these households identified as 7%
residents.  Of the remaining 20%, 10%

10% 3%

identified as nomadic pastoralists, 7% as O IDPs
returnees (e.g. those who have returned in
the last 12 months), and 3% as IDPs (figure I). O Residents
In addition, 15% and 3% of resident
households indicated that they were currently O Returnees

hosting returnees and IDPs respectively.
@ Nomads

80%

5 Food Availability

5.1 Rainfall Patterns

In a normal year in all the five livelihood zones, the rainfall starts between March/April and ends in
October/November with a short break between June and July for not more than two weeks. The Pastoral
areas usually receive less rainfall than the Green Belt and Hills and Mountains zones where two cropping
seasons exist. The highlands area of the Hills and Mountains zone typical receives more rain than the
Green Belt zone and the lowlands typically less.

In 2009, rainfall patterns and amounts were also perceived by communities as significantly less favorable
than the previous year (2008). This is particularly telling as monthly and cumulative rainfall in 2008 was
itself below normal. In terms of timing, promising rains began in the first week of April as usual.
However, this was follows by atypically low and erratic rainfall in May such that the dry spell that typically
occurs in June and July commenced much earlier than usual with below average rainfall continuing through
June, July and much of August. More typical rainfall patterns and amounts resumed in late August and
early September, but became erratic and unreliable again in late September and early October.



This combination of an earlier and extended dry spell through August and erratic and unreliable rains
since then had a damaging impact on the cropping season and crop performance, as well as the availability
of pasture and water. The lowlands of the Hills and Mountains livelihood zone, the Pastoral areas and
Madi corridor of the Green Belt were hardest hit. The highlands of the Hills and Mountains livelihood
zone and some parts of the Green Belt were impacted, but less so than other zones. The 2009 rainfall
and vegetation patterns are presented by week and month for select counties & Torit, lkotos, and
Kapoeta Valley - in the graphs (figure 2) below. Average rainfall and vegetation figures are also provided
for comparison purposes.

Figure 2 6 2009 Rainfall/Vegetation in Select Counties (CFSAM, 2009)
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Kapoeta Valley : Rainfall and Vegetation 2009
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5.2  Agriculture

In a normal year, land preparation marking the beginning of the agricultural season begins in January and
February with the exception of the pastoral areas of greater Kapoeta where it begins in March. Where
there are two cropping seasons, the first typically begins in April and is harvested in August/September
with the second beginning in June/July and harvested in November/December. Crops grown during the
first season include short-term sorghum, maize, groundnuts and a variety of vegetables. Crops grown
during the second season include both medium and long term sorghum varieties, as well as sesame,
cassava, sweet potatoes and bull rush millet in the Green Belt zone and the highlands of the Hills and
Mountains zone. In pastoral areas and the lowlands of the Hills and Mountains zone where there is only
one cropping season the main crops grown are short and long-term variety cereals.

In 2009, the early and prolonged dry spell had a severe impact on both cropping seasons. Land
preparation and planting commenced as usual in March and April with most crops purported to have
germinated well. However, they hard hit by atypically early and atypically long dry spell as this occurred
at the critical vegetative stage. Some crops were purported to have withered, whereas others
experienced retarded growth. Moreover, the poor crop performance and continued erratic rains
discouraged farmers and disrupted agricultural activities with many indicating that they had given up
weeding both first and second season crops and reduced area under cultivation for all crops in
comparison to the previous year (figure 3). As a result, both production and yields were far below
average during the first harvest with expectations of similarly below average production and yields for the
second harvest in December.



Figure 3 - Comparative Area Under Cultivation 2008 and 2009 by Crop
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Taken together, this suggests that what food has been stored from the first and second harvests is already
depleted or likely to be depleted far earlier than normal in many areas in the state. In turn, this suggests
that the hunger season is already well under way and will continue to until the first harvest in
August/September 2010. As further evidence of this, less than a fifth (17%) of households reported that
they currently had food stocks with less than a third (29%) expecting to be able to store food from the
second harvest (figure 3). Moreover, the recent CFSAM estimates that the state will have an overall
cereal deficit of 44,323 tonnes in the 2009/10 consumption year.

