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I. Executive Summary 
LWR/LWF conducted a rapid needs assessment in Maban County, Upper Nile State in August 2015, 

conducting focus groups and interviews with key informants from IDPs, host communities, the local 

RRC, and peer organizations. Insecurity continues in the area, causing displacement of populations and 

restricting movement for trade, livestock grazing, and humanitarian aid. Maban County is also host to 

refugees from Sudan, living in four refugee camps. Tensions between refugees and the host community 

over scarce resources have been high, and are further strained by movement of IDPs who have been 

displaced by conflict in the region. IDPs have received limited support from UNHCR, though there have 

been delays in registration and UNHCR is not able to meet all IDP needs. 

Prior to the December 2013 political crisis, the Mabanese community had been largely agro-pastoral, 

supplementing their diet with wild foods and fish. While cattle is the predominant livestock in Maban, 

goats, pigs, sheep and chickens seemed most feasible to assessors for rebuilding herds.  Smaller animals 

are valuable, while they can still be used for food and bride price in Maban, they are also more drought 

tolerant and can be owned by women. Cash trade was not especially common, though community 

members commonly exchanged goods and services. Since the crisis, insecurity has restricted movement 

of goods for trade both in and out of the county, and the cash price of goods has increased due to inflation 

and insecurity. A market assessment of prices of typical household goods showed that, compared to 

spending power reported by households, even basic goods have become too expensive for most 

households. 

Community members reported that farming activities have been interrupted by insecurity and poor 

weather conditions. Livestock levels are also depleted due to theft, loss during displacement, disease, and 

slaughtering for emergency food. Many households reported an increase in the percentage of their diet 

and income acquired through foraging. Participants in focus groups reported having few specific skills for 

employment and no access to livelihoods skills training. 

The top issues identified in focus groups and key informant interviews were: 

• Food insecurity, especially as food prices rise due to inflation and low access on trade routes 

• Lack of health facilities 

• Competition over water (for human and large ruminant consumption) 

• WASH (humans) 

• Cattle theft and raiding of small animals 

• Lack of education 

• Unemployment 
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Women were especially vulnerable in all areas. The number of female-headed households in the county 

has increased throughout the conflict, and Mabanese women are especially hard-hit by the loss of a male 

head of household. In Mabanese culture a household’s assets traditionally revert to the husband’s family, 

but the widow is not taken under the care of her husband’s family and is left to care for her children after 

the loss of her household’s assets. Men are typically responsible for almost all livestock care, so single 

women have little experience in owning livestock themselves. In Maban, of the key informant interviews, 

11 households did not have livestock (10 IDPs and 1 Host Community). There were 17 households in 

total interviewed. 

Major challenges for livestock owners included: 

• Lack of access to veterinary support and veterinary drugs (whether the drugs were not available 

or not affordable) 

• Lack of grazing lands and water, especially because movement is restricted due to insecurity 

• Lack of access to and communications with County Fisheries and Animal Resources due to 

insecurity and flooding 

Women who do not own livestock raised the issue of milling grain, which is quite expensive relative to 

the amount of income that can be earned in a day of foraging and selling what they gathered in the 

market. Women who cannot afford to have sorghum ground at a mill must do it by hand, a task that takes 

up a great deal of time in their already-busy day and results in a poorer quality, courser flour. Households 

that had to mill sorghum by hand would often have to delay eating by another day to allow for this task. A 

January 2015 DRC assessment1 highlighted host community concerns that mills had been provided in 

refugee camps but not in the host community. 

While LWR/LWF originally envisioned mass livestock vaccination for cattle as one of the primary 

activities for this project, the results of the two needs assessments in Pariang and Maban Counties 

redirected project planning. First, interviews with local government and peer NGOs revealed that mass 

vaccination campaigns through FAO, ICRC, and VSF are already reaching a large percentage of cattle 

populations in these counties. Second, assessors were struck by the number of households that are entirely 

without livestock assets and would not benefit from veterinary activities without first restocking. Third, 

women are particularly vulnerable and it would be difficult to design a cattle-focused intervention that 

would be of benefit to female-headed households. Finally, cattle are a strain on water and grazing 

resources in this drought-prone region whereas small ruminants are more adaptable to such a climate. 

LWR/LWF determined that building small livestock populations would be more sustainable as these 

animals may be owned by women, and cause less of an environmental strain. 

