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List of emails of Interested and Affected Parties: 

'abnernatangwehikulo@gmail.com';  

'abnernatangweshikulo@gmail.com' 

adoltina98@yahoo.com 

'adoltina98@yahoo.com';  

'BP: Monty Rukoro' <monty@burmeister.com.na> 

'BP: Yaseen Mohamed' <yaseen@burmeister.com.na>;  

'charlie@greenearthnamibia.com';  

christianwitbooi@yahoo.com 

'christianwitbooi@yahoo.com' 

'Clemens PC. Khaiseb' <Clemens.Khaiseb@mawf.gov.na>;  

'coreztangeni@gmail.com';  

'eksyoyo@gmail.com';  

'fillemon2011@yahoo.com';  

'gmuntenda@yahoo.com';  

Hendrik Boshoff (hboshoff@burmeister.com.na);  

info@nnfu.org.na  

'jyutoni@nammic.com.na';  

'Kingsley Kwenani (KKwenani@meatco.com.na)';  

'Kuniberth Shamathe (KShamathe@meatco.com.na)';  

labour@ananzi.co.za 

'likuwajoo@gmail.com';  

'mwanyangapoo@gmail.com';  

'nangadonas@gmail.com';  

Neshila Kaboy <neshila@gmail.com> 

neshila@gmail.com 

Nhinda Rosa <nhindarosa@gmail.com> 

'northinvestment@gmail.com' 

'reservations@okashanardc.com' 

'rnairenge@kavangorc.gov.na';  

'sandrinathe1st@gmail.com' 

'sheuyangatp@gmail.com';  
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mailto:christianwitbooi@yahoo.com
mailto:hboshoff@burmeister.com.na
mailto:info@nnfu.org.na
mailto:KKwenani@meatco.com.na)
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'sheuyangetp@gmail.com' 

'snmufenda@yahoo.com'; 

'thomasnakanyala@gmail.com';  

'tmndiwakalunga54@gmail.com';  

'tskativa@gmail.com';  

  



Public Participation: Radio Notice 

 

  



Comments from Interested and Affected Parties: 

Comments and Inputs Received: 
From: Neshila Kaboy  

Sent: Friday, December 06, 2019 12:31 AM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com; carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: locality plan for the relocation norther veterinary cordon fence 

 

Hi kindly forward me the relocation of the northen cordon fence locality plan  

 

regards 

 

Mr. K.F Neshila 

Pr. TRP (Bsc. Hons, Master in Urban & Regional Planning (UFS) 

Pr. Valuer (Masters of Land & Property Development Management (UFS)    

B- Architecture (CPUT) cell. +264 813290584 

Architecture / Urban Planning / Property Valuation & Development / Market Research 

From: Dr Witbooi <christianwitbooi@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2019 3:29 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: VCF 

 

Hi Charlie, 

 

Could you please send me more information on the VCF? 

 

Best wishes, 

 

Dr Witbooi 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

From: Adolf Muremi <adoltina98@yahoo.com>  

Sent: Thursday, December 5, 2019 6:20 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Consultation on veterinary cordon fence 

 

Good afternoon,  

 

My Name is Adolf Muremi, the Chairperson of Kavango east farmers union, would like to 

know why relocation of the VCF in the first phase is only covering farms in Kavango West, 

Mangetti and Oshikoto. What about the farms in Kavango east? 

Hope you will clarify this for us because on the paper circulating around there is only one 

date for Kavango east consultation with the farmers union in Rundu.  

While our sister region you are reaching some villages.  

 

Looking forward to hear from you  

 

I can also be reached on 0812516671 
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Regards  

 

Mr.muremi  

 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 

From: Popyeni Safaris & Tours <labour@ananzi.co.za>  

Sent: Wednesday, December 11, 2019 5:29 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Registration for information on the Proposed Relocation of Veterinary Cordon 

 

Charlie, 

 

Our discussion this afternoon has reference.  

I’m herewith registering and would like to be forwarded the necessary information pertaining 

to the proposed relocation of the veterinary cordon. 

 

Thanking you in advance 

 

Kind regards 

From: kandiwapa shivute  

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 2:51 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Cc: carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Re:PEA Phase 1 as advertised per Namibian 12.12.2019 

 

Dear Consultants 

 

I am an affected national as per advert. Would like more info about the EPA as i would love 

to attend the meeting in Omuthiya as indicated on the 18th December 2019. 

 

Can you provide maps specifically for Onalusheshwte Farm area. I am in the village called 

Amaye. 

 

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

 

Regards 

 

Kandiwapa H. Shivute 

https://go.onelink.me/107872968?pid=InProduct&c=Global_Internal_YGrowth_AndroidEmailSig__AndroidUsers&af_wl=ym&af_sub1=Internal&af_sub2=Global_YGrowth&af_sub3=EmailSignature
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0812145286 

From: Theo Nicodemus <Theo.Nicodemus@nida.com.na>  

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 1:33 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Relocation of the Northern veterenary cordon fence, 

 

Good day Charlie, 

 

I see you advertised in today’s papers for public participation on the relocation of the 
Northern veterinary cordon fence, may you please forward the map. 

 

Thanks 

 

Kind Regards, 

Theophilus Nicodemus 

IDO Officer  

Private Bag 13252 | 11 Goethe Street | Windhoek, Namibia 

Tel: 061 206 2233 | Fax: 061233943  | Mobile: 081 1444167 

Dear Sikunawa 

 

Thanks for the feedback.  It is very valuable comments which are highly appreciated. 

 

You comments will be included in the EIA.  We will have a follow-up meeting with the 

Proponent (MAWF) where your comments will also be discussed.  From similar feedback 

received from other I & APs who participated in the public meetings we will propose 

amendments to the compartment as proposed for Phase 1 and we hope to convince them to 

include some of the areas as per your proposal. 

 

We shall provide you with the feedback from the Proponent once received. 

 

Regards 

 

Charlie 

 

 
From: Sikunawa Negumbo <sikunawa.negumbo@gmail.com>  

Sent: Saturday, January 11, 2020 5:59 AM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com; Paul Strydom <pjstrydom@nammic.com.na> 

Subject: comments on the background information docment for phase one f the proposed 

mailto:Theo.Nicodemus@nida.com.na
mailto:charlie@greenearthnamibia.com
mailto:sikunawa.negumbo@gmail.com
mailto:charlie@greenearthnamibia.com
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relocation of NVCF 

 

Dear Colleagues, 

 

I read with interest the proposed relocation of the NVCF. It is a wonderful document with a 

lot of economic impacts that the farmers in the NCA may benefit from.  

During my comments, I am not trying to oppose the proposals or to criticise their technical 

efforts but trying to add issues of paramount importance that according to me the 

consultants were supposed to add to this professional and important narrative.  

(1) I wish therefore kindly to the proposed line of NVCF line. A small portion of the already 

fenced off farms in Mangetti west in Oshikoto region is not included the proposal. Is there 

any reason(s) for that? I propose that all those farms be included to avoid future 

problems between the affected farmers. 

(2) page six(6) of the document paragraph four (4). The prices of meat and beef are affected 

by grades C or A and B. This argument is very debatable. The way Namibia beef or livestock 

prices is influenced by the way the philosophy of our market designers and by the demanded 

grades by the EU markets. But for sure there are many countries that are demanding C 

grade and can offer competitive meat prices. Again we need to calculate the price that a 

farmer is received from his culled breeding stock. Let assume the cows  from which a 

producer is receiving a C based grade and those cows have already produced heifers and 

torries that have given young ones for which he received prices based on A or B grade. If 

that producer gets a price based on C grade, let us calculate the loss or benefit. This a 

hypothesis I wish all of us to calculate including the cost of keeping the cows for a number of 

the years it was kept on the farm without producing a calf before the owner decided to cull it. 

 

(3) Page 6 paragraph five (5) or the last paragraph. The information or argument given here 

requires interrogation.  

We must first find out whether the firstly the small-framed cattle raised in the NCA are 

actually be kept by design or by choice. The NCA is one of the highly populated areas and 

large famed cattle might not do well there because they are high consumers or grazers as 

compared to the Nguni or Sanga kept there. About 90% of cattle consumed by the drought 

experienced during 2018/2019 were those of the large framed and the amount number that 

survives are those of small frames. In the NCA it is difficult to control inbreeding because (a) 

the policy does not allow fencing for a good reason that is to prevent well to do individuals 

from fencing all the land rentering poor of the poor without land to graze. The good intentions 

of the government are now negatively affecting cattle breeding.  

(b) Inbreeding when it is done in a short period of time actually is not a bad practice. 

Especially when it is done for the purposes of concentrating and perpetuating certain good 

traits or qualities for which that breed is known for. But in the NCA these practices have 

been being practices as long as I have was born.  

I also wish to ask you, colleagues, whether it has ever come to your mind or attention that 

overgrazing in the NCA can be reduced if fodder production was introduced in the areas 

where cattle do not reach in the large unutilised areas in the NCA? If the government and 

private sector introduce this business this will be a solution.  

(4) Public participation. 

While I agree with the stakeholders participated n the discussion as indicated on page 14, I 

wish to advise that in the future the Northrn Abattoir Association must be included. One 



person to represent all abattoir in the NCA such as Oshakati Eloolo Abattoir, Eenhana and 

Outapo, Rundu and Katima Mulilo abattoirs.  

 

Kind egards 

Sikunawa. 

 

Sikunawa is a holder of MSc Agriculture Reading University UK, Four years 

university graduate in Animal Sciences Egerton University Kenya, Postgraduate Diploma 

University Imperial College of London  

Employed as Manager: Marketing Meat Board of Namibia 12 years, Deputy Director Ministry 

of Agriculture Water and Forestry, Member of the Land advisory Commission, Contracted by 

the SADC to investigate the funding of Agriculture and agricultural development In Namibia 

as result of that funding, Member, and chairperson of KOEHO Namibia Development 

initiative, Advisory Committee on Cooperative, Board member of the Meat Board of Namibia, 

Chairperson of Board of Director Agrotour Development Initiative (PTY) as subsidiary of 

August26 Holding Company, an Executive Director Of KIAT  

From: kandiwapa shivute  

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 2:51 PM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Cc: carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Re:PEA Phase 1 as advertised per Namibian 12.12.2019 

 

Dear Consultants 

 

I am an affected national as per advert. Would like more info about the EPA as i would love 

to attend the meeting in Omuthiya as indicated on the 18th December 2019. 

 

Can you provide maps specifically for Onalusheshwte Farm area. I am in the village called 

Amaye. 

 

Your assistance in this matter is greatly appreciated. 

 

Regards 

 

Kandiwapa H. Shivute 

0812145286 

From: Dr Witbooi  

Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 7:15 PM 

To: carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Re: Background Information Document for the Relocation of the Veterinary Cordon 

Fence Phase 1 (One) 

 

Hi Carien, 

 

Many thanks for your email. 

 

Could you please let me know how much money did the Namibian Government got from the 



EU for the project? 

 

Best wishes, 

 

Dr Witbooi 

From: Tweuya- Shapwa Nelumbu  

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 8:48 AM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com; carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Request for locality plan: Phase 1 of the proposed relocation of the northern 

veterinary cordon fence 

 

Good morning 

 

I trust this finds you well, I would like to request for the locality plan of the proposed 

relocation of the northern veterinary cordon fence. 

 

Regards 

 

Tweuya-Shapwa Nelumbu 

+264 81 57 55 611 

ymmagic@gmail.com 

Morning Ms van der Walt 

 

Kindly register the Roads Authority as an I&AP. 

 

We would appreciate if a formal meeting could be arranged between the Ministry of 

Agriculture, Wildlife and Forestry and the Roads Authority before the end of February 2020 

for purposes of identifying the potential impact that the proposed project may have on the 

interests of the Roads Authority.  Such meeting should be arranged through our Ms Sophia 

Kasera who has been copied in above. 

 

Regards and thanks 

 

EAM de Paauw 

From: Johannes Alugodhi  

Sent: Friday, December 13, 2019 3:35 PM 

To: carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Registration (environmental impact assessment 

 

Kindly find our details  for 16/12/ 2019 

 

alugodhijs@gmail.com  

Gerhardm@vmail. com 

 

Thanks  

John 

From: Winni Metzger <metzger@mweb.com.na>  

mailto:ymmagic@gmail.com
mailto:alugodhijs@gmail.com
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Sent: Sunday, January 5, 2020 6:28 AM 

To: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: Veterinary disease control fences NCA 

 

Dear Charlie, 

 

I am Winfried Metzger,57 years old, Namibian , Drilling contractor and farmer(cattle,crop and 

game) residing in Kanyikama village-Kavango west. 

Having done military service (conscription) in the NCA- patrolling by armoured vehicle the 

central and eastern areas and for the past 20 years drilling waterwells in the whole NCA 

excluding Kunene. 

With confidence, I can state that no other person has a better , geographical (with cattle 

farming background and common sense)overview of the NCA, than myself. 

 

During the last FMD outbreak , I invested N$ 1,2 mio into the fence along the border with 

Angola and along the 18th degree south to Bravo gate-to prevent the outbreak from moving 

to Omaheke(520km VDCF deviding cattlefarms east of Bravo gate-only 110km vulnerable 

VDCF to the west of Bravo). 

Thereafter, I presented a proposal to our honourable minister of Agriculture, John Mutorwa 

and his veterinarians. Well accepted and giving some momentum to the whole issue. 

 

As politics is the problematic factor , and cattle rustlers, uncontrolled grazers and self-

enriching individuals, who need uncontrolled east-west movement through western Kavango 

to do their business under the political umbrella of the current situation. –The current 2 

proposals you are investigating are in line with this, and have no significant impact on the 

overall situation of Namibia-but will have the contrary effect because: 

Along Charly line, from Casablanca to Elavi and on to Alex Muranda, this is the mostly used 

road with hundreds of accesses leading to farms. A bigger problem will be created, than 

what we currently have along the 520 km VDCF east of Bravo,with farmers bordering the 

VCF moving over it. 

The most important aspect,  must be the line of least disturbance in human and cattle 

movement, with minimum number of gates, necessary. Should the aspect of uncontrolled 

east west cattle movement,  through Kavango west be politically so important, that the whole 

effort is derailed again, I would suggest to take the VCF from King Kauluma (north of 

Casablanca) straight north along 17 degree up to Onyati area and along the current 

farmfences between Ohangwena and Oshikoto, to the point , where they meet Kavango 

west. From here to proceed due east to Okatope community forest an down south to the red 

line. 

 

I attach my old proposal, as presented to our government and look forward to a speedy 

solution of this single most important issue in Namibias agricultural development. Please do 

not hesitate, to contact me should you need any more information. I am prepared to spend 

time , effort and money, to resolve this issue. 

 

Best regards 

Winfried Metzger 

From: Paul Strydom <pjstrydom@nammic.com.na>  

mailto:charlie@greenearthnamibia.com
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Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 12:27 PM 

To: 'Dr Norval' <limmie@iway.na>; 'Limmie Norval (archie.norval1@gmail.com)' 

<archie.norval1@gmail.com>; 'Dr Shoopala' <shoopala@yahoo.com>; Johannes Shoopala 

<Johannes.Shoopala@mawf.gov.na>; charlie@greenearthnamibia.com; Dr. Anja Boshoff-

De Witt <anja@nammic.com.na> 

Cc: Magda van Schoor <magda@nammic.com.na>; Willie Schutz <willie@nammic.com.na>; 

carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: EIA VETERINARY CORDON FENCE: EXPANSION FMD FREE ZONE  

 

Good morning Charlie 

 

The attached document has reference. 

 

In terms of the request to discuss and submit comments/inputs to your office by 24 January 

2020, representatives of the Meat Board of Namibia and in particular the Animal Health 

Committee wish to engaged with yourselves to receive more detail and or clarity of the 

request. 

 

A consultative meeting has been arranged at the Meat Board of Namibia offices Tuesday, 21 

January 2020: 10H00.  

 

Please indicate your availability for such a consultation. 

 

Kind regards    

 

Paul Strydom 

From: charlie@greenearthnamibia.com [mailto:charlie@greenearthnamibia.com]  

Sent: Friday, January 17, 2020 4:39 PM 

To: Paul Strydom <pjstrydom@nammic.com.na>; 'Dr Norval' <limmie@iway.na>; 'Limmie 

Norval' <archie.norval1@gmail.com>; 'Dr Shoopala' <shoopala@yahoo.com>; 'Johannes 

Shoopala' <Johannes.Shoopala@mawf.gov.na>; Dr. Anja Boshoff-De Witt 

<anja@nammic.com.na>; 'Kuniberth Shamathe' <KShamathe@meatco.com.na>; 'Kingsley 

Kwenani' <KKwenani@meatco.com.na> 

Cc: Magda van Schoor <magda@nammic.com.na>; Willie Schutz <willie@nammic.com.na>; 

carien@greenearthnamibia.com 

Subject: RE: EIA VETERINARY CORDON FENCE: EXPANSION FMD FREE ZONE  

 

Dear Paul 

 

Your email below refers. 

 

We herewith confirm our availability and are looking forward to the meeting proposed. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Charlie 
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Good afternoon Mr du Toit  

 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment to the received:   

 

“Background information document for Phase 1 of the proposed relocation of the northern 
Veterinary Cordon Fence (VCF) in the regions of Kavango West, Mangetti West and the 

Onalusheshete farms in the Oshikoto region, Namibia” Additional suggestions/proposals 

made during the discussions are not covered by our response. 

 

Two discussion areas surfaced during our discussions, e.g. environmental clearance and 

feasibility of the proposed relocation of the VCF.  

 

In terms of the feasibility of options of the proposed relocation of the VCF or whatever 

infrastructural intervention, e.g. the establishment of a FMD (and other disease?) free zone 

within the surveillance zone, I refer you to previous documents evaluating the same topic: 

 

International Fund for Agricultural Development, (1993) Republic of Namibia Veterinary 

Cordon Fence Study, Confidential report No. 0403-NM 

Norval, A.G., Walton, T.E. 2007. Strategic Plan for the Republic of Namibia to Attain Foot 

and Mouth Disease and Contagious Bovine Pleuropneumonia Freedom. A Report prepared 

for the Millennium Challenge Account and the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry. 

Windhoek 

Dr Tony Forman. Document available at DVS   

 

Various other options which I attached for perusal are available for achieving a FMD free 

environment. Since goal of the assignment is to “shift the VCF” or establishment of a FMD 
Free zone within the surveillance it is crucial: 

 

 The Directorate Veterinary Services (DVS) form an integral and central part of the 

formulation of proposals – the DVS is the only organ responsible for the certification of the 

animal disease status and meat hygiene status of Namibia AND NO ONE ELSE); 

Any infrastructural amendment to the Free Zone should be accompanied by a diligent and 

detailed feasibility study incorporating the views of all stakeholders; 

That any infrastructural amendment to the free zone be done in accordance with the OIE 

and importing country requirements – In no way should Namibia’s export markets be 
tampered with; 

That the intended future “new” free zone be affordable to GRN in terms of capital investment 

and maintenance by DVS – keeping in mind financial resources are limited; 



That the “new” zone accommodate most of the commercial and semi-commercial farmers of 

the Oshikoto and Kavango Mangetti; 

Should communal areas be included that sufficient provision be made rangeland 

management, livestock control, accessibility to waterpoints, availability of marketing 

infrastructure, and supporting services – roads, etc. Only a restricted number of livestock 

could be accommodated in such a opened zone; 

That the integrity of the new Free Zone be guaranteed/maintained by GRN/DVS – besides 

for FMD other diseases such as CBPP are also applicable. 

That the “advantaged” producers be under no illusion that benefits derived from the creation 

of a new free zone will result immediately.         

 

It seems that the establishment of a FMD free zone (NA2) within Namibia’s Surveillance 
area seems to be the most viable option for the present, although we would appreciate that 

solutions for producers throughout the whole area north of the VCF in terms livestock 

marketing be developed, taking into consideration production systems, resource availability, 

socio-economics and cost benefit . 

 

Kind regards 

 

Paul Strydom 



Comments received from Interested and Affected Parties: 

 

DISEASE CONTROL AND ERRADICATION IN NCA-REACHING ͞FREE͟ STATUS and entering the export 

market ASAP 

Suggestions & Thoughts 

 

Political, Traditional Authority and communal-commercial cooperation is vital to succeed 

 

Suggestions, for immediate actions, which are inexpensive and have big impact on reaching the goal 

(see attached map): 

 

Oshikoto  

    Upgrading of existing road corridors fences along: 

    King Kauluma road (17 degree east), 

    Antoni road (17.25 Degree east), 

    TA Office road from Quarantine north, past Oshanashatemba, 

    Kanepolo to Oshanashomoonde and north 

    Eastern fence of Kavango regional border (18 Degree) 

    RA to upgrade and repair fence along Casablanca-Elavi road 

    Create first compartment to enter export market 

    Transnamib fences, along railwayline to be maintained 

 

Ohangwena 

    Road Authority to upgrade fence along road reserve from Namasila to Oshikango road 

    Complete Min of L&R efforts of fencing SSCFU’s ;GatesͿ aŶd ĐoŵpletioŶ of ǁaterpoiŶts 

    Short fences and boreholes for block north and east of quarantine camp 

    Disease control fences as requested by local communities-TA’s.eg. Ŷorth–south fence,west  

    of Okongo. and sections along the Angolan border (as actively producing,compartments- 

    ““CFU’s,south of the ďorder start to ŵarket for eǆport,perĐeptioŶ aŶd Đrossďorder  
    movement pattern will change) The fence along the border is in my opinion not the most  

    important issue currently and will fall in place by itself in due course 

 

Kavango East&West 

    FeŶĐe upgradiŶg of ALL ““CFU’s 

    PrioritǇ oŶ LiŶes due east of ͞Ou KordoŶ͟ aŶd Farŵs ďorderiŶg Tsuŵkǁe ĐoŵpartŵeŶt  
    AŶ additioŶal Ŷorth south liŶe douďlefeŶĐed ǁithiŶ the ““CFU’s, to create high income, game 

    farming, hunting& tourism farming compartment, with Kaudom park-see Kruger Park SA 

    Roads Authority to complete fencing of new tarred roads Kapereke to Mpungu 

    From Mbambi(Katwitwi turnoff) to Namasila and on to Eenhana 

    Repair the second fence inside Namibia from Katwitwi to 18th degree (Oshikome) 

    As there are no crossing points besides Katwitwi border post-this will be easy and not  

    be destroyed again 

    TA’s to adǀise oŶ iŶterŶal ĐoŶtrol feŶĐes, far, south of Kavango river 

 



All areas: 

1. Enforce movement control, with immediate prosecution. 

Strict double permit requirements by TA&DVS 

2. Continuous inspections of fences and prosecution of people destroying fences. 

Easy during surveillance trips 

3. No cattle in all Đorridors as ǁith iŵŵediate effeĐt uŶtil ͞all Đlear͟ ďǇ DV“. 
Thereafter a grazing period after rainy season will assist to create firebreaks 

4. Massive information campaign to inform NCA and Commercial areas of the goal of 

disease free zone, with export status 

5. Implement Namlits immediately (supply scanners and course to TA staff aswell)-traceability-

all cattle have to be controlled in a successful vaccination campaign-also assists to curb theft 

and planning of annual grazing migration 

6. Meatco to resume slaughtering asap-canned Beaf.-to reduce cattle numbers. 

7. Compartments as existing through road corridors, with number of entrances reduced to a 

minimum, will assist DVS to achieve and maintain disease free status. 

8. Install all drilled boreholes immediately. 

9. Discussions to create disease free compartments in southern Angola  

10. Give farmers and herders farming in both Namibia and Angola, dual citizenship 

 

Massive political and economical gain for the whole country. 

 

All SSCFU,s  should be subsidised for UP TO STANDARD fences and water installations as was done by 

all previous governments and their favoured farmers. 

Inspections and refunding, those who did development out of their own pockets-as these are the 

real farmers-eŶtrepreŶeurs aŶd Ŷot the ͞luĐkǇ͟ oŶes ǁho Ŷoǁ suĐceed to get this free of 

charge(ending up with double fences and two boreholes on the same SSCFU as happens now). 

 

To reduce the current strain on the NCA, bigger commercial farmers-(cowherd owners  and not oxen 

gatherers),currently in the NCA should be selected from economical perspective, without political 

involvement, to be given leasehold farms in Mangetti east and west. 

A course in farming and marketing must be successfully completed and annual marketing 

agreements entered into with abattoirs. 

 

Build additional auction facilities and tender auction services out (GRN to subsidise commission). 

 

Some misconceptions and exaggerated half-truths: 

Communal farmers do not want to trade cattle. 

Oxen and unproductive cows are kept to show wealth 

Most of Omaheke, communal farmers, have turned into strong producers and suppliers to abattoirs 

and feedlots during the past 30years 

 

Once an acceptable market is established-trade-production, will flourish. 

 

HONEST COOPERATION, BY ALL PARTIES INVOLVED, WITH FACTS ON HAND AND GOOD 

INFORMATION/COMMUNICATION WILL SUCCEED 



 

I, Winfried Metzger, am a, born Namibian, drilling contractor, cattle and crop farmer, working in the 

NCA for the past fifteen years and do know the area and majority of its people very well. Farming 

Ŷorth aŶd south of the ͞red͟liŶe residiŶg Ŷear NkureŶkuru iŶ KaǀaŶgo ǁest. 
 

It is my serious hope, that the goal of ͞Disease free aŶd eǆportiŶg͟ for the NCA ǁill ďe reaĐhed asap. 
 

I will assist, wherever I can, in order to reach this goal. It is not my intention to offend or criticise any 

person, having the same goal in heart and mind. 

 

 

 

 

  



FMD- INTER OFFICE MEMORANDUM- 14 August 2015 comments by Winfried Metzger: 

 

2. Current Situation on the ground and Discussions 

 

2.1  The fence erected ,repaired and upgraded, constitutes the western boundary of the 

͞“ŵall “Đale CoŵŵerĐial Farŵs͟ iŶ KaǀaŶgo West, ;Ŷot a Ŷeǁ feŶĐeͿ ďuilt ďǇ loĐal leasehold 
farmers and partly constructed by the Ministry of Lands and Resettlement, and the Roads 

Authority (around 2009), from Angola, south to Bravo gate on the red line. 

 

This fence, together with the two road blocks put up by DVS, indeed prevented the spread 

of FMD to Kavango west for 4 weeks!(a roadblock , without fences does not control cattle 

movement in any way).FMD only reached Kavango west after a large number of cattle 

where moved(against the honourable Ministers instructions) into Farm 1821, occupied by 

illegal grazers, from the neighbouring regions. Mainly due to this fence, FMD was controlled 

in a zone 40km parallel to this line and prevented from spreading  to the east, exposing the 

free zone,  520kŵ ͞red liŶe͟, ǁhere Đattle are oŶ ďoth sides of the red liŶe aŶd spread iŶto 
the free zone would have been imminent. 

 

The only other point, where FMD reached Kavango West, was Farm 1845, the farm 

bordering Angola to the north. Here thousands of cattle move from Shikome in Ohangwena, 

directly around the corner into Angola, daily. The close contact between cattle along the 

farms border fence, may have caused infection. This is the main reason, why here double 

fencing was started on leasehold farm ground. 

 

2.2 The meeting was informed, by myself, that at independence, a veterinary cordon fence 

was standing along this line, as well as along the Angolan border (double fence,10metres 

apart, 1x game proof and 1x cattle proof). The remaining posts were pointed out. This 

national asset was vandalized by illegal grazers and thieves, without any action to curb it, by 

the police or DVS. Apparently, it was tolerated in the name of freedom-and contributed to 

the grazing conflict in the area. (Where the High Court ordered eviction of illegal grazers and 

their livestock from Kavango west in November 2007) 

 

The fences constructed and upgraded, are according to DVS standard, but not complete, as  

the farmers and my own resources and donations, were insufficient to add the remaining, 

intermediate wires and long poles(for which I have requested DVS numerous times, without 

receiving answers, as this material lies in abundance at Mururani gate unused). 

 

2.3-2.7 The sentence in 2.3 Farmers requesting material for their private farms is 

misleading-as material for this and other approved veterinary cordon fences in the area, to 

be constructed by farmers and offering to maintain them, was requested. A subsidy system 

for permanent improvements on leasehold farms, was proposed by myself. 