The impact of the dry spell on agricultural productivity did vary from one location to another. For
example some areas of Isohe in Ikotos County, Nagishot areas of Budi and the greater stretch of the
green belt from Magwi through Obo and Lobone had below average, but still significant first season
harvests. Other crop producing areas in the state experienced more significant and widespread crop
failure and thus harvested insignificant amounts. Unsurprisingly, the November 2009 CFSAM estimates
that Kapoeta East in the Pastoral zone will have the highest cereal deficit in the 2009/10 consumption
year.

Figure 4 - Percentage of HHs
by Current and Future Food Stocks
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The vast, fertile and free access to agricultural land provides an enormous opportunity for increased
production in the state, particularly as much of the agricultural land fallowed and regained fertility as it
remained unconstrained during the long civil war. This has put pressure on land due to increased
demand. However, it has also provided labor opportunities. Beyond the erratic and prolonged dry spell
this year, production remains constrained by lack of seeds and tools and crop disease.

5.3 Livestock

The condition of livestock in 2009 was claimed to be poor in comparison to normal years due to poor
rains and the poor vegetation growth and lack of water for animals resulting from it. As evidence of this,
most pastoralists in the state remained in dry season grazing areas through August (and beyond) instead
of returning to rainy season grazing areas in May/June as is normally the case. At the time of the
assessments, herds were concentrated in valleys owing to the accessibility of water and foliage there. In
addition, some pastoralists are reported to have moved their herds further afield into Ethiopia, Jie, along
the Kidepo valleys and towards the Ugandan border in search of pasture and water.

The sale of livestock was also reportedly higher in 2009 compared to normal years. This is particularly

noteworthy as it is not common for pastoral communities to sell livestock owing to their prestige value

and use in social events such as marriage. Such distress sales can be attributed to the extended hunger

season as this not only reduced the ability of agro-pastoralists households to meet their food needs

through ©6own productioné, but drove up cereal prices
supply and increased demand in the market (see section 6). This increase in distress sales

notwithstanding, livestock prices remained stable against (see section 6) and continued to be perceived as

the most reliable income source for pastoralists.

Livestock products such as milk also have also continued to provide a ready and nutritionally-dense food
source for pastoralists and agro-pastoralists households alike. For some, they also provide a secondary
income source. The major constraints to increased livestock production in the state are cattle rustling,
animal diseases and lack of veterinary extension services.

5.4 Fish Production

Opportunities for fish production do exist in the Green Belt and Hills and Mountains livelihood zones
during the dry season of January to April. However, fishing is primarily practised as a means of
supplementing crop and livestock production and is not a major income source for households in the
state.

6 Markets and Prices

Most non-food commodities are imported from neighboring Kenya and Uganda with few goods are
sourced locally. At Omoliha-Tor i t 8 s msoighum wasaraiatdetduring most of the year with
the exception of the period from June and October when supplies were erratic. Other food commodities
such as maize (grain and flour), millet, sweet potatoes, cassava, pulses and oil were readily available in the
market in the second half of the year.

As depicted in figure 5 below, sorghum prices in the second half of 2009 were notably higher than prices
for the same months in the previous year d a trend that is indicative of the impact of erratic rainfall on the
August/September harvest and resulting low supply/high demand in the market. This trend accelerated in
mid-October when the extent of the poor harvest became clear. The government store did have maize
and sorghum available for sale during this time. However, much of it ended up in the market as a result of
traders purchasing it for resale. Locally produced sorghum started trickling into the market at the outset
of the second harvest in November and helped to stabilize prices 0 albeit at a level still significantly higher
than in November 2008.
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Figure 57 2008/09 Sorghum Prices for Select Months
(Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Eastern Equatoria)
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As the prices of sorghum increased late in the year, traders noticed a decline in the number of customers
which they attribute to the declining purchasing power linked to the value of local currency against
imported food commodities. Prices are expected to rise during the coming dry season as both
production and yields of the November/December harvest are expected to be low. Other factors fueling
high market prices in the state include poor road infrastructure and insecurity the high cost of
transportation and trade linked to them.

