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Foreword

Under COMESA and the RELPA program (Regional Enhanced Livelihoods in Pastoral Areas), the
Pastoral Areas Coordination, Analysis and Policy Support (PACAPS) project has been working on
improving the understanding of livelihoods within pastoral communities living in border areas. This
process will promote better regional cross-border early warning, inter-country information sharing
and harmonised response strategies in neighbouring countries.

This paper will firstly provide an overview of how the profile information and complimentary data sets
can be used for conducting evidence-based early warning of livelihood crises. In addition to supporting
early warning with predictive analysis of impact on livelihoods, there are opportunities to use the
information in program design, monitoring, response analysis and timing of response. The second
section presents the two cross-border profiles to demonstrate the similarities and differences
between the pilot border areas. This paper is supported by a COMESA Technical Briefing Paper No.3
which documents the process of doing cross-border livelihood analysis and lists the lessons learnt.

Cross-border livelihood analysis and information sharing can contribute significantly in improving
regional early warning and response analysis. The PACAPS pilot harmonization initiative will be the
first step towards building on good partnerships among cross-border organizations and actors.
Disseminating the cross-border profiles will encourage countries’ early warning systems to share
important livelihoods information on a regular basis. Finding common ways of using country level
information for regional analysis will improve early warning. By understanding the characteristics of
the border zone communities, regional program design and implementation can be more effective
and appropriate from being better informed of the livelihood needs. It is hoped that this cross-border
analysis will benefit current regionally focused programs (including USAID RELPA, USAID Food for
Peace, DFID safety-net programme and ECHO RDD) and future regional initiatives.
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Section 1: How to use the Cross-border Profiles

The cross-border livelihood information was collected to understand the similarities and differences of
the border zones and to contribute to the improvement of regional early warning and early response.
The potential application of the cross-border profile information and data extends further to
informing regional and country level long-term program design, monitoring and evaluation.

The following section provides examples of how the cross-border livelihood profiles can be used by
regional and country level early warning systems, implementers and regional decision makers in
understanding border dynamics. Outlines and examples on the uses of the cross-border profiles are
included in this section:

1. Understanding cross-border livelihoods
2. Early Warning

a. Scenario analysis

b. Early warning monitoring
3. Program Development

a. Intervention design

b. Intervention timing

c. Program impact/evaluation

1. Understanding cross-border livelihoods

Cross-border livelihood analysis was a priority for the work under PACAPS to gain a better
understanding of the border communities and identify similarities and differences. An understanding
of people’s livelihoods is essential for analysing the impact of any significant change and knowing how
to response when and to whom.

The analysis of the Ethiopian and Somali hawd livelihood zones has shown that there is a very strong
similarity between them. The hawd is, in most respects, the same livelihood zone divided by a national
border. Livelihood assets, food and income sources, climatic patterns and ecological characteristics,
trading routes, vulnerabilities, coping strategies, impact of droughts and even future concerns are all
very similar. Differences include higher density of vegetation on the Ethiopian side and more
settlements on the Somali side with better access to social services.

The similarities between the Mandera, Kenya and Filtu-Dolo, Ethiopian pastoral zones are also strong
with similar asset bases, food and cash income and expenditure patterns. Communities on the Kenya
side depend more on cattle whilst in Ethiopia, cattle numbers are diminishing. Pastoralists on both
sides of the border use Mandera market to sell livestock and bush products. Social services and the
general infra-structure is much better on the Kenyan side of the border.

The purpose of the cross-border field work was not to re-do the baseline database but to collect
current monitoring data as well as to verify the economic picture in each area. Ideally it would have
been beneficial to collect a current food, income and expenditure snapshot of the pastoral household
economy in each livelihood zone.