 In fact, the whole of 2.3-2.7 creates, the impression of farmers and myself being 

demanding, ignorant, poorly informed and transgressing. 2.8 is further proof, as farmers cut 

poles to build their fences, cut lines, clear fields and use trees to farm. No trees were cut for 

harvesting or trade. Since DVS and the police were unable to control illegal movement of 

animals, the farmers and myself made tremendous efforts to assist-only to be criticised 

now, by the very persons, whose responsibility it is to control the whole disaster. 

 

The farmers and myself are of the understanding, that with proper fences along this line and 

other similar lines(where fences , constitute farm boundaries or road protection and 

farmers or RA maintain them) compartments can be created and rezoning can take place-

which currently cannot be done,  due to the shortage of boundaries for zones/ 

compartments. The current situation leads to more disasters, as one infection 1000 km 

away, will lead to the ͞Đlosure͟ of the ǁhole, huge compartment. Judging by FMD 

outbreaks, occurring after vaccination (see recent outbreaks in Caprivi and poor second 

round vaccination in Kavango west, where Illegal grazers hide their cattle). The 

abovementioned fence creates two compartments out of previously one. The zone, as a 

single, huge compartment as it stands currently, is irresponsible in my view (you do not 

carry all your eggs in one basket) and has caused and will cause tremendous poverty and 

losses to the, already poor community. 

 

͞The ereĐtioŶ of the FeŶĐes has Đreated graziŶg proďleŵs/ĐhalleŶges for ĐoŵŵuŶal farŵers 
who do not have fenced off private farms͟. A politiĐal stateŵeŶt, TotallǇ uŶtrue! I repeat: 
these fences are farm fences of government approved small scale farms-partly built by GRN, 

protecting the communal farmers cattle. Illegal grazers, cutting these private farm fences, 

not being brought to justice by anyone, are the cause of the whole problem and 

expenditure. FMD combat and High Court rulings. 

 

3.The way forward; 

 

A meeting in 6(six) months time is clearly not the way to go! A meeting within this month is 

appropriate. 

 

5 (five) consultative ŵeetiŶgs haǀe ďeeŶ held at KaheŶge, ǁith the three TA’s, affeĐted 
communities and farmers. 

 

Requests and recommendations to the honourable Governoress of Kavango west and the 

honourable deputy Minister of MAWF went unanswered. 

 

 As no culprits have been charged and punished to date, Namibia will continue to loose all 

along.  I have been told, by the regional police commander of Oshikoto region, that cattle 

along Kaperiki –Bravo will be controlled and removed from the corridor- cattle being chased 



over the RA fence into Kavango region and cattle in the corridor have been reported by me 

to the station commander at Bravo. Her reply was: ͟ǁe ĐaŶ’t do aŶǇthiŶg͟. The Đattle 
numbers, counted by DVS, drinking at Kapereki, inside Kavango west, have more than 

doubled because of this-clearly against all instructions, newest press releases etc. 

 

The rule of law and order must be enforced-High court judgements are not necessary, if the 

police and DVS are allowed to do their work. 

 

Political understanding  and will (outside veterinarians, consultants can be called in again, as 

our Namibian, private vets are not liked by the DVS, to properly inform) , is necessary to 

reduce a lot of poverty and stop exploitation, here in our poorest region in Namibia. 

 

Once the Namlits system is functioning and compartments/zones are created, farming will 

contribute its right full share to the Namibian economy. 

 

Just think of double the Namibian beaf production (add 2bn annually) and all the current, 

commercial losses turned into profits. 

 

Lets kick the ball. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Winfried Metzger 

 

  



Public Meetings that was held: 

Traditional Authority/ 

Community/Farmers 

Union: 

Meeting Town/Village: Venue: Date: Time: 

Kavango West Traditional 

Authority 

Nkurenkuru (Kavango 

West Region) 

Office of the TA 16 December 

2019 (Monday) 

9h00 

 

Kavango West Regional 

Farmers Union 

Nkurenkuru (Kavango 

West Region) 

Nkurenkuru Town 

Council Community 

Hall 

16 December 

2019 (Monday) 

11:00 

Kavango East Farmers 

Union 

Rundu 

 

Kavango Regional 

Council Auditorium 

16 December 

2019 (Monday) 

18h00 

 

Ou Cordon (Woma and 

Mpenzo Village 

Communities to be invited), 

Mpora, Katjinakatji  

Katjinakatji 

Village 

Katjinakatji 

Headmen Tree or 

Community Hall 

17 December 

2019 (Tuesday) 

9:00 

Satotwa Communities Satotwa village Satotwa School or 

Tree or 

Constituency Hall 

17 December 

2019 

(Tuesday) 

14h30 

Ondongo Traditional 

Authority 

Ondangwa 

 

Office of the TA 18 December 

2019 

(Wednesday) 

14h00 

Mangetti Farmers 

Association and Oshikoto 

Community  

Omuthiya 

 

Okashana Rural 

Development 

Centre Conference 

Hall 

18 December 

2019 

(Wednesday) 

18h00 

Antoni Community Antoni Village Antoni Village 

Community Tree 

19 December 

2019 (Thursday) 

9h00 

Ollavi Community  Ollavi Village Ollavi Village 

Community Tree 

19 December 

2019 (Thursday) 

14h30 

 

  



Attendance Register:  Kavango West (Nkurenkuru) – 16 December 2019 

 

 











 

 

 

 



Attendance Register: Kavango East (Rundu) – 16 December 2019 

 





 

 

 



Attendance Register: Katjinakatji (Community Hall) – 17 December 2019 

 

























 

 

 

 



Attendance Register: Satotwa Village – 17 December 2019 

 









 

 



Attendance Register: Ondongo Traditional Authority – 18 December 2019 

 

 

 



Attendance Register: Mangetti Farmers Association – 18 December 2019 

 



 

 

 



Attendance Register: Antoni Community – 19 December 2019 

 









 

 

 

 



Minutes of Public Meetings: 

 
1. Items covered in the meeting  

 

At each of the meetings the following was presented:  

 

• The purpose of the meeting as well as the role of Green Erath and the Meatco 

Foundation;  

• A short introduction explaining Phase 1 and the reasons for the compartmentalization 

(block approach in including areas of the NCA). The MAP obtained from the MAWF 

showing the ‘proposed Compartments in the NCA’s was used as the basis for this;  
• The proposed alignment of the boundaries of Phase 1 (Option 1 and Option 2). Maps 

prepared by the Green Earth and Meatco Foundation were displayed at the meetings 

and used as the basis for the discussion; • Once presented, the attendees were 
invited to ask questions, comment and or to make proposals on the information and 

maps presented.  

• The meetings were conducted in English while representatives of the Meat Board 

and MAWF assisted with translation into the local language where required.  

 

2. Comments received  

 

Chief Mr Eugene Siwombe Kudumo - Kavango West Traditional Authority: 

 

• Chief supported the compartmentalization project  

• Chief wanted confirmation that the current land tenure will remain. Thus although the 

land is included in the proposed compartment that it will still fall under the jurisdiction 

o the Traditional Authority  

• He opted for an option that excludes Katjinatji, Ou cordon, Mpora and Satotwa 

community.  

 

Kavango West Regional Farmers Union: 

  

• They opted for an option that exclude Katjinatji, Ou cordon, Mpora and Satotwa 

community  

• They strongly requested for the project to include the farms laying north of the new 

proposed VCF fence-line.  

• The ministry should initiate and fund a program to teach farmers within the 

compartment about good rangeland management otherwise there will be overgrazing 

due to incentive of market.  

• The ministry supposed and must delegate senior staff from Windhoek to answer 

questions not regional staff that are not able to answer questions. In fact staff needed 

should be from DVS not from any other departments.  

• Participants wanted to know the budget and timeline in the completion of the 

compartment.  



• What will be status quo of the current Mangetti Surveillance Area given that the 

compartment will be on the northern side of the surveillance area. Will the status be 

upgraded to that south of the red line or will it remain a surveillance area?  

• Which area will be included under Phase 2? The timeline for the implementation of 

the next Phases?  

 

Kavango East Farmers Union:  

 

• Initial discussion focused on why the project starting with Kavango West and 

Oshikoto, yet the request was from Kavango East Farmers Union.  

• Requested if the line can be straight (to the west of the east of the Mururani/Rundu 

Road) so that it can include in Kavango East.  

• Later they indicated that they will accept the proposal on a condition that part of 

Oshikoto excluded so that farms north of Mangetti block in Kavango West included.  

• Ministry absence was an issue  

• Which area will be included under Phase 2? The timeline for the implementation of 

the next Phases?  

 

Katjinakatji community meeting:  

 

• The fence-line be moved away from the community to include only formalized farms 

(Option 2 presented at the meeting)  

• The fence-line was specified which farms to be included and corners  

• Woma community also to be excluded  

• Can you add more gates?  

• Can the project consider gravelling Charlie Road?  

• Can the ministry ensure semi-skilled and unskilled job for construction of the 

compartment be given to the local people instead of outsiders (people from 

community to be employed)  

• Can the government buy the two farms within the communities (settlements) so that 

the area will be used for grazing by the communities? Communities sometimes graze 

their cattle in the free pocket areas between commercial farms. Fencing off these 

areas means communities will suffer during drought hence suggesting if the 

government can help to buy these two farms and take off the fence to be used by the 

communities.  

 

Satotwa meeting: 

 

• Ndjikiti community be excluded  

• Can the project consider gravelling Charlie Road?  

• The fence-line must avoid passing the crop field otherwise government should be 

prepared to compensate owners.  

• Tuzeni communities be included in the compartment  

• The fence-line was specified which farms to be included and corners. It was 

requested that the consultant to come back on 20th December to show them 

specifically where the line will pass and corners.  

• Can the project help with illegal fencing?  



Ondongo Traditional Authority – represented by PA Mr Kambonde: 

 

• They strongly requested for the project to include few farms laying north of the new 

proposed VCF fence-line. Specifically, to include the King’s farm and other farms 
aligned to his farm.  

• Farmers with the support of Ondongo Traditional Authority are prepared to contribute 

to the project if the MAWF budget for Phase 1 cannot accommodate their inclusion 

into Phase 1. Mr Kambonde is of the opinion that farmers can be convinced to 

contribute at least two cattle to support the relocation of the fence financially. 

Estimated contribution about 9 million. 5  

 

Oshikoto regional farmers’ union and Mangetti Association: 

 

• Which area will be included under Phase 2? The timeline for the implementation of 

the next Phases?  

• How will the compartment affect the grazing?  

• Why DVS senior staff not represented?  

 

Antoni Community:  

 

• The gate to be moved closer to Antoni gate so that people can be able to walk to the 

gate to access the road to hike to Oshivelo town and travel to the other villages  

• The ministry should facilitate to drill two new boreholes since the fence will enclosed 

them in the compartment hence, they will not have access to the boreholes they are 

currently using since they are on the other side of the road.  

• The line should shift on the other side of the road so that the construction of the 

fence does not destroy their settlement/houses. Ministry should be prepared to pay 

compensation of they want to the line to go the houses.  

• Implication of the project on the availability of grazing since the community used to 

practice pendular grazing where farmers take their animas to farms located to the 

north of the Community during drought and bring them back to Antoni when the grass 

have recovered.  

• What will happen to the quarantine? Will the ministry build another quarantine since 

the current quarantine will be inside the compartment?  

• Can the project assist with resolving illegal fencing so that all farmers within the 

compartment are organized?  

 

Elavi community: 

 

• The meeting was cancelled halfway claiming that inputs from Ondongo Traditional 

Authority should be sufficient.  

 

3. Conclusion  

 

From the meetings and the observations while travelling through the area it is concluded 

that:  

• The meetings were well attended and conducted in a good spirit;  



• The communities affected by Phase 1 of the project are overwhelmingly supporting 

the project on condition that their concerns are accommodated where possible;  

• Neighbouring Communities excluded under Phase 1, due to budgetary or practical 

considerations, need to be informed on the timeline and areas to be included in the 

flowing Phases;  

• Further discussions are required with the Proponent (MAWF) to see how the 

comments from the meetings should be used as basis for the final alignment of the 

compartment under Phase 1;  

• The final alignment of the boundaries of Phase 1 should also be evaluated holistically 

and practically to ensure that this Phase has not to be revisited soon to include small 

areas which cannot be accommodated in the proposed following Phases;  

• It was observed that sections of the roads servicing the area to be included in Phase 

1 are very sandy and narrow. Because of this, cattle must be transported from the 

farms to markets by 4 X 4 vehicles with small trailers (capacity limited to 3 – 4 

animals pending on size). This adds huge costs to the marketing of the animals and 

has a negative effect on the profit margin of the farmer. These roads will have to be 

upgraded to maximise the benefits from including this area in the compartment under 

Phase 1;  

• In case where the alignment of the proposed boundary of Phase 1 separates 

communities from supporting infrastructure like water supply points, schools, clinics, 

churches etc. access to this infrastructure should be provided by installing a gate (to 

be manned 24hours) or by duplicating the infrastructure on both sides of the fence. 

This should be avoided as it will add unnecessary costs to the project.  

 

4. Recommendations  

 

From the meetings and the observations while travelling through the area it is concluded 

that: 

  

• The communities affected by Phase 1 of the project are overwhelmingly supporting 

the project on condition that their concerns are accommodated where possible;  

• Neighbouring Communities excluded under Phase 1, due to budgetary or practical 

considerations, need to be informed on the timeline and areas to be included in the 

flowing Phases;  

• Further discussions are required with the Proponent (MAWF) to see how the 

comments from the meetings should be used as basis for the final alignment of the 

compartment under Phase 1;  

• The final alignment of the boundaries of Phase 1 should also be evaluated holistically 

and practically to ensure that this Phase has not to be revisited soon to include small 

areas which cannot be accommodated in the proposed following Phases;  

• It was observed that sections of the roads servicing the area to be included in Phase 

1 are very sandy and narrow. Because of this, cattle must be transported from the 

farms to markets by 4 X 4 vehicles with small trailers (capacity limited to 3 – 4 

animals pending on size). This adds huge costs to the marketing of the animals and 

has a negative effect on the profit margin of the farmer. These roads will have to be 

upgraded to maximise the benefits from including this area in the compartment under 

Phase 1;  



• In case where the alignment of the proposed boundary of Phase 1 separates 

communities from supporting infrastructure like water supply points, schools, clinics, 

churches etc. access to this infrastructure should be provided by installing a gate (to 

be manned 24hours) or by duplicating the infrastructure on both sides of the fence. 

This should be avoided as it will add unnecessary costs to the project.  

 

  



Photos of Public Meetings: 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

 



 

  



Minutes of meeting with MAWF: 

 

 

MINUTES OF MEETING: 

 
Veterinary Control Fence Compartmentalization Phase 1 

Meeting with MAWF and Stakeholders 

 

Dates:  15 January 2020 

Time:  9h00 

Venue:  MAWF Head Office 4th Floor - ED’s Boardroom 

Agenda: 

1. Opening and welcoming – Clemens //Khaiseb (Directorate of Agricultural Research 
and Development)  

2. Introduces everyone at the meeting - Clemens //Khaiseb 
3. Purpose of this Meeting – Clemens //Khaiseb 

4. Project Description and Current Status – Charlie du Toit (Green Earth Environmental 

Consultants) 

5. Overview of the Environmental Impact Assessment - Charlie du Toit  

  

6. Discussions, questions and answers – the meeting attendees 

 

 

Project description:   

The project was presented to the meeting by Clemens //Khaiseb. 

 

In Attendance:   

See attendance register attached at the back of the Minutes. 

 

QUESTIONS AND DISCUSSIONS: 

The meeting was opened for questions, representations, objections, comments, issues and 

views. 

 

Person: Comments from Meeting: Action and responsibility 

Charlie Du Toit Public, Stakeholder and 

Traditional Authority meetings 

were conducted.  Numerous 

farmers, community members 

Investigate if proposed Phase 1 can 
be expanded to include portions of 
Kavango East. 
 



and interested members 

attended the meetings.  

Kavango East was not happy to 

be excluded from Phase 1 of 

the project.  It was consulted to 

them that they might be 

included in Phase 2.   

Include Kavango East in Phase 2. 
 
To be investigated by Project Team 
and communicated to I&APs by 
Green Earth. 

Charlie Du Toit It is requested that some of the 

roads in the project area be 

upgraded and improved in 

order to make access better.  

Communities might be divided 

by the proposed relocation of 

the fence.  It is proposed that 

this should be prevented.  

Some issues were identified 

namely children attending 

schools might have to travel 

extensive distances to reach 

school with the introduction of 

the new fence.  Budget 

constraints prevent the 

expansion and size of the area 

to be included in the project.  It 

will not be economically 

feasible if the correct option is 

not implemented.   

Roads included in the Compartment 
or impacted upon by the new 
boundary of the Compartment to be 
discussed with Roads Authority. 
 
Meeting to be scheduled once 
Compartment’s Boundary is 
determined based on consultations 
thus far. 
 
Funding for road upgrades to be 
obtained from RA. 
 
Green Earth to arrange meeting with 
RA. 
 

Charlie Du Toit The availability of water to the 

community members and 

community farmers should be 

taken into account when 

deciding on the relocation of 

the fence.  Access to water 

points should not be fenced in 

since this may cause 

individuals to be without 

necessary water.   

Need to ensure that eventual 
Compartment Boundary does not 
separate communities from water 
sources as well as other supporting 
facilities. 
 
 

Charlie Du Toit The deadline for 

comments/inputs on the 

Background Information 

Document for the 

Environmental Impact 

Assessment is 24 January 

2020.   

Updated BID to be circulated during 
last week of January to first week 
February by Green Earth. 

JD Shoopalo 

(DVS) 

The surveillance area on the 

map are already included in the 

red line.  Some of the Mangetti 

Maps used by the Team to be 
amended as per Dr. Shoopala’s 
comments. 



Farms are therefore included.  

The current red line 

coordinates will be sent to the 

stakeholders to confirm where 

maps need to change.  The Ou 

Cordon gate is the existing gate 

for the red line.   

Kuniberth 

Shamathe 

(Meatco 

Foundation)  

Kavango West community 

members had issues and 

disputes regarding which areas 

to be included in the project 

and which areas to be excluded 

from the project.  It was 

requested that formal farms be 

included in relocation of the 

fence.  The children going to 

schools in the vicinity needs to 

be accommodated, this may 

cause issues if children do not 

have access to schools.  The 

community members 

suggested that they will need 

compensation from government 

if they have to move or 

relocate.   

Final position of Compartment 
Boundary to be determined by the 
Project Team considering these 
comments. 
 

JD Shoopala Were there consultation 

meetings held and where were 

the meetings held?  

Commercial farms should be 

included in the process.   

I&APs registered and was consulted.  
The Farmers Unions representing the 
commercial farmers were included. 

Charlie Du Toit Consultation meetings were 

held in the project area and 

Donatha from the Ministry of 

Lands and Resettlement 

attended the meetings.  

Donatha provided details 

regarding land development 

and mentioned disputes within 

authorities. 

Further consultations with Lands and 
Resettlement to ensure the correct 
information is used for the 
determination of the Compartments 
Boundary will be held by Meatco 
Foundation and Green Earth.  
 

Kuniberth 

Shamathe 

Some farms are not yet 

finalized as farms, some are in 

the process of obtaining land 

ownership and some are still 

disputed.  

 

Albertina 

Shilongo (DVS) 

The issue of including non-

commercial farms were 

foreseen.  Will there be an 

To be investigated by the Team and 
based on further consultation with 
affected communities. 



issue with making one straight 

line where the red line may be? 

Limited funds are the reason 

some farms are excluded.  Will 

a feasibility study be carried 

out? 

Kingsley 

Kwenani 

(Meatco 

Foundation) 

Should the parks be excluded 

from the line? 

Khaudum National Park to be 
excluded. 
 
Pending on position of new boundary 
of Phase 1, Mangetti National Park to 
be included or excluded.  This will be 
decided by the Team. 

JD Shoopala Yes, the parks should be 

excluded. 

 

Clemens 

//Khaiseb 

The Ministry of Environment 

and Tourism should be 

consulted.  

 

Emmanuel 

Hikufe (DVS) 

There is a statement that says 

the straight line does not cut 

communities however in reality 

this is not true.  Open roads are 

needed and used by the 

individuals in the area to reach 

other areas.   

 

Charlie Du Toit Proclaimed roads will have to 

remain as it is otherwise the 

roads will have to be de-

proclaimed.  

Green Earth will discuss with RA. 

Albertina 

Shilongo 

An option is that the project will 

not be compartmented but 

rather be done in zones.  

To be investigated by the Team. 
 
Terminology to be inline with OIE 
definitions and processes. 

Clemens 

//Khaiseb 

There will be consequences 

between compartments and 

zones. 

 

JD Shoopala Free zones will then receive 

certificates. 

 

Albertina 

Shilongo 

The line should benefit the 

communities. 

 

Hendrik 

Boshoff 

(Burmeister 

and Partners) 

The cost of the relocation 

should be considered.  The 

cost estimate should include 

new roads to be constructed 

and the construction and 

removal of the fence and the 

gates.  The straight line may 

eliminate dispute.   

To be covered under the feasibility by 
the Team. 



Clemens 

//Khaiseb 

A meeting at the end of the 

month of January is proposed.  

Date to be finalised pending further 
information and comments received. 

JD Shoopala The grazing of animals will be a 

problem if the line is not 

planned discretely. 

 

Charlie Du Toit People use water from the 

rivers for tourism activities and 

to give water to their animals 

therefore the rivers can not be 

used as a boundary either for a 

natural or red line boundary.   

Following the formal International 

Boundary or rivers as proposed 

position for the new fence is not 

supported by the people consulted 

and also not practically feasible. 

Kingsley 

Kwenani 

At the moment the area is dry 

and therefore limited to no 

water is present in the rivers, 

animals graze and walk freely 

through the rivers.   

 

Charlie Du Toit If grazing is a problem in the 

future after the redline is 

relocated, the people will have 

to reduce their animals, 

therefore the line should be 

planned correctly.  When 

farmers are inside the red line, 

they can move freely to obtain 

grazing land but when they are 

outside the red line, they might 

have to reduce animals in dry 

seasons.   

 

Albertina 

Shilongo 

All stakeholders should be 

involved in the process, all 

semi-commercial farms should 

be included.   

 

JD Shoopala More animals should be 

included in the free zones 

where possible.  

 

Emmanuel 

Hikufe 

More gates are needed.  The 

line should not cut through the 

mahangu fields when a straight 

line is implemented, it should 

also not cut off roads, this may 

cause more compensation that 

is required to the farmers and 

community members.  

The final alignment of the fence to 
limit the impact on communities and 
infrastructure in order to not disrupt 
their activities and the need for 
compensation for affected 
infrastructure of fields. This will be 
finalized by the Team. 

Charlie Du Toit People who farm semi-

commercially would like to be 

included in the free area.   

 

Hendrik Kavango East has a lot of  



Boshoff cattle, it will be good to include 

the cattle.  

Kuniberth 

Shamathe 

A lot of options should be 

presented to the people, there 

are already three options that 

can be examined.  

 

Charlie Du Toit Communities should not be 

separated from families and 

friends.  The Ministry of 

Environment and Tourism 

should be consulted on the 

Mangetti West parks.   

 

Hendrik 

Boshoff 

Roads should be fixed; gates 

and fences might be expensive 

but good roads are also 

required and needed to 

accommodate the farmers.  

Bravo to Ou Cordon road 

should be considered.  Heavy 

sands are present on the roads 

and the roads are two spore 

roads making it difficult to pass 

on-coming vehicles.  The 

evaluation of feasibility studies 

on the roads should be done.   

Green Earth will discuss with RA. 

Clemens 

//Khaiseb 

Closes meeting at 11h00.  

 

 

  



Attendance register of meeting: 

 



 

 

 

 



Photos taken at meeting: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Attendance Register: Meeting Meat Board & Animal Health – 21 January 2019 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



Kavango West Regional Farmers Union Letter: 17 December 2019 

 



 



 

 

 



Options on maps evaluated for the line: 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 

(Foot and Mouth Disease Control Fences) 



 

(Inside and Outside Farms – Mangetti)  

  



Letter from Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Forestry (Livestock): 

 



 



 



Public Notice at Control Gate: 

 

 



Letter from Kavango West Regional Farmers Union: 
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Letter from Roads Authority: 

 



 

 



 

Invitation Letter for Meeting June 2020: 

 



 

 



 

 

  



Invitation Letter for Meeting July 2020: 

 

 



 

 



 



Attendance Register: 

 

  



Farmers Meeting Minutes: 

 



 

 



 



 



 

 



Email from Roads Authority: 

 

Dear Mr. Charlie du Toit, 

 

My apologies for the late response. 

 

Nonetheless, In response to your e-mail of 21 Feb 2020 please find the following below : 

 

Placement/construction and operation of new gates 

This is carried out by the proponent (MAWF).  The layout/design needs to be approved by 

RA.  Usually a roof-over-road is also erected as part of the project – please see attached to this 

email a typical letter of approval (with Ts & Cs) for such structure. 

 

Requirements for de-commissioning of a gate 

 Each gate will need to be addressed individually.  We suggest that MAWF submit to RA their 

proposal as to what is meant by de-commissioning and RA evaluates and responds. 

 

Any plans for upgrading of identified (earth graded) roads by RA 

Planned for in the Roads Authority strategic plan of 2018/2019 to 2022/2023 for upgrade to an 

engineer gravel road. However, detailed design and construction will only commence once 

funding is secured. 

• D3446 : From Helavi on TR15/1 to Alex Muranda on TR8/3 

• DR3445: From Bravo Veterinary Gate(Mangetti West) on TR15/1 to Ou’cordon fence on 
TR8/3 

 

Planned for in the Roads Authority strategic plan of 2018/2019 to 2022/2023 for upgrade to an 

engineer gravel road. Detailed design was completed and construction of the gravel road to 

commence soon.   

• DR3610 phase 2: From Bravo Veterinary Gate(Mangetti West) on TR15/1  to 50 km 

westwards on DR3610 

 

Availability of funds to upgrade above roads 

Funds are only available at the moment to upgrade DR3610 phase 2 to a gravel road as 

indicated above. The rest of the projects within the roads Authority  Strategic Plan will only be 

implemented once funding is available 

 

Kind Regards, 

Sophia 

 

  



Interested and Affected Parties: 

'adoltina98@yahoo.com';  

'andrew.haingura@gmail.com' 

'asikuta@nbc.na';  

'benitha.ndara@gmail.com';  

'carlmasonde@gmail.com' 

'Fillipus.Muzanima@mlr.gov.na';  

'governor@kavangoeastog.gov.na';  

'josephlikuwa@nammic.com.na';  

'kndumba@yahoo.com'; 

'ksikuta@nbc.na';  

'l.amushila@yahoo.com';  

'likuwajoo@gmail.com';  

'lkthikusho@kavangorc.gov.na';  

'lthikusho@kavangorc.gov.na';  

'Maria Mundula' 
<mariamundula90@gmail.com>;  

'mosesmunenge@yahoo.com';  

'robertmupiri5@gmail.com';  

'tskativa@gmail.com';  

‘yanadingara <yanadingara@gmail.com> 
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World Organisation for Animal Health: 
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Attendance Register: Roads Authority: 

 

 



Attendance Register: Oshikoto Farmers Union: 
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Attendance Register: Nkurenkuru: 

 







 



Attendance Registers: Griciriku Traditional Authority: 

 

 



Attendance Register: Shambyu Traditional Authority: 

 



 

 

 



Attendance Register: Mbunza Traditional Authority: 

 



Attendance Register: Kavango East Farmers Union: 

 







 



Photos of Public Meetings: 













 

  



Meetings with Conservancies: 

 

Public Meetings to be held 

Date Time  Town Venue Meetings Contact Person 

12 October 2020 

(Monday) 

 Windhoek  Nyae Nyae 

Conservancy  

Gerrie Cwi (Chairperson 

of Nyae Nyae 

Conservancy) 

19 October 2020 

(Monday) 

 Windhoek  Nyae Nyae 

Conservancy 

Gerrie Cwi (Chairperson 

of Nyae Nyae 

Conservancy) 

Next Meeting 

27 October 2020 

(Tuesday) 

 Windhoek  Na Jaqna 

Conservancy 

Sarah Zungu 

(Chairperson of Na Jaqna 

Conservancy) 

 

 

  



Attendance Register for Nyae Nyae Conservancy: 

 



 

 



Letter from Nyae Nyae Conservancy: 

 

 



 



 



Attendance Register for Na Jaqna Conservancy: 

 

 

 



 



Letter from Na Jaqna Conservancy: 

 



 



 

  



Maps and Plans proposed during the Consultation Meetings: 
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THE FOLLOWING IS A BACKGROUND INFORMATION DOCUMENT FOR THE 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

PLAN TO OBTAIN AN ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE FOR PHASE 1 (ONE) OF THE 

PROPOSED RELOCATION OF THE NORTHERN VETERINARY CORDON FENCE IN THE 

REGIONS OF KAVANGO WEST, MANGETTI WEST AND THE ONALUSHESHETE FARMS 

IN THE OSHIKOTO REGION,  NAMIBIA 

 

1. Introduction 

 

Green Earth Environmental Consultants have been appointed by the Ministry of 

Agriculture, Water and Forestry (MAWF) to attend to and complete an Environmental Impact 

Assessment (EIA) and Environmental Management Plan (EMP) in order to obtain an 

Environmental Clearance Certificate for Phase 1 (one) of the proposed relocation of the 

northern veterinary cordon fence in Namibia as per the requirements of the Environmental 

Management Act (No. 7 of 2007) and the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations (GN 

30 in GG 4878 of 6 February 2012).  See below copy of the appointment letter from the MAWF: 

 

 
Figure 1:  Letter from the MAWF 
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The Background Information Document (BID) serves to convey information regarding the 

proposed project to Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) to allow them the opportunity to 

comment on the proposed project.   