II. Background 

II.1. Assessment details 

II.1.1. Location 

Airstrips: Maban 

Region: Maban County, Upper Nile State 

                                                           
1 Danish Refugee Council. “Food Security and Livelihoods Assessment in Maban County.” January 2015. 
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II.1.2. Dates of Activity 

 August 7-11 and 27-31, 2015 

II.1.3. Contacts Interviewed 

Name  Agency Contact Sector 

Thomas Bata Acting RRC 

Coordinator  

+211 923145428 Local Government 

Authority  

Benjamin Hart HDC  Skype: Benjamin.hardtc888 HDC Coordinator 

Maban (NNGO) 

Niana, 

Internally 

Displaced 

Person 

(Woman 50 

Years) 

Key Informant 

(UNHCR IDP 

Registration) 

N/A Internally Displaced 

Community  

Key Informant 

Interviews (8 

male, 9 female) 

Key Informants 

interviewed by LWF 

staff 

N/A Mabanese, Dinka, 

Shuluk, Koma, and 

IDPs 

2 Focus Group 

Discussions  

Focus Group 

Discussion  

1 Male 

1 Female 

Host Community  

Peter Geriba  Host Community  N/A Host Community  

LWF Host 

Community  

Staff  

LWF LWF Maban C/- Team Leader  - 

Upper Nile State Programme 

+211-927908888  

Skype: mosisa.tefera1 

proz2.ssd@lwfdws.org 

Education and Child 

Protection  

International 

Committee of 

the Red Cross 

ICRC N/A Observation of 

animal vaccination 

in Maban 

 

Teams conducting focus groups assessed four areas of Ofura, Hai-Khartoum, Bunj and Doro Host 

community and IDPs in Maban County. They completed 17 (8M, 9F) assessment forms, and six of the 

households had livestock. 

The team assessed the needs of the Mabanese, Dinka, Shuluk, and Koma hose and IDP communities.    

Sn Community 

Location 

Ofura 

Hai-

Khartoum Bunj Doro 

IDP Host IDP Host IDP Host IDP Host 

1 Dinka 1 0 - - - - - - 

2 Shilluk 1 0 - - - - - - 

3 Mabanese 5 - 2 2 1 1 - - 
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4 Koma - - - - - - 2 2 

 

 

II.2. Demographic data and IDP numbers 

II.2.1. Population and IDPs 

Maban County Population: 45,238 individuals (Census Data 2008) 

IDPS 2015: 13,713 individuals (UNHCR figures as of 15 May, 2015) 

According to UNHCR IDP data April – May 20152, the total number of IDPs is 1,371 households 

(approximately 6,855 individuals3). However, during observation in Doro, Maban, UNHCR was in 

progress conducting biometric registration of IDPs. This registration recorded IPDs who had arrived 

between four to six weeks ago. Of the households registered by UNHCR between April-May 2015, 689 

have been recorded as vulnerable according to the UNHCR vulnerability criteria as highlighted below: 

  Registered per location 
LOCATION Dates/Days Total IDP HC 

OTIJI 13/04/2015 1005 469 536 

DOLLO 14/04/2015 2051 884 1167 

GASMALLA 
15/04/2015 2521 1002 1519 

16/04/2015 1503 196 1307 

OFRA 17/04/2015 1204 679 525 

BANKETA 
18/04/2015 975 582 393 

19/04/2015 996 943 53 

KILO 

ASHARA 
20/04/2015 1230 602 628 

BIR 

TALTHAL 
21/04/2015 1218 1218 0 

DANGAJI 

22/04/2015 269 266 3 

23/04/2015 1564 1415 149 

24/04/2015 68 42 26 

27/04/2015 1299 521 778 

28/04/2015 1179 230 949 

30/04/2015 1381 1381 0 

BANCHULK 12/05/2015 1552 1117 435 

  13/05/2015 1330 1008 322 

  14/05/2015 604 370 234 

KONGO 

MAMUR 15/05/2015 1156 
788 

368 

                                                           
2 UNHCR Biometric Data, Maban, Upper Nile State, 15th May 2015  
3 Calculated at 5 people per household  
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TOTAL 23105 13713 9392 

 

 
  IDPs HC 

P
S

N
 

Child at risk 21 18 

Disability 47 55 

Older person at risk 150 109 

Specific legal and physical 

protection needs 
1   

Pregnant or lactating 144 24 

Unaccompanied or 

separated child 
7 5 

Serious medical condition 11 10 

Single parent 146 117 

Woman at risk 162 119 

Number of PSNs (from 13 to 15/05/15) 689 457 

In addition to the recorded numbers of IDPs, 457 households were also recorded as vulnerable from the 

host community from a recorded 9,392 households.  Due to inaccessibility the assessment team was 

unable to travel outside of Maban beyond the Kaya Camp, however the team was able to assess IDPs in 

Doro and observe IDPs on the periphery of Kaya camp.  