Despite the increase in distress sales noted earlier, livestock prices in the Torit market remained
relatively stable in the second half of 2009 with the bulk of animals for sale coming from greater Kapoeta.
Nevertheless, rising sorghum prices did have a significant impact on the cattle-to-sorghum terms of trade
(figure 6). The most notable declines in August and October reflect the notable increases in cereals in the
same months presented in figure 5.

Figure 61 2009 Cattle-to-Sorghum Terms of Trade in Torit
(Source: Ministry of Agriculture, Eastern Equatoria)
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7

7.1

Household Food Security Situation

Food Consumption

Household food consumption data were collected using a 7 day recall period. Based on the frequency
and dietary value of individual food items consumed, these data were then used to calculate a Food
Consumption Score (FCS) for each household. Using established thresholds, these scores were then used

to classify each household as having poor, borderline or acceptable consumption.

Figure 7 - Percentage of HH by Food
Consumption Group
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The results of this
suggest that approximately 40% of
households have poor consumption, 37%
borderline consumption and the remaining
23% adequate consumption (figure 7). In
turn, this suggests that some 77% of
households in the state are vulnerable in
this regard.

As illustrated in figure 8, the average diet of
households included in the sample
consisted mainly of sorghum and vegetables
with consumption of animal and plant
protein being comparatively rare. The
most telling thing about this is that even
sorghum - the primary staple food - was
only consumed every other day (e.g. 3.6

days a week). The average number of meals consumed on the day prior to the assessment was |.34,
reflecting the fact that a significant proportion of households (66%) consumed only one meal the previous
day. In addition, four households - or 1.3% of those sampled - indicated that they ate nothing at all.

Average number of days

Figure 8 - Average Consumption Frequency by Food ltem
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7.2 Food Access

7.2.1 Food anthcome sources

As shown in figure 9, most of the food consumed by households during the 7 days preceding the
assessment comesicfii omdoégwm®%¥%Pr or mar ket purchases
prominence of gathering (16%) as a food source are indicative the impact of crop failure on food security

in the state as a far greater percentage of food consumed during this post-harvest period comes from

6own productiond in a normal year.

Figure 9 - Percentage of HH by Sources of Foods Consumed
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The most frequently cited main source of income among households surveyed was the sale of livestock
(figure 10). Other prominent sources included the sale of alcoholic beverages and natural products such
as firewood and charcoal. Based on a subjective judgement of these and other sources of household
incomes, approximately a quarter of households (26%) were deemed as having unreliable and/or
unsustainable income sources with an additional 45% having income sources that were only moderately
reliable and/or sustainable. It is also critical to note that households relying on livestock sales for income
- which is a comparatively reliable and sustainable source - were deeply impacted by the low livestock
prices and declining terms of trade noted earlier.
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Figure 10 - Percentage of HH by Main Income Source
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7.2.2 Expenditure

The percentage of total expenditure spent on food
provides a proxy indicator of food security status, as Figure 11 - Percentage of HH by Share of
well as a measure of constraints on the ability of Expenditure on Food

households to meet their food and non-food needs.
Households spending in excess of 65% of their total

60% - 52%
expenditure on food are clearly vulnerable in this 50%
regard as such a high percentage suggests that the 40% 4 310
household is forced to choose between meeting 30% -
their food and non-food needs or reduce 20% 17%
consumption of one or both below their needs. The 10% -
analysis of data for Eastern Equatoria suggests that 0% . .
over half (52%) of households surveyed fall into this <50% 50-65% ~65%

category. An additional 7% indicated that they
spent between 50% and 65% of their total Share of Expenditure on Food
expenditure on food and are thus also vulnerable in
terms of their ability to meet their food/non-food needs (figure 11).

It is also worth noting that a higher percentage of households in the Pastoral livelihood zone (74%) spent
in excess of 65% of their total expenditure on food and than in other zones. Moreover, this was very
consistent across the three locations sampled from within this zone. This may be explained by the fact
that households in this zone rely heavily on market purchases for cereals even in a normal year.
However, it still serves to highlight the vulnerability of these households to inflated cereal prices, below
normal livestock prices and the precipitous decline in the livestock-to-sorghum terms of trade highlighted
in section 6.