2. Early Warning

It is a challenge within the region to produce timely and evidence-based early warning. Early warning
is of particular importance in the Greater Horn of Africa. The region has continued to suffer from
precarious cross-border security situations coupled with susceptibility to harsh climatic conditions.
Recurrent droughts have caused significant asset loss with little relief to build up their asset base. The
fluctuating staple food and fuel prices have forced poorer pastoral market-dependent households to
sell livestock to access their food and non food needs. Livestock diseases have compounded the



pastoralists’ plight, in particular the threatening impact of goat plague (or PPR, Peste des Petits
Ruminants) and Rift Valley Fever (RVF). These shocks affect most pastoral livelihood zones across the
region impacting over 15 to 18 million pastoralists. Sustainable herd sizes are now in question and this
has lead to high numbers of ‘drop-out pastoralists’ moving into urban centres to look for alternative
income opportunities.

Whilst pastoralists try to cope with these threats, early warning systems find it challenging to keep up
with the changing food security situation. Early warning bulletins are expected to provide predictive
statements on how the food security and nutrition situation will be in the coming 1-6 months. This has
to therefore be based on a predictive assumption of the general climatic, economic and political
context. It also requires making predictions about how many people, where, when, and for how long,
may require assistance at any even time. Livelihood scenario analysis helps us provide these
predictions based on an understanding of livelihoods.

a. Projected outcome analysis for early warning

Three types of information are combined for outcome analysis: information on baseline access,
information to define a hazard or change (i.e. factors affecting access to food/income, such as
livestock productivity 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). Refer to the FEG Consulting website
for more information and details on how to do projected outcome analysis http://www.feg-
consulting.com/hea/predicted-outcome.

A projected outcome analysis comparing the 2 hawd bordering livelihood zones is presented below.
This analysis compares the impact of a real current year analysis against the baseline years for both
zones. The current year problem is based on high food and fuel prices, general inflation and drought.
The problem is defined below for each zone — HDP (Harshin-Dagahbur Pastoral LZ, Ethiopia) and HNW
(Hawd North-West Pastoral LZ, Somalia).

Livelihood Zone HDP HNW
Baseline year 03/04 04/05
Current 08/09 08/09
Livestock productivity defined
Camel | 40% 40%
Goats | 75% 100%
Sheep | 75% 50%

Price problem defined
Livestock | 250% 150%
Milk | 240% 75%
Maize | 400% 260%
Sorghum | 420% 200%
Rice | 375% 225%
Sugar | 200% 150%

The production problem took into account daily milk yield, the number of lactating females per herd
and the herd size changes. The livestock analysis was done using data available from the 2003/04 and
2004/05 baseline spreadsheets. The herd dynamic information was collected during the cross-border
field work. Price data was taken from FEWS-NET Somalia market database and SC UK Ethiopia
monitoring data.



Figure 1: POOR HH - Food Sources
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Bars one and two in the above graph represent poor households’ total access to food in the baseline
year before the shock. The third and fourth bars represent the households’ access to food after the
problem (defined above) has been run through the baseline data, taking into account poor
households’ response strategies (current deficit = shock + coping).

Note that the economy of the hawd has the same basic structure on both sides of the border. These
camel-herding pastoralists secure food principally through the sale of livestock and livestock products.
They also directly consume some milk and meat. In Harshin-Dagahbur, Ethiopia, baseline data was
collected for an average to good year (2003/04). Camel milk production was relatively high that year
leading to higher milk sales in exchange for cereals. Conversely, there was less need to sell livestock
for cash to buy staples. By contrast, the baseline 2004/05 year for the Hawd North-West Pastoral zone
in Somalia was a bad year. Livestock herd sizes were low and there was high dependence on loans and
food aid (see also the income chart below). That is why the HNW/Som baseline bar shows a 12%
deficit during the baseline reference year. See the profiles, page xxx, for more detail.

To cope with the current year shock, poor households in the hawd engage in a number of response
strategies as they struggle to meet their annual food needs. For the hawd poor, response strategies
include:

Selling milk rather than consuming to buy cheaper calories;

Depending more on gifts and remittances from neighbours and relatives
Reducing expenditure on non-staple and non-food items to buy staples;
Selling more animals

Taking out more loans.