The acting RRC advised that there was limited space for IDPs, who were settling on the periphery of the 

refugee camps, due to limited access to water for both the host and refugee populations.  IDP populations 

were from Mabanese, Koma, and Nuer tribes, with the majority reportedly being women and children, 

which was verified against data that was shared with the assessment team by the RRC.  

There was no food or education for the IDPs and biometric registration was, as observed, ongoing. 

Materials such as plastic sheets for protection had been distributed to IDPs by UNHCR in partnership 

with the RRC.  The RRC explained that the IDPs had been displaced during fighting which had effected 

five payams in Maban. Fighting had occurred early in the morning, leaving those who displaced with little 

time to collect personal items or their animals from their homesteads before fleeing. This was verified by 

information shared by one IDP, Niana, interviewed at the biometric registration who shared her story 

saying she had fled with six grandchildren, and had not had time to untie her household’s cows, goats and 

sheep which were pegged up over night as the raid had hit them early in the morning before they had 

woken up. She feared all her household’s animals had been taken by the perpetrators of the violence.  The 

woman was more concerned about the loss of livestock than the loss of other personal effects and said she 

had been told by other community members that her home had been burnt down after she fled.  

The RRC reported that authorities are registering newly arriving IDPs in Maban on a daily basis, most 

recently from Benashawa, Gesmalla and Bugaya. During observation, conditions for IDPs appeared to be 
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cramped with limited land for any cultivation, but despite this those already registered received seeds 

from UNHCR. UNHCR reported that they still had seeds available for distribution but that it was too late 

in the season to grow anything for the next dry season.  

One of the key informants interviewed is hosting seven IDPs (a grandmother, her daughter and five 

children). This was straining their family resources at home, but he felt obliged to assist people who had 

been displaced during the recent fighting. 

II.2.2. Maban County 

An OCHA map in Section V shows how Maban County is situated relative to other counties and 

countries. 

The majority of the people in Maban County are agro-pastoralists, raising livestock and farming food 

crops in addition to gathering wild food. The rainy season, which lasts from May until October, is marked 

by severe flooding, though this year’s rainy season was reported to be drier than usual resulting in lower 

yields. 

Most of the population are engaged in subsistence farming, producing little surplus. Villages are situated 

predominantly in areas in which soil is conducive to agriculture, whilst wild plants (roots, nuts, seeds, 

fruits and leaves) make up additional sources of food.  Crop cultivation includes sorghum (the primary 

staple), maize, beans, cowpeas, groundnuts, sesame, and okra.  

Cattle have important cultural and financial value; goats, pigs and chickens also retain some level of 

importance and can be included in the Mabanese bride price. Livestock can be traded for cash, but are 

often used in culturally significant ways including bride prices or marriage ceremonies.  

Maban County is the home to a combination of tribes: the Udu, Mabanese, Nuer, Dinka, and the nomadic 

Falata. Whilst overall the community is described as agro-pastoralists, due to this mixture of populations, 

pastoralism (cows, goats, sheep) is the main practice of Nuer and Dinka communities, whilst farming and 

keeping of animals is practiced by the Udu and Mabanese tribes (cows, goats, sheep, pigs and chickens). 

The Mabanese mainly grow crops for commercial purposes as well as for subsistence use, however 

insecurity and conflict have disrupted their normal agriculture patterns of planting of fedans to planting 

small gardens around their homesteads. Their living practice changed from independent settlement to a 

cluster system during the conflict, therefore they were not able to monitor crops and other farming 

activities. Some Mabanese have left to seek refuge in Ethiopia and Sudan, leaving large portions of land 

unused, as they had done in the previous war with patterns of returnees in 2006 after the CPA and again 

in 2011 after South Sudan’s independence.4 

II.3. Security  
According to UNHCR and WFP, fighting along supply routes and general insecurity along the Upper Nile 

and Blue Nile State border areas is complicating the delivery of critical food supplies, leading to the 

delivery of only partial rations to a population that is almost entirely dependent on international food aid5 

for refugees, vulnerable host communities and more recently an increasing number of internally displaced 

people (IDPs).  