An analysis of absolute expenditure further suggests that the vast majority (82%) of households surveyed
in the state spend less than 1.6 SDG per person per day with the average 0.70 SDG far lower than this. It
also suggests that the purchasing power of approximately 43% of the households surveyed is inadequate
to buy more than 2 of a minimum food basket with an additional 26% only able to buy between ‘2 and |
minimum food basket. This is a particular telling indicator this year given the widespread crop failure in
the state and the fact that most households do not have enough food stores to last them through the
next harvest.

14



7.2.3 Food Access Groups

A composite indicator of food access classifying
Figure 12 - Percentage of HH households as having poor, average or good access

by Food Access Groups was derived by combining the categorical variable
for O6expenditure on f
expenditured and the
reliability and sustainability of income sources
noted earlier. Based on this, approximately 43%
of households surveyed had poor food access with
an additional 29% having average food access
(figure 12). Taken together, this suggests that 72%
- or nearly three of every four households in the
® Poor state - are vulnerable in terms of their ability to
O Average access food.

@ Good

28%

43%

29%

7.3 Coping Strategies

Many of the households included in the survey indicated that they had employed consumption coping
strategies to manage food short-falls in the 7 days preceding the assessment. The most frequently
employed of these were reducing the number of meals eaten per day, relying on less expensive (and less
preferred) foods, and limiting portion size at meals. Collecting unusual amounts and types of wild foods,
and restricting adult consumption so that children could eat were also fairly common (figure 13). In
addition to this, some households also indicated that they had migrated in search of food, engaged in
environmentally destructive income generating activities (e.g. charcoal and fuel-wood production) and/or
resorted to selling livestock as a result of food shortages. The latter is particularly notable as & unlike
consumption coping strategies @ it is not easily reversible and increases vulnerability for the future.

The frequency with which individual households adjusted their consumption patterns to cope with food
shortfalls and the perceived severity of each of the strategies they used to do so were combined to derive
a Coping Strategies Index (CSI) score for each household. Households that employed consumption
coping strategies perceived to be severe and/or employed these and other consumption coping strategies
frequently have higher CS| scores than those who employ less severe consumption coping strategies
and/or employed these and other consumption coping strategies infrequently. As such, CSl is a measure
of food insecurity O the higher the CSI for a household, the more food insecure.
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Figure 131 Percentage of HH Employing Consumption Coping Strategies
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Based on these scores and locally developed thresholds, a quarter (25%) of households surveyed
exhibited either frequent/severe consumption coping or moderately frequent/severe consumption coping.
Such behaviors themselves are not atypical and, in fact, are usually engaged each year. However, the
timing (after the first harvest) highlights the degree to which the poor harvest has extended the hunger
season and forced households to adopt ways of coping that - despite being reversible - could undermine
nutritional status if frequently employed over an extended period of time.

7.4 Food Security Groups

As described in box 2, this section of the
report  brings  together  categorical Figure 14 - Percentage of HH
indicators of food consumption, access and by Food Security Groups

coping outlined in the preceding sections
(7.1 to 7.3) within a single composite food
security indicator & namely, food security
groups. On this basis, it is estimated that
30% of households in the state are severely
food insecure with an additional 42%
moderately food insecure (figure 14).
Taken together, this (like the food access
group indicator) suggests that 72% or nearly
3 out of every 4 households in the state are @ Food secure
food insecure.

28%

Bl Severely food
insecure

O Moderately
food insecure

42%
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Box 21 Defining Food Security Groups