 

This document contains the following information: 

 

- A brief background on the proposed project 

- The approach to the environmental assessment process 

 

2. Project Background, Description and Location 

 

2.1. Project Background 

 

The MAWF identified areas in the Northern Communal Area (NCA) which are regarded as low 

risk areas in terms of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) and Contagious Bovine 

Pleuropneumonia  (CBPP), however they are not declared as disease free as they are situated 

in the FMD protection zone.  The identified areas are: Karikubis in Kavango East Region, 

Mangetti East farms in Kavango West Region, Mangetti West and Onalusheshete farms in 

Oshikoto Regions, Ombuga area in Oshana Region, Omutambo Maowe area in Omusati 

Region and Sesfontein area in Kunene.  The MAWF intends to establish disease free 

compartments, in a phased program, in these areas in order to facilitate safe marketing of 

animals, and for the purpose of in-cooperating those areas in the FMD free area/zone once 

the standards required for a compartment are met.  The low risk areas are shown in the figure 

below: 
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Figure 2:  Existing Veterinary Cordon Fence (MAWF, 2019) 

 

 

The project will focus on inclusive and sustainable growth through employment creation by 

promoting economic opportunities through market-based solutions and the provision of 

support to private sector actors. Therefore, the success of the program will be measured in 

terms of economic growth of all actors in the beef value chain, starting from local farmer 

communities. 

 

At sectoral level, the program will be implemented within the framework of the relevant 

government policies and strategies that have been put in place to implement the NDP5 and 

Vision 2020, such as the Harambee Prosperity Plan and more specifically, the Harambee 

Comprehensively Coordinated and Integrated Agricultural Development Program 

(HACCIADEP), the Namibia Agricultural Policy, the Marketing and Trade Policy and Strategy, 

and the Grow at Home Strategy, amongst others.  More specifically, the program will address 

key strategic issues. 

 

These include: 

 

- To improve the quality and productivity of livestock in the NCA’s; 
- To develop markets for agricultural products; 
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- To develop commodity value chains and commercialize subsistence agriculture 

(compliance to standards and requirements); 

- To develop participatory research projects for efficient information and knowledge 

management; 

- To improve regulatory environment where laws, regulations and policies are 

responsive to current development initiatives; 

- To implement and monitor food safety standards, in recognition of the close link 

between food production and human health; 

- To improve and maintain optimal animal health status in Namibia; 

- To empower small and medium scale producers and agri-processors (meat 

processors) to access local and regional markets. 

 

Agricultural production in the NCAs is challenged by several factors such as low and variable 

rainfall which limits most of the agricultural activities.  In addition, animal diseases, FMD in 

particular, contributes negatively to livestock marketing.  This is further compounded by the 

challenge of low livestock off-take resulting in high animal densities and degradation of 

rangelands. Considering the current market access limitations, there is a deed for the 

Government to ensure that small and medium scale agriculture producers and agri-processors 

are capacitated and have access to fair and sustainable local, regional and, in the medium-

term, international markets. 

 

NCAs’ livestock production is mainly sold in the local market and, in smaller quantity, to other 
neighbouring African countries such as South Africa, Angola and Zimbabwe.  However, more 

than half of the meat locally consumed in the formal market needs to be supplied from outside 

the NCAs.  In fact, only 12% of the total NCAs’ cattle population is sold or consumed (the so-

called off-take) compared to 25-30% in the commercial areas.  While cattle farmers are unable 

or reluctant to sell their animals, the economic potential of the sector in the NCAs, even in 

terms of satisfying the local demand, remains largely unexploited. 

 

The low off-take is mainly caused by market inefficiencies, which will constitute one of the 

program’s priority areas of intervention.  From the demand side, the beef industry is mainly 
export oriented and requires a regular supply of high-quality grade (A and AB) for lucrative 

markets.  However, from the supply side, all NCA animals are produced in Foot & Mouth 

Disease areas and are virtually excluded from the export market and significantly 

disadvantaged in accessing the domestic market south of the Veterinary Cordon Fence (VCF).  

In addition, more than 75% of animals delivered to the local abattoirs are of lower quality (C 

grade), resulting in low prices paid to farmers and inefficiencies in the processing industry. 

 

A significant production loss is associated with inadequate rangeland management and animal 

husbandry, resulting in overstocking, land degradation, poor animal fertility and small frame 

size.  Extensive inbreeding of cattle coupled with insufficient research on improved breeding 

material and livestock husbandry practices is significantly contributing to the low quality of 

animals.  The body conformation or frame of livestock affects the grading of its meat.  By 

contrast, most livestock produced in the FMD-free zone, which is predominantly composed of 

commercial producers, are of breeds which exhibit large frames when compared to those 

produced in the NCAs.  Meat produced in NCAs is therefore usually graded lower when 

compared to that from livestock in areas south of the VCF.  Eventually, the challenges lead to 
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the marketing of undesirable animals and therefore farmers in the NCAs do not achieve good 

returns from their animals.   

 

As farmers in the NCAs are reluctant to sell their animals, the number of cattle in the NCAs is 

growing, with increasing negative effects on the already stressed rangeland’s stocking 
capacity.  Overstocking and overgrazing, associated with widespread soil degradation and 

bush encroachment, have become a common phenomenon, affecting more than 45% of the 

land.  Furthermore, due to the land tenure system in the NCAs, the responsible authorities 

(traditional leaders, Land Boards, Local Authorities, etc) are often unable to regulate the use 

of rangeland in common areas. 

 

If farmers’ awareness on sustainable animal husbandry practices is not promoted, together 

with a more effective governance of natural resources, the negative environmental impacts 

would progressively affect the productivity of the whole livestock sector.  In the long term, this 

could also have an impact on the social cohesion and overall political stability, as it would 

support the perception that livestock farmers in the north of the country are still disadvantaged, 

when compared to well-off farmer communities in the south. 

 

Due to uncontrolled cattle movements, there is a constant risk of importing animal diseases 

from infected areas, as it happened in the FMD outbreak of July 2015, probably caused by 

cattle contracting the virus after grazing in neighbouring countries.  This caused additional 

restrictions to the movement and trade of livestock throughout the NCAs, with additional 

dampening effects on the whole value chain.  Marketing of livestock and livestock products in 

the NCA continues to be hampered by the presence of Transboundary Animal Diseases 

(TADs), like FMD, CBPP and others. 

 

In order to enhance the management of disease control and eradication strategies in the 

Northern Communal Areas, livestock movement across the borders with Angola needs to be 

closely monitored.  In terms of the protocol on cross border livestock movements agreed upon 

with the Angolan Veterinary Authorities, it must include inspection, vaccination and quarantine 

of livestock crossing the border in order to allow for disease detection and to prevent diseases 

being spread.   

 

2.2. Project Description 

 

It is thus necessary to build infrastructure along the northern border to enable livestock 

containment, testing and isolation.  The MAWF have no embarked upon a program to include 

areas of the NCA in a phased development which will allow livestock containment, testing and 

isolation.  The First Phase is to relocate the existing veterinary cordon fence to a locality to 

the north of the current fence.  During the First Phase portions of the Mangetti East Farms in 

Kavango West Region, Mangetti West and the Onalusheshete Farms in Oshikoto Region 

will be included.  By relocating the fence, disease free compartments in these areas will be 

established in order to facilitate safe marketing of animals.  These areas will then be 

incorporated in the FMD free area/zone.   

 

It is still uncertain when the other phases of the project will commence.  Currently 2 Options 

are proposed for the alignment of the proposed new cordon fence.  These options will be 
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discussed with the Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) and the final option will be decided 

upon pending the outcome of the consultations as well as the feasibility of the proposed 

alignment.  

 

2.3. Area to be included in Phase 1 

 

See below the maps showing Option 1 and 2 for Phase 1 of the alignment of the proposed 

new cordon fence.  Option 1: the proposed area to be included is between the “black line” and 

the “green line” and Option 2: the proposed area to be included is between the “black line” and 

the “pink line”.  
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Figure 3:  Veterinary Cordon Fence Option 1 with Current Cordon Fence 
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Figure 4:  Veterinary Cordon Fence Option 2 with Current Cordon Fence 
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2.4. Specifications of the fence 

 

The fence to be constructed will have the following qualities: 

 

- It will be a duel fence 10m apart; 

- The outside fence (to the perceived area of disease) will be a normal stockproof fence; 

- The inside fence (directly next to the disease-free zone) will be a game proof fence; 

- The area between the fences as well as on both sides of the fences will be cleared of 

vegetation to prevent direct contact of livestock from the perceived area of disease 

prevalence with the other livestock that are in the disease-free zone; 

- The game fence will be elephant proof (probably electrified); 

- The fence will be a straight line as far as possible; 

- The fence will be outside of road reserves where it is aligned along a proclaimed road; 

- The livestock fence will consist of wire mesh to prevent the crossing of small stock; 

 

2.5. Bulk Services and Infrastructure Provision 

 

2.5.1. Access and Internal Roads 

 

The proclaimed tar and gravel roads in phase 1 of the project area are maintained by Roads 

Authority.  The existing tar and gravel roads are sufficient for the purpose of the operations 

and no new roads have to be created on site.  The roads include B8, B1, D3610, D3600 and 

D3446.  Where the proposed new fence cannot be accessed by one of the existing roads, the 

area to be cleared for the construction of the fence will be used for a road to patrol, inspect 

and maintain the fence. 

 

2.5.2. Water Supply 

 

Water for human consumption during the construction of the fence will be obtained from either 

farmers or community members in the area or from containers that will be transported to site.  

The new gates to be constructed will obtain water from existing boreholes located near these 

sites. 

 

2.5.3. Electricity Reticulation 

 

Electricity will be obtained from NamPower supplemented by solar power and standby silent 

generators where required.   

 

2.5.4. Sewage Disposal 

 

It is advised that the nonlocal construction workers are housed in formalised communities with 

formal sewer and ablution facilities along the proposed fence route for the duration of the 

construction period.  If it is required to set up temporary construction camps along the 

proposed fence route it is proposed that a portable chemical toilet system is used during the 

construction phase at the construction site to be used by workers during normal working hours 

when on site. The sewer generated during the construction phase (depending on the system 

used) must be disposed of in the sewer systems located at nearby towns (Rundu, Nkurenkuru, 

Otjivelo, etc.) on a weekly basis with the necessary permission from the local authority. 
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The infrastructure to be constructed (offices, houses and other supporting facilities) at the new 

gates has to be provided with an approved sewer system which will treat the water to ‘Special 
Standards’ (as per the MAWF standards) before it may be spilled into percolation drains or 

French Drains.   

 

2.5.5. Solid Waste Disposal/Refuse Removal 

 

It is proposed that the normal household waste and building rubble which will be generated 

on the construction site be sorted into glass, paper, metal, plastics, noxious materials and 

others and stored in a dedicated area on the site from which it is collected and transported to 

the approved landfill site of the formal Towns in the area.  Permission must be obtained by the 

contractor from these Town Councils for the dumping of the waste at the sites. 

 

3. National Legislation 

 

3.1. Environmental Management Act (No. 7 of 2007) 

 

In accordance to the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations (GN 30 in GG 4878 of 6 

February 2012) of the Environmental Management Act (No. 7 of 2007), the activities listed 

below, which forms part of the planning, construction and operation of the project, may not be 

undertaken without an Environmental Clearance: 

 

FORESTRY ACTIVITIES 

4. The clearance of forest areas, deforestation, aforestation, timber harvesting or any 

other related activity that requires authorisation in term of the Forest Act, 2001 (Act 

No. 12 of 2001) or any other law. 

 

LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES 

5.3 Construction of veterinary protected area or game proof and international boundary 

fences. 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE 

10.1 The construction of- (b) public roads; 

 

3.2.  OIE Terrestrial Animal Health Code (Terrestrial Code) 

 

The Office International des Epizooties (OIE) Terrestrial Animal Health Code (Terrestrial 

Code) provides standards for the improvement of animal health and welfare and veterinary 

public health worldwide, including through standards for safe international trade in terrestrial 

animals (mammals, reptiles, birds and bees) and their products. The health measures in the 

Terrestrial Code should be used by the Veterinary Authorities of importing and exporting 

countries to provide for early detection, reporting and control agents that are pathogenic to 

animals or humans, and to prevent their transfer via international trade in animals and animal 

products, while avoiding unjustified sanitary barriers to trade. 

 

Other Acts, Policies and guidelines will also be consulted to ensure that the project is 

constructed and operated in accordance with Namibian and International Legislation and 

guidelines. 
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4. Purpose of the Environmental Assessment 

 

The purpose of the Environmental Impact Assessment is to consider social, ecological, legal 

and institutional issues related to the intended use of the land, guided by the principles and 

stipulations of the Namibian Environmental Assessment Policy (1995) and Namibia’s 
Environmental Management Act (2007), to determine the desirability of the proposed activities 

on the suggested area and to develop an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) to mitigate 

and manage environmental issues identified in the process. 

 

In order to accomplish the above, the impact study will be undertaken and based on the 

outcome of the findings; further specialists’ investigation might be required to fully assess all 

impacts. 

 

5. Aims of the Impact Process 

 

- To comply with Namibia’s Environmental Management Act (2007) and its regulations 

(2012); 

- To ascertain existing environmental conditions on the site in order to determine its 

environmental sensitivity; 

- To inform I&APs and relevant authorities of the details of the proposed activities and 

to provide them with an opportunity to raise issues and concerns; 

- To assess the significance of issues and concerns raised; 

- To compile an impact report detailing all identified issues and possible impacts, 

stipulating the way forward and identify specialist investigations required; 

- To outline management guidelines in an Environmental Management Plan (EMP) to 

minimize and/or mitigate potentially negative impacts. 

 

6. Methodology  

 

a) Desktop sensitivity assessment 

Literature available on the area will be reviewed in order to determine potential environmental 

issues and concerns. 

 

b) Site assessment (site visit) 

This involves investigating the environmental parameters on site in order to enable further 

understanding of the potential impacts on site. 

 

c) Impact process 

Local stakeholders will be given the opportunity to comment on the proposed activities and 

engage in the planning process.  The findings of the assessment process will be incorporated 

in the environmental impact assessment report. 

 

7. Public Participation  

 

The following Interested and Affected Parties (I&APs) have been identified and were included 

in the Public Participation:   

 

• The Meatco Foundation; 
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• The Namibian National Farmers Union (NNFU); 

• The Namibian Farmers Union (NFU); 

• Meatco; 

• The Meat Board of Namibia; 

• The Kavango Regional Council; 

• The Ministry of Environment and Tourism; 

• The Ministry of Lands and Resettlement; 

• The Roads Authority; 

• NamPower; 

• Traditional Authorities; 

• Farmers in the Project Area; 

• Community Members; 

• Members of the General Public who registered as I & Aps; 

 

8. Environmental and Planning Issues Identified 

 

From previous experience with projects and comments received from Affected Parties, the 

proposed project will have the following possible impacts on the receiving environment: 

 

Biophysical impacts: 

 

• On ground and surface water (water quality, water tables and sustainable water supply 

on consumers who rely on the water source) 

• Surface drainage systems (flow of surface draining systems) 

• Possibility of air pollution (dust during construction) 

• Effect on vegetation (grass, trees and shrubs directly in on arears to be cleared for 

construction of the fence and supporting infrastructure at the gates) 

• Effect on movement of animals 

• Effect on birds 

• Effect on natural and general ambiance of the area and surroundings 

• Concerns if the area can be restored/rehabilitated to an acceptable status once the 

infrastructure have been removed or reconstructed 

 

Socio-economic impacts: 

 

• Additional employment will be created 

• Additional livestock will be made available to markets  

• Economic advantages 

• Stock theft and illegal hunting might increase during construction 

• Noise and dust pollution from construction operations  

• Community health issues - transmission of diseases from construction team and 

support staff to local community 

• Increase in criminal activities 

• Cultural/heritage impacts 
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These impacts and others which will be investigated during the environmental scoping 

procedures and the contributions of the interested and affected parties will be considered and 

evaluated in order to determine the significance of impact and if and how these impacts can 

be mitigated. 

 

9. Public Involvement Program 

 

As an important part of the Environmental Impact Assessment process you as stakeholder or 

interested member of the public are invited to find out more about what is being proposed, the 

implications thereof on the environment and/or to raise any issues or concerns. 

 

Public meetings are scheduled at the following venues, dates and times: 

 

Traditional Authority/ 

Community/Farmers 

Union: 

Meeting 

Town/Village: 

Venue: Date: Time: 

Kavango West Regional 

Farmers Union 

Nkurenkuru 

(Kavango West 

Region) 

Nkurenkuru Town 

Council 

Community Hall 

16 

December 

2019 

(Monday) 

11:00 

Kavango East Farmers 

Union 

Rundu 

 

Kavango Regional 

Council Auditorium 

16 

December 

2019 

(Monday) 

18h00 

 

Ou Cordon (Woma and 

Mpenzo Village 

Communities to be invited), 

Mpora, Katjinakatji  

Katjinakatji 

Village 

Katjinakatji 

Community Hall 

17 

December 

2019 

(Tuesday) 

9:00 

Satotwa Communities Satotwa Village Satotwa 

Constituency 

Office 

17 

December 

2019 

(Tuesday) 

14h30 

Mangetti Farmers 

Association and Oshikoto 

Community  

Omuthiya 

 

Okashana Rural 

Development 

Centre Conference 

Hall 

18 

December 

2019 

(Wednesday) 

18h00 

Antoni Community Antoni Village Antoni Village 

Community Tree 

19 

December 

2019 

(Thursday) 

9h00 

Elavi Community  Elavi Village Elavi Village 

Community Tree 

19 

December 

2019 

(Thursday) 

14h30 
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Should you have any questions regarding the project, please contact GREEN EARTH 

Environmental Consultants at the contact details provided on Page 1 of this document.  The 

closing date for any questions, comments, inputs or information is 24 January 2019.   
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Comments from Interested and Affected Parties 

 

PERSONAL PARTICULARS 

Name and Surname:  

Organization:  

Postal Address:  

Telephone Number:  Email Address:  

  

Fax Number:  Cellphone Number.:  

 

INTEREST IN PROJECT 

  

  

  

  

  

COMMENTS ON PROJECT 

  

  

  

  

 

 

  

Signature:  

    

Date:  

  

 

 



 

4.5.6 Spacing between double fences 

As per OIE requirements, the double fencing will be 10m apart from each other.  

 

Figure 1: Double fencing of 10m apart from each other. 

 

4.5.7 Height of the fence 

The outer fence will be 2.4m high to prevent game animals 

 

Figure 2: Outline fence-line with 2.4m height. 

 

The inner fence will be 1.5m high for stock proof 

10m apart 

2.4m 



 

Figure 3: Inner fence-line with 1.5m height. 

 

4.5.8 Gap between wires 

Outer fence will use three winch wires and gaps between the wires of 0.4m apart.  

1.5m 



 

Figure 4: Outer fence with four winch wires and gaps between the wires of 0.6m apart.  

 

Inner fence will use six still wires and gaps between the wires of 0.25m. 

3 winch wires 

0.4m apart 



 

Figure 5: Six still wires and 0.25m gaps between the wires. 

 

4.5.9 Mesh wires 

Mesh wire will be used for both inner and outer fence for small stock protection. It will be 1.2m high 

from the ground to prevent small stock such as goats and sheep from passing through wires.  

6 wires 

0.25m apart 



 

Figure 6: Mesh wire of 1.2m high. 

 

4.5.10 Electric wire 

It is proposed for the use of electric fence as barrier that can shock and deter elephant from crossing 

and destroying the fence. The voltage of the shock must be sufficient to cause discomfort not death. The 

top 3 lines are suggested to have electric lines. 

 

Figure 7: Three (3) top fence-lines with electric fence. 

 

4.5.11 Gap between posts 

Outer gaps between the posts will be 1m apart while main post will be 5m apart. Hard iron post will be 

used throughout as poles in between and corner post. 

1.2m high mesh wire 

Top 3 wires 



 

Figure 8: Outer gaps between the posts with 1m apart while main post is 5m apart. 

 

Outer gaps between the posts will be 0.5m apart while main post will be 10m apart. Iron pole will be 

used as main poles and corner posts while wooden poles to be used in between. 

 

4.5.12 Post depth 

Since the soil is sand, a depth of 0.5m is proposed for the both corner post and main poles in between.  

We don’t have photo for this but I hope it’s clear otherwise we can 

explain 

 

Anchoring system using metal post and concrete underneath  

 

Gap between 

posts 1m apart 

Gap between main posts 

5m apart 



 

Figure 9: Anchoring system using metal post. 

We don’t have a pic for concrete underneath  

Anchoring system 

using metal post 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

BACKGROUND  

Burmeister and Partners (PTY) Ltd, and Meatco Foundation (MF) was contracted by 

the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Land Reform (MAWLR) to conduct a 

feasibility study for the creation of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) free zone, or 

Mangetti block compartmentalisation in the central north of Namibia. Namibia has 

a Veterinary Cordon Fence (VCF) almost dividing Namibia into two (south and 

north). The southern part (SVCF) of the VCF is a FMD free zone, while the northern 

part (NVCF) is a FMD protection and infected zone. Beef products from the NVCF 

are not allowed to cross the VCF to the Southern parts of the country, because the 

SVCF area is an FMD free zone, while the NVCF area is a FMD protection and 

infected zones. Furthermore, the current Namibia international beef markets do not 

allow import of fresh beef products from the NVCF-FMD protection and infected 

zones (there is an exception with certain processed beef products that can be 

transported to markets domestic and international). As a result, farmers from the 

NVCF lament that the current situation deny them benefits from the export of beef 

to the lucrative markets which are enjoyed by farmers in the South.  

 

Moreover, statistics from the last 5 years indicate that more than 64% of cattle in 

Namibia reside in the NVCF (MAWF, 2019). However, these 64% of cattle do not 

have access to the formal domestic and international beef markets. Northern 

Communal Areas (NCA) do not have a sufficient beef market to cater for these 

cattle. There is a general outcry for lack of market uptake for livestock and beef 

products from the NCA. Namibia as a country could benefit significantly, if FMD in 

the NCA is eradicated. The country could benefit through direct foreign income and 

the expansion of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) from beef products if the FMD 

situation in the NCA is improved. It is against this background that the government 

of Namibia is considering creation of a new FMD free zone, or compartment in the 

NCA. Therefore, Burmeister and Partners (PTY) Ltd, and Meatco Foundation (MF) 

were contracted to conduct a feasibility study focused on evaluating the three 

options, namely, 1) creation of FMD free zone, 2) compartmentalisation, and 3) 

maintaining of the FMD protection zone. 
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METHODOLOGY 

The study used both primary and secondary data. Secondary data was obtained 

from existing information and comprehensive literature reviews, while primary data 

was collected from the field. Five (5) site visits of more than a week each were 

conducted for data collection and stakeholders’ consultations. The study was 

designed to compare three options which include creation of a FMD free zone, 

compartmentalisation, and maintaining of the FMD protection zone. The 

assessment focused on the construction work, risk assessment, financial proposal 

and Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA). Microsoft Excel was used to conduct the CBA of 

the project by means of estimating the viability of the project using the Benefit-Cost 

Ratio (BCR), Net Present Value (NPV), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), and payback 

period. The study used risk impact matrix developed by the project team to 

calculate the total risk impacts of the quantitative risk assessment and risk 

allocation steps. Funding options for the projects were assessed and 

recommendations were made.  

 

RESULTS 

Demarcation and Construction Work 

The proposed Mangetti compartment fence-line length is about 368km while the 

size is 1 058 550.42ha (Figure 1). The Mangetti block area covers part of Kavango 

West and Oshikoto regions. The proposed FMD free zone fence-line length is 949km 

while the size area is 3 047 954.92ha. The area covers part of Oshikoto, 

Ohangwena, Kavango West and Kavngo East (Figure 2). 
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Figure 1: Proposed Mangetti Block Compartment map. 

 

 

Figure 2:  Map showing the proposed FMD free zone. 
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The proposed demarcation and scope of the construction work for both 

compartment and zone was informed by in-depth social and financial analysis, and 

technical inputs from experts and stakeholders including local communities. 

Requests by communities and their leadership for the fence-lines to include only 

small-scale commercial farms and not to traverse through settlements were 

considered. Provision for gates were made based on ground assessments and 

inputs from the stakeholders. The proposed materials for the construction of the 

fence line are the best possible durable and elephant proof.   

 

Stakeholders recommended that the demarcated area for the zone or compartment 

must be fenced with two fence-lines running parallel to each other, 10m apart from 

each other. One line should be game proof while the other one should be stock 

proof. The game proof will be on the exterior 2.4m high while the stock proof will be 

interior and 1.5m high. Winch wire strand should be used on the outer line to 

withstand game animals such as elephants while hard iron posts should be used 

throughout as poles in between and corner posts. Still wires should be used for 

stock-proof while wooden poles should be used between posts. Steel poles should 

be used as main poles and corner posts. The proposed compartment and zone 

areas focus on cattle production although the area has small stock such as goats. 

Therefore, mesh wire should be used for both inner and outer fence for small stock 

control.  It should be 1.2m high from the ground to prevent small stock such as 

goats and sheep from passing through the fence. 

 

The outer fence should use three winch wires and gaps between the wires should 

be 0.4m apart while the inner fence should use six still wires and the gaps between 

the wires should be 0.25m. It is proposed to use an electric fence to deter elephants 

from crossing and destroying the fence. The top 3 wire strands are suggested to 

have electric lines. Four (4) and thirteen (13) gates are proposed for the 

compartment and the FMD free zone respectively.  In addition, both inner and 

outer fence-lines of the compartment and zone should have two trail roads 

alongside for easy inspection and maintenance by veterinarian staff. The gap 

between the roads should also be cleared to allow a drive-through for inspection. 

The gap between the fences should be 10m wide while the road alongside the inner 

fence should be 4m wide. De-bushing will be needed for clearing 10m gap between 
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the double fencing, and two trail roads alongside the fence. De-bushing can either 

be done with a bulldozer, or manpower followed by grading afterwards.  

 

Schedule  

It is estimated the Mangetti block compartment would take about 15 months to be 

finalised (Table 1), while FMD free zone is about 25 months (Table 2).    

 

Sustainability Risks 

Risks identified for the both compartment and FMD free zone include potential 

community rejection and cutting of the fence, elephant destroying fence-lines, 

illegal movement of livestock inside the compartment or zone, overstocking of the 

compartment or zone due to market incentives that can result in overgrazing of the 

compartment or zone, and unexpected outbreak of FMD within the compartment or 

zone. The risk rating ranged from high to low. For an example, community rejection 

and cutting of the fence and unexpected outbreak of FMD within the compartment 

or zone were identified as a low risk, while elephants destroying fence-line was 

identified as higher risk due to their prevalence in the area as well as existing 

evidence of their damage to the existing fences in the area. However, mitigation 

measures were identified for each risk hence construction work for 

compartmentalisation or zone can be considered low risk. Risks identified can be 

averted or managed if recommendations in this report are followed. The approach 

of creating a new zone, or compartment does not pose a risk to the existing FMD 

free zone. The current FMD free zone will remain safe, if the outbreak happens in 

the new zone, or compartment since it will still be segregated by the existing VCF 

fence. Similarly, the new compartment, or zone will be safe if the FMD outbreak 

happens in the current FMD free zone.   