Figure 2: POOR HH - Income
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Analysis of poor households’ income sources shows clearly how pastoralists might cope with poor milk
production and high grain and fuel prices. Note how in an average year, with good market access,
poor pastoralists in HDP Ethiopia allowed camel herds to grow by selling milk and ghee for cash to buy
staple food. When milk yields are low, the main option is to sell livestock to secure cash, as shown for
HNW Somalia. When drought is compounded by high grain prices — hence when pastoralists need to
buy more grain during the year and at additional cost — the additional income must be generated
through higher livestock sales. The third and fourth bars in Figure 2 represent this response by the
poor in the hawd. In this case additional cash is generated mostly from the sale of goats and sheep.
For instance, in HNW Somalia, the poor will likely sell an additional 2 goats and 1 sheep over and
above what they sold in the baseline year to pay for their needed grain in this year of very high grain
prices." In HDP Ethiopia, remittances (or for those, in HNW Somalia, without access to remittances,
cash from loans) also help pay for staple grains. However, given herd sizes in the hawd, the cash
generated is unlikely to be sufficient to purchase enough grain to meet survival food needs. This is
why the projected outcome results in a survival food deficit for poor households in the hawd (22% in
HNW Somalia and 19% in HDP Ethiopia). Moreover, as it is unlikely that the poor will be able to buy
sufficient grain (without selling off all their livestock assets) it means that they will also not have
sufficient cash to purchase essential non-food needs, leading to a livelihood protection deficit as well.

The analysis of these two border zones in the hawd helps planners see that in this particular case, the
same shock is likely to have a similar outcome on food access. The livelihood profile of the pastoralists
on both sides of the border is similar; moreover, the service and market infrastructure offered in these
areas is not sufficiently different in this case to affect the outcome. Hence, planners on both sides of
the border should be thinking about a similar magnitude of response in the hawd.

! In HNW Somalia, herd sizes have marginally improved with goat herds increasing from 25-30 to 15-45 and
sheep herds increasing from 10-20 to 10-25.



b. Early Warning Monitoring

People’s way of accessing food and cash income varies across the region, even within the pastoral
livelihood system. Some pastoralists rely more on camels than cattle, some rely more on sheep than
goats. Also their dependence on natural resources and neighbouring livelihood zones differ from one
area to the next. Their production and consumption patterns also vary from month to month.
Therefore it is important to identify which indicators are appropriate for which livelihood zones for
different seasons of the year.

Understanding livelihoods helps to identify what should be monitored for early warning. In the
baseline storage spreadsheet, key parameters which are important to that zone are identified. This
enables the monitors to prioritise indicators for that area, rather than developing a long list that may
not be relevant. It is also important to understand the links between households and the wider
economy so that national issues affecting market prices can be factored in at the local level.

At the end of each cross-border profile, important indicators to be monitored along the border areas
are listed. These include:

a. Environmental indicators: to be monitored regularly as they give an early indication of what is
likely to affect economic indicators.

e Rainfall performance
e Pasture condition and availability
e Water condition and availability
e Diseases (human and livestock)
b. Production indicators: are directly related to both food and income, and affect households’ access
to food and income if their performance significantly changes from ‘normal’.
e Herd size for each wealth group
e Milk production (i.e. births, milking animals, yields and duration)
c. Market indicators: are income and expenditure indicators that normally show the change to
income and household budgetary requirements.
e Price of livestock products (i.e. milk, ghee)
e Livestock sales and prices
e Prices of bush products (i.e. firewood, charcoal)
e Labour prices
= Prices of staple (rice, oil, maize, and sorghum) and non-staple foods (e.g. sugar)

A better understanding of livelihoods and seasonal patterns provides information to guide monitoring
and seasonal assessments. Mostly assessments are done after the rainy seasons to assess how the
rains performed and impact on livestock productivity, pastures, water sources and market food prices.
Monitoring is especially important during the dry seasons when staple prices are high, livestock
productivity, condition and price decrease and water is scarce. The hunger period is usually defined as
the period at the end of the longer dry season when households’ resources are depleting and
productivity low.