The food security groups presented in this section of the report were created by combining household measures
of food consumption, food access (income and expenditure) and coping strategies. For food consumption,
households were categorized as having poor (0 to 21), borderline (21.5 to 35) or acceptable (>35) consumption
on the basis of their Food Consumption Scores i a weighted index that takes account of both frequency of
consumption and various foods contribution to dietary adequacy. For food access, a combination of the reliability
of income sources (good = 4, medium = 2, poor =1) and poor (>65%), medium (50%-65%) and good (<50%)
percentage of total expenditure spent on food were used and then cross-tabulated to define poor medium, and
good food access groups. For coping strategies, Coping Strategies Index (CSI) scores that capture both the
frequency and severity of coping were used to define high, medium and low coping based on locally-established

thresholds. All three of these categorical variables were then combined to define food security groups as
depicted in the example below:
Food Consumption
Poor Borderline Acceptable
Coping High
Poor Strategies Medium 1%
Index Low 4% 8%
9
Ability to Medium | seorn M:iii:m 1% ;a/s
access food trategies =
Index Low 4% 13%
Coping High 0% 2%
Good Strategies Medium 1% 2% 4%
Index Low 5% 10% 31%
Severely Food Insecure 2%
Moderately Food Insecure 24%
Food Secure 66%

7.4.1 Food Security Groups by Livelihood Zone

When all locations are considered, the percentage of households that are severely food insecure is
notably higher in the Hills and Mountain zone than in the Pastoral zone (figure 15). However, one
location in the hills and mountain zone & Lotukei O is driving this observed relationship as it has a
percentage of severely food insecure (76%) more than double that of any other location in the state,
including those in the same livelihood zone. Indeed, when this apparent outlier is excluded from the
analysis a far more equitable picture of food insecurity emerges. This is particularly true when both
severely and moderately food insecure households are considered as the Pastoral zone has the higher
percentage of moderately food insecure (figure 16).

The data for the Eastern Flood Plains are more difficult to interpret as only one location (30 households)
from this zone was included in the sample. Moreover, two locations within the Hills and Mountains zone
exhibited a comparable percentage of severely food insecure households, but were tempered by the
lower percentages exhibited in other locations when deriving averages for the livelihood zone.
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Figure 15 - Percentage of HH by Food Security Groups and Livelihood Zones
(all locations)
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FHgure 16 - Percentage of HH by Food Security Groups and Livelihood Zones
(Potential outlier - Lotukei in Hills and Mountains zone - removed )
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7.4.2 FoodConsumption by Food SedBrityps

Figure 17 presents the average consumption frequency of individual food items by food security group.
Given that food security groups are defined in part by food consumption scores derived from the
frequency of consumption and dietary value of different foods, it comes as no surprise that, on average,
severely food insecure households eat all foods less frequently than moderately food insecure or food
secure households. Nevertheless, this comparison is useful in that not only demonstrates the magnitude
of the difference in consumption frequency for commonly consumed items such as sorghum, maize and
vegetables between groups, but the fact that severely food insecure households have far less diverse diets
that consist of very little meat, poultry and pulse consumption and are wholly devoid of nutritionally
dense foods such as eggs, fish, non-cassava tubers, and dairy products.
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Figure 17 - Consumption Frequency by Food Item and Food Security Groups
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8 Main Hazards, Opportunities and Community Priorities

Unsurprising, the main hazard identified by communities and households during the year 2009 was the
early and prolonged dry spell and the poor harvest, vegetation and water availability stemming from it.
The resulting increase in cereal prices was also cited as a major shock. This is true for households
throughout the state as the poor harvest has reduced their ability to meet their cereal needs. Pastoral
communities who rely heavily on market purchases to meet their cereal needs even in normal years may
be particularly vulnerable in this regard. In addition, cattle-raiding has disrupted the livelihoods of
pastoralists and agro-pastoralists alike and increased vulnerability and food insecurity among these groups.
It has also generated fear and tension between communities that perpetuates existing conflicts and
insecurity.

The main priorities identified by communities in the state, include:

I Road maintenance,

{ Provision of education and education facilities
1 Provision of farming implements and seeds