                                                           
4 Key informant interview, Women, Hadida, Maban 2015 
5 IBID 
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Even in areas where fighting is not ongoing, NGOs and aid agencies face challenges delivering aid in 

terms of banditry, other attacks, demands for bribes, and excessive checkpoints. These issues are 

compounded by the logistics of importing aid by air, which costs exorbitant sums of money and uses 

precious land for airstrips rather than food cultivation.  

The killing of eight aid workers in 2014 in and around Bunj by a local militia group undermined NGO 

ability to work in the county for 1 to 2 months. Although the insecurities still exist, the situation has 

changed and many NGOs have returned to Maban, however, most focus their life-saving efforts and 

attention on the refugees from the Blue Nile, Sudan. 

During the assessment period, on the 11th August 2015 at 2:30am, according to a preliminary security 

report from UNHCR Security Focal Person, an off-duty guard from Warrior Security Ltd. was shot fatally 

outside the fence of Gendrassa Camp WFP Food Warehouse.  The security guards on duty reported 

hearing gunshots being fired at their direction. Out of fear, they ran from the warehouse compound in the 

opposite direction. It was in the morning when they returned that they found the body of their colleague 

lying approximately 20 meters from the fence. Reports state that unknown group of persons broke 

through the fence of Gendrassa Food Warehouse then cut the walls of two rub halls containing sorghum 

and oil respectively. The robbers then proceeded to steal food of unknown quantity.  

On the 11th of August 2015, a peaceful demonstration was held in Maban County to the Commissioner’s 

office in support of the President Salva Kiir’s commitment to the IGAD-led peace talks. This interrupted 

a planned visit to the Commissioner’s office, and hhe was not available to meet with LWR and LWF. The 

team instead met with the Executive Director, shared their business cards, and gave an update on the 

conclusions of the assessment in Maban County. 

Due to inaccessibility the assessment team was unable to travel outside of Maban beyond the Kaya Camp 

to the other four payams, however they were able to assess IDPs in Doro and Bunj and observe IDPs on 

the periphery of Kaya camp. 

Insecurity and access are likely to be ongoing issues until it is clear that the newly-signed peace 

agreement truly stabilizes the region. Assessors recommended that the project focus close to the market 

town of Bunj which has been more stable and accessible, has a market, and is the location of most IDPs in 

the county. 

II.4. Needs identified by community 
Participants in focus groups prioritized their top needs as food, shelter/NFIs, and income generating 

opportunities. They reported additional priorities as: access to medicine (humans and animals), education, 

employment opportunities, cash, clothing, animals, and water. 

Conflict issue  Cause Effects 

Food insecurity • Displacement caused by 

insecurity along front lines with 

SPLA/IO, MDF and SPLA 

• Loss of tools and fertile 

land  (crops burnt down, houses 

burnt down during recent 

opposition attacks and tools, 

shelter/ NFI materials looted) 

• Lack of access water, 

competition between refugees, 

• Weakness of body and mal-

nutrition and anaemia  

• Hunger (families reported eating 

once every two days) 

• Vulnerability to diseases  

• Theft  

• Death  

• Injuries  
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host and IDP communities for 

animals  

• Overcrowding during 

displacement where IDPs have 

sought refuge in the host 

community  

Lack of health 

facilities 
• Lack of investment in 

health in the area payams outside 

of Bunj where NGOs are 

providing services 

• Lack of doctors (medical 

qualified personnel) in the existing 

health centres 

• Health facilities in remote 

payams burnt down during recent 

fighting 

• Long distance to health centres 

from remote and isolated payams, therefore 

IDPs have moved closer into the town 

centre to access health services  

Competition 

over water 
• Competition for water for 

animals, especially for cattle 

•  Lack of boreholes 

• Attacks by animals (hyena, snakes) 

when moving to seek water 

• Rape of women and girls when 

moving out to collect water and tend to 

gardens, boys/ youth to animals  

WASH 

(Humans) 
• Lack of access to boreholes 

due to overcrowding and 

competition between host 

communities, refugees, and 

IDPs  

• Poor hygiene 

• Infections  

Cattle 

raiding/theft of 

small animals 

• To acquire wealth for 

marriage 

• Competition over grazing 

land and water particularly with 

refugees and IDPs 

• Loss of lives  

• Loss of property, leading to 

displacement  

• Insecurity  

• Food insecurity 

• Unemployment (men and boys are 

often cattle herders in both the Mabanese, 

Nuer and Dinka communities. Cattle 

herders are often illiterate and don’t have 

access to other employment opportunities) 