 

Financial Proposal 

The financial proposal covers all the costs needed to complete the construction 

work. Additionally, the study included the cost for inspection and maintenance. 

MAWLR through DVS will cover the cost for the process of clearing and obtaining 

the freedom status for the compartment and zone. The estimated total cost for the 

compartment construction work is N$ 240 million, while for the FMD free zone is 

N$ 600 million. The total cost for maintenance and inspection cost for Mangetti 

Block compartment for ten (10) years is   NAD 23, 500, 000.00, while for the zone 

is   about NAD 38,000,000.00.  
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Best Option 

Among the three options of creating the new FMD free zone, compartmentalisation, 

and maintaining of the FMD protection zone, the finding of the study clearly 

demonstrated that FMD free zone was the best option followed by the 

compartmentalisation. Continual maintenance of the FMD protection zone is the 

last option. The results of this study showed that neglecting to create a new FMD 

free zone, or compartment could be expensive in the long term as the cost of 

vaccination would exceed the cost of creating and maintaining of a new FMD free 

zone. Creating FMD free zone will also reduce the cost of control during FMD 

outbreak in the NCA and it will effectively spread the risk. 

 

The other consideration is the cost of control during the outbreak of the FMD. The 

successful creation of new FMD free zones in the NCA will avoid or reduce the cost 

of controlling FMD as most of the areas will be in the FMD free zones, hence the 

cost of operation for MAWF will be less, if the outbreak happens in a few areas that 

will be left out. 

 

Additionally, creating a FMD free zone will help to change the perception of the 

farmers and communities in the NCA regarding the existing VCF. Currently, most 

of the communities in the NCA view the current VCF as a relic of the colonial era 

discriminating against them and exclude them from benefits accrued by farmers 

and communities in the SVCF. Many see the VCF as a symbol of continued 

apartheid in an independent Namibia. This is based on the view that during 

apartheid, the VCF was used to control movements of the human population by the 

military. Therefore, creating a new FMD free zone will help change the public 

perception as farmers will understand the benefit and need to guard the fence. 

 

Moreover, creating another FMD free zone will serve as a buffer between a FMD risk 

area and the fence line for the current VCF. Therefore, farmers in the current FMD 

free zone should be forefront in promoting the creation of the new FMD free zone in 

the NCA. The current FMD free zone will remain safe if the outbreak happens in the 

new zone or compartment. Similarly, the new compartment or FMD free zone will 

be safe if the FMD outbreak happens in current FMD free zone.   
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In addition to the unfavourable CBA performance of the compartment compared to 

the free zone, the compartment was found to have other further limitations not 

attributed to the zone. As per the literature review and inputs from experts, a 

compartment cannot be cleared by the OIE to have a FMD free status. The creation 

of market depends on the bilateral agreement between two countries - with an 

Owner of a compartment reaching an agreement with a country willing to buy 

livestock from the compartment. This is unlike zone which can be cleared by OIE to 

have FMD free status so beef products from FMD free zone can access international 

lucrative market. Also, the compartment is smaller in general compared to zone, 

hence economics of scale becomes an important factor when comparing the two.  

 

The findings show that the creation of a new FMD free zone would bring significant 

benefits of increased cattle prices, which would eventually lead to increased 

revenue for farmers. This finding is confirmed by various studies, which also 

reported that the benefits of good prices and revenue from international export 

markets is the main reason countries create FMD free zones (Otte et al., 2004; 

Leslie et al., 1997; James & Rushton, 2002; Scoones & Woolmer, 2007; McGahey, 

2011). The study also highlighted non-monetary benefits of creating FMD free zone 

such as employment and the creation of new markets. Therefore, it is concluded 

that the benefits of the FMD free zone outweigh the costs and it will improve the 

socioeconomic conditions of the communal farmers in the study area and Namibia 

at large. 

 

In terms of the funding option, it is concluded that creation of FMD free zone, or 

the compartment is to be 100% funded by the government. The alternative option is 

a co-financing by government (70%), donors (20%) and 30% repayment by farmers. 

This option suggests borrowing 30% of capital investment to be repaid by farmers.  
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Recommendations  

 

Based on the findings of this feasibility study, we recommend the following: 

 

▪ A new FMD free zone in the NCA be created since the study has concluded 

that such an investment is feasible and economically viable.  

 

▪ Roads passing through proposed gates of the FMD free zone should be 

gravelled to improve mobility in the area because currently farmers struggle 

to access their farms due to heavy sand roads. 

 

▪ The gravelling of the roads should be funded by Road Authority with 

contribution from other stakeholders such as donors if possible. 

 

▪ As a first option, the creation of the FDM free zone in the NCA should be 

100% funded by the Government of the Republic of Namibia. 

 

▪ If the government is not able fund the initiative 100%, a co-financing model 

which involves government (70%), repayment by farmers (30%) and donors 

(20%) should be considered as an alternative option. Since contributing 30% 

of capital investment to be covered by the farmer’s levy within the two years 

of fence-line of contraction, the government should borrow funds or bring in 

investors.  

 

▪ The agreement will then for each farmer within the zone to be levied 

NAD2.00 per kg per cattle whenever ever they sell their cattle. 

 

▪ In the event of the second option is adopted, the government should set up a 

Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) (Figure 32) structure to fund and manage the 

FMD free zone for a period of at least 10 years until the borrowed funds are 

repaid from proceeds of the farmer’s levy. 
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LIST OF ACRONYMS 

CBA  Cost-Benefit Analysis 

CBPP  Contagious Bovine Pleuropneumonia 

CIV  Common Industry Vision 

DAPEES Directorate of Agriculture Production, Extension and Engineering 

Services 

DCF  Discounted cash flow 

EDF11 11th European Development Fund 

EIA  Environmental Impact Assessment 

EU  European Union 

FMD  Foot and Mouth Disease 

GDP  Gross Domestic Product 

IRR  Internal Rate of Return 

MBN  MeatBoard of Namibia   

MEATCO Meat Corporation 

MF  Meatco Foundation 

NAMSIP Namibia Agricultural Mechanisation and Seed Improvement Project 

NCAs  Northern Communal Areas  

NE  North-East 

NNFU  Namibia National Farmers’ Union 

NPV  Net Present Value (NPV) 

NSA  Namibia Statistic Agency 

NUST  Namibia University of Science and Technology 

NVCF  Northern Veterinary Cordon Fence 

OIE  World Organisation for Animal Health 

SE  South-East 

SIAPAC Social Impact Assessment and Policy Analysis Corporation 

SSA  Sub-Saharan Africa 

SVCF  Southern Veterinary Cordon Fence 

UNAM  University of Namibia 

USA  United States of America 

VCF  Veterinary Cordon Fence 
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ORGANISATION OF THE REPORT 

This document is organized into four (4) sections: 

 

SECTION 1: Introduction and background 

This section provides a brief introduction and background of the feasibility study, 

the rationale for the proposed study and the purpose and objectives of the study.  

 

SECTION 2: Study Area 

The study area section presents the geographical location of the feasibility study 

and the description of the proposed project area. 

 

SECTION 3: Methodology 

Section 3 describes the methodology used which includes aspects of data 

collection, stakeholders’ consultations, and data analysis.  

 

SECTION 4:  Results of the study 

This section presents the feasibility study findings. The section starts with briefly 

explaining the procedure and the arrangement of the results. The section then 

presents the results of the construction work, risk assessment, financial proposal, 

and Cos-Benefit Analysis. 

 

SECTION 5: Conclusions and Recommendations 

The last section of this report presents the conclusions and recommendations of 

the feasibility study. 
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SECTION 1: 

 INTRODUCTION 

Burmeister and Partners (PTY) Ltd and Meatco Foundation (MF) were contracted by 

the Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Land Reform (MAWLR) to conduct a 

feasibility study for the creation of the new Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) free 

zone, or compartment in the FMD protection zone of the Northern Communal Areas 

(NCAs). Therefore, this report presents the findings of the feasibility study. The 

report is comprised of an introduction and background, description of the study 

area, methodology, results of the study, conclusion and recommendations.   

 

1.1. Background 

Veterinary Cordon Fence (VCF) is a large-scale fence-line constructed to control 

livestock contagious diseases such as FMD (McGahey, 2011). In southern Africa, 

VCFs are used in Namibia, South Africa, Botswana, and Zimbabwe to control 

movement of livestock within these countries. The Namibian VCF which is 

commonly referred to as Red-Line was originally created in 1896 by the imperial 

German administration to contain a Rinderpest outbreak in cattle (Herbert, 2012). 

Since the 1960s, it served to prevent the spread of FMD and Contagious Bovine 

Pleuropneumonia (CBPP) from FMD infected and protection zones in the NCA to 

FMD free zone in SVCF.  

 

The Namibian VCF is approximately 1,347km running across the country from east 

to west almost dividing the country in the middle (Meatco Foundation [MF], 2019). 

The regions in the north of the Northern Veterinary Cordon Fence (NVCF) include 

the Zambezi, Kavango West, Kavango East, Ohangwena, Oshikoto, Oshana, 

Omusati and Kunene-north, while regions in the south of the Southern Veterinary 

Cordon Fence (SVCF) are Otjozondjupa, Omaheke, Khomas, Hardap, //Karas, 

Erongo and Kunene south (Figure 3). The regions highlighted in green are FMD 

protection zone, while the Zambezi region highlighted in red is a FMD infected zone 

(Figure 3). The southern part of Namibia without colour is considered as FMD free 

zone (Figure 3). 
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Figure 3: Namibia map shown FMD protection zone in green and infected zone in red. 
(Source; MAWF 2014) 

 

The beef products from the northern regions are not allowed to cross the VCF into 

the southern parts of the country (Herbert, 2012) to ensure that FMD does not end 

breaking in the South. Furthermore, the current Namibia international beef 

markets do not allow the import of meat products from the NVCF-FMD protection 

and infected zones (MAWF, 2014). As a result, farmers from the north lament that 

the current situation prevent them from benefitting from the international lucrative 

beef market that are enjoyed by farmers in the south. This scenario is corroborated 

by Bishi and Kamwi (2008) who observed that areas south of the veterinary cordon 

fence enjoy relatively unrestricted access to international markets, particularly to 

the lucrative markets of the European Union (EU), Switzerland and Norway 

(European Free Trade Area countries).  

 

Moreover, statistics from the last 5 years shows that more than 64% of cattle in 

Namibia resides on northern side of VCF, in the areas considered as FMD 

protection and infected zone. However, these 64% do not have access to adequate 

formal markets. Generally, farmers from the northern FMD invested regions are 

disgruntled by the lack therein of access to lucrative international markets for their 

 



 

3 

 

livestock and associated beef products. Therefore, the Namibian farmers in the 

north, and the Namibia economy at large, could benefit significantly if FMD could 

be eradicated in the NCA.  The Namibian economy could benefit significantly 

through foreign income which could increase the livestock contribution to the GDP 

if the FMD situation in the NCA could improve. It is against this background that 

key stakeholders in the beef industry including the Namibian government proposed 

that the Namibia government should consider creating a new FMD free zone, or 

compartment in the NCA.  

 

The proponents of a disease-free zone in the NCA proposed two options: either 

through creating a new independent FMD free zone, or compartment into the low 

risk block north of the current VCF. A third option which advocated for shifting of 

the VCF to the border between Namibia and Angola received resentment from the 

majority of farmers and stakeholders arguing that shifting VCF to Angola border 

will pose a risk for the whole country, and that could lead to lose of access to 

lucrative international beef markets (MAWF, 2014). Concerned people argued that 

due to uncontrolled movement of cattle between the border of Angola and Namibia, 

it would be very difficult to control FMD since some of the farmers in Namibia take 

their cattle for grazing into Angola during drought periods. Those against the idea 

further contend that the likelihood of such a fence being vandalised would be 

extremely high, particularly during drought periods. One of the major farmers’ 

concern and fear is that cattle herds in Angola are in constant contact with 

buffaloes that are carriers of FMD.   

 

Meanwhile, the MAWF (2018) also supported the zoning and compartment 

approach during the second land conference, maintaining that the zoning, or 

compartmentalisation approach is safer as it allows for piloting small-scale areas, 

starting with the low-risk blocks. Previous studies on this issue focused on the 

possibility of shifting the VCF to the border between Namibia and Angola. 

Therefore, this feasibility study focused on assessing three options: 1) creation of 

FMD free zone, 2) compartmentalisation, and 3) maintaining of the FMD protection 

zone. 
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1.2. Purpose and objective of the feasibility study 

The main purpose of this study is to assess the feasibility of creating a new FMD 

free zone, or compartment into the NCA of Namibia in order to improve market 

access for NCAs livestock. The specific objectives for this feasibility study are: 

1. To compare and determine best economical and least risk option between 

FDM free zone, compartment and maintaining protection zone.  

2. To demarcate and determine the best practical construction work for the 

new FMD free zone and compartment in the NCA.  

3. To determine and propose financial cost for the construction work of the new 

FMD free zone and compartment.  

4. To recommend the proposed operational structure and sustainability of the 

new FMD free zone, or compartment. 

 

SECTION 2: 

STUDY AREA 

2.1 Geographical Location  

The feasibility study focused on the proposed compartment and free zone in the 

central north of Namibia covering some parts of Kavango East, Kavango West, 

Oshikoto and Ohangwena regions (Figure 4).  The map on the left side (Figure 4) 

shows the proposed new FMD free zone in blueline north of the existing VCF 

(redline). The map on the right side (Figure 5) shows the proposed area for 

compartment in blue line. 
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Figure 4: Location of the propose FMD free zone Figure 5: Location of the proposed compartment 

 

2.2 Description of the proposed project area 

The proposed project area is characterized by sandy soil falling in the geological 

division of the Kalahari group of Namibia (Mendelsohn et al, 2015). The Kalahari 

sands are part of the greater Kalahari Group, which covers most of the northern 

and eastern parts of Namibia and extends across the Namibian border into 

Botswana and Angola. The project area is a flat with an altitude level ranging 1000 

to 12000 m above the sea level. The area lies within the Tree Savanna and Dry 

Woodland vegetation (Mendelsohn et al, 2015). The woodlands constitute an 

important supply of essential resources for the local communities. The proposed 

project area is predominantly a cattle farming area. The Government of the 

Republic of Namibia has demarcated farms in commercial units and provided 

leaseholds to farm owners and these farmers are able to access financial support 

from financiers.  
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SECTION 3: 

METHODOLOGY 

 

3.1 The design of the study 

The study assessed and compared the following options: 

1. Creation of FMD free zone in the central north of Namibia 

2. Compartmentalisation of Mangetti block 

3. Maintaining of FMD protection zone in the above two areas 

 

3.1.1 Construction work 

This part assessed both the free zone and compartment to establish the feasibility 

of the construction work. 

 

3.1.2 Risk assessment 

The study assessed the risks associated with the three options in terms of social, 

financial, and environmental impacts.  

 

3.1.3 Cost-Benefit Analysis 

The study included a Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA), comparing the three options 

(creation of FMD free zone, compartmentalisation, and maintaining of the FMD 

protection zone).  

 

3.2 Data Collection procedures  

The study used both primary and secondary data. Primary data was collected from 

the field in north part of Namibia. Secondary data was obtained through 

comprehensive review of available literature on previous similar projects and 

engagement of relevant stakeholders. Secondary data sources included agricultural 

government-mandated institutions (Directorate of Agriculture Production, 

Extension and Engineering Services (DAPEES), Directorate of Veterinary Service 

(DVS), government agencies (Namibia Statistic Agency (NSA), MeatBoard of Namibia 

(MBN), Meat Corporation (Meatco) and private sector institutions’ such as libraries 

and websites of the University of Namibia (UNAM) and the Namibia University of 

Science and Technology (NUST).  

 

Five site visits of more than a week each were conducted at the proposed project 

area for reconnaissance and primary data collection. The site visits focused on 
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collecting data on the length of the proposed zone and compartment, their sizes, 

biophysical information, soil and geology baseline, and elephant migration routes. 

Data on the number of cattle within the proposed project area was collected from 

the MAWLR office within Kavango East, Kavango West, Ohangwena and Oshikoto 

regions. The site visits also included studying the community village set-up in 

relation to the proposed project area. Additionally, the field reconnaissance 

included site visits of Omutambo Omawe Quarantine and Etosha Park for visual 

assessment of the existing elephant proof fences. The consultant team joined the 

Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) team for stakeholders’ consultations. A 

total of nine (19) meetings were conducted with farmers unions, honourable 

governors, communities and chiefs/kings. The findings of the study were shared 

with stakeholders for their inputs. Figure 6 to 13 shows photos of participants on 

various occasion of meetings. 

 
 

Figure 6: Meeting with Oshikoto King and his 
Traditional Authority members. 

Figure 7: Meeting with Oshikoto region 
general stakeholders. 
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Figure 8: Meeting with Ohangwena Queen and her 
Traditional Authority members. 

Figure 9: Meeting with Kavango West region 
general stakeholders. 

 
 

Figure 10: Meeting with Kavango East region general 
stakeholders. 

Figure 11: Participants during the 
community meeting at Katjinakatji village. 

 

 

Figure 12: Meeting with community members in 
Oshikoto region 

Figure 13: Meeting with Ohangwena region 
general stakeholders. 

 

3.3 Data procedure and analysis 

3.3.1 Construction work 

The analysis on the construction work focused on demarcations, conceptual 

drawings, infrastructure equipment and material requirements. Social aspects 

such as village and livelihood set-up were considered.  

 

3.3.2 Risk assessment   

The risk assessment examined the risk elements related to the acceptance of the 

project, fitness of the fence and its sustainability.  The study considered both the 

likelihood of a risk occurring and the consequences of it occurring. Data were 

entered into a risk impact matrix developed by the project team to determine the 

risk rating. Possible mitigation per identified risk was provided. 

 

3.2 Cost-Benefit Analysis 

The variables measured for Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) of the three options were 

Benefit - Cost-Ratio (BCR), Net Present Value (NPV), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), 

Payback Period (PBP), Cattle Prices, and Revenue. 
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a) Number of cattle  

As per data provided by MAWF, the numbers of cattle in the proposed zone and 

Mangetti block in 2020 were 177,500 and 81,450, respectively. The over 30 years 

data shows that cattle herds increased by 3% on average in Namibia. Since an 

average increase per annum was 3%, it was assumed that the cattle population in 

year 1 of the project would increase by 2%. The population would increase by 3% in 

year 2 to year 7 before decreasing to 2% in year 8 and 1% in year 9, reaching the 

maximum carrying capacity of their land. Thereafter, the farmers would not 

increase the numbers of cattle, but rather maintain maximum threshold. Therefore, 

farmers would then apply commercial farming principles and recognise that by 

exceeding the maximum carrying capacity numbers, would be detrimental to their 

rangeland and consequently, their farming business prospects. 

 

b) Offtake percentage  

An average offtake percentage was used to determine the number of cattle to be 

sold annually. As per inputs from Livestock Marketing Cooperatives in the NCA, 

Meat Board staff in the NCA and Meatco representatives in the NCA, it was 

estimated that the current small-scale commercial farms under the proposed FMD 

free zone and compartment had an average of 15% annual offtake. The offtake 

percent was assumed to increase if lucrative markets for cattle and beef products 

were created in the proposed new FMD-free zone. The average offtake percent was 

assumed to increase from 15% in year 1, 25% in year 5, depending on the level of 

success achieved with the new FMD free zone. The 25% offtake would remain 

unchanged in the future. This was based on the benchmark, showing that an 

average conservative offtake percentage in the FMD free zone in the southern parts 

of Namibia was about 25%. Given that the focused project area in the NCA was 

already in a semi-commercial operation, establishing better markets by creating 

FMD free zone would encourage farmers to increase their offtake by 25% over 5 

years, as is the case for SVCF farms.   

 

The assumption for compartment showed that the offtake will reach 22% in the 

13th year and then remain constant thereafter. 

 

The scenario for maintaining the status quo of FMD protection zone indicated that 

offtake percent will be slow, reaching 20% offtake in the 15th year. The 20% offtake 

would remain constant thereafter. 
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c) Cattle weight 

The average cattle live weight used was 400kg. This was based on data from 

Meatco, which has shown that cattle bought from the proposed new FMD free zone 

and compartment, were 400kg on average (Meatco, 2020). In addition, this is the 

recommended conservative Namibia national average semi-commercial weight per 

cattle. 

 

a) Cattle price 

The 10-year series data on prices per kg for live cattle was obtained from Meatco 

and Livestock Marketing Cooperatives (LMCs), operating in the FMD protection 

zone in the NCA. The prices from the SVCF FMD free zone were obtained from 

Meatco and the Namibian Meat Board. The calculations showed that the price from 

FMD protection zone had an average annually increase of 8%, while those from the 

SVCF FMD free zone increased by 11%. The information on average increase for 

prices was used to determine the increase projection into the future, for both FMD 

protection zone and FMD free zone (Tietenberg & Lewis, 2009). 
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SECTION 4: 

FEASIBILITY STUDY RESULTS 

 

4.1 Construction Work 

4.1.1 Demarcation 

a) Mangetti Block Compartment Demarcation 

Based on the ground assessment and mapping with stakeholders, the proposed 

Mangetti compartmentalization fence-line length is about 1 033 224 ha, while the 

size area is 1 058 550.42ha. The area cover parts of Kavango West and Oshikoto 

regions (Figure 14). 

 
Figure 14: Map showing the demarcation of the proposed Mangetti Block Compartment. 

 

b) Demarcation for FMD free zone in the central north 

Based on the assessment and mapping with stakeholders, the proposed FMD free 

zone fence-line length is about 949km, while the size area is 3 047 954.92ha 

(Figure 15). The area cover parts of Oshikoto, Ohangwena, Kavango West and 

Kavango East (Figure 15). 
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Figure 15: Map showing the demarcation of the proposed FMD free zone area in the central north. 

 

c) Justification for the demarcations 

The proposed areas and fence lines for both compartment and FMD free zone 

demarcations were decided based on the technical, financial and social 

considerations. In terms of social perspective, both the free zone and the 

compartment will mainly accommodate small scale commercial farms, as per 

request by communities and their leaderships. This will encourage the 

communities and their leadership to protect the fence-line. In terms of economic 

perspective, it is cost-effective to include small scale commercial farms since they 

are farming commercially (not subsistence farming), hence they will derive 

meaningful benefits from compartment, or zone. The zigzag parts on the line are 

not preferred from technical and financial perspective. However, this was necessary 

to avoid the fence line passing through areas where communities’ livelihood 

activities do not concern cattle farming.  These areas are characterized by 

settlements including services such as clinics, schools, government offices, crop 

production and shops. Including these areas, will cause the communities to travel 

long distances and will require the project to compensate communities for shifting 

their households and properties.  Furthermore, except the zone part of Ohangwena 

region, both zone and compartment were further inland, far away from the border 
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between Angola and Namibia which is considered FMD high risk.  

 

4.1.2 Construction Standard and Techniques  

a) Fence-lines 

The OIE require that a barrier to be created between FMD infected zone and FMD 

free zone. As per DVS determination of the existing VCF, the demarcated area for 

the zone/compartment must be fenced with two fence-lines (double fencing) 

running parallel to each other (Figure 16). The legal perimeter consists of a double 

wire fence to prevent any type of contact with or entry of other animals. One line is 

for game proof while the second one is for stock proof. The game proof will be 

outside while the stock proof will be inside as shown in the diagram below.  

 

Figure 16: An example of a double fence with game fence outside and stock proof inside. 

 

b) Outer Fence Materials 

Winch wire strands should be used on the outer line to withstand game animals 

such as elephants while hard iron posts should be used throughout as poles in 

between and corner posts. 

 

c) Inner Fence Materials 

Still wires should be used for stock-proof, while wooden poles should be used 

between posts. Iron poles should be used as main poles and corner posts. 

 

d) Mesh wire 

The proposed compartment and zone area focus on cattle, although the area has 

small stock such as goats. Therefore, mesh wire should be used for both inner and 

outer fence for small stock control.   

 

Game fence Stock proof 
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e) Spacing between double fences 

As shown in Figure 17 below, the double fencing should be 10m apart from each 

other.  

 

Figure 17: Double fencing of 10m apart from each other. 

 

f) Height of the fence 

The exterior fence must be 2.4 m high, to avoid game, while the interior fence must 

be 1.5 m high for livestock resistance. 

 

g) Gap between wires 

The exterior fence should use three winch wires and the gaps between the wires 

should be 0.4m apart, while the interior fence should use six still wires and the 

gaps between the wires should be 0.25m (Figure 18). 
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Figure 18: Outer fence with three winch wires and gaps between the wires of 0.4m apart.  

 

h) Mesh wires 

Mesh wire should be used for both inner and outer fence for small stock control 

(Figure 19). It should be 1.2m high from the ground to prevent small stock such as 

goats and sheep from passing through wires.  

 

Figure 19: Mesh (netting) wire of 1.2m high. 

 

i) Electric wire 

It is proposed to use an electric fence as a barrier that can deter elephants from 

crossing and destroying the fence. The voltage of the electrical fence must be 

sufficient to cause discomfort, and it should not be fatal. The top 3 lines are 

suggested to have electric lines (Figure 20). 
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Figure 20: Three (3) top fence-lines with electric fence. 

 

j) Gap between posts 

The gaps between the posts for the outer fence should be 1m apart, while the main 

post should be 5m apart. Hard iron posts should be used throughout as poles in 

between and corner posts (Figure 21). 

 

Figure 21: Outer gaps between the posts with 1m apart while the main post is 5m apart. 

 

As for the inner fence, the gaps between the posts should be 0.5m apart, while the 

main post should be 10m apart. Iron poles should be used as main and corner 

poles, whereas wooden poles should be used in between (Figure 22). 

Top 3 wires 
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Figure 22: Features of stock proof fence 

 

k) Post depth 

Since sandy soils are prevalent in the areas under consideration, a depth of 0.5m is 

proposed for corner poles and main poles in between. Anchoring system using 

metal post and concrete underneath (Figure 23).  

 

Figure 23: Anchoring system using metal post and concrete underneath. 
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l) Gates 

Four (4) and thirteen (13) gates are proposed for the compartment and the free zone 

respectively. The provision is based on ground assessment, and the need for 

farmers to access the farms, and DVS for inspection. Despite the need, we could 

not suggest more gates as they are costly. Each gate is estimated to cost about 

N$2.5 million to construct and requires the government to avail veterinarian and 

police staff to protect the gates. A typical example of exiting VCF gate at Mangetti 

block area is shown in Figure 24. The cost for the VCF gate includes police and 

veterinarian staff and their housing. It includes services such as provision for water 

and veterinarian office. 

 

Figure 24: An existing VCF gate at Mangetti block as an example. 

 

m) Roads 

There are sandy roads used by farmers and communities within the area. The 

proposed gates are located at the entrance/exit of the main roads in the 

compartment and zone. It is suggested that these roads be gravelled and should be 

8m wide. These roads are used more often and become rugged and sandy, hence 

vehicles that are not 4x4 cannot go through (Figure 25). In fact, the photograph 

was taken while the area received little rainfall, hence the road was a bit 

compacted. It gets worse during heavy rainfall or dry time when sand becomes 

thicker. If proper roads are not provided the impact of the fenced off areas will be 

dampened, since farmers will continue to struggle to market their cattle due to 

inaccessibility factors.  To get the most value, the road network needs to be fixed as 

well. 
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Figure 25: Sandy road in the proposed compartment and zone area. 

 

In addition, both inner and outer fence-lines of the compartment and zone should 

have two trail roads alongside for easy inspection by veterinarian staff. The road 

along the outer fence-line (game proof) should be outside alongside the fence, while 

for the inner fence-line (stock proof) should be inside alongside the fence.  The gap 

between the roads should also be cleared to allow a drive-through for inspection. 

The gap between the fences should be 10m wide, while the road alongside the inner 

fence should be 4m wide. 