9 Improved health services

Y Food assistance

1 Agricultural extension services

9 Health and Nutrition

There were no major reports of disease outbreaks in 2009. However, malaria, diarrhea, and respiratory
infections continue to negatively impact households and communities, as do sexually transmitted
infections. Given the mutual, causal relationship between health and nutritional status, deteriorating food
insecurity and reduced food consumption could well result in a decline in both. A number of international
agencies and NGOs are providing health -related interventions to address this threat. The types of
interventions are shown in figure 18 as self-reported during the household survey by households
benefiting from them. Other interventions, including the distribution of food aid and agricultural inputs
are also shown.
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Figure 181 Percentage of HH Benefiting from Health and Other Interventions
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10 Conclusion on the Food Security Situation
As indicated in section 7.4, it is
estimated that 30% of households in Figure 18 - Population
the state were severely food by Food Security Groups
insecure at the time of the ANLA
with an addition 42% moderately
food insecure and the remaining 28%
food secure. Translating this into 284.211

population figures based on the 2008
census, this suggests that of the
roughly 907,000 people in the state
approximately 284,000 and 398,000
are severely and moderately food
insecure respectively (figure 19).
Taken together, this equates to
680,000 food insecure people.

W Severely food
insecure

O Moderately food
insecure

O Food secure

On the basis locations included in the 397,896
sample,  the population and
percentage of households that are severely food insecure, moderately food insecure and food secure can

also be estimated at county-level. However, care must be taken in interpreting these disaggregated figures
asddespite the |l ocations being purposively selected
counties and livelihood zones in which they lie 3 this determination was subjective. Moreover, only one

location was selected in most counties with the exception of Lafon and Magwi where two were selected.

In turn, this suggests that the results presented in table 2 below are best understood as suggestive and

worthy of further investigation rather than representative or conclusive evidence that certain counties are

better or worse off than others.
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Table 2 - Percentage of HH and Population by Food Security Groups and County

PERCENTAGE OF HH NUMBER OF PEOPLE
. Severel Moderatel Severel Moderatel
Population Food ’ Food ! Food Food ’ Food ! Food
Secure Secure
Insecure | Insecure Insecure | Insecure
Budi 102,379 76% 24% 0% 77,808 24,571 0
Ikotos 94,715 32% 57% 11% 30,444 54,123 10,148
Kapoeta East 168,620 20% 60% 20% 33,724 101,172 33,724
Kapoeta North 105,990 17% 48% 34% 18,274 51,168 36,548
Kapoeta South 82,367 22% 37% 41% 18,304 30,506 33,557
Lafon 112,317 31% 20% 49% 34,257 22,838 55,223
Magwi 176,872 21% 42% 37% 37,139 74,495 65,238
Torit 104,111 36% 64% 0% 37,859 66,252 0

Il  Future Developments, Scenarios and Recommendations

Under the worse case scenario, the dry spell will have extended up to November 2009, decimating crops
and resulting in little or no second harvest. As a result, the extended hunger season resulting from the
poor first harvest will be further extended until the August/September harvest in 2010. In turn, this will
lead to increased distress migration, malnutrition, morbidity and mortality, as well as crime, cattle raiding,
distress livestock sales and environmentally destructive income generating activities O all of which increase
future vulnerability.

Under the best case scenario rainfall patterns will have improved in October to November 2009, leading
to improved crop performance and a significant second harvest in December 2009 and January 2010.
Even so, this will be inadequate to make up for the poor first harvest such that food stocks are unlikely to
last beyond early 2010. As a result, the hunger gap will still commence earlier than in normal years,
though not as earlier as under the worst case scenario under which the preceding hunger gap was never
broken.

The most probable scenario is a variant of this scenario @ that is, a reasonable harvest will be achieved in
December and January, but will be insufficient to cover food needs beyond January. In turn, this will
result in an early and extended hunger season from February 2010 to the first harvest in
August/September 2010. The recommended responses are presented in table 3 below.

Table 3 8 Recommended Response

Response Description of target group and timing

General Food Severely food insecure households during the extended hunger season (December
Distribution 2009 to June 2010)

Moderately food insecure households during the height of hunger season (March to
June 2010) to prevent them becoming severely food insecure and severely food
insecure households where and when appropriate

Food-for-Recovery
Activities

Provision of Seeds |Severely and moderately food insecure householdsprior to the planting and

and Tools cultivation season (February to March 2010)
Supplementary/
Therapeutic Vulnerable and malnourished children, lactating mothers as appropriate
Feeding
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12 12. Annexes