Lack of 

Education 
• NGOs have recruited the 

teachers  

• Government does not pay 

teacher salaries 

• Culture promotes cattle 

herding but not access to 

education as most herders are 

illiterate  

• Unemployment  

• Cattle headers who have been 

herding since they were young boys are 

illiterate and unable to find employment 

opportunities, whereas girls are unable to 

keep animals in the Mabanese 

communities, limiting their alternate 

livelihood options to duties in the 

homestead. 
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Unemployment • Lack of education / skills 

• Lack of employment 

opportunities (lack of vocational 

training or opportunities to gain 

skills to seek employment 

opportunities) 

• Lack of training and poor language 

skills, with permission to seek 

employment with local authorities 

• Lack of certification  

• Limited sources of income 

 

 

III. Food Security and Livelihoods Assessment 

III.1. Nutrition rates 
The Moderate Acute Malnutrition (MAM) rates for both host community and refuges (June 2015): 12.9 

per cent of under 5 children in Doro camp; 7.16 per cent in Yusuf Batil; 11.8 per cent in Gendrassa; and 

12.2 per cent in Kaya. The Severe Acute Malnutrition (SAM) rates were: 0.7 per cent in Doro camp; 1.08 

per cent in Yusuf Batil; 0.9 per cent in Gendrassa; and 2.1 per cent in Kaya. Figures for IDPs were not 

obtained.  

III.2. Agriculture and Food Sources 
Since the refugee operation began in Maban in 2012, the vulnerable host community had relied on WFP 

general food distributions and FAO also provided seeds through partners for distribution. However, seed 

distribution has not been regular and many households received them too late to achieve good yields. 

Coupled with displacement, this has left many households vulnerable to foraging and selling firewood 

and leaves in the local market to purchase sorghum to eat. From the perspective of both men and women 

in Maban, up until July 2015, Maban has not received adequate rainfall to grow crops and therefore there 

is an anticipated hunger gap expected in early 2016, due to inadequate food stocks to take them through 

the dry season to the next harvest season. This, accompanied by the recent influx of IDP families, will 

result in severe food security impacts and hunger. 

Mabanese observed abnormal weather patterns in 2015: there was early rain in April and May, especially 

in Bunj. Even though planted crops are almost ready to yield it is predicted that there will not be enough 

to support households. Some residents gave reasons of not having tools for cultivating their land, 

therefore they could only do a small amount of cultivation and harvest through shared tools. IDPs, on the 

other hand, had not received any seeds and tools and therefore have been unable to plant. Those being 

registered were told they would be supplied with seeds, however they felt it was too late in the season to 

plant and there would be limited access to land for them to plant enough for the dry season. In light of this 

they have resorted to gathering leaves and firewood to sell to purchase food. 

III.3. Pre-disaster livelihood patterns 
Prior to the December 2013 political crisis the predominant livelihood system of the Mabanese 

community was sedentary agro-pastoralism, primarily focused on farming food crops and non-migratory 

livestock rearing. Maban households supplemented their agro-pastoralist diet by gathering wild foods, and 

those villages in the south of the county also practiced fishing. Cash-based trade of commodities was very 

limited in Maban. Most villages were self-sufficient in terms of production of cereals, other food crops, 

and livestock, with significant amounts of exchange of food and labour between households within the 

village. 

Relative uniformity across the county means it can be classified as part of a single livelihood zone. The 

boundaries of this livelihood zone likely extend beyond the administrative county borders, perhaps even 

across the international border with Sudan. The greater focus on pastoralism and migration in the nearby 
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Eastern Flood Plains Zone seems to be sufficiently significant such that it is not likely that Maban could 

be classified as a sub-zone within that greater livelihood zone. 

Historically, cattle have been a principal asset for their cultural and financial value but households have 

also kept goat, sheep, pigs, and chickens. Donkeys are kept by some households.  