 

n) De-bushing 

De-bushing will be required for clearing a 10m gap between the double fencing, and 

two trail roads alongside the fence. De-bushing can either be done with a bulldozer 

or manpower, followed by grading afterwards.  

 

o) Implementation Timeline 

It is estimated the Mangetti block compartment would take about 15 months to be 

finalised (Table 1), while FMD free zone is about 25 months (Table 2).   
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Table 1: Implementation Timeline for the free zone 

Schedule Site verification and 

commissioning  

Surveying De-bushing Fence 

construction  

Roads 

construction 

Month 1          

Month 2          

Month 3          

Month 4          

Month 5          

Month 6          

Month 7      

Month 8       

Month 9      

Month 10      

Month 11      

Month 12      

Month 13      

Month 14      

Month 15      

Month 16      

Month 17      

Month 18      

Month 19      

Month 20      

Month 21      

Month 22      

Month 23      

Month 24      

Month 25      

 

Table 2: Implementation Timeline for compartment 

Schedule Site verification and 

commissioning  

Surveying De-bushing Fence 

construction  

Roads 

construction 

Month 1          

Month 2          

Month 3          

Month 4          

Month 5          

Month 6          

Month 7      

Month 8       

Month 9      

Month 10      

Month 11      

Month 12      

Month 13      

Month 14      

Month 15      

 

4.2 Environmental consideration 

The impact of the construction work on the environment will be of minimum risk 

since its mainly on bush clearing and fence obstruction which are minor 

environmental concerns. Some parts of the line where the fence-line will follow is 



 

18 

 

already cleared, hence clearing effort will be of minimal. The detailed environmental 

assessment for the construction was outsourced to Green Earth Environmental 

Consultants, and the report is available on request. 

 

4.3 Sustainability Risks 

As far as the sustainability of the project is concerned, risks and respective 

mitigations were identified (Table 3). Risks identified for both the compartment and 

the free zone include potential community rejection and cutting of the fence, 

elephant destroying fence-line, illegal movement of livestock inside the 

compartment, overstocking of the compartment due to market incentive that can 

result in overgrazing of the compartment, and unexpected outbreak of FMD within 

the compartment. The risk rating ranged from high to low (Table 3). For an 

example, community rejection and vandalising of the fence and unexpected 

outbreak of FMD within the compartment were identified as a low risk, while 

elephants destroying fence-line (Figure 26) was identified as higher risk due to their 

prevalence in the area as well as their active activities of breaking fences.   

 

Figure 26: Elephants destroying fence. (Source: Republikein, 2021).  

 

Mitigation measures were identified for each risk hence, construction work and 

compartmentalisation can be considered low risk. Risks identified can be averted or 

managed if recommendations in this report are followed. The approach of creating a 



 

19 

 

new zone or compartment does not risk the existing FMD free zone. The current 

FMD free zone will remain safe if the outbreak happens in the new free zone, or 

compartment. Similarly, the new compartment, or free zone will be safe, if the FMD 

outbreak happens in current FMD free zone.   

 

Table 3: Identified risks and their mitigations.  

Risk identified Rating Mitigation 

Community rejection 

and cutting of the fence 

Low Community interest is taken care of by distancing 

the fence-line from their livelihood and economic 

activities. Request by farmers and leaders to include 

only small-scale commercial farms was considered. 

Elephant destroying 

fence-line 

High Elephant proof fencing is recommended because the 

area have elephants. Use of best possible 

construction techniques and materials. Use of 

electric fence to deter the elephant from crossing 

and destroying the fence. 

Illegal movement of 

livestock inside the 

compartment 

Medium Enforcement and tighten inspection and protection 

by the Department of Veterinary Services (DVS) and 

police staff. Education programme for the 

surrounding communities on rules and regulations 

of the compartment. Involvement of local leadership 

including traditional authority in resolving issues 

related to compartment. 

Overstocking of the 

compartment due to 

market incentive that 

result in overgrazing of 

the compartment 

Medium MAWF should continue to educate and support 

farmers within a compartment or free zone on 

sustainable rangeland management. Stocking rate 

and carrying capacity to be adhered to. 

Unexpected outbreak of 

FMD within the 

compartment 

Low The compartment, or free zone will be under 

surveillance until cleared by OIE when satisfied. 

DVS to implement best modality to prevent any 

outbreak of FMD. The compartment or FMD free 

zone will be closed off, if any FMD case is identified 

within the compartment or zone. This will not affect 

the current FMD free zone south of the current VCF, 

since this compartment or zone will be north of the 

current VCF. The current VCF will remain intact 

until cleared by OIE. If a FMD case is identified 
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within the compartment or zone, the compartment 

or zone will be closed off and all livestock will be 

vaccinated against FMD. The observation will 

continue until considered cleared.  

 

4.4 Financial Proposal 

The financial proposal covers all the costs that will be incurred to complete the 

construction work. As per indication by MAWLR, the cost for the process of clearing 

and obtaining the freedom status will be covered by DVS and does not have to be 

included under fund raising for this project.  The prices for materials and labour 

are based on the quotations obtained in August 2020, hence the budget should be 

reviewed, if the implementation of the project is to be done after two years after the 

submission of this report. However, the contingency budget can cater for inflation, 

assuming that the project will be implemented after a year, or within two years. The 

detailed budgets are presented in Table 4 and Table 5. The estimated total cost for 

the compartment construction work is about N$ 240 million (Table 4).  

 

Table 4: Budget for the compartmentalisation construction work. 

Items Unit Qty Unit rate Total Cost (N$) 
Debushing 

Debushing road outerline of fence Per km 368 1,850 680,800 

Debushing road innerline of fence Per km 368 1,850 680,800 

Debushing for gap between double fencing Per km 368 5,000 1,840,000 

Sub-total     
 

3,201,600 

Road grading and gravelling 

Establishment cost  Sum 1 25,000 25,000 

De-establishment cost  Sum 1 25,000 25,000 

Grading road outerline of fence Per km 368 110 40,480 

Grading road innerline of fence Per km 368 110 40,480 

Grading for gap between double fencing Per km 368 330 121,440 

Sub-total     
 

252,400.00 

Surveying 

Survey  Per km 368 3000 1,104,000.00 

2.4m high Elephant fence Material & labour  

Excavation         
   Corner Post No 63 125 7,875.00 

   Straining Post No 14720 125 1,840,000.00 

   Mid Post No 7360 125 920,000.00 

Concrete      
 

- 

   Corner Post No 63 2500 157,500.00 

   Straining Post No 14720 2500 36,800,000.00 

   Mid Post No 7360 2500 18,400,000.00 

Material & labour     
 

                    -    
   3 strand winch wires @ 400mm c/c 
(electrical wire) 

Per km 
1104 

13200 14,572,800.00 

   3 strands Longitudinal wires @ 400mm c/c Per km 1104 4600 5,078,400.00 
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   Post corner Iron No 63 290 18,270.00 

   Post straining Iron No 14720 230 3,385,600.00 

   Post mid post Iron No 7360 260 1,913,600.00 

   Dropper (iron) @ 1000mm c/c No 368000 50 18,400,000.00 

   1.2m mesh wire Per km 368 15000 5,520,000.00 

Sub-total       107,014,045.00 

1.5m STOCK FENCE  

Excavation 
        

   Corner Post No 63 100 6300 
   Straining Post No 14720 100 1472000 
   Mid Post No 7360 100 736000 
Concrete      

 

 
   Corner Post No 63 1800 113400 
   Straining Post No 14720 1800 26496000 

   Mid Post No 7360 1800 13248000 
Material & labour     

 

 
   Longitudinal wires @ 250mm c/c Per km 1104 4600 5078400 

   Post corner Iron No 63 290 18270 

   Post straining Timber No 14720 100 1472000 

   Post mid post Timber No 7360 100 736000 

   Dropper (wood) @ 1000mm c/c No 368000 15 5520000 

   1.2m mesh wire Per km 368 15000 5520000 
Sub-total       60,416,370.00 

Gate 

Gate material Per gate 4 20,000 80,000 

Housing and office cost Per gate 4 2,500,000 10,000,000 

Sub-total     
 

10,080,000 

SUB-TOTAL 182,068,415 
Add: 1% for Preliminary & General Costs 1,820,684 

SUB-TOTAL 183,889,099 

ADD: 5% Provisional Sum for Price Adjustment (escalation) 9,194,455 

ADD: Sum for Contingency 3,600,000 

Professional fees 6.5% 11,952,791 

SUB-TOTAL 208,636,346 

ADD: 15% VAT to Sub-Total 31,295,452 

GRAND TOTAL 239,931,797 

 

The estimated total cost for the FMD free zone construction work is N$ 600 million 

(Table 5).  

 

Table 5: Budget for the construction work of creating FMD free zone. 

Items Unit Qty Unit rate Total Cost (N$) 
Debushing 

Debushing road outer line of fence Per km 949 1,850 1,755,650 

Debushing road inner line of fence Per km 949 1,850 1,755,650 

Debushing for gap between double 
fencing 

Per km 949 5,000 4,745,000 

Sub-total    
 

8,256,300 

Road grading and gravelling 

Establishment cost  Sum 1 25,000 25,000 

De-establishment cost  Sum 1 25,000 25,000 

Grading road outer line of fence Per km 949 110 104,390 
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Grading road inner line of fence Per km 949 110 104,390 

Grading for gap between double fencing Per km 949 330 313,170 

Sub-total 
   

571,950.00 

Surveying cost Per km 949 3000     2,847,000.00  

Sub-total       2,847,000.00 

2.4m high Elephant fence Material & labour  

Excavation         
   Corner Post No 198 125 24,750.00 

   Straining Post No 37960 125 4,745,000.00 

   Mid Post No 18980 125 2,372,500.00 

Concrete  
   

- 

   Corner Post No 198 2500 495,000.00 

   Straining Post No 37960 2500 94,900,000.00 

   Mid Post No 18980 2500 47,450,000.00 

Material & labour 
   

- 

   3 strand winch wires @ 400mm c/c 
(electrical wire) 

Per km 2847 13200 37,580,400.00 

   3 strands Longitudinal wires @ 400mm 
c/c 

Per km 2847 4600 13,096,200.00 

   Post corner Iron No 198 290 57,420.00 

   Post straining Iron No 37960 230 8,730,800.00 

   Post mid post Iron No 18980 260 4,934,800.00 

   Dropper (iron) @ 1000mm c/c No 949000 50 47,450,000.00 

   1.2m mesh wire Per km 949 15000 14,235,000.00 

Sub-total       276,071,870.00 

1.5m STOCK FENCE 

Excavation 
 

      
   Corner Post No 198 100 19800 

   Straining Post No 37960 100 3796000 

   Mid Post No 18980 100 1898000 

Concrete  
    

   Corner Post No 198 1800 356400 

   Straining Post No 37960 1800 68328000 

   Mid Post No 18980 1800 34164000 

Material & labour 
    

   Longitudinal wires @ 250mm c/c Per km 2847 4600 13096200 

   Post corner Iron No 198 290 57420 

   Post straining Timber No 37960 100 3796000 

   Post mid post Timber No 18980 100 1898000 

   Dropper (wood) @ 1000mm c/c No 949000 15 14235000 

   1.2m mesh wire Per km 949 15000 14235000 

Sub-total 
   

155,879,820.00 

Gate 

Gate material Per gate 8 30,000 240,000 

Housing and office cost Per gate 8 2,500,000 20,000,000 

Sub-total     
 

20,240,000 

SUB-TOTAL 463,866,940 

Add: 1% for Preliminary & General Costs 4,638,669 
SUB-TOTAL 468,505,609 

ADD: 5% Provisional Sum for Price Adjustment (escalation) 23,425,280 

ADD: Sum for Contingency 8,700,000 

Professional fees 4.5% 21,082,752 

SUB-TOTAL 521,713,642 

ADD: 15% VAT to Sub-Total 78,257,046 

GRAND TOTAL 599,970,689 
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In addition to construction cost, the maintenance and inspection cost was included 

in the project’s cost. This is important to ensure the project is not comprised. The 

identified items, activities and costs includes vehicles, the maintenance of vehicles, 

inspection cost (mainly fuel), maintenance of the fence and reads, salaries and per 

diems for the two staff members responsible for the activities.  As indicated above, 

the cost for clearing process to achieve FMD free status will be covered by DVS 

within MAWLR. The total cost for maintenance and inspection cost for Mangeti 

Block compartment for ten (10) years is about NAD 23, 500, 000.00 (Table 6).    

 

Table 6: Budget for the maintenance and inspection cost for Mangeti Block compartment. 

Items Unit QTY 
Unit 
rate  

Total 
Cost (N$) 

Number 
of years 

Total Cost 
(N$) 

Vehicles purchase Each 1 500,000 500,000 
 

500,000 

Vehicle maintenance  Per annum 1 20,000 20,000 10 200,000 

Inspection cost by DVS Per annum 10 3,000 30,000 10 300,000 

Maintenance of fence Per annum 10 50,000 500,000 10 5,000,000 

Maintenance of road Per annum 2 202,400 404,800 10 4,048,000 

Salaries for FMD surveillance 
2 staff 

Per annum 2 
500,000 1,000,000 10 10,000,000 

S&T and camping Per annum 10 30,000 300,000 10 3,000,000 

Research/external 
consultancy 

lumpsum 1 
500,000 500,000 

 
500,000.00 

TOTAL 

 
23,548,000 

Total price per annum 
 

2,354,800 

 

The total cost for maintenance and inspection cost for the zone for ten (10) years is   

NAD 38,000,000.00 (Table 7). 

 

Table 7: Budget for the maintenance and inspection cost of the proposed FMD free zone.  

Items Unit QTY 
Unit 
rate 

Total 
Cost (N$) 

Number 
of years 

Total Cost 
(N$) 

Vehicles purchase Each 2 500,000 1,000,000 
 

1,000,000 
Vehicle maintenance  Per annum 2 30,000 60,000 10 600,000 
Inspection cost by DVS Per annum 12 5,000 60,000 10 600,000 
Maintenance of fence Per annum 10 100,000 1,000,000 10 10,000,000 
Maintenance of road Per annum 2 521,950 1,043,900 10 10,439,000 
Salaries for FMD surveillance 
2 staff 

Per annum 2 
500,000 1,000,000 10 10,000,000 

S&T and camping Per annum 10 40,000 400,000 10 4,000,000 
Research/external 
consultancy 

lumpsum 1 
500,000 500,000 

 
500,000.00 

TOTAL       
  

37,139,000 
Total price per annum     

 
3,713,900 

 

4.4.1 Compensation 

One area was identified for potential compensation. The area with potential 

compensation is indicated with a red dot in the map below (Figure 27). This is 
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about 300m section where the fence line will intersect with B1 tar road. This 

section stretches from the end of north west corner of Mangetti park to B1 tar road.  

This section passes in the middle of the households, hence will require relocating 

the fence further south. However, the cost of relocation further south might be the 

same as compensation. Relocating the fence further south will also mean moving a 

gate a bit further south, which is not ideal in terms of the logistics and control of 

traffic. Given the above background, compensation is required hence this is the 

reason for increased contingency and risk factors to cover compensation cost. 

 

Figure 26: Red dot on the map showing the area that will require compensation. 

 

4.5 Cost-Benefit Analysis  

As described in the methodology section, three options were considered: creating 

an FMD-free zone, compartmentalization, and maintaining a protected zone. CBA 

also assessed the funding options.  The first funding option was for the government 

to obtain a loan from the financiers for the total capital investment of the project, 

including the maintenance costs that would be repaid by the farmers through a 

levy per cattle sold in the project area. The second funding option was for the costs 

to be shared among the stakeholders such as the government (50%), the donor 

(20%) and obtain a (30%) loan that would be repaid by the farmers through a levy. 
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The third option is for the government to finance the project. The variables 

measured for cost benefit analysis (CBA) were Benefit - Cost-Ratio (BCR), Net 

Present Value (NPV), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), and Payback Period (PBP). The 

analysis for both options was done at 10, 15, and 20 years respectively. The levy 

per kg per cattle by farmers was tested on N$1.00, N$2.00, and N$3.00 

respectively. Similarly, the CBA variables were calculated at different interest rates 

(4%, 6%, and 8%) based on inflation rate in Namibia at the time when the study 

was conducted (Namibia Macro-economic outlook, 2020). Therefore, the results of 

Cost-Benefit Analysis (CBA) are presented accordingly.     

 

The detail assumptions regarding the cattle number, offtake percent, cattle weight 

and cattle prices are provided under section 3.2 in the methodology. The number of 

cattle in the proposed zone and Mangetti block were 177,500 and 81,450, 

respectively. Based on the trend, the assumption was that the cattle population in 

year 1 of the zone would increase by 2%. The population would increase by 3% in 

year 2 to year 7 before decreasing to 2% in year 8 and 1% in year 9, reaching the 

maximum carrying capacity of their land. Thereafter, the farmers would not 

increase the numbers of cattle, but rather maintain maximum threshold.  

 

In terms of offtake percent, it was estimated that the current small-scale 

commercial farms under the proposed FMD free zone and compartment had an 

average of 15% annual offtake. The average offtake in the zone was assumed to 

increase from 15% in year 1, 25% in year 5. The 25% offtake would remain 

unchanged in the future. The assumption for compartment showed that the offtake 

will reach 22% in the 13th year and then remain constant thereafter. The scenario 

for maintaining the status quo of FMD protection zone indicated that offtake 

percent will be slow, reaching 20% offtake in the 15th year. The 20% offtake would 

remain constant thereafter. The average cattle live weight used was 400kg. The 

calculations showed that the price from FMD protection zone had an average 

annually increase of 8%, while those from the SVCF FMD free zone increased by 

11%. The information on average increase for prices was used to determine the 

increase projection into the future, for both FMD protection zone and FMD free 

zone. 
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4.5.1 CBA for the full amount of capital investment to be repaid by farmers. 

The results for the first funding option show that BCR, NPV, IRR and PBP were not 

viable for the compartmentalisation. The BCR was less than 1 at all three interest 

rates and category years. The NPV would only be positive in 20 years if the 

repayment interest is 4% while IRR was 5% (Table 8).  

 

The BCR less than 1 shows that the costs outweigh the benefits of implementing 

the project (Tietenberg & Lewis, 2009). Interventions with higher BCR are preferred, 

and there is a strong claim that interventions with BCR less than 1 should be 

rejected (Boardman et al., 1996; Cohn, 1972; Gittinger, 1982). The NPV principle 

states that positive and high NPV is worthwhile to be pursued while lower NPV is 

undesirable. Therefore, the negative NPV needs to be rejected (Jenkins & 

Harberger, 1992). The IRR rule states that if the IRR on a project or an investment 

is greater than the minimum required rate of return, typically the cost of capital, 

then the project or investment should be pursued (Jenkins & Harberger, 1992). 

Therefore, the result of the first funding option shows that the CBA for full costs of 

creating compartment outweighs the benefits if the repayments is to be done by 

farmers. 

 

An analysis of the first funding option shows FMD free zone was also not viable if 

the farmers have to repay NAD1.00 per kg per cattle at all three-interest rate and 

category years, except an option of levying farmers based on NAD2.00 at the 6% 

interest rate over 20 years, which showed a positive result of 1.03 BCR (Table 8).  

 

Table 8: The CBA analysis results comparing compartment against zone on the repayment of full 
capital investment by farmers. 

 

The results for the first funding option shows that farmers would not be able to 

repay the full initial capital investment of the compartment. The first funding 

option demonstrates that creation of a new FMD free zone whose loan is to be 

repaid entirely by farmers would be a big challenge. Unless farmers are prepared to 

20 years 
NAD3.00 

Mangetti Block compartmentalisation 
Interest rate 8% 6% 4% 

NPV -NAD 54,135,500.95 -NAD 22,270,488.97 NAD 21,252,164.96 
BCR 0.77 0.91 0.08 
IRR 5%   

FMD free zone 
NPV -NAD 72,154,015.45 NAD 17,828,693.64 NAD 139,264,835.28 
BCR 0.87 1.03 1.23 
IRR 6%   
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pay NAD2.00 per kg per cattle for the zone over 20 years, either of the project 

cannot repay the full amount of the investment. 

 

 

4.5.2 CBA option for capital investment to be covered by the government (50%), 

donors (20%) and 30% loan repayment by farmers through levy. 

The cost-benefit-analysis for the second funding option shows that compartment is 

only viable in 10 years if the farmers are to repay NAD2.00 per kg per cattle at an 

interest rate of 6% (Table 9). However, the repayment is viable in ten years at 

NAD2.00 for the FMD free zone, even if the interest rate is 8%. The results shows 

the BCR for zone is higher than the compartment. 

 

Table 9: The CBA analysis results comparing compartment against zone on the joint funding of full 
capital investment by government, donor, and farmers. 

10 years  
NAD 2.00 

Mangetti Block compartmentalisation 
Interest rate 8% 6% 4% 

NPV -NAD 6,662,433.70 -NAD 106,061.97 NAD 7,877,397.86 
BCR 0.91 1.00 1.09 
IRR 6%   

FMD free zone 
NPV NAD 23,373,913.60 NAD 45,304,490.87 NAD 71,785,603.62 
BCR 1.13 1.24 1.37 
IRR 11%     

 

The CBA for the second funding option proved, to be economically viable for both 

compartment and zone, especially if farmers accept to repay NAD2.00 per kg per 

cattle. It shows that farmers could repay the 30% initial investment contribution 

for the FMD free zone within ten years even if the interest rate were higher at 8%, 

while repayment for the compartment only if the interest rate were higher at 6%. 

This shows the zone performed better than compartment as the positive NPV, BCR 

and IRR for zone will be achieved in 10 years at 8% interest rate, while the 

compartment at 6% interest rate or lower. 

 

a) Payback period 

The payback period for the option of capital investment to be covered by the 

government (50%), donors (20%) and 30% loan repayment by farmers through a 

levy was compared between compartment and FMD free zone. The results show 

that it would take 6 years before a positive cash flow is realised for the FMD free 

zone if the costs were to be recouped by the project at NAD2.00 per kg per cattle 

(Table 10). The year when the payback period starts is shown in bold in Table 10 
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below. The levy of NAD1.00 per kg per cattle or less was unlikely to generate 

positive cash flow even at 20 years.  

 

Table 10: FMD free zone cash flow based on joint funding of capital investment at NAD2.00. 

Year Cashflow Cumulative Cashflow 

Year 0 -125993844.6 
 

Year 1 -53997361.98 -179991206.6 

Year 2 23139436 -156851770.6 

Year 3 28554858.76 -128296911.8 

Year 4 34271038.88 -94025872.95 

Year 5 37040774.01 -56985098.94 

Year 6 38263414.23 -18721684.71 

Year 7 39522733.66 20801048.95 

Year 8 40387466.33 61188515.28 

Year 9 40828479.99 102016995.3 

Year 10 40828479.99 142845475.3 

 

The payback period for the repayment of the loan based on what the three 

stakeholders in the project contribute (Government 50%, donors 20% and farmers 

30%) shows that the positive cash flow for the compartmentalisation is achievable 

in the 7th year by repaying NAD2.00 (Table 11). The two comparison shows FMD 

free zone has shorter payback period compared to compartment. Therefore, the 

FMD free zone is attractive based on this finding. As a rule of the thumb, the 

shorter the payback period, the better. Any investments with longer payback 

periods are generally not enticing because they tend to be less accurate and not 

attractive to investors (Ardalan, 2012). 

 

Table 11: Compartment cash flow for capital investment to be covered by government, donors and 
farmers at NAD2.00. 

Year Cashflow Cumulative Cashflow 

Year 0 -50385677.45 
 

Year 1 -21593861.76 -71979539.22 

Year 2 8598335.36 -63381203.86 

Year 3 8926929.421 -54454274.43 

Year 4 9991642.635 -44462631.8 

Year 5 10362035.91 -34100595.89 

Year 6 11514031.64 -22586564.25 

Year 7 11930096.59 -10656467.66 

Year 8 13025271.99 2368804.331 

Year 9 13179072.71 15547877.04 

Year 10 13996644.96 29544522 

 

The trend for the payback period results were similar for other funding options, 



 

29 

 

with FMD free zone performing better than compartmentalisation. However, it is 

important to note that the payback period does not account for the time value of 

money, which is a theory that states that money received today is worth more than 

money received tomorrow. As a result, the payback period is best used in 

conjunction with other metrics (Jonathan et al., 2012; Brealey et al., 2012). 

Therefore, this result of payback period should be read together with results of 

BCR, NPV and IRR. Nevertheless, the payback period results for this study are 

consistence with BCR, NPV and IRR.  

 

4.5.3 CBA for the full amount of capital investment to be covered by government. 

The CBA for this option compared the full amount of capital investment financed 

by government against the additional revenue that will be generated by farmers as 

a result of the project. The option further assessed the revenue generated by 

farmers without the project scenario then compared to scenario if the project is 

implemented. This option focused on the role of the government in providing public 

goods, versus the benefit the intended beneficiaries will receive. The government 

should be satisfied if the revenue generated by the target beneficiaries outweigh the 

costs incurred by the government. Furthermore, the government should be 

satisfied if the revenue   generated by the project outweigh the “without” the project 

scenario.  

 

a) Mangetti Block compartmentalisation 

The BCR for “without” compartmentalization at ten years shows a positive BCR at 

all three interest rates. This implies that one NAD invested in providing vaccination 

by government without creating compartment will yield about N$23.63 for the 

farmers at 8% interest rate in ten years. This represents a total net present value of 

NAD 2,209,177,999.93 (Table 12).  

 

The result “with” compartment indicated BCR of 11.48 at 8% interest rate in ten 

years. This represents a net present value of NAD 2,406,661,086.44 (Table 12). 

That is, every Namibian dollar invested in the creation of compartment will 

generate about N$ 11.48 for the farmers.   

 

The results show that maintaining the protection zone by vaccination has a high 

BCR compared to creating compartment. This is because the cost of creating 

compartment is significantly higher compared to the cost of the vaccination in 
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maintaining FMD protection zone. However, the NPV for compartment is higher 

than the one protection zone. This is due to a better price and market advantage for 

compartment as compared to FMD protection zone.   

 

Table 12: The CBA analysis results comparing “with” and “without” compartment based on 
government funding. 

10 years  
NAD 1.00 

“without” compartment scenario 
 Interest rate 8% 6% 4% 
NPV NAD 2,209,177,999.93 NAD 2,497,210,188.44 NAD 2,839,232,721.58 
BCR 23.63 23.83 24.02 

“with” compartment scenario 
NPV NAD 2,406,661,086.44 NAD 2,754,632,388.67 NAD 3,169,602,953.79 
BCR 11.48 12.65 13.99 

 

The analysis to determine the revenue to be generated by farmers for both 

scenarios of a newly created compartment or maintaining the FMD protection zone 

is presented in Figure 28. Regardless of higher cost, the results show that farmers 

can generate slightly more revenue from compartment as compared to maintaining 

the FMD protection zone (Figure 28).  

 

Figure 27: A comparison of a revenue between the proposed compartment versus maintaining FMD 

protection after expenses of vaccination and creation of the compartment.  

 

b) FMD free zone 

The results of “with” and “without” FMD free zone shows the farmers will still 

benefit in each of the case (positive BCR and NPV for both scenario). Like 

compartment, the BCR for “without” FMD free zone scenario is higher compared to 
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“with” FMD free zone scenario, while NPV is opposite, “with” FMD free zone 

scenario indicating higher NPV than “without” scenario (Table 13). 

 

The BCR indicates the benefit cost ratio (benefits divided by costs), while NPV 

indicates benefit after cost (benefits minus costs). The results imply that creating 

FMD free zone will be more beneficiary for farmers compared to maintaining the 

current FMD protection zone. Maintaining FMD protection zone is cost effective but 

minimal benefit for farmers. Therefore, it is worth for the government to invest 

more funds in a project that will significantly generate revenue for farmers in the 

long term. 

 

Table 13: The CBA analysis results comparing “with” and “without” creating FMD free zone based on 
government funding. 