12.1 List of team members

Name Agency
ANGUA JACKLINE DRALU SMOA
EMMANUEL OKULO ODEK SSRRC
JAMES AMANYA CRS
IDIKU MICHAEL WFP
MARK WANI SMOA
KOMAKECH PONDWEL SSRRC
MUSA BUYINZA CRS
CHARLES LOMORO NCA
PETER ALAU SMOA
OMWUONGA PAUL SSRRC
CEASER DRAKU RRR/UNMIS
APIRE MARK WEFP
JAMES ATARI SMOA
VICTOR LIRA ROBERT SSRRC
MARGERATE JEBET CARITAS
ANYANZO GODFREY GUMA LWF
AKUKU AP RICHARD WEFP

12.2 State Level Interagency ANLA Working Group

Name Or;\ag:i';;ﬁon
Julius D. Lonyong FAO
Alunyo Arkangelo Khedus SMOA
Margaret Jebet Caritas
Emmanuel Okullo Odek SSRRC
Victor Lira Robert SSRRC
Komakech Pondwel SSRRC
Musa Buyinzaa CRS
Omwuonga Paul SSRRC
Charles Lomoro NCA
John Wassey UNHCR
Jan Frances Nankaayi RRR/UNMIS
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Name

Agency/
Organization

Marc A. Langiange

RCSO

Anyanzo Godfrey Guma LWF
Akuku AP Richard WFP
Paul Regnard UNMIS
Alex Voets Caritas
Victor Lira Robert SSRRC
Ceasar Draku UNMIS/RRR
Margaret Lagat Caritas
Emmanuel Rembe LWF
Lawrence Otika Joseph SMOA,
Charles Lomoro NCA
Amanya James CRS,
Emmanuel Okullo Odek SSRRC
Angua Jackline Draku SMOA
Mark Apire WEFP
Akuku AP Richard WEFP
Michael Idiku WEFP
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13 Hazards and opportunities:

13.1

Last 3 months by Livelihood Zone

Livelihood zone: Green belt

Event / Shocks Response by
Date Effect the Who affected? % hh affected Humanitarian intervention
community
July 09 Unreliable -Destruction -Increased Residents and 90 -Govt subsidized food prices
rainfall of crop reliance of wild returnees -Food aid
-Loss of food foods
source -reduced meals
August 09 | Land dispute -Displacement | -Land dispute Residents 23 Local Govt intervention
resolution and
negotiation
July 09 Insecurity -Affected -Cultivation of Residents and 30 Non
(Banditry LRA) movement due | nearby gardens returnees
to fear
-Affected
distant
cultivation of
fields
Livelihood zone: Hills and Mountains
Date Event / Shocks Effect Response' by the Who affected? % hh !—Iumanita:trian
community affected intervention
July 0Aug 09 | Dry spell -Destruction of crop -Increased reliance of wild | Residents and returnees 90 No Interventions
-Loss of food source foods
-Destruction of pasture -reduced # of meals
-increased sale of livestock
August 09 Cattle raiding -Displacement -Report of government Residents 20% No intervention
-Loss of cattle authorities
-Moved away from conflict
prone locations
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Livelihood zone: Pastoral

Date Event / Shock Effect Response. by the Who affected? % hh !-Iumanit?rian
community affected | intervention
July to Dry spell and No crops were planted Increase sales of livestock | The whole village
September erratic rainfall and more reliance on wild 100%
2009 fruits and vegetable
None
September to | Sudan-Kenya Reduce supply of grain & | Increase sales of livestock | The whole village 100% None
October border dispute goods into the markets and natural resources
2009 and prices increase
Livelihood zone: Eastern Flood Plain
Date Event / Shock Effect Response. by the Who affected? % hh !—Iumanit?rian
community affected | intervention
July to Drought Crop failure Increase The whole community 100 None
Septembe Reduce production from | consumption of wild
r 2009 animals fruits
October Cattle Raiding Loss of cattle Youth followed up Few household with livestock 5 None
2009 and animals were
recovered
August Rain received Crops were rejuvenated | Weeding of crops The whole community 100 None
and and pasture grew
Septembe
r 2009
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13.2 Local Names for Seasons