Maban was a popular producer of honey, but the closure of the border between Sudan and South Sudan 

impacted sales and exports6.  Prior to the crisis, the Mabanese community would sell beans, sesame, 

maize, fruits (mangoes, lemon, oranges, and guavas) and groundnuts, to Damazine, Renk, and Yabus in 

Ethiopia (where most of the traders come from). However, market access has been blocked from Maban 

to neighbouring counties by the December 2013 political conflict and Mabanese traders are struggling to 

sell their crops outside of the Doro market as few traders are moving between Upper Nile State counties 

and or over the border with Sudan and Ethiopia. 

III.4. Post-disaster livelihood patterns and coping strategies 
Currently, most households report their chief livelihood strategies as small scale agriculture and rearing 

animals (cattle, sheep, goats, pigs, and chickens). Villages that are close to a river may supplement their 

diet with fish. 

IDP and Host Community Mabanese women who did not have livestock or land for farming reported that 

they had to go to the bush to collect firewood to sell at the local markets in order to make enough money 

to buy sorghum to feed their families. Due to the recent inflation, the grinding mill was too expensive 

(reported between SSP 3-10, depending on the amount ground) and one woman shared the example of 

having to spend the day grinding by hand and then feeding her family the following day, so they were 

only consuming one meal every two days. A DRC Livelihoods Assessment in January 2015 had also 

highlighted that the refugee communities had been provided with grinding mills, however the host 

community hadn’t, and it was observed the mills in operation by foreign traders had increased their 

milling prices due to the recent inflation. 

Some women also reported making alcohol to sell for additional income. 

Both men and women also reported exchanging household items and animals for items required such as 

food (sorghum) when they don’t have enough cash to purchase items in the market. This social asset 

exchange is often undertaken at household level. 

A male Mabanese host community member, Peter Geriba, says he has been keeping animals including 

cattle, sheep, goats, and chickens. His cattle are kept with his brothers and they move together for water 

and pasture for their animals. He said earlier in the year he had nine cows raided and blamed tensions 

with the refugee population.  He explained that animals were kept for marriage to pay bride price in 

Mabanese society. Any type of livestock can be offered: ten cows are an average bride price, but goats, 

sheep and pigs can also be exchanged for the bride, depending on negotiations with the bride’s family. 

Peter explained that animals were slaughtered at home or taken to market and the meat sold, or exchange 

with other households in the village. Often, he explained when an animal is sick, the household sells or 

slaughters one of the healthy ones to buy vaccinations. He said some people in his community especially 

“returnees” (those who had returned after the CPA and Independence) had few animals and were more 

reliant on agriculture. Often, he said, households would sell vegetables, keeping the profits in order to 

purchase animals (a sign of pride and an important social asset).  

                                                           
6 Food Security and Livelihoods Assessment in Maban County, Upper Nile, Danish Refugee Council January 2015 
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Most returnees chose to settle closer to the major markets and Bunj town rather than further out in the 

more remote villages. In the more remote villages he explained are many widows who lost their husbands 

during the previous war. He reported livestock ownership as his best means of supporting his family with 

food and income because he does not have the training or skills for other types of work and there are few 

employment opportunities in the county. He is very proud to own a small number of animals and would 

like to own more. He and his wife struggle to feed and clothe their children. None of his children are 

currently in school because the primary schools are closed due to lack of teachers, who left at the start of 

the political crisis in December 2013 or have been employed by the NGOs operating in the refugee camp.   

Peter said he and his wife sell firewood and vegetables in the market and earn on average SSP 25 which 

assists them to meet their daily needs in addition to the food they store at home from their harvest. His 

son is responsible for milking the cows, and when they have any surplus he can sell a half-litre soda bottle 

of milk for approximately SSP 10 in the market. He also remarked that the host community is frustrated 

because of market price inflation relative to the USD and because the traders, who are mostly foreigners 

(from Darfur, Sudan, Ethiopia), have increased the prices, which have become unaffordable for the host 

community, IDPs, and refugees.  

III.5. Gender roles 
Focus group discussions with women indicated several gender issues, including some that are particular 

to the Mabanese cultural context. 

Focus groups were largely made up of women who are the head of household. While assessors observed 

that there was a particularly high number of widows and single women with children, it is also possible 

that women who act as head of household feel more freedom to join focus group discussion than married 

women. Of 14 women participating in LWR/LWF’s focus group discussions, 12 were widowed or single. 