Early warning monitoring is necessary to update and refine initial ‘problems’ for projections. Predicted
analysis is not intended as the final word on projected needs; rather, they are a means of providing a
first estimate which, through agreed monitoring indicators, can be refined and adjusted as events
proceed.

The timing of different indicators is based on the likelihood of occurrence at a specific time of the
year. Most monitoring indicators are collected on a regular basis. However, by understanding the



pastoral livelihoods and when different factors/shocks affect them, monitoring can become more
strategic in collecting key indicators relevant for that month/season. For example, malaria is likely to
occur in the first months the dry season after increased exposure to mosquito in the wet season. That
is when number of malaria cases should be monitored more closely. Pasture and water scarcity and
delay or failure of the rains, birthing are other indicators that are seasonally time bound. Some
indicators like border disruption, migration, high food prices and low livestock prices can occur at any
time of the year and therefore need to be monitored all the time.

Figure 3: Seasonal timing of monitoring specific indicators

Season Month Indicator
Livestock migrations to areas beyond local dry season grazing areas. Malaria outbreak (water source is berkads)
Long Jan Rapid increase of cereal prices & fall of livestock prices. Cross-border trade restriction. Influx from areas outside the zone.
Dry Pasture/water associated migrations to unusual destinations. Malaria Outbreak (Jan-Mar). Decline in livestock export (Jan - Dec.).
Season High cereal prices & low livestock prices. Cross-border restrictions (From Jan. - Dec.). Decline in food imports (Jan. - Dec.)
_ the | Livestock supply to markets at unusually high volumes. Abnormally low livestock prices.
Jilaal Shortage of basic cereals causing very high prices. Outbreak of water borne diseases due to deterioration of the quality of water.
Delay, failure or poor performane of the gu rains. High livestock concentrations of livestock into few pocket areas.
Outbreak of army worm. Poor birthing rate among shoats. Low milk yields. Diarrhoea mostly after the start of the rains.
Main Ia Long dry spells. Early cessation of the rains. Early livestock migrations in large numbers to areas outside the LZ.
rainy Poor birthing rate among camels. Early drying of milking animals. Milk price increase across many rural villages.
season - Large scale rush to the markets for livestock sales and start of panic driven cereal purchase due to poor food security prospects.
gu Ju Talk of the season pessimistically and preparations for long migrations to outside usual grazing areas.
Failure or poor crop harvests in neighboring crop producing LZs. Pasture & water problems. Malaria. High cereal prices.
Ju In-migration. Low livestock prices. Insecurity/conflicts restricting movements & the access to markets (Jan. - Dec.).
| Intensification of livestock migrations to long distance areas. Decline in livestock trade due to hagaa sea storms at the sea.
Short dry Aug Increase in cereal prices & decrease in those of livestock to unusual levels. Unusual decline in milk yields.
season - " Livestock disease outbreak affecting the livestock numbers and sales internally or/and externally (all the year round).
hagaa Increase in the volume of livestock supplied to the market. Unusually low livestock prices.
Significant delay or absence of short rains (Oct-Dec.).
Large dry spells after the rains have started. Respiratory diseases (all the year round). Low calving rate (oct. - Nov.)
S.hOI’t Absence of rains or large dry spells. Pasture and water shortages. Diarrhoea (rainy months). Poor livestock conception rate.
rains - v Livestock movements to areas beyond usual grazing areas. Unusually low livestock prices & high cereal prices. Cessation of rains.
deyr Dec Malaria outbreak. Deterioration in livestock body condition. Growing miscarriage rates among animals.




3. Program Development

a. Intervention design

Early warning is a necessary activity in preventing food crises and protecting the asset base and
resilience of pastoral communities. Program planners require significant lead time to set up resource
and logistical flows, and once established they need to know how long assistance will be needed. The
longer the lead time, the less expensive the delivery of goods tends to be, and the more beneficial the
effects. Projected outcome analysis is based on the principle that information on events affecting a
particular area or community — late rains, land reform, rising food prices, inaccessibility to markets -
can only be properly interpreted if seen against the context of how people normally live.