10 years  
NAD 1.00 

“without” zone scenario 

 Interest rate 8% 6% 4% 
NPV NAD 4,814,353,529.63 NAD 5,442,047,985.87 NAD 6,187,400,958.63 
BCR 23.63 23.83 24.02 

“with” zone scenario 
NPV NAD 9,612,855,427.51 NAD 11,052,561,830.32 NAD 12,771,374,716.00 
BCR 18.07 20.09 22.44 

 

The results of cost and income analysis shows that the revenue for farmers from 

the FMD free zone is significantly higher than maintaining the FMD protection zone 

by the government. The “without” FMD free zone scenario outweighs the FMD free 

zone scenario in the first two years, but the FMD free zone is significant better in 

the long-term run (Figure 29). By deducting capital investment and maintenance 

costs from the FMD free zone, and vaccination costs from FMD projection zone, the 

result shows that the farmers will generate a revenue of about 3 billion Namibian 

dollars in FMD free zone by the10th year as compared to 1.5 billion dollars in the 

FMD protection zone.  
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Figure 28: A comparison of a revenue between the proposed FMD free zone versus maintaining FMD 
protection after expenses of vaccination and creation of FMD free zone.  

 

The increased revenue in FMD free zone is influenced by increased cattle prices as 

indicated under 4.5.4 section below. The increased revenue is further influenced by 

an increase cattle offtake percent in the FMD free zone as compared to conditions 

of maintaining the FMD protection zone.  Farmers will increase their cattle stocks 

and offtake when they know there is a good market demand for their cattle. 

Moreover, increased revenue will be influenced by market share as cattle from FMD 

free zone would find international lucrative markets.  

 

4.5.4 Cattle prices 

Using previous data to determine the average annual percentage price increase of 

cattle in a FMD protection zone and FMD free zone cattle prices from SVCF, the 

price projection showed that the price per annum in the new FMD free zone would 

increase by 11% as shown by the upward rise of the blue curve (Figure 30). The 

price of cattle in the FMD protection zone would increase by 8% if the FMD free 

zone is not created. The results show a difference of 3% between the two scenarios, 

and that the difference in prices between the FMD protection zone and FMD free 

zone would expand over time, with prices in the FMD free zone increasing more and 

further away from those of the FMD protection zone (Figure 30). 
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The results in Figure 30 and its description above shows the benefits of achieving 

high prices if the proposed project area is successfully converted to a FMD free 

zone. This is confirmed by literature review from various studies on the same 

subject which reveals that the high paying international export markets are the 

main reason countries create and protect FMD free zones (Otte et al., 2004; Leslie 

et al., 1997; Knight-Jonesa & Rushtonba, 2013; James and Rushton, 2002; 

Scoones & Woolmer, 2007; McGahey, 2011).  

 

Price benefit is not guaranteed in compartment since a good market is not 

guaranteed. The market determines the price. Unlike FMD free zone, the 

compartment is not cleared by OIE, hence international markets are more hesitant 

to buy livestock from the compartments. Therefore, FMD free zone outweigh 

compartment and protection zone status in terms of prices, provided process of 

achieving FMD free zone is achieved and cleared by OIE.  

 

Figure 29: Comparison of an average live weight price per kg beef between a new FMD free zone and 
FMD protection zone  

 

The average live weight price per kg of beef between a new FMD free zone and an 

FMD protection zone were compared, and the bar graph with an error bar were 

analysed (Figure 31). The bar graph represents the mean and the error bar of 95% 

confidence interval. Furthermore, the statistical analysis of the t-test was 

performed to determine the statistical difference between cattle prices in FMD 

protection zone and the proposed new FMD free zone. The error bar confirmed by 

the t-test results showed that the cattle prices were significantly different (P<0.05), 

with FMD free zone having significantly high price. This is similar to CBA results 
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that shows that the benefit of creating FMD free zone is more compared to 

maintaining the FMD protection zone.  

 

Figure 30: Bar error and P values from the t-test comparing price per kg between a new FMD free zone 
and FMD protection zone. 

 

Besides income generation for both the FMD free zone and compartmentalisation, 

there are also non-monetary benefits that are created. The non-monetary benefits 

are in the form of direct and indirect benefits, such as jobs created by farmers 

when their wealth grows as a result of increased revenue from selling their cattle. 

Farmers would be in a position to employ more workers on their farms and 

contribute to direct job creation, to alleviate the current high unemployment rates 

in Namibia for example. The benefits of creating a new FMD free zone can result in 

new markets creation and can translate into an increased market share. The study 

shows that the prices and revenue will increase, due to the opening up of 

international markets to allow more volumes but also pay good prices. 

 

Other considerations not included in this study are the cost of control during the 

outbreak of the FMD. The statistics show that there is an occasional outbreak in 

the vicinity of the area proposed for the FMD free zone (Schneider, 1994). The 

statistics show that the FMD outbreak happened in the central north during the 

following years: 1945; 1945; 1949; 1958; 1962; 1967; 1968; 1969; 1970; 1992; 

2015 and 2020 (Schneider, 1994). The literature review shows that Namibia spends 

significant funds in controlling FMD during these outbreaks (Bishi & Kamwi, 2008; 

Katunahange, 2015). In 2015, an update from MAWF reported that the funds 
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utilised in FMD control during 2015 outbreak was approximately N$180 million 

(MAWF, 2016).  The largest portion was spent on procuring FMD vaccine (3,7 

million). The vaccine procured was used for three rounds of vaccination, covering 

an estimated 1,1 million cattle, including those in Angola, from Namibia (MAWF, 

2016). Therefore, successful creation of new FMD free zones in the NCA will avoid 

or reduce the cost of controlling FMD as most of the areas will be in the FMD free 

zones hence, the cost of operation for MAWF will be less if the outbreak happens in 

a few areas that will be left out. 

 

4.5.5 Other benefits of creating a new FMD free zone 

Additionally, creating a FMD free zone will help to change the perception of the 

farmers and communities in the NCA regarding the existing VCF. Currently, most 

of the communities in the NCA view the current VCF as a relic of the colonial era 

discriminating against them and exclude them from benefits accrued by farmers 

and communities in the SVCF. Many see the VCF as a symbol of continued 

apartheid in an independent Namibia. This is based on the view that during 

apartheid, the VCF was used to control movements of the human population. 

Therefore, creating a new FMD free zone will help change the perception as farmers 

will understand the benefit and the need to guard the fence. Moreover, creating 

FMD free zone will serve as a buffer zone between a FMD risk area and the fence 

line for the current VCF. Therefore, farmers in the current FMD free zone should be 

forefront in promoting the creation of the new FMD free zone in the NCA. The 

current FMD free zone will be safe if the outbreak happens in the new free zone, or 

compartment. Similarly, the new compartment or FMD free zone will be safe if the 

FMD outbreak happens in current FMD free zone.   

 

In addition to poor CBA performance of the compartment compared to the free 

zone, the compartment was found to have other further limitations. As per 

literature review and inputs from experts, a compartment cannot be cleared by OIE 

to have a FMD free status. The creation of a market depends on the bilateral 

agreement between a country with a compartment with a country willing to buy 

livestock from the compartment. This is unlike a free zone, which can be cleared by 

OIE to have FMD free status so beef products from FMD free zone can access 

international lucrative markets. Lastly, a compartment is smaller in general 

compared to a free zone, hence the economy of scale of the free zone is superior to 

a compartment. 
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SECTION 5: 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

5.1 Conclusion 

Base on the results of some in-depth analysis, the best compartment and zone 

demarcation options have been identified, and the proposed construction work is 

considered feasible. The proposed demarcation and construction work for both 

compartment and zone was informed by a comprehensive, social and financial 

analysis, and technical inputs from experts and stakeholders including 

communities. Request by communities and their leadership for the fence-lines to 

include only small-scale commercial farms and not to traverse through settlements 

were considered. Provision for gates were made based on ground assessment and 

inputs from the stakeholders. The proposed materials for the construction of the 

fence line are the best possible durable and elephant proof materials. However, 

inspection and maintenance will be required periodically once the fence line is 

constructed.  

 

A comprehensive and robust risk analysis successfully identified critical risks 

worth considering for both compartment and zone. These critical risks include 

potential community rejection and vandalism of the fence, elephant destroying 

fence-line, illegal movement of livestock inside the compartment or zone, 

overstocking of the compartment or zone due to market incentive that can result in 

overgrazing of the compartment or zone, and unexpected outbreak of FMD within 

the compartment or zone. The risk rating ranged from high to low. For an example, 

community rejection and vandalism of the fence and unexpected outbreak of FMD 

within the compartment or zone were identified as a low risk, while elephants 

destroying fence-line was identified as higher risk due to their prevalence in the 

area. However, appropriate mitigation measures were identified for all risks, hence 

construction work for compartmentalisation or zone can be considered feasible and 

viable provided all recommended risk management and mitigation protocols are 

fully implemented.   The approach of creating a new zone or compartment does not 

pose any threat to the existing FMD free zone. The current FMD free zone will 

remain safe if the outbreak happens in the new zone or compartment. Similarly, 

the new compartment or zone will be safe if the FMD outbreak happens in current 

FMD free zone.   
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This feasibility study developed a feasible construction work schedule and realistic 

financial proposal which covers all the costs needed to complete the construction 

work. Additionally, the study included the cost for inspection and maintenance. 

The study concluded that the MAWF through DVS will cover the cost for the 

process of clearing and obtaining the freedom status for the compartment and 

zone.  

 

Among the three options for of creating a FMD free zone, compartmentalisation, 

and maintaining of the FMD protection zone, the study clearly demonstrated that 

FMD free zone is the best option followed by the compartmentalisation. The 

continued maintenance of the FMD protection zone is the last option, and not 

considered attractive. The study also concluded that in addition to the poor CBA 

results, compartment has other limitations which include the fact that it cannot be 

cleared by OIE to be FMD free, and the area is general smaller compared to a zone. 

Furthermore, this study noted that neglecting the creation of a new FMD free zone 

or compartment could be expensive in the long term, as the cost of vaccination 

would exceed the cost of creating and maintaining of a new FMD free zone. 

Creating FMD free zone will also reduce the cost of control during FMD outbreak in 

the NCA. 

 

This study revealed that the creation of a new FMD free zone in the central north of 

Namibia would lead to increased cattle prices, which would eventually lead to 

increased revenue for farmers. Several other studies reported similar results, 

maintaining that the benefits of good prices and revenue from international export 

markets is the main reason countries create FMD free zones. The study also 

highlighted non-monetary benefits of creating FMD free zone such as employment 

and new markets creation. Therefore, this study concludes that the benefits of the 

FMD free zone outweigh the costs, and that the socio-economic status of the 

communal farmers in the north, and Namibia at large will ultimately improve due 

possible increase in the return on investment on cattle production in the north 

courtesy to access to lucrative beef markets. 

 

In terms of the best funding option, the study concluded that creation of FMD free 

zone, or compartment is to be funded by the government. The alternative option is 

a joint funding by government (70%), donors (20%) and 30% repayment by farmers. 
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This option suggests borrowing 30% of capital investment to be repaid by farmers 

as indicated in the recommendation below.  

 

5.2 Recommendations  

Based on the findings of this feasibility study, we recommend the following: 

 

▪ A new FMD free zone in the NCA be created since the study has concluded 

that such an investment is feasible and economically viable.  

 

▪ Roads passing through proposed gates of the FMD free zone should be 

gravelled to improve mobility in the area because currently farmers struggle 

to access their farms due to heavy sand roads. 

 

▪ The gravelling of the roads should be funded by Road Authority with 

contribution from other stakeholders such as donors if possible. 

 

▪ As a first option, the creation of the FDM free zone in the NCA should be 

100% funded by the Government of the Republic of Namibia. 

 

▪ If the government is not able fund the initiative 100%, a co-financing model 

which involves government (70%), repayment by farmers (30%) and donors 

(20%) should be considered as an alternative option. Since contributing 30% 

of capital investment to be covered by the farmer’s levy within the two years 

of fence-line of contraction, the government should borrow funds or bring in 

investors.  

 

▪ The agreement will then for each farmer within the zone to be levied 

NAD2.00 per kg per cattle whenever ever they sell their cattle. 

 

▪ In the event of the second option is adopted, the government should set up a 

Special Purpose Vehicle (SPV) (Figure 32) structure to fund and manage the 

FMD free zone for a period of at least 10 years until the borrowed funds are 

repaid from proceeds of the farmer’s levy. 
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Figure 31: Schematic diagram that shows the proposed SPV framework. 
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ANNEXES 

Annex 1:  Government farming units in the Mangetti block and official occupants for 

Oshikoto region. 
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Annexure 2: Mangetti block farms in Oshikoto region from designated and 

undesignated areas. 
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Annexure 3: Mangetti block farms in Kavango West region from designated and 

undesignated areas. 
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Annexure 4: Waypoints for Namibia VCF. 
Description Long E Lat S Long E Lat S 
Quara 20.998504 -20.000715 20° 59' 54.6'' -20° 0' 2.6'' 
Nama Pan Gate 20.72965 -20.000382 20° 43' 46.7'' -20° 00' 01.4'' 
Nama Pan 1 20.292776 -20.000713 20° 17' 34.0'' -20° 00' 02.6'' 
Driehoek Quarantine  Southern corner 19.289046 -20.002185 19°17'20.6'’ -20°00'07.9'’ 
Driehoek & Gam Corner 19.159226 -20.00242 19°09'33.2'’ -20°00'08.7'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 1 19.002468 -19.849911 19°00'08.9'’ -19°50'59.7'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Northern Corner 19.005003 -19.720874 19°00'18.0'’ -19°43'15.1'’ 
DirhookQuarantine Northern Corner1 19.001249 -19.680544 19°00'04.5'’ -19°40'50.0'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 2 19.007699 -19.572598 19°00'27.7'’ -19°34'21.4'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 3 19.085447 -19.52618 19°05'07.6'’ -19°31'34.2'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 4 19.214292 -19.494778 19°12'51.5'’ -19°29'41.2'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 5 19.202601 -19.413447 19°12'09.4'’ -19°24'48.4'’ 
Driehoek Quarantine Corner 6 19.208884 -19.355391 19°12'32.0'’ -19°21'19.4'’ 
Rooidag gate 19.202866 -19.284205 19°12'10.3'’ -19°17'03.1'’ 
Middle Point Morurani  Gate 19.203502 -18.904953 19°12'12.6" -18°54'17.8" 
Corner  for Game  and Mangeti Fence 
Proof 

19.203347 -18.806936 19°12'12.0" -18°48'25.0" 

Morurani Gate corner 18.93139 -18.791388 18°55'53.0" -18°47'29.0" 
Mururani Gate Corner  2 18.930989 -18.791729 18°55'51.6" -18°47'30.2" 
Mururan Gate Corner 3 18.930714 -18.791435 18°55'50.6" -18°47'29.2" 
MururaniGate Corner 4 18.930619 -18.791462 18°55'50.2" -18°47'29.3" 
Mururani Gate Corner 5 18.930752 -18.791166 18°55'50.7" -18°47' 28.2" 
Mururani Gate Corner  6 18.930654 -18.791124 18°55'50.4" -18°47'28.0" 
Mururani Gate Check Point 18.928474 -18.794055 18°55'42.5" -18°47'38.6" 
Mururani Gate Corner  7 18.928639 18.794111 18°55'43.1" -18°47'38.8" 
Mururani Gate Corner  8     18°55'41.18" -18°47'37.9" 
Mururani Gate Corner  9     18°55'56.1" -18°45'32.1" 
Mururani old cordon 18.957824 -18.761877 18°57'28.2" -18°45'42.8" 
Old Cordon 19.127216 -18.582892 19°07'38.0" -18°34'58.4" 
Old Cordon 1 19.126564 -18.582375 19°07'35.6" -18°34'56.5" 
Old Cordon 2 19.126513 -18.582347 19°07'35.4" -18°34'56.4" 
Old Cordon 3 18.863494 -18.570028 18°51'48.6" -18°34'12.1" 
Mangeti Quarantine 18.622061 -18.558445 18°37'19.4" -18°33'30.4" 
Mangeti East Quarantine 18.533378 -18.554124 18°32'00.2" -18°33'14.8" 
NDC Farm 18.216127 -18.538263 18°12'58.1" -18°32'17.7" 
Ntsintsabis 17.99898 -18.527553 17°59'56.3" -18°31'39.2" 
Ntsintsabis 1 17.99903 -18.527431 17°59'56.5" -18°31'38.8" 
Ntsintsabis 2 17.998423 -18.527418 17°59'54.3" -18°31'38.7" 
Ntsintsabis Old line pole 17.998424 -18.527424 17°59'54.3" -18°31'38.7" 
Bravo pole 17.998348 -18.527247 17°59'54.1" -18° 31'38.1" 
Bravo Landhill Pole 17.998306 -18.527278 17°59'53.9" -18° 31'38.2" 
Bravo pole 698 17.99848 -18.52823 17°59'54.5" -18°31'41.6" 
Bravo & Tsinsabis  Corner 17.998472 -18.619 17°59'54.5" -18°37'08.4" 
Tsinsabis Oshivilo Quarantine 2 17.96512 -18.63 17°58'08.7" -18°37'49.2" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo quarantine 1 17.969097 -18.630335 17°57'54.4" -18°37'48.0" 
Tsitsabis Oshivelo Quarantine3 17.956035 -18.633095 17°57'21.7" -18°37'59.1" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 4 17.920605 -18.62704 17°55'14.2" -18°37'37.3" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 5 17.91475 -18.625138 17°54'53.1" -18°37'30.5" 
Tsinsabis Oshivlo Quarantine 6 17.910531 -18.625128 17°54'37.9" -18°37'30.5" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 7 17.837441 -18.611052 17°50'14.8" -18°36'39.8" 
Tsinsabis OSHIVELO Quarantine 8 17.83805 -18.579426 17°50'17.0" -18°34'45.9" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 9 17.767532 -18.574555 17°45'53.5" -18°34'28.4" 
Ntsintsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 10 17.764873 -18.57347 17°46'03.1" -18°34'24.5" 
Tsinabis shivelo Quarantine 11 17.760454 -18.572417 17°45'37.6" -18°34'20.7" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 12 17.724235 -18.568544 17°43'27.2" -18°34'06.8" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo  Quarantine  13 17.72313 -18.568727 17°43'23.3" -18°34'07.4" 
Tsinsabis Oshivelo Quarantine 13 17.72186 -18.568124 17°43'18.7" -18°34'05.2" 
Tsinabis Quarantine 15 17.663869 -18.561788 17°39'49.9" -18°33'42.4" 
Oshivelo Quarantine 1 17.664199 -18.509743 17°39'51.1" -18°30'35.1" 
Oshivelo Quarantine 2 17.664147 -18.509804 17°39'50.9" -18°30'35.3" 
Oshivelo Quarantine 3 17.664142 -18.509757 17°39'50.9" -18°30'35.1" 
Conner Oshivelo Quarantine west 17.49911 -18.500845 17°29'56.8" -18°30'03.0" 
Oshivelo  Quarantine Corner West 17.498415 -18.515678 17°29'54.3 -18°30'56.4" 
Oshivelo Quarantine Corner West 17.498906 -18.515693 17°29'56.1" -18°30'56.5" 
Oshivelo Quarantine comer West 3 17.499067 -18.517259 17°29'56.6" -18°31'02.1" 
Oshivelo Quarantine Corner West 4 17.498424 -18.517225 17°29'54.3" -18°31'02.0" 
Oshvelo Quarantine END 17.494726 -18.603709 17°29'41.0" -18°36'13.4" 
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Oshivelo Quarantine Pre South 17.494683 -18.603718 17°29'40.9" -18°36'13.4" 
Oshivelo Quarantine south 17.494462 -18.60383 17°29'40.1" -18°36'13.8" 
Oshivelo Quarantine south  1 17.494398 -18.603857 17°29'39.8" -18°36'13.9" 
Oshivelo Quarantine South corner 2 17.494278 -18.603917 17°29'39.4" -18°36'14.1" 
Oshivelo East corner 1 17.171493 -18.62034 17°10'17.4" -18°37'13.2" 
Oshielo East Corner A 17.171617 -18.620324 17°10'17.8" -18°37'13.2" 
Oshivelo south East2 17.171468 -18.622788 17°10'17.3" -18°37'22.0" 
Oshivelo south East 3 17.171305 -18.622737 17°10'16.7" -18°37'21.9" 
Oshivelo power station north 1 17.168653 -18.622893 17°10'07.2" -18°37'22.4" 
Oshivelo Power Station 2 17.168619 -18.622888 17°10'07.0" -18°37 22.4" 
Oshivelo power station 3 17.168222 -18.622929 17°10'05.6" -18°37'22.5" 
Oshivelo power Station 4 17.168255 -18.622905 17°10'05.7" -18°37'22.5" 
Oshivelo power station 5 17.167345 -18.6229 17°10'02.4" -18°37'22.4" 
Oshivelo south corner gate 17.167248 -18.622804 17°10'02.1" -18°37'22.1" 
Oshivelo East Corner 17.166821 -18.620612 17°10'17.3" -18°37'22.0" 
Onguma Etosha corner 17.144801 -18.62077 17°10'16.7" -18°37'21.9" 
Onguma Etosha corner  1 17.027935 -18.620297 17°10'07.2" -18°37'22.4" 
Etosha middle  point 2 17.027261 -18.731022 17°10'07.0" -18°37'22.4" 
Etosha corner 3 17.038776 -18.764908 17°10'05.6" -18°37'22.5" 
Namutoni Gate ( Von Lindequist gate) 17.042474 -18.803431 17°10'05.7" -18°37'22.5" 
Namutoni Gate1 17.042419 -18.803444 17°10'02.4" -18°37'22.4" 
Von  Lindequist Gate2 17.043262 -18.803341 17°10'02.1" -18°37'22.1" 
Von Lindequist Gate  3 17.043288 -18.803496 17°02'35.8" -18°48'12.6" 
Von  Lindequist Gate 4 17.043252 -18.803543 17°02'35.7" -18°48'12.8" 
Etosha Mokuti Lodge corner fence 17.043372 -18.803686 17°02'36.1" -18°48'13.3" 
Etosha corner 4 17.027183 -18.748289 17°01'37.9" -18°44'53.8" 
Lion Drink North Corner 17.061462 -18.881733 17°03'41.3" -18°52'54.2" 
Nudabib North 1 17.077427 -18.940087 17°04'38.7" -18°56'24.3" 
Etosha south 1 17.124541 -19.163867 17°07'28.3" -19°09'49.9" 
Etosha south 2 17.127316 -19.175789 17°07'38.3" -19°10'32.8" 
Etosha south 3 17.127312 -19.175907 17°07'38.3" -19°10'33.3" 
Etosha souh 4 17.127257 -19.176012 17°07'38.1" -19°10'33.6" 
Etosha south 5 17.127176 -19.17612 17°07'37.8" -19°10'34.0" 
Etosha souh 6 17.114737 -19.189507 17°06'53.1" -19°11'22.2" 
Etosha south 7 17.115847 -19.205268 17°06'57.0" -19°12'19.0" 
Etosha south middle point 17.034552 -19.297621 17°02'04.4" -19°17'51.4" 
Etosha south  8 16.990682 -19.346782 16°59'26.5" -19°20'48.4" 
Etosha south midpoint 2 16.894735 -19.389431 16°53' 41.0" -19°23'22.0" 
Etosha  south  9 16.701655 -19.486848 16°42'25.1" -19°29'02.8" 
Etosha south  10 16.599434 -19.436566 16°35'58.0" -19°26'11.6" 
Etosha south 11 16.485402 -19.43549 16°29'07.4" -19°26'07.8" 
Etosha south 12 16.40952 -19.418655 16°24'34.3" -19°25'07.2" 
Etosha south 13 16.355937 -19.416949 16°21'21.4" -19°25'01.0" 
Etosha south 14 16.230687 -19.388243 16°13'50.5" -19°23'17.7" 
Etosha south 15 16.184361 -19.36957 16°11'03.7" -19°22'10.5" 
Etosha south 16 16.134737 -19.365918 16°08'05.1" -19°21'57.3" 
Etosha south 17 16.060522 -19.347466 16°03'37.9" -19°20'50.9" 
Etosha south 18 15.99331 -19.336246 15°59'35.9" -19°20'10.5" 
Ombka Gate 2 15.940901 -19.330697 15°56'27.2" -19°19'50.5" 
Ombika Western corner 15.937392 -19.330236 15°56'14.6" -19°19'48.8" 
Ombika West corner1 15.850556 -19.283917 15°51'02.0" -19°17'02.1" 
Corner sonop and Tiervlei 15.70217 -19.273688 15°42'07.8" -19°16'25.3" 
Middle Point Obika west corner 2 15.628235 -19.257905 15°37'41.6" -19°15'28.5" 
Ombika west corner 3 15.560451 -19.245714 15°33'37.6" -19°14'44.6" 
Ombike west corner 4 15.550816 -19.235892 15°33'02.9" -19°14'09.2" 
Middle point stillerus farm 15.522844 -19.242532 15°31'22.2" -19°14'33.1" 
Ombike  West 5 15.420228 -19.239132 15°25'12.8" -19°14'20.9" 
Ombike  West 6 15.369801 -19.247824 15°22'11.3" -19°14'52.2" 
Ombike  West 7 15.31418 -19.246168 15°18'51.0" -19°14'46.2" 
Ombike West  8 15.317289 -19.191497 15°19'02.2" -19°11'29.4" 
Ombike West 9 15.201605 -19.224494 15°12'05.8" -19°13'28.2" 
Ombike 10 15.090014 -19.205425 15°05'24.1" -19°12'19.5" 
Ombike 11 15.030934 -19.208529 15°01'51.4" -19°12'30.7" 
Ombike  12 14.648166 -19.234364 14°54'48.8" -19°14'04.9" 
Middle point poinier farm 14.687573 -19.234487 14°41'15.3" -19°14'04.2" 
Kaross Corner FARM 14.536198 -19.246789 14°32'10.3" -19°14'48.4" 
Karooss1 14.538537 -19.329044 14°32'18.7" -19°19'44.6" 
Helmo Karross south corner 14.594109 -19.326709 14°35'38.8" -19°19'36.2" 
Karrooss south east corner 14.587199 -19.417415 14°35'13.9" -19°25'02.7" 
Karrooss south middle point 14.4819 -19.417582 14°28'54.8" -19°25'03.3" 
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Karrooss middle point 1 14.467863 -19.416636 14°28'04.3" -19°24'59.9" 
Karoos South West middle corner 14.449528 -19.414472 14°26'58.3" -19°24'52.1" 
Stillerus farm corner 15.51042 -19.245743 15°30'37.5" -19°14'44.7" 
Wildeck and Marienhohe farm corner 14.474658 -19.417568 14° 28' 28.8" -19° 25' 3.2" 
Sonop & Tiervlei corner 15.761744 -19.284672 15°45'42.3" -19°17'04.8" 
Grenswag Vlakwater corner 14.913509 -19.234963 14° 54' 48.6" -19° 14' 5.9" 
Kaross west 14.455639 -19.38875 14° 27' 20.3" -19° 23' 19.5" 
Karooss West 2 14.455982 -19.387222 14° 27' 21.5" 19°23'13.9 " 
Kaross West 3 14.456106 -19.385551 14° 27' 21.9" -19° 23' 8.0" 
Kaross West 4 14.456097 -19.385395 14° 27' 21.9" -19° 23' 7.4" 
Kaross west 5 14.456081 -19.385301 14° 27' 21.9" -19° 23' 7.1" 
Kaross west 6 14.456038 -19.385129 14° 27' 21.7" -19° 23' 6.5" 
Kaross west 7 14.456036 -19.385099 14° 27' 21.729" -19° 23' 6.4" 
Kaross west 8 14.455971 -19.384976 14° 27' 21.5" -19° 23' 5.9" 
Kaross west 9 14.455965 -19.38489 14° 27' 21.5" -19° 23' 5.6" 
Kaross west 10 14.455967 -19.384625 14° 27' 21.5" -19° 23' 4.6" 
Kaross west 11 14.456051 -19.38438 14° 27' 21.8" -19° 23' 3.8" 
Kaross west 12 14.456049 -19.383977 14° 27' 21.8" -19° 23' 2.3" 
Kaross west 13 14.45595 -19.383195 14° 27' 21.4" -19° 22' 59.5" 
Kaross west 14 14.456051 -19.38306 14° 27' 21.8" -19° 22' 59.0" 
Kaross west 15 14.455915 -19.382733 14° 27' 21.3" -19° 22' 57.8" 
Kaross west 16 14.45568 -19.379402 14° 27' 20.4" -19° 22' 45.8" 
Kaross west 17 14.455788 -19.379043 14° 27' 20.8" -19° 22' 44.6" 
Kaross west 18 14.455771 -19.378708 14° 27' 20.8" -19° 22' 43.3" 
Kaross west 19 14.456183 -19.377067 14° 27' 22.3" -19° 22' 37.4" 
Kaross west 20 14.458464 -19.372068 14° 27' 30.5" -19° 22' 19.4" 
Kaross west 21 14.458725 -19.371996 14° 27' 31.4" -19° 22' 19.2" 
Kaross west 22 14.459096 -19.371372 14° 27' 32. -19° 22' 16.9" 
Kaross west 23 14.459406 -19.370719 14° 27' 33.9" -19° 22' 14.6" 
Kaross  west 24 14.459348 -19.370458 14° 27' 33.7" -19° 22' 13.6" 
Kaross west 25 14.460262 -19.36929 14° 27' 36.9" -19° 22' 9.4" 
Kaross west 26 14.46149 -19.368157 14° 27' 41.4" -19° 22' 5.4" 
Kaross west 27 14.465424 -19.365478 14° 27' 55.5" -19° 21' 55.7" 
Kaross west 28 14.465703 -19.365428 14° 27' 56.5" -19° 21' 55.5" 
Kaross west 29 14.465768 -19.36524 14° 27' 56.8" -19° 21' 54.9" 
Kaross west 30 14.470459 -19.362064 14° 28' 13.7" -19° 21' 43.4" 
Karooss west 31 14.471118 -19.361534 14° 28' 16.0" -19° 21' 41.5" 
Karooss west  32 14.472199 -19.360299 14° 28' 19.9" -19° 21' 37.1" 
Kaross west 33 14.480229 -19.346837 14° 28' 48.8" -19° 20' 48.6" 
Kaross west34 14.480921 -19.345347 14° 28' 51.3" -19° 20' 43.2" 
Kaross west 35 14.481299 -19.343917 14° 28' 52.7" -19° 20' 38.1" 
Kaross west 36 14.482863 -19.329773 14° 28' 58.3" -19° 19' 47.2" 
Kaross west 37 14.482859 -19.329686 14° 28' 58.3" -19° 19' 46.9" 
Otjovasandu1 14.482699 -19.326999 14° 28' 57.7" -19° 19' 37.2" 
Koabendes farm corner 14.482285 -19.317232 14° 28' 56.2" -19° 19' 2.0" 
Otjovasandu 2 14.481665 -19.315806 14° 28' 54.0" -19° 18' 57.0" 
Otjovasandu 3 14.477127 -19.306662 14° 28' 37.7" -19° 18' 24.0" 
Otjovasandu 4 14.47391 -19.299497 14° 28' 26.1" -19° 17' 58.2" 
Otjovasandu  5 14.47354 -19.298379 14° 28' 24.7" -19° 17' 54.2" 
Otjovasandu 6 14.473309 -19.297215 14° 28' 23.9" -19° 17' 50.0" 
Otjovasandu 7 14.473214 -19.296114 14° 28' 23.6" -19° 17' 46.0" 
Otjovasandu 9 14.473171 -19.293376 14° 28' 23.4" -19° 17' 36.2" 
Otjovasandu 9 14.473259 -19.293265 14° 28' 23.7" -19° 17' 35.8" 
Otjovasandu 10 14.473155 -19.292886 14° 28' 23.4" -19° 17' 34.4" 
Otjovasandu 11 14.472955 -19.284243 14° 28' 22.6" -19° 17' 3.3" 
Otjovasandu 12 14.472787 -19.283881 14° 28' 22.0" -19° 17' 2.0" 
Otjovasandu 13 14.472492 -19.283412 14° 28' 21.0" -19° 17' 0.3" 
Otjovasandu 14 14.471914 -19.282984 14° 28' 18.9" -19° 16' 58.7" 
Otjovasandu 15 14.471245 -19.282481 14° 28' 16.5" -19° 16' 56.9" 
Otovasandu 16 14.468321 -19.281139 14° 28' 6.0" -19° 16' 56.9" 
Otjovasandu 17 14.467723 -19.280508 14° 28' 3.8" -19° 16' 49.8" 
Otjovasandu 18 14.467386 -19.280196 14° 28' 2.6" -19° 16' 48.7" 
Otjovasandu 19 14.466993 -19.278993 14° 28' 1.2" -19° 16' 44.4" 
Otjovasandu 20 14.466276 -19.272241 14° 27' 58.6" -19° 16' 20.1" 
Otjovasandu 21 14.466092 -19.272055 14° 27' 57.9" -19° 16' 19.4" 
Otjovasandu 22 14.465202 -19.270429 14° 27' 54.7" -19° 16' 13.5" 
Otjovasandu 23 14.464104 -19.269867 14° 27' 50.8" -19° 16' 11.5" 
Otjovasandu 24 14.459262 -19.269235 14° 27' 33.3" -19° 16' 9.2" 
Otjovasandu 25 14.458415 -19.268735 14° 27' 30.3" -19° 16' 7.4" 
Otjovsandu 26 14.455793 -19.265804 14° 27' 20.9" -19° 15'56.9" 
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Otjovasandu 27 14.447685 -19.257432 14° 26' 51.7" -19°15'26.8" 
Otjovasandu 28 14.447635 -19.256973 14° 26' 51.5" -19°15'25.1" 
Otjovasandu 29 14.446985 -19.25629 14° 26' 49.1" -19°15'22.6" 
Otjovasandu 30 14.446084 -19.255753 14° 26' 45.9" -19°15'20.7" 
Otjovasandu 31 14.439933 -19.249627 14° 26' 23.8" -19°14'58.7" 
Otjovasandu 32 14.439443 -19.248898 14° 26' 22.0" -19°14'56.0" 
Otjovasandu 33 14.438706 -19.248386 14° 26' 19.3" -19°14'54.2" 
Otjovasandu 34 14.436485 -19.246596 14° 26' 11.3" -19°14'47.7" 
Otjovasandu 35 14.436171 -19.245969 14° 26' 10.2" -19°14'45.5" 
Otjovasandu 36 14.434959 -19.245289 14° 26' 5.9" -19°14'43.0" 
Otjovasandu 37 14.434261 -19.245074 14° 26' 3.3" -19°14'42.3" 
Otjovasandu 38 14.433141 -19.244841 14° 25' 59.3" -19°14'41.4" 
Otjovasandu 39 14.425375 -19.24476 14° 25' 31.4" -19°14'41.1" 
Otjovasandu 40 14.422575 -19.244615 14° 25' 21.3" -19°14'40.6" 
Otjovasandu 41 14.42117 -19.244376 14° 25' 16.2" -19°14'39.8" 
Otjovasandu 42 14.42032 -19.244025 14° 25' 13.2" -19°14'38.5" 
Otjovasandu 43 14.419471 -19.243347 14° 25' 10.1" -19°14'36.0" 
Otjovasandu 44 14.418328 -19.242251 14° 25' 6.0" -19°14'32.1" 
Otjovasandu 45 14.418333 -19.24225 14° 25' 6.0" -19°14'32.1" 
Otjovasandu 46 14.419472 -19.243333 14° 25' 10.1" -19°14'36.0" 
Werda gate 14.417827 -19.241007 14° 25' 4.2" -19°14'27.6" 
Werda 2 14.417761 -19.241038 14° 25' 3.9" -19°14'27.7" 
Werda 3 14.417917 -19.242344 14° 25' 4.5" -19°14'32.4" 
Werda corner 4 14.419269 -19.24402 14° 25' 9.4" -19°14'38.5" 
Werda corner 5 14.416804 -19.244773 14° 25' 0.4" -19°14'41.2" 
Werda corner 6 14.416818 -19.244792 14° 25' 0.5" -19°14'41.3" 
Werda corner 7 14.387537 -19.247593 14° 23' 15.1" -19°14'51.3" 
Werda corner 8 14.385278 -19.247538 14° 23' 7.0" -19°14'51.1" 
Werda corner 9 14.383058 -19.246013 14° 22' 59.0" -19°14'45.6" 
Werda corner 10 14.361617 -19.256843 14° 21' 41.8" -19°15'24.6" 
Werda middle point 14.34165 -19.339519 14° 20' 29.9" -19°20'22.3" 
Werda corner 12 14.34008 -19.346572 14° 20' 24.3" -19°20'47.7" 
Werda corner13 14.338886 -19.348068 14° 20' 20.0" -19°20'53.0" 
Werda corner 14 14.337278 -19.349602 14° 20' 14.2" -19°20'58.6" 
Werda corner 15 14.33569 -19.351799 14° 20' 8.5" -19° 21' 6.5" 
Werda corner 16 14.33417 -19.353144 14° 20' 3.0" -19° 21' 11.3" 
Werda corner 17 14.332165 -19.356683 14° 19' 55.8" -19° 21' 24.1" 
Werda corner 18 14.33685 -19.36215 14° 20' 12.7" -19° 21' 43.7" 
Werda crner 18 14.33109 -19.392625 14° 19' 51.9" -19° 23' 33.4" 
Werda corner 19 14.332086 -19.401457 14° 19' 55.5" -19° 24' 5.2" 
Werda corner 20 14.329718 -19.414526 14° 19' 47.0" -19° 24' 52.3" 
Werda corner 21 14.329687 -19.420746 14° 19' 46.9" -19° 25' 14.7" 
Werda corner22 14.330167 -19.420633 14° 19' 48.6" -19° 25' 14.3" 
Werda corner 23 14.329528 -19.423536 14° 19' 46.3" -19° 25' 24.7" 
Kamdescha corner 1 14.326804 -19.428691 14° 19' 36.5" -19° 25' 43.3" 
Kamdescha 2 14.321602 -19.429336 14° 19' 17.8" -19° 25' 45.6" 
Kamdescha 3 14.318041 -19.426065 14° 19' 4.9" -19° 25' 33.8" 
Kamdscha 4 14.312565 -19.424837 14° 18' 45.2" -19° 25' 29.4" 
Kamdescha 5 14.306178 -19.440868 14° 18' 22.2" -19° 26' 27.1" 
Kamdescha 6 14.308707 -19.44622 14° 18' 31.3" -19° 26' 46.4" 
Kamdescha 7 14.30974 -19.448925 14° 18' 35.1" -19° 26' 56.1" 
Kamescha 8 14.312822 -19.45193 14° 18' 46.2" -19° 27' 6.9" 
Kamdescha 9 14.310517 -19.457194 14° 18' 37.9" -19° 27' 25.9" 
Kamdescha 10 14.3081 -19.457934 14° 18' 29.2" -19° 27' 28.6" 
Kamdesca 11 14.3062 -19.45961 14° 18' 22.3" -19° 27' 34.6" 
Kamdescha 12 14.306369 -19.463519 14° 18' 22.9" -19° 27' 48.7" 
Kamdescha 13 14.307067 -19.46529 14° 18' 25.4" -19° 27' 55.0" 
Kamdescha 14 14.306213 -19.466521 14° 18' 22.4" -19° 27' 59.5" 
Kamdescha 15 14.305054 -19.473075 14° 18' 18.2" -19° 28' 23.1" 
Kamddcha 16 14.307771 -19.481009 14° 18' 28.0" -19° 28' 51.6" 
Kamdscha 17 14.307975 -19.482508 14° 18' 28.7" -19° 28' 57.0" 
Kamdescha 18 14.307773 -19.484862 14° 18' 28.0" -19° 29' 5.5" 
Kamdescha 19 14.306724 -19.487163 14° 18' 24.2" -19° 29' 13.8" 
Kamdescha 20 14.305924 -19.490982 14° 18' 21.3" -19° 29' 27.5" 
Kamdescha 21 14.306073 -19.494448 14° 18' 21.9" -19° 29' 40.0" 
Kamdescha22 14.306776 -19.497139 14° 18' 24.4" -19° 29' 49.7" 
Kamdecha 23 14.305748 -19.502906 14° 18' 20.7" -19° 30' 10.5" 
Kamescha 24 14.303626 -19.504142 14° 18' 13.1" -19° 30' 14.9" 
Kamdescha 25 14.303558 -19.506017 14° 18' 12.8" -19° 30' 21.7" 
Kamdscha 26 14.298714 -19.513659 14° 17' 55.4" -19° 30' 49.2" 