Women described two particular cultural phenomena that stand out in Mabanese culture compared to 

other ethnic groups in South Sudan. First, when a woman is widowed she is not inherited by her 

husband’s family, but the husband’s family does take control of all her household assets. Over half of the 

women interviewed were widows and described their struggles caring for their children after losing a 

husband. One of the widows in the focus group had saved to acquire some chickens since her husband’s 

death and was keeping livestock, but the others had not been able to acquire any livestock since losing 

their household’s assets. They described foraging as a widow’s main source of income and food, and they 

spend their days collecting firewood, leaves for thatching, slender branches for constructing walls/fences, 

and wild foods like kudra. After setting aside some kudra and firewood aside for her family’s needs, a 

woman can earn up to SSP 25 in the market selling what she has gathered: enough to buy a small quantity 

of sorghum (about one-half kilogram) and, depending on prices and how much she has sold, have it 

milled. If she cannot afford to mill the sorghum she will grind it by hand, but this is a very time 

consuming process and takes away from time she could spend earning income. If sickness, insecurity, or 

other chores prevent a women from going to the bush to forage, her family will not eat that day. 

The second major difference identified was that Mabanese women traditionally do not have any role in 

livestock keeping. While in Dinka and Nuer cultures, women may care for smaller livestock or milk 

animals, in Mabanese culture women do not handle livestock and do not milk any animals. Women in the 

focus groups described themselves as having little knowledge of livestock care, and while they would like 

to own livestock, did not have much experience with this activity. 

The women interviewed were most interested in long-term support around livelihoods: small business 

loans, financial literacy training, and jobs skills training. When presented with possible options for short 
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term support – cash, seeds, or livestock – all the women indicated livestock as their preference except one 

(who said she would use the cash to buy livestock). The women felt that livestock had the greatest growth 

opportunity, and that given a few goats a woman could build a small herd and sell animals or animal 

products for income. Some were engaged in farming but reported that crops were stunted this year. Most 

did not have access to seeds, tools, or fertile land for farming this year and had not planted. None of the 

women interviewed reported having received any support from NGOs since the crisis. 

III.6. Markets and market prices 
Until 2012 Bunj town was the only location in the county with a market. However, due to the influx of 

refugees an additional market spontaneously arose serving refugee population in Yusuf Batil (40,729 

individuals), Doro, Kaya (22,346 individuals) and Gendrassa (18,244 individuals) refugee camps, situated 

more centrally within the county. Links and trade volumes between these two markets and the majority of 

Maban villages are not significant, with only small amounts of commodities being traded. This is likely 

due to relatively small volumes of surplus produced at the village level, high sale prices for mostly-

imported commodities (due to isolation), long distances to the markets, limited transport infrastructure, 

and restricted possibility for movement during the rainy season, as well as the most significant issue 

which has been the blockage of market trade due to the past twenty months of crisis, both across the 

border with Sudan and with neighbouring counties.  

 

Mabanese, host communities and IDPs sell dried and fresh fish, livestock, okra, and other vegetable 

crops, and bush products including grass for thatching, charcoal, and firewood. For the more distant 

villages (the majority) trade is irregular and limited to commodities such as livestock and sesame, both 

being important sources of cash in the Maban economy. 

 

Previously, depending on the location of the village, people would walk up to three days to take their 

commodities to market, however, due to insecurity people do not currently walk longer than one day. 

Purchased commodities include items such as clothing, livestock drugs, and personal items that are not 

available at village level, however both traders and buyers noted the inflation had affected sales and 

purchases as people had limited cash and were prioritising food and other essential non-food items which 

could not be purchased at village level. More common items that households buy such as salt, soap, sugar, 

and cigarettes were reported among goods purchased within the neighbouring payams during the seven 

months of the year that small traders can bring in their commodities by vehicle, but access is more 

challenging during the rainy season.  

 

Historically, some of the livestock traded in Bunj market were sourced from two groups of nomadic 

pastoralists. During the dry season livestock are supplied by the Falata, while in the rainy season the Nuer 

of neighbouring Longochuk County supply the market. However, due to the insecurity the Nuer are no 

longer trading animals at the market, and only a small population of Nuer IDPs currently exists in Maban.  

Refugees, who are all dependent on humanitarian aid for their food needs, sell a proportion of their cereal 

and oil ration to the markets.  