The livelihoods information available from the livelihood baselines forms the analysis that both takes
into account the variations in livelihoods and response among different households, and projects
ahead of time what such variations might mean in terms of program planning. Projected outcome
analysis helps predict how big or small food and income deficits will be even if the effects take time to
set in. This information can be useful in program design as it guides the implementer on what would
be the most appropriate intervention for who, when, for how long and how much.

Towards the end of the dry season in March 2009, CARE Kenya requested PACAPS to help them
analyze how they should be responding to a possible rain failure at that time in pastoral areas in
Northern Kenya. PACAPS, joined by the ELMT partners, FEWS-NET, ACF — held a % day response
analysis workshop. One of the outputs from this was an analysis of the appropriateness of destocking.

First the problem of the drought was defined and run through the Wajir Southern Grassland pastoral
livelihood zone.

Figure 4: Impact of drought on Wajir poor

Total Income (food+cash) The definition of the hypothetical drought scenario was:
District: Waijir A 50% reduction in milk yields
Livelihood Zone:  WSG A 50% livestock prices lower than the reference
Household type: P year (2006/07)
160% A 50 % higher staple prices and water than
140% reference year
. A 50% higher milk prices than the reference year
Em ’ || Figure 3 shows the outcome of this on the poor household.
Em% 1 H| The outcome represented in the third bar shows a large
E 30% ||| reduction in income from livestock sales due to the reduced
E price and number of animals the poor household can sell.
g 50% 1 1| The analysis also removes food aid from the reference year.
CF T L L{| This is done to show a clear picture of the household’s
- ||| economic capacity to cope and quantifies the total need.
) With food aid removed and the impact of the drought with
0% - - coping, a 38% survival deficit of annual food needs is shown.
refyear curryear thresholds | This s equivalent to Ksh 21,240 which is a significant deficit
B o drouaht " when you compare this to their annual income. There is also
D Ot cales a livelihoods deficit of 20% of food equivalent or cash
B orop sales equivalent of Ksh 10,590.
O milk sales
“;‘;'L';M When the same analysis was run through a middle household
5 livelihoods protection from this pastoral zone — they show a survival deficit of 9%

and a livelihoods protection deficit of Ksh 14,000.

Then a hypothetical intervention of destocking was added to the current year scenario to see how it
would improve the poor households’ access to food and non-food needs.



Figure 5: Impact of destocking on Wajir poor
Total Income (food+cash)

Two assumptions were developed to demonstrate the

. District: Wajir
Impact: Livelihood Zone: WSG
Household type: P
1. Livestock would be sold through the destocking 160%
intervention at the reference year price 06/07
2. Poor households would be willing to expand their 140% 1
livestock sales by 50% §120% 1 -
The result showed a reduction in survival (food) deficit to Em N |
13% but with no change in the livelihood deficit — | § 80% 1 B
remaining 20%. By giving the middle households reference :E 0% | ||
year prices for their livestock but without them selling | £
extra — removes all deficits. This informs us that the most | ~ ** ] |
appropriate wealth groups to target de-stocking are the 20% n
poor and middle pastoralist in Wajir. Destocking is less - destocking
appropriate for better off who are resilient due to their refyear  ecurryear thresholds
herd sizes. Destocking would not improve the livelihoods O food aidisafety nets
of the poorer households as they do not have extra B Tabour
animals to sell and do not sell many normally. Dotk sales
E ﬁ:i'i.l!.'ssales
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%ﬁﬁﬂl}:pmtectiun
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b. Intervention timing

Despite huge investment that has been made to improve early warning, humanitarian assistance
continues to arrive late in pastoral areas. Aid has been able to prevent humanitarian crises, but it is
difficult to find examples where a large scale use of humanitarian aid has prevented a livelihood crisis.
To protect livelihoods, early warning should trigger the implementation of certain response options at
the appropriate time. To understand when any intervention is appropriate in response to a crisis, it is
necessary to understand the following:

The nature of the crisis

The impact of the crisis on different areas and different wealth groups

Incorporate the impact of the crisis into a baseline seasonal calendar

Based on the impact during different months of the year, identify appropriate timing of
different types of interventions for different target groups

A And then take this one step further — if the timing has been identified, add a realistic start-
up time to the intervention action.