Livelihood zone: Green Belt

Season | Season 2 Season 3 Season 4
Months Dec-April May-Nov
Local Name (Madi) | Melinga Aiyi nga
Livelihood zone: Hills and Mountains
Season | Season 2 Season 3 Season 4
Months April-September October-March
Local Name Atahas Akhameu
(Didinga??)
Livelihood zone: Hills and Mountains
Season | Season 2 Season 3 Season 4
Months Jan-March April-September October-December
Local Name (Pari??) Hameyu Tahas Furat
Livelihood Zone: Pastoralist
Season | Season 2 Season 3 Season 4
Months Jan To April May to August September to December
Local Name Nyakamu Nyakiporo Nyaet
Livelihood Zone: Eastern Flood Plain
Season | Season 2 Season 3 Season 4
Months January to April May to October November to December

Local Name

Oro

Cer

Aria




13.3 Expectations for 2010

Livelihood zone: Green Belt

Projecte Events Effect How will the Who will be % hh maybe Additional Comments
d time (Hazards and community respond? affected? affected
frame opportunities)
(Season)
Hazard -reduced water -look for alternative food Residents 80% Dry conditions are normal in
-Dry spell sources stocks this time of year, but climatic
Season | Opportunities -increased fishing, -store additional foods conditions are very
-Hunting, fishing wild game unpredictable now.
Hazard -cultivation of -Look for alternative ways Residents, 50% No additional comments
-Heavy rains bigger farms of preventing crop returnees
Season 2 -Pest and -crops may be destruction
diseases affected by pests
Opportunities and diseases
-increased
cultivation
Hazards Destruction of -Rely on govt and Ngos Residents 65%
Pests and diseases crops extension services No additional comments
Season 3

27




Livelihood zone: Hills and Mountains

Projecte Events Effect How will the Who will % hh maybe Additional Comments
d time (Hazards and community be affected
frame opportunities) respond? affected?
(Season)
Hazard -Reduced water -look for alternative Residents 76% Dry conditions are normal
-Continued dry sources food stocks in this time of year, but
Season | spell and delayed | Delayed planting season | -Store additional foods climatic conditions are very
rains -Increased fishing, wild unpredictable now.
Opportunities game
-Hunting, fishing,
clearing of lands
Hazard -Cultivation of bigger -Look for alternative Residents, 35% No additional comments
-Heavy rains farms ways of preventing returnees
Season 2 | -Pest and diseases | -Crops may be affected crop destruction
Opportunities by pests and diseases
-Increased
cultivation
Hazards Destruction of crops -Rely on govt and Residents 40%
Pests and diseases NGOs extension No additional comments
Season 3 services
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Livelihood zone: Pastoral

Projected Events Effect How will the Who will be affected? % hh maybe Additional Comments
time (Hazards community affected
frame and respond?
(Season) | opportunitie
s)

Season | Continue dry Plants drying Migration to water Households with large number 84% Households with fewer
January to spell causing lack of | points and in search of livestock livestock can sustain their
April pasture and of pasture animals on hand pumps

water to water

livestock
Season 2 Death of Lack of milk Migration to Household with large number of 89% None
May to Livestock and reduce locations with good | livestock
August number of pasture and water

cattle

Season 2 On set of Land is Most household Every household harvest and 100% none
May to rainfall and prepared for planted crops increase grain in the market
August harvest crops growing
Season 3 Ripening of Increase food | Many household will The whole village 100% none
September wild fruits be collecting wild
to fruits
December
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Livelihood zone: Flood plain

Projected Events Effect How will the Who will % hh maybe Additional Indicate Livelihood
time (Hazards community be affected Comments Zones that
frame and respond? affected? mentioned this
(Season) | opportunitie Hazard or
s) Opportunity
Season | Dry spell Lack of water Digging water from the | Every body 100% None Flood Plain
January to river bed and also
April migrating in search of
water
Season 2 Rainfall I-Grass grows Field are cleared and -All 50% None Flood Plain
May to received 2-Diarrhea in cultivated livestock
October Animals owner And 35% of the
3-Cases of Malaria -And children
infection increases children are
affected
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