 

52 

 

Kamdescha 27 14.296462 -19.517953 14° 17' 47.3" -19° 31' 4.6" 
Kamdescha 28 14.299279 -19.532362 14° 17' 57.4" -19° 31' 56.5" 
Kamdescha  29 14.29894 -19.535201 14° 17' 56.2" -19° 32' 6.7" 
Kamdscha  30 14.300497 -19.537266 14° 18' 1.8" -19° 32' 14.2" 
Kamdescha 31 14.303929 -19.543676 14° 18' 14.1" -19° 32' 37.2" 
Kamdescha 32 14.303634 -19.546142 14° 18' 13.1" -19° 32' 46.1" 
Kamdescha 33 14.302416 -19.548513 14° 18' 8.7" -19° 32' 54.6" 
Kamdescha 34 14.30327 -19.552846 14° 18' 11.8" -19° 33' 10.2" 
Kamdescha 35 14.30081 -19.558454 14° 18' 2.9" -19° 33' 30.4" 
Kamdescha  36 14.29993 -19.562545 14° 17' 59.7" -19° 33' 45.2" 
Kamdescha 37 14.297395 -19.568914 14° 17' 50.6" -19° 34' 8.1" 
Kamdescha 38 14.295244 -19.578601 14° 17' 42.9" -19° 34' 43.0" 
Kmdesha 39 14.293223 -19.585307 14° 17' 35.6" -19° 35' 7.1" 
Kamdescha 40 14.290748 -19.588878 14° 17' 26.7" -19° 35' 20.0" 
Kamdescha41 14.290483 -19.592146 14° 17' 25.7" -19° 35' 31.7" 
Kamdescha  42 14.291172 -19.592918 14° 17' 28.2" -19° 35' 34.5" 
Kamdescha 43 14.288813 -19.598629 14° 17' 19.7" -19° 35' 55.1" 
Kamdescha 44 14.285452 -19.604382 14° 17' 7.6" -19° 36' 15.8" 
Kamdescha45 14.285012 -19.608122 14° 17' 6.0" -19° 36' 29.2" 
Kamdescha  46 14.285078 -19.609775 14° 17' 6.3" -19° 36' 35.2" 
Kamdescha  47 14.28477 -19.613423 14° 17' 5.2" -19° 36' 48.3" 
Kamdescha 48 14.285818 -19.61714 14° 17' 8.0" -19° 37' 1.7" 
Kamdescha  49 14.286463 -19.620347 14° 17' 11.3" -19° 37' 13.2" 
Kamdescha 50 14.285691 -19.621505 14° 17' 8.5" -19° 37' 17.4" 
Kamadesch  51 14.284347 -19.629002 14° 17' 3.6" -19° 37' 44.4" 
Kamescha 52 14.283111 -19.630714 14° 16' 59.2" -19° 37' 50.6" 
Kamdescha 53 14.283178 -19.633066 14° 16' 59.4" -19° 37' 59.0" 
Kamdescha 54 14.280545 -19.636514 14° 16' 49.9" -19° 38' 11.4" 
Kamdecha 55 14.279099 -19.639047 14° 16' 44.8" -19° 38' 20.7" 
Kamescha 56 14.275104 -19.643538 14° 16' 30.4" -19° 38' 36.7" 
Kamdescha 57 14.270906 -19.649792 14° 16' 15.3" -19° 38' 59.3" 
Kamdescha  parmfontein corner 14.26888 -19.661348 14° 16' 8.0" -19° 39' 40.9" 
Parmfontein 1 14.260678 -19.66144 14° 15' 38.4" -19° 39' 40.9" 
Palmfontein 2 14.256113 -19.659404 14° 15' 22.0" -19° 39' 33.9" 
Palmfontein 4 14.25662 -19.659729 14° 15' 23.8" -19° 39' 35.0" 
Palmfontein 3 14.254499 -19.657398 14° 15' 17.0" -19° 39' 26.6" 
Palmfontein 5 14.253479 -19.656551 14° 15' 12.5" -19° 39' 23.6" 
Palmfontein 6 14.253316 -19.656828 14° 15' 11.9" -19° 39' 24.6" 
Palmfontein 7 14.251439 -19.656068 14° 15' 5.8" -19° 39' 21.8" 
Palmfontein 8 14.248268 -19.664724 14° 14' 53.8" -19° 39' 53.0" 
Palmfontein 9 14.248268 -19.655656 14° 14' 53.8" -19° 39' 20.4" 
Palmfontein 10 14.247449 -19.664724 14°14'50.8"E -19°39'53" 
Palmfontein 11 14.242604 -19.680795 14°14'53.8"E -19°39'20.4" 
Palmfontein 12 14.243622 -19.676967 14° 14' 37.0" -19° 40' 37.1" 
Plmfontein13 14.232183 -19.684838 14° 13' 55.9" -19° 40' 37.1" 
Makalani gate 14.207583 19.740944 14°12'27.3"E -19°44'27.4" 
Makalani  1 14.192523 -19.741325 14° 11' 33.1" -19° 44' 28.8" 
Makalani 2 14.1911 -19.745243 14° 11' 28.0" -19° 44' 28.8" 
Makalani 3 14.19125 -19.746923 14° 11' 28.5" -19° 44' 48.9" 
Makalani 3 14.19187 -19.749701 14° 11' 30.7" -19° 44' 58.9" 
Makalani 5 14.190703 -19.753821 14° 11' 26.5" -19° 45' 13.8" 
Makalani 6 14.190309 -19.757049 14° 11' 25.1" -19° 45' 25.4" 
Makalni 7 14.187954 -19.759862 14° 11' 16.6" -19° 45' 35.5" 
Makqlani 8 14.188959 -19.760752 14° 11' 20.3" -19° 45' 38.7" 
Makalani 9 14.188402 -19.7629 14° 11' 18.2" -19° 45' 46.4" 
Makalani 10 14.184434 -19.772917 14° 11' 4.0" -19° 46' 22.5" 
Makalani 11 14.184088 -19.776881 14° 11' 2.7" -19° 46' 36.8" 
Makalani 12 14.184735 -19.7798 14° 11' 5.0" -19° 46' 47.3" 
Makalani 13 14.184485 -19.781179 14° 11' 4.1" -19° 46' 52.2" 
Makalani 14 14.184581 -19.783866 14° 11' 4.5" -19° 47' 1.9" 
Makalani 15 14.185389 -19.784783 14° 11' 7.4" -19° 47' 5.2" 
Makalani 16 14.184744 -19.787063 14° 11' 5.1" -19° 47' 13.4" 
Makalani  17 14.185058 -19.789682 14° 11' 5.1" -19° 47' 13.4" 
Makalani 18 14.184916 -19.79191 14° 11' 5.7" -19° 47' 30.9" 
Makalani 19 14.184266 -19.792873 14° 11' 3.4" -19° 47' 34.3" 
Makalani 20 14.184681 -19.793925 14° 11' 4.9" -19° 47' 38.1" 
Makalani 21 14.182597 -19.796528 14° 10' 57.3" -19° 47' 47.5" 
Makalani 22 14.181297 -19.796745 14° 10' 52.7" -19° 47' 48.3" 
Humor Grootberg fence resume 14.0951 -19.841817 14° 5' 42.4" -19° 50' 30.5" 
Makalani 23 14.178931 -19.800478 14° 10' 44.2" -19° 48' 1.7" 
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Maklani 24 14.175493 -19.801382 14° 10' 31.8" -19° 48' 5.0" 
Makalani  25 14.174546 -19.802039 14° 10' 28.4" -19° 48' 7.3" 
Makalani 26 14.172626 -19.808189 14° 10' 21.5" -19° 48' 29.5" 
Makalani 27 14.173207 -19.809473 14° 10' 23.5" -19° 48' 34.1" 
Makalani 28 14.170012 -19.813076 14° 10' 12.0" -19° 48' 47.1" 
Humor corner 14.165865 -19.822141 14° 9' 57.1" -19° 49' 19.7" 
Humor corner 2 14.156516 -19.82698 14° 9' 23.5" -19° 49' 37.1" 
Humor 2 14.148176 -19.831261 14° 8' 53.4" -19° 49' 52.5" 
Hmor 3 14.147672 -19.831603 14° 8' 51.6" -19° 49' 53.8" 
Humor Grootberg corner 14.140483 -19.835396 14° 8' 25.7" -19° 50' 7.4" 
Grootberg 14.089029 -19.846293 14° 5' 20.5" -19° 50' 46.7" 
Grootberg 1 14.088088 -19.849476 14° 5' 17.1" -19° 50' 58.1" 
Grootberg 2 14.083324 -19.852349 14° 4' 06.0" -19° 51' 8.5" 
Grooterg 3 14.081489 -19.852312 14° 4' 53.4" -19° 51' 8.3" 
Grootberg 4 14.080191 -19.85236 14° 4' 48.7" -19° 51' 8.5" 
Grootberg 5 14.077168 -19.852546 14° 4' 37.8" -19° 51' 9.2" 
Grootberg 6 14.07363 -19.852676 14° 4' 25.1" -19° 51' 9.6" 
Grootberg 7 14.071891 -19.852111 14° 4' 18.8" -19° 51' 7.6" 
Grootberg 8 14.070079 -19.851739 14° 4' 12.28" -19° 51' 6.3" 
Grootberg 9 14.061551 -19.849177 14° 3' 41.6" -19° 50' 57.0" 
Grootberg 10 14.057881 -19.848506 14° 3' 28.4" -19° 50' 54.6" 
Grootberg 11 14.053489 -19.844481 14° 3' 12.6" -19° 50' 40.1" 
Grootberg 12 14.047612 -19.844046 14° 2' 51.4" -19° 50' 38.6" 
Grootberg 13 14.045546 -19.844763 14° 2' 44.0" -19° 50' 41.15" 
Grootberg 14 14.042777 -19.844737 14° 2' 34.0" -19° 50' 41.1" 
Grootberg 15 14.036842 -19.842021 14° 2' 12.6" -19° 50' 31.3" 
Grootberg 16 14.0316 -19.842591 14° 1' 53.8" -19° 50' 33.3" 
Grootberg  17 14.031187 -19.842415 14° 1' 52.3" -19° 50' 32.7" 
Grootberg 18 14.029705 -19.842997 14° 1' 46.9" -19° 50' 34.8" 
Grootberg 19 14.02913 -19.843402 14° 1' 44.9" -19° 50' 36.2" 
Grootberg 20 14.027848 -19.843676 14° 1' 40.3" -19° 50' 37.2" 
Grootberg 21 14.023887 -19.84366 14° 1' 26.0" -19° 50' 37.2" 
Grootberg 22 14.020975 -19.844314 14° 1' 15.5" -19° 50' 39.5" 
Grootberg 23 14.019505 -19.843813 14° 1' 10.2" -19° 50' 37.7" 
Grootberg 24 14.017036 -19.845537 14° 1' 1.3" -19° 50' 43.9" 
Grootberg 25 14.016286 -19.845672 14° 0' 58.629" -19° 50' 44.4" 
Grootberg 26 14.011733 -19.846076 14° 0' 42.2" -19° 50' 45.9" 
Grootberg 27 14.008551 -19.846446 14° 0' 30.8" -19° 50' 47.2" 
Grooterg 28 13.989569 -19.847975 13° 59' 22.4" -19° 50' 52.7" 
Grootveg29 13.983959 -19.849025 13° 59' 2.3" -19° 50' 56.5" 
Grootberg 13.983329 -19.849932 13° 58' 60.0" -19° 50' 59.8" 
Grootberg  31 13.981824 -19.849991 13° 58' 54.7" -19° 50' 60.0" 
Grootberg 32 13.979443 -19.84946 13° 58' 46.0" -19° 50' 58.1" 
Grootberg33 13.977688 -19.851728 13° 58' 39.7" -19° 51' 6.2" 
Grootberg  34 13.976304 -19.853796 13° 58' 34.7" -19° 51' 13.7" 
Grootberg 35 13.97559 -19.856419 13° 58' 32.1" -19° 51' 23.1" 
Grootberg 36 13.97223 -19.857513 13° 58' 20.0" -19° 51' 27.0" 
Grootberg 37 13.968852 -19.85761 13° 58' 7.9" -19° 51' 27.4" 
Grootberg 38 13.966536 -19.859183 13° 57' 59.5" -19° 51' 33.1" 
Grootberg 39 13.961235 -19.866784 13° 57' 40.4" -19° 52' 0.4" 
Grootbrg 40 13.950778 -19.874293 13° 57' 2.8" -19° 52' 27.5" 
Grootberg 41 13.949245 -19.880247 13° 56' 57.3" -19° 52' 48.9" 
Grootberg 42 13.949061 -19.883055 13° 56' 56.6" -19° 52' 59.0" 
Palmvag Gate 13.948957 -19.88407 13° 56' 56.2" -19° 53' 2.7" 
Palmvag gate1 13.948749 -19.884253 13° 56' 55.5" -19° 53' 3.3" 
Palmvag 2 13.943622 -19.888799 13° 56' 37.0" -19° 53' 19.7" 
Palmwag3 13.933218 -19.89658 13° 55' 59.6" -19° 53' 47.7" 
Palmwag4 13.921106 -19.896488 13° 55' 16.0" -19° 53' 47.4" 
Palmwag5 13.910343 -19.902004 13° 54' 37.2" -19° 54' 7.2" 
Palmwag6 13.908447 -19.901862 13° 54' 30.4" -19° 54' 6.7" 
Almwag7 13.906441 -19.898723 13° 54' 23.2" -19° 53' 55.4" 
Almwag8 13.904201 -19.896757 13° 54' 15.1" -19° 53' 48.3" 
Palmwag9 13.897371 -19.896649 13° 53' 50.5" -19° 53' 47.9" 
Almwag10 13.892874 -19.897883 13° 53' 34.3" -19° 53' 52.4" 
Almwag11 13.89066 -19.899674 13° 53' 26.4" -19° 53' 58.8" 
Palmwag12 13.888409 -19.902616 13° 53' 18.3" -19° 54' 9.4" 
Palmwag13 13.882545 -19.904468 13° 52' 57.2" -19° 54' 16.1" 
Palmwag14 13.879978 -19.903357 13° 52' 47.9" -19° 54' 12.1" 
Palmwag15 13.877922 -19.903628 13° 52' 40.5" -19° 54' 13.1" 
Palmwag16 13.877943 -19.911679 13° 52' 40.6" -19° 54' 42.0" 
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Palmwag17 13.872843 -19.917281 13° 52' 22.2" -19° 55' 2.2" 
Palmwag18 13.867233 -19.918615 13° 52' 2.0" -19° 55' 7.0" 
Palmwag19 13.864503 -19.920286 -19° 55' 13.0" -19° 55' 13.0" 
Palmwag20 13.863475 -19.921267 13° 51' 48.5" -19° 55' 16.6" 
Palmwag21 13.860181 -19.9288 13° 51' 36.7" -19° 55' 43.7" 
Palmwag22 13.859528 -19.932105 13° 51' 34.3" -19° 55' 55.6" 
Palmwag23 13.855648 -19.933334 13° 51' 20.3" -19° 56' 0.0" 
Palmwag24 13.845023 -19.93775 13° 50' 42.1" -19° 56' 15.9" 
Palmwag25 13.833425 -19.932712 13° 50' 0.3" -19° 55' 57.8" 
Palmwag26 13.829552 -19.932505 13° 49' 46.4" -19° 55' 57.0" 
Palmwag27 13.826583 -19.933528 13° 49' 35.7" -19° 56' 0.7" 
Palmwag28 13.822158 -19.93321 13° 49' 19.8" -19° 55' 59.6" 
Palmwag29 13.821196 -19.933721 13° 49' 16.3" -19° 56' 1.4" 
Palmwag30 13.820529 -19.938137 13° 49' 13.9" -19° 56' 17.3" 
Palmwag31 13.816792 -19.944899 13° 49' 0.5" -19° 56' 41.6" 
Palmwag32 13.816894 -19.948737 13° 49' 0.8" -19° 56' 55.5" 
Palmwag33 13.819826 -19.952171 13° 49' 11.4" -19° 57' 7.8" 
Palmwag34 13.826889 -19.957311 13° 49' 36.8" -19° 57' 26.3" 
Palmwag35 13.838327 -19.972301 13° 50' 17.0" -19° 58' 20.3" 
Palmwag36 13.841604 -19.974589 13° 50' 29.8" -19° 58' 28.5" 
Palmwag37 13.846266 -19.992081 13° 50' 46.6" -19° 59' 31.5" 
Humor Grootberg fence end 14.137367 -19.835383 14° 8' 14.5" -19° 50' 7.4" 
Otjihavera (grootberg mountain) fence 
resu 