Using a crisis calendar? to run impact and response analysis can help to quantify the impacts of the
shock, when they may occur and who will be affected.

Figure 6: Calendar of a typical drought in the Horn of Africa

Mar-Apr May-Jun Jul-Aug Sep-Oct Nov-Dec Jan-Feb
poor
rains no rain poor rain poor rain

Pasture declining very scarce none None

2 Excerpts for this section were taken from the RELPA/PACAPS Guidelines on “How to make contingency planning useful in
just fifteen easy steps”



very poor old & mortality

I'stock condition declining weak starting to die increasing high mortality
no demand,
low demand & v. low demand & exploitation
I'stock market high price price price

Which ever intervention is the most appropriate in given circumstances, it is the logic of the
intervention itself which determines when it is appropriate — and when it simply can’t help. For
example, once animals are already dying it is too late for commercial off-take, and it is obviously too
late to distribute feed after the rains have already regenerated pasture. The interventions which
target livestock all have appropriate windows of opportunity which are determined purely by the
‘crisis calendar’ — that is, by the succession of different stages in the evolution of a drought. In the
drought scenario sketched in figure #, for example, livestock feeding could be appropriate from
around August, when pasture is scarce and animal condition is suffering, until the following March,
when the rains finally bring new pasture. However, in reality, if we make a decision to support
livestock feeding in August, the feeding project will not start until December when all the animals have
died. It can take an agency three or four months to go through all the steps of staff recruitment,
tendering, purchasing, transport, etc. before the animals finally receive food. Start-up timelines must
be incorporated into intervention timing.

The goal of humanitarian and development assistance - to protect and support lives and livelihoods -
presupposes that we know when productive activities occur throughout the year so we can ensure
timely support; that we avoid imposing unsustainable labor or investment demands at critical times of
the year; that we ensure aid is delivered during periods when it will be of most use, and create the
least harm.

c. Monitoring the impact of a project

Scenario analysis on these cross-border profiles can also be used to measure the economic impact of a
project’s activity on local populations, and to what extent the interventions meet stated food security
(or other) goals. The scenario analysis can be used to compare the impact of a project targeting
communities in a border area. Macro-economic events can change the context of the intervention.
Agencies need to be able to predict the effect of these events in order to evaluate and re-design their
interventions appropriately.

To demonstrate the use of this analysis in informing programs in a fluctuating context, a cash transfer
intervention has been used as an example in the border zone of Filtu-Dolo in Southern Ethiopia. The
purpose of this analysis is to calculate the cash transfer required by a poor household to cover their
survival and livelihood protection thresholds under different circumstances. Currently the Ethiopian
Social Safety Nets - PSNP provides households of 5-6 members 10 birr a day for 20 days per month for
6 months of the year.

The first bar shows the total household income (food and cash combined) in the reference year
2003/2004 including the cash received from the safety net project. The majority of their income
comes from livestock sales. The aim of any safety net project is to protect the households’ assets
(including the environment) and build their resilience. Therefore by giving supplementary cash
benefits, the project aims to reduce livestock and bush products sales.

Therefore Scenario 1 takes the reference year data but halves the amount of livestock they sell to
protect the herd and removes all cash income from the sale of bush products to protect the
environment. Bar 2 in the graph below shows the impact of this reduction and results in a livelihood
protection deficit of ETB 490.