14.0951 -19.841817 14° 5' 42.4" -19° 50' 30.5" 

Makalani  1 14.192523 -19.741325 14° 11' 33.1" -19° 44' 28.8" 
Makalani 2 14.1911 -19.745243 14° 11' 28.0" -19° 44' 28.8" 
Makalani 3 14.19125 -19.746923 14° 11' 28.5" -19° 44' 48.9" 
Makalani 3 14.19187 -19.749701 14° 11' 30.7" -19° 44' 58.9" 
Makalani 5 14.190703 -19.753821 14° 11' 26.5" -19° 45' 13.8" 
Makalani 6 14.190309 -19.757049 14° 11' 25.1" -19° 45' 25.4" 
Makalni 7 14.187954 -19.759862 14° 11' 16.6" -19° 45' 35.5" 
Makqlani 8 14.188959 -19.760752 14° 11' 20.3" -19° 45' 38.7" 
Makalani 9 14.188402 -19.7629 14° 11' 18.2" -19° 45' 46.4" 
Makalani 10 14.184434 -19.772917 14° 11' 4.0" -19° 46' 22.5" 
Makalani 11 14.184088 -19.776881 14° 11' 2.7" -19° 46' 36.8" 
Makalani 12 14.184735 -19.7798 14° 11' 5.0" -19° 46' 47.3" 
Makalani 13 14.184485 -19.781179 14° 11' 4.1" -19° 46' 52.2" 
Makalani 14 14.184581 -19.783866 14° 11' 4.5" -19° 47' 1.9" 
Makalani 15 14.185389 -19.784783 14° 11' 7.4" -19° 47' 5.2" 
Makalani 16 14.184744 -19.787063 14° 11' 5.1" -19° 47' 13.4" 
Makalani  17 14.185058 -19.789682 14° 11' 5.1" -19° 47' 13.4" 
Makalani 18 14.184916 -19.79191 14° 11' 5.7" -19° 47' 30.9" 
Makalani 19 14.184266 -19.792873 14° 11' 3.4" -19° 47' 34.3" 
Makalani 20 14.184681 -19.793925 14° 11' 4.9" -19° 47' 38.1" 
Makalani 21 14.182597 -19.796528 14° 10' 57.3" -19° 47' 47.5" 
Makalani 22 14.181297 -19.796745 14° 10' 52.7" -19° 47' 48.3" 
Palmwag38/1 13.8491667 -19.9919444 13° 50' 56.6" 19° 59' 31.5" 
Palmwag/2 13.8463889 -19.9922222 13° 50' 46.6" 19° 59' 31.5" 
Rhino desert 13.872281 -20.041892 13° 52' 20.2" -20° 2' 30.8" 
Rhino desert 1 13.879718 -20.045014 13° 52' 47.0" -20° 2' 42.0" 
Rhino desert 2 13.895924 -20.042074 13° 53' 45.3" -20° 2' 31.5" 
Rhino desert 3 13.900595 -20.041769 13° 54' 2.1" -20° 2' 30.4" 
Rhino desert 4 13.903179 -20.039514 13° 54' 11.4" -20° 2' 22.3" 
Rhino desert 5 13.905762 -20.039288 13° 54' 20.7" -20° 2' 21.4" 
Rhino desert 6 13.909529 -20.039851 13° 54' 34.3" -20° 2' 23.5" 
Rhino desert 7 13.909735 -20.039939 13° 54' 35.0" -20° 2' 23.8" 
Rhino desert 8 13.9188 -20.037038 13° 55' 7.7" -20° 2' 13.3" 
Rhino desert 9 13.923977 -20.036314 13° 55' 26.3" -20° 2' 10.7" 
Rhino desert 10 13.927199 -20.036669 13° 55' 37.9" -20° 2' 12.0" 
Rhino desert 11 13.931559 -20.037938 13° 55' 53.6" -20° 2' 16.6" 
Rhino desert 12 13.934201 -20.039079 13° 56' 3.1" -20° 2' 20.7" 
Rhino desert 13 13.938193 -20.040507 13° 56' 17.5" -20° 2' 25.8" 
Rhino desert 14 13.942359 -20.040636 13° 56' 32.5" -20° 2' 26.3" 
Rhino desert 15 13.944899 -20.044131 13° 56' 41.6" -20° 2' 38.9" 
Rhino desert 16 13.947432 -20.044178 13° 56' 50.8" -20° 2' 39.0" 
Rhino desert 17 13.949174 -20.04484 13° 56' 57.0" -20° 2' 41.4" 
Rhino desert 18 13.95004 -20.048087 13° 57' 0.1" -20° 2' 53.1" 
Rhino desert 19 13.949939 -20.049599 13° 56' 59.8" -20° 2' 58.6" 
Rhino  desert 20 13.950201 -20.054009 13° 57' 0.7" -20° 3' 14.4" 
Rhino desert 21 13.946799 -20.056912 13° 56' 48.5" -20° 3' 24.9" 
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Rhino desert 22 13.946283 -20.058872 13° 56' 46.6" -20° 3' 31.9" 

Rhino desert 23 13.943773 -20.061331 13° 56' 37.6" -20° 3' 40.8" 
Rhino desert 24 13.941951 -20.064881 13° 56' 31.0" -20° 3' 53.6" 
Rhino desert 25 13.94541 -20.067691 13° 56' 43.5" -20° 4' 3.7" 
Rhino desert 26 13.94818 -20.077911 13° 56' 53.4" -20° 4' 40.5" 
Rhinodesrt 27 13.947153 -20.088199 13° 56' 49.8" -20° 5' 17.5" 
Rhinodesert 28 13.947108 -20.088166 13° 56' 49.6" -20° 5' 17." 
Rhino desert 29 13.944876 -20.100291 13° 56' 41.6" -20° 6' 1.0" 
Rhino desert 30 13.943682 -20.102973 13° 56' 37.3" -20° 6' 10.7" 
Rhino desert 31 13.943569 -20.108918 13° 56' 36.8" -20° 6' 32.1" 
Rhino desert 32 13.943885 -20.113341 13° 56' 38.0" -20° 6' 48.0" 
Rhino desert 33 13.942181 -20.115217 13° 56' 31.9" -20° 6' 54.8" 
Rhino desert 34 13.939078 -20.11568 13° 56' 20.7" -20° 6' 56.4" 
Rhino desert 35 13.924259 -20.120322 13° 55' 27.3" -20° 7' 13.2" 
Rhino desert 36 13.915308 -20.116429 13° 54' 55.1" -20° 6' 59.1" 
Rhino desert 37 13.913259 -20.117017 13° 54' 47.7" -20° 7' 1.3" 
Rhino desert 38 13.912272 -20.119521 13° 54' 44.2" -20° 7' 10.3" 
Rhino desert 39 13.910635 -20.120297 13° 54' 38.3" -20° 7' 13.1" 
Rhino desert 40 13.90815 -20.121232 13° 54' 29.3" -20° 7' 16.4" 
Rhino desert 41 13.907178 -20.123045 13° 54' 25.8" -20° 7' 23.0" 
Rhino desert 42 13.90401 -20.123097 13° 54' 14.4" -20° 7' 23.1" 
Rhino desert 43 13.903098 -20.123339 13° 54' 11.2" -20° 7' 24.0" 
Rhino desert 44 13.90116 -20.125971 13° 54' 4.2" -20° 7' 33.5" 
Rhino desert 45 13.901714 -20.128689 13° 54' 6.2" -20° 7' 43.3" 
Rhinodesert 46 13.902574 -20.133129 13° 54' 9.3" -20° 7' 59.3" 
Rhino desert 47 13.901039 -20.1346 13° 54' 3.7" -20° 8' 4.6" 
Rhino desert 48 13.90172 -20.136161 13° 54' 6.2" -20° 8' 10.2" 
Rhino desert 49 13.902116 -20.136975 13° 54' 7.6" -20° 8' 13.1" 
Rhino desert 50 13.902964 -20.137561 13° 54' 10.7" -20° 8' 15.2" 
Rhinodesert51 13.903456 -20.138319 13° 54' 12.4" -20° 8' 17.9" 
Rhino desert 52 13.904478 -20.139152 13° 54' 16.1" -20° 8' 20.9" 
Rhino desert 53 13.905458 -20.139903 13° 54' 19.6" -20° 8' 23.7" 
Rhino desert 54 13.905537 -20.140638 13° 54' 19.9" -20° 8' 26.3" 
Rhino desert 55 13.907574 -20.142906 13° 54' 27.3" -20° 8' 34.5" 
Rhino desert 56 13.905152 -20.145062 13° 54' 18.5" -20° 8' 42.2" 
Rhino desert 57 13.903173 -20.14836 13° 54' 11.4" -20° 8' 54.1" 
Rhino desert 58 13.903453 -20.151241 13° 54' 12.4" -20° 9' 4.5" 
Rhino desert59 13.903382 -20.151981 13° 54' 12.2" -20° 9' 7.1" 
Rhino desert 60 13.905379 -20.153868 13° 54' 19.4" -20° 9' 13.9" 
Rhino desert 61 13.90797 -20.155176 13° 54' 28.7" -20° 9' 18.6" 
Rhino desert 62 13.911114 -20.153307 13° 54' 40.0" -20° 9' 11.9" 
Rhino desert 63 13.916827 -20.152692 13° 55' 0.6" -20° 9' 9.7" 
Rhino  desert 64 13.91948 -20.154441 13° 55' 10.1" -20° 9' 16.0" 
Rhinodesert 65 13.921715 -20.154418 13° 55' 18.2" -20° 9' 15.9" 
Rhino desert 66 13.925988 -20.155525 13° 55' 33.6" -20° 9' 19.9" 
Rhino desert 67 13.931979 -20.155423 13° 55' 55.1" -20° 9' 19.5" 
Rhino desert 68 13.933947 -20.155896 13° 56' 2.2" -20° 9' 21.2" 
Rhino desert 69 13.935667 -20.15838 13° 56' 8.4" -20° 9' 30.2" 
Rhino desert 70 13.934153 -20.162727 13° 56' 3.0" -20° 9' 45.8" 
Rhinodsert 71 13.933957 -20.165484 13° 56' 2.2" -20° 9' 55.7" 
Rhinodesert 72 13.934061 -20.167445 13° 56' 2.6" -20° 10' 2.8" 
Rhino desert 73 13.929664 -20.167991 13° 55' 46.8" -20° 10' 4.8" 
Rhino desert 74 13.928456 -20.169965 13° 55' 42.4" -20° 10' 11.9" 
Rhinodesert 75 13.926969 -20.170081 13° 55' 37.1" -20° 10' 12.3" 
Rhino desert 76 13.927951 -20.17223 13° 55' 40.6 " -20° 10' 20.0" 
Rhino desert 77 13.927975 -20.174044 13° 55' 40.7" -20° 10' 26.5" 
Rhino78 13.928786 -20.175365 13° 55' 43.6" -20° 10' 31.3" 
Rhino dsert79 13.930766 -20.177084 13° 55' 50.8" -20° 10' 37.5" 
Rhino desert 80 13.932063 -20.180121 13° 55' 55.4" -20° 10' 48.4" 
Rhinodesert81 13.933542 -20.181234 13° 56' 0.8" -20° 10' 52.4" 
Rhino desert 82 13.934493 -20.183756 13° 56' 4.2" -20° 11' 1.5" 
Rhino83 13.934485 -20.186054 13° 56' 4.1" -20° 11' 9.8" 
Rhino84 13.93793 -20.18768 13° 56' 16.5" -20° 11' 15.6" 
Rhino85 13.941384 -20.190606 13° 56' 29.0" -20° 11' 26.2" 
Rhino desert 86 13.943448 -20.194703 13° 56' 36.4" -20° 11' 40.9" 
Rhino desert 87 13.941677 -20.19549 13° 56' 30.0" -20° 11' 43.8" 
Rhino desert 88 13.936338 -20.196515 13° 56' 10.8" -20° 11' 47.5" 
Rhino desert 89 13.935325 -20.198906 13° 56' 7.1" -20° 11' 56.1" 
Rhino91 13.933336 -20.199313 13° 56' 0.0" -20° 11' 57.5" 
Rhino92 13.931331 -20.200317 13° 55' 52.8" -20° 12' 1.1" 
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Rhino93 13.927963 -20.201787 13° 55' 40.7" -20° 12' 1.1" 
Rhino94 13.926778 -20.204568 13° 55' 36.4" -20° 12' 16.4" 
Rhino95 13.926071 -20.209433 13° 55' 33.9" -20° 12' 34.0" 
Rhino96 13.926227 -20.211656 13° 55' 34.4" -20° 12' 42.0" 
Rhino96 13.926744 -20.213281 13° 55' 36.3" -20° 12' 47.8" 
Rhino98 13.919771 -20.218117 13° 55' 11.2" -20° 13' 5.2" 
Rhino99 13.918116 -20.224032 13° 55' 5.2" -20° 13' 26.5" 
Rhino100 13.90627 -20.231072 13° 54' 22.6" -20° 13' 51.9" 
Rhino102 13.891212 -20.233079 13° 53' 28.4" -20° 13' 59.0" 
Rhino103 13.883775 -20.232971 13° 53' 1.6" -20° 13' 58.7" 
Rhino104 13.883218 -20.231565 13° 52' 59.6" -20° 13' 53.6" 
Rhino105 13.876977 -20.232928 13° 52' 37.1" -20° 13' 58.5" 
Rhino106 13.863969 -20.232868 13° 51' 50.3" -20° 13' 58.3" 
Rhino107 13.851829 -20.2324 13° 51' 6.6" -20° 13' 56.6" 
World end108 13.834433 -20.232011 13° 50' 4.0" -20° 13' 55.2" 
World end109 13.83044 -20.232427 13° 49' 49.6" -20° 13' 56.7" 
World end110 13.825355 -20.23317 13° 49' 31.3" -20° 13' 59.4" 
World end111 13.806822 -20.233544 13° 48' 24.6" -20° 14' 0.8" 
World end112 13.803615 -20.232635 13° 48' 13.0" -20° 13' 57.5" 
World end113 13.749426 -20.257312 13° 44' 57.9" -20° 15' 26.3" 
World end114 13.742633 -20.257066 13° 44' 33.5" -20° 15' 25.4" 
World end115 13.735446 -20.254419 13° 44' 7.6" -20° 15' 15.9" 
World end116 13.681397 -20.280837 13° 40' 53.0" -20° 16' 51.0" 
World end 117 13.658638 -20.299647 13° 39' 31.1" -20° 17' 58.7" 
ersection skeleton coast park and VET 
Codon  

13.609241 -20.322046 13° 36' 33.3" -20° 19' 19.4" 

Springbok water 13.579341 -20.335473 13° 34' 45.6" -20° 20' 7.7" 
Springbok water 1 13.573561 -20.33673 13° 34' 24.8" -20° 20' 12.2" 
Spring bockwater2 13.550324 -20.343095 13° 33' 1.2" -20° 20' 35.1" 
springbok water 3 13.548237 -20.343526 13° 32' 53.7" -20° 20' 36.7" 
Spring bock water4 13.538925 -20.349033 13° 32' 20.1" -20° 20' 56.6" 
springbok water 5 13.534468 -20.351904 13° 32' 4.1" -20° 21' 6.9" 
Spring bock water 6 13.532266 -20.35308 13° 31' 56.2" -20° 21' 11.1" 
Springbok water7 13.52503 -20.355567 13° 31' 30.1" -20° 21' 11.1" 
Springbok water8 13.5211 -20.353163 13° 31' 16.0" -20° 21' 11.4" 
Springbok water9 13.519905 -20.353129 13° 31' 11.7" -20° 21' 11.3" 
Springbok water10 13.514543 -20.354755 13° 30' 52.4" -20° 21' 17.1" 
Springbok water11 13.504487 -20.353606 13° 30' 16.2" -20° 21' 13.0" 
Springbok water12 13.477128 -20.351807 13° 28' 37.7" -20° 21' 6.5" 
Springbok fence end 13.474565 -20.35257 13° 28' 28.4" -20° 21' 9.3" 
Torrabay 13.243194 -20.358639 13° 14' 35.5" -20° 21' 31.1" 
End point near Torrabay is approximately 1347 km 
Adopted point near Torrabay is approximately 24 km 

 





 Appointment to obtain an ECC for the creation of new FMD compartment or zone in the NCA.

 Legal Obligations:

Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations (GN 30 in GG 4878 of 6 February 2012) of

the Environmental Management Act (No. 7 of 2007), the following activities may not be

undertaken without an ECC:

FORESTRY ACTIVITIES

The clearance of forest areas, deforestation, afforestation, timber harvesting or any

other related activity that requires authorisation in term of the Forest Act (No. 12 of 2001)

or any other law.

LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITIES

Construction of veterinary protected area or game proof and international boundary

fences.



 Areas in the NCA were identified in the Second Land Conference (1st - 5th October
2018) by community leaders, the local authorities, farmers associations and farmers to
obtain disease-free status.

 Identified areas are regarded as low risk in terms of FMD and CBPP, however are not
declared as disease-free.



 The creation of a new disease-free compartment;

 The creation of a Ǯnewǯ disease-free zone;

 The no-go option.



Option 1:

The creation of a disease-free compartment

 A compartment is a disease-free area created by enclosing an area with a

veterinarian cordon fence.

 Access to the area is further controlled by the responsible organ of state.

Movement of people and animals to and from the compartment is only

allowed via controlled gates.

 The animals enclosed in the area is then inspected, monitored to detect

diseases to be treated (vaccinated) and to be cleared from FMD and CBPP

over a period until the OIE requirements are met and the compartment is

certified disease-free for the marketing of animals as per OIE requirements.

 Once this is achieved, the compartment has a disease-fee status which

allows the marketing of animals and products to markets subject to the OIE

standards.



Option 2:

The creation of a Ǯnewǯ disease-free zone

 The creation of a ‘new’ disease-free zone is an option where a disease-free area is created

by fencing in an animal subpopulation defined primarily on a geographical basis (NCA)

which is neighbouring a disease-free area.

 The area to become the free zone is initially fenced in with a veterinarian cordon fence as a

compartment. This new area then becomes a surveillance area.

 Access to the area is further controlled by the responsible organ of state. Moving of people

and animals to and from the compartment is only allowed via controlled gates.

 The animals enclosed in the new area is inspected, monitored to detect diseases and then

treated (vaccinated) and to be cleared from FMD and CBPP over a period of time until the

OIE requirements are met, and the compartment is certified disease-free for the marketing

of animals as per OIE requirements. The veterinary cordon fence separating the new free

zone from the existing disease-free area may be removed once the organ of state is content

that the area is disease-free as per the OIE requirements.

 Once this is achieved, the compartment has a disease-fee status which allows the

marketing of animals and products to markets subject to the OIE standards.

 The fence may also be retained to be used to create buffer zones once there is a breakout

of FMD or CBPP in the new zone or outside the zone.



Option 3:

The no-go option

Under the no-go option, no new disease-free zone is created. The area thus remains an FMD

area and animals may only be marketed out of the area under the OIE Protocols. The World

Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) provides standards for the non-geographical approach to

FMD, in other words, providing standards for trade in beef from areas not free from FMD.

Three options exist for trade in beef from areas not free from FMD:

1. Management of FMD along individual value chains to enable marketing of FMD virus free

products;

2. Processing of beef to inactivate any FMD virus that may be present;

3. Compartmentalization involving integrated biosecurity measures (through quarantining,

inspection and vaccination);

The abovementioned standards are contained in Article 8.8.22, Article 8.8.31 and Article 8.8.4

of the Terrestrial Animal Health Code, respectively.



After studying the OIE - Terrestrial Animal Health Code,
risks, advantages and disadvantages associated with the
above options/alternatives, consultation with the
Department of Veterinary Services of the MAWLR, affected
farmers in the NCA, the Meat Board and the Health
Committee of the Meat Board:

 The creation of a new free zone is the best

 This option is in line with the TOR of the MAWLR

 A phased approach (though the introduction of
‘compartments’) should be followed for creating the new
free zone.



The key issues considered by the Proponent for the creation of a new disease-free
area in the NCA is based on the following principles:

• The protection of the existing disease-free area. The new zone to be created
must not endanger or negatively impact on the existing disease-free area south
of the existing VCF and the agreements with existing trading partners.

• The new free zone must be created by following the recommendations on the
principles of zoning or compartmentalization as per the OIE - Terrestrial Animal
Health Code of the World Health Organization.

Based on these principles, the Proponent proposed two options for the phased
creation of a new disease-free area in the NCA.

 The creation of compartments

 The creation of a new free zone



• Meatco Foundation
• Namibian National Farmers Union
• Namibian Farmers Union
• Kavango West Regional Farmers Union
• Kavango East Farmers Union
• Mangetti Farmers Association
• Division of Veterinary Services
• Ministry of Agriculture, Water and Land Reform
• Meatco
• Meat Board of Namibia
• Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Tourism
• Ministry of Lands and Resettlement
• Roads Authority
• Namibia Industrial Development Agency
• NamPower
• Kavango West Traditional Authority
• Kavango Regional Council
• Kavango East Regional Council
• Ondonga Traditional Authority
• Oukwanyama Traditional Authority
• Oshikoto Farmers Union
• Griciriku Traditional Authority
• Shambyu Traditional Authority
• Mbunza Traditional Authority
• Nyae Nyae Conservancy
• Na Jaqna Conservancy
• Farmers in the Project Area
• Community Members
• Members of the General Public who registered as I&APs



 The introduction of a compartment including the demarcated farms in

the Mangetti Area and immediate surroundings.

 The first round of direct consultations took place during November

and December 2019 when the Option was investigated through field

surveys, engagement with community leaders and I&APs, MAWLR

officials as well as the DVS.

From these investigations, two options were proposed for the alignment

of the proposed compartment’s veterinary cordon fence. See below

Options 1 and 2:







The options were discussed with the I&APs and from the discussions, the alignment of the proposed
boundary for the creation of the compartment for Option A, Phase One (1) was agreed upon.

The following criteria were considered in deciding where the proposed new position of the fence will
be:

 The requirements and standards of the World Organisation for Animal Health (OIE) to ensure that
an area is free from CBPP and FMD;

 The inclusion (into the compartment) of existing demarcated farms which are being farmed
‘commercially’ under long term lease agreements from the Ministry of Lands and Resettlement;

 Impact on settlements should be minimized. The new fence should not divide settlements or cut
them off from essential services like schools, clinics, churches or community halls, water sources
or access to public transport;

 Road access to the proposed compartment;

 To ensure that the existing free zone is not affected and remain protected;

 The availability of resources like funds as well as the capacity of the DVS to ensure the disease-
free status of the proposed new compartment;

 The feasibility of achieving the OIE requirements in the shortest possible time.

See below the map showing how Options 1 and 2 were combined to propose the boundary for the 
compartment to be created under Option A, Phase One:





Under Option B, the Proponent intends to introduce a new

disease-free zone to the north of the existing VCF to include the

bulk of the demarcated farms in the NCA:

 Oshikoto

 Ohangwena

 Kavango West

 Bushman Land Areas

The Map below shows the Target Areas of the NCA in yellow, the

areas already included in the current disease-free in white and

the National Parks in green.





 Small teams nominated by the attendees at Public Meetings

representing farmers unions, the DVS/Meat Board/Meatco

Foundation were put together to confirm the proposed

alignment of the new free zone boundary in its specific area.

 The proposed alignment of the boundary of the new free zone

is based on the fieldwork, visits, and inputs of these teams.

 The demarcated farms excluded from the proposed zone were

excluded based on the advice and inputs from the affected

I&APs in the area as well as the practical field visits by the

teams.

 The Map below shows the proposed new free zone boundary:





• The meetings were well attended and conducted in a good spirit;

• The communities affected by proposed new free zone are overwhelmingly supporting the

project;

• Implementation of the project is long overdue and urgent;

• Communities consulted understands that the project will be phased, due to budgetary or

practical considerations. They requested that they be informed on the timeline and areas

to be included in the following respective phases;

• It was observed that sections of the roads servicing the area to be included in the free zone

are sandy and narrow. Because of this, cattle must be transported from the farms to

markets by 4X4 vehicles with small trailers (capacity limited to 3 – 4 animals pending on

size). This adds huge costs to the marketing of the animals and has a negative effect on

the profit margin of the farmer. These roads will have to be upgraded to improve access to

the new free zone and to maximise the benefits from including this area in the new zone;

• In case where the alignment of the proposed boundary of the new free zone separates

communities from supporting infrastructure like water supply points, schools, clinics,

churches etc. access to this infrastructure should be provided by installing a gate (to be

manned 24hours) or by duplicating the infrastructure on both sides of the fence. This

should be avoided as it will add unnecessary costs to the project.



 The Directorate Veterinary Services (DVS) form an integral and central part of the
formulation of proposals – the DVS is the only organ responsible for the certification of the
animal disease status and meat hygiene status of Namibia;

 The creation of a new disease-free compartment should be accompanied by a diligent and
detailed feasibility study incorporating the views of all stakeholders;

 That no infrastructural amendment to the existing free zone be made to ensure sustained
compliance with the OIE and importing country requirements – In no way should Namibia’s
export markets be tampered with;

 That the intended future “new” free zone be affordable to GRN in terms of capital
investment and maintenance by DVS – keeping in mind financial resources are limited;

 That the “new” compartment accommodates most of the commercial and semi-commercial
farmers of the Oshikoto and Kavango Mangetti;

 Should communal areas be included, that sufficient provision be made rangeland
management, livestock control, accessibility to waterpoints, availability of marketing
infrastructure, and supporting services – roads, etc. Only a restricted number of livestock
could be accommodated in such an opened zone;

 That the integrity of the new compartment be guaranteed/maintained by GRN/DVS –
besides for FMD other diseases such as CBPP are also applicable;

 That the “advantaged” producers be under no illusion that benefits derived from the creation

of a new disease-free compartment will result immediately.



Key environmental issues that may arise: 

Since the goal of the assignment is to create a new disease-free compartment, it is crucial that:

- The Directorate Veterinary Services (DVS) form an integral and central part of the
formulation of proposals – the DVS is the only organ responsible for the certification of the
animal disease status and meat hygiene status of Namibia;

- The creation of a new disease-free compartment should be accompanied by a diligent and
detailed feasibility study incorporating the views of all stakeholders;

- That no infrastructural amendment to the existing free zone be made to ensure sustained
compliance with the OIE and importing country requirements – In no way should Namibia’s
export markets be tampered with;

- That the intended future “new” free zone be affordable to GRN in terms of capital investment
and maintenance by DVS – keeping in mind financial resources are limited;

- That the “new” compartment/zone accommodates most of the commercial and semi-
commercial farmers of the Oshikoto and Kavango Mangetti;

- Should communal areas be included, that sufficient provision be made to rangeland
management, livestock control, accessibility to waterpoints, availability of marketing
infrastructure, and supporting services – roads, etc. Only a restricted number of livestock
could be accommodated in such an opened zone;

- That the integrity of the new compartment be guaranteed/maintained by GRN/DVS –
besides for FMD, other diseases such as CBPP are also applicable;

- That the “advantaged” producers be under no illusion that benefits derived from the creation
of a new disease-free compartment will result immediately.



• The exclusion of the Mukwe Constituency

The Kavango East Regional Council requested the inclusion of the Mukwe
Constituency in the new free zone. This request was discussed at length at the
meeting with the representatives of the Kavango East Regional Council as well as
of the Kavango East Regional Farmers in Rundu and it was concluded that this
area cannot be included as it is in the ‘infected zone’ and subject to high volumes
of seasonal elephant movement. Buffaloes are also frequent in the area.

• The exclusion of the Nyae Nyae and Na Jaqna Conservancies

The Nyae Nyae and Na Jaqna Conservancies (Bushman Land Area) requested
that these conservancy areas be excluded from the new free zone as the free
movement of wild animals between the conservancy area and the Khaudum
National Park act as an important feeder of animals into the Conservancy Area. The
members of these Conservancies are dependent on these animals both traditionally
and for trophy hunting.





Obtaining consent letter from MAWLR

Submission of EIA and EMP to 
Commissioner

Await Commissioner's resolution

Time Frame ± 3 months