The third outcome bar shows the impact of the second scenario which is defined based on the current
year. It reflects a 200% increase in the cost of all expenditure items, food and non food. The scenario
analysis can then calculate the amount needed by the household to meet their needs when living
costs double. Based on this scenario, the analysis shows that the level of cash transfer needs to be re-
calculated to reflect the amount of money the household needs for survival and livelihood protection.

Due to the price increase, the cash transfer would need to be increased from ETB 1200 per year to ETB
2805 per year - an increase in 234% - for households to reach their survival and livelihood protection
thresholds. This may reduce household livestock sales by 50% and may also reduce the collection and
sale of bush products.

Figure 7: POOR HH - Filtu-Dolo, Ethiopia - Predicting the Impact of a cash-transfer
intervention given different scenarios
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Section 2:

Cross-border Livelihood Profiles

Four border zones — or potentially two cross-border zones - are described in this section, selected on
the basis of that there was sufficient similarity that each pair could be considered as one livelihood
zone. The first cross-border area profiled is Filtu-Dolo Ethiopia and Mandera Kenya. The second area

profiled is the hawd region in Ethiopia and Somalia. Each profile is divided into a number of sections:

Livelihood zone

Offers a general description of the bordering zones with a comparison of topography,

description vegetation, soils and natural resources. Recording these changes in the livelihood zones for
over 5 years helps to identify trends in environmental concerns.
Livelihood Gives a summary comparison of the pastoral households’ economic strategies and food

security and the difference in access to social services and markets. The summary pulls out the
common livelihood patterns of the pastoral communities for both adjacent border zones.

Historical Timeline

Includes a description of the reference year and baseline years. It provides a summarised
timeline of events for both border zones based on a comparative analysis. This includes details
of response strategies engaged to response to annual events/shocks. This can help livelihood
analysis by looking back in time to understand what shocks have affected the border zones
pastoralists prior to the reference year. This helps to understand how the resilience of these
households has deteriorated making them more vulnerable over time.

Herd Dynamics

Outlines the reference year pattern of herd growth/depletion and reflects this within a 6 year
timeline. Trends in herd dynamics and herd sizes can inform humanitarian organisations on
how to support the different types of pastoralist. Depending on their herd sizes and
composition, different types of support maybe more appropriate for some compared to other.

Livestock migration

Describes normal and abnormal movement of livestock across the borders to seasonal
rangelands. This enriches monitoring alerting early warning systems that border pastoralists
are following abnormal migratory routes and therefore are stressed.

Seasonal Calendar

Sets out the timing of monthly key activities during the year. This is the same for both sides of
the borders who experience the same seasonal patterns. Information on seasonal production
and consumption can guide implementers on when different interventions are most
appropriate.

Wealth Breakdown

Describes the different wealth groups, explaining the differences between these groups and
how this affects potential access to food and cash income. By understanding the different
types of socio-economic households within these pastoral communities, implementers can
refine their project designs to target the right household for the specific interventions.

Sources of Food and
Cash

Examines the annual patterns of food and income access for each economic group. This
identifies where households are accessing their food and income needs and which of these
livelihood strategies can be stretched during difficult times.

Expenditure Patterns

Shows how households from different economic groups spend their annual cash income and
how they prioritise purchases under stress.

Cross-border Markets

Contains information on important markets for these border communities, understanding
trade routes. Markets are complex and access to favourable livestock marketing opportunities
is the backbone to the pastoral economy. Pastoralist purchase up to 70% of their annual food
needs so food availability in markets is important monitoring information. This can guide
interventions.

Hazards

Outline common hazards that affect livelihood zones on both side of the border. It is important
to monitor and quantify the impact of any hazard and identify who is most affected.

Response Strategies

Describes the various similar strategies available to different types of household in the border
areas and to what extent they can expand on these strategies to make end meet during bad
years.

Recommendations

Outline some ideas for longer-term programming. With this a list of appropriate key
parameters are suggested for monitoring in the border zone, based upon an understanding of
the cross-border livelihood patterns. Early warning involves identifying and interpreting key
events that indicate that a crisis may be developing.