 

Assessors conducted a market assessment in Bunj market the afternoon of Friday, August 7 and observed 

the following prices: 

 

Item Unit Price (SSP) 

1 sack sorghum  50kg 850 

1 piece soap – laundry Pcs 8 

1 tin milk 250g 320 

1 bar of soap – body 1pc 8 

1 packet of tea – local 1 packet (1/4) 10 
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Biscuits 1 Packet 2 

Lipton tea 1 Box 60 

1 bag of ground nuts  Bag 700 

1 Soda 600ml 15 

1 Water 1 pcs 7 

1 Bucket 1 pcs 80 

Cooking pot 1 pcs – small 100 

Cooking pot 1 pcs – large 600 

Soap powder for washing  2 kg 120 

Flour 1kg 20 

Sugar 10 kg 180 

Pasta 1kg 30 

Torch with battery 1 30 

Slippers 1 pair 15 

Kudra 1 bunch  1 

Okra  1 bunch 5 

Eggs 1pcs 4 

Eggs 24 pcs 120 

Aubergine 1pcs 3 

Potatoes 1 kg 25 

Chicken Medium size 60 

Tea cup 1 piece 7 

Coffee cup 1 piece 3 

Bottle of milk (cow - local) 600 ml  10 

Pig 1 (medium) 3000 

Wire 1 piece 170 

Cement 1 Bag 500 

Iron Sheet 2m by 3m 270 

Timber 3 x 2 270 

Nails 45/1 kg 45 

Volleyball/ football 1 piece 250 

 

 

IV. Livestock Assessment 

IV.1. Livestock summary and types 
Mabanese do not keep as many cows in their herds as Dinka and Nuer, and they keep their cattle together 

in family and clan groups. At the household level animals are kept tied to pegs outside their homesteads, 

rather than in a luaks as in Dinka and Nuer communities. 

According to the most recent FAO study,7 Maban County had an estimated population of 137,000 

livestock owned by both refugees and host community. See breakdown in the table below: 

Species Host Community Refugees Total 

Cattle 15,000 80,000 95,000 

Sheep 3,000 100,000 103,000 

Goats 8,000 130,000 138,000 

                                                           
7FAO, Livestock Livelihood-based Assessment. September 2012. 
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Pigs 35,000 0 35,000 

 

IV.2. Livestock keepers and gender roles 
The predominant livelihood system of the Mabanese before the crisis was sedentary agro-pastoralism, 

primarily focused on farming food crops and non-migratory livestock rearing.  

Relative uniformity across the county means it can be classified as part of a single livelihood zone. The 

boundaries of this livelihood zone likely extend beyond the administrative county borders, perhaps even 

across the international border with Sudan. The greater focus on pastoralism and migration in the nearby 

Eastern Flood Plains Zone seems to be sufficiently significant such that it is not likely that Maban could 

be classified as a sub-zone within that greater livelihood zone. 

Men and women have different traditional roles in livestock keeping: 

• Men and boys in Maban are responsible for keeping livestock (cattle, cattle, goats, sheep, 

chickens, and pigs). Dinka and Nuer communities mainly keep cows and a small number of other 

animals. During the dry season, men and boys move with the cows to reach more fertile pasture 

and access water.  Women rarely join this migration and remain at home. However, for the small 

population of Dinka and Nuer, women and girl join the migrations. 

• Men and boys said they were aware of CAHWs and where to purchase drugs in the market, citing 

the high cost of medicines since the crisis started and lack of cash to purchase medicine. In 

extreme cases they said they have sold an animal to vaccinate their healthier animals.  However, 

overall most were unsure of the difference between vaccinating and treating animals. 

• Women and girls in the Mabanese community are not perceived as owners or keepers of animals 

by their communities.  Women provide some care for livestock around the homestead but males 

always milk the animals. Female-headed households cope by having their sons milk the animals 

or asking neighboring boys.  

• Women and girls in Dinka and Nuer communities are able to milk animals. 

• Women in all communities interviewed are able to make fires for the animals to keep them warm 

and produce smoke to chase away mosquitos. 

• Women in the Mabanese community expressed gender roles as a great challenge as they are not 

able to inherit animals when their spouses die or leave them, therefore few widowed women had 

animals and other IDP women reported they had lost their animals during the fighting when they 

had displaced.  This has led to limited access to milk at household level. Though widows lose 

assets upon a husband’s death, they may accumulate their own assets like livestock once they are 

the head of household. Without outside support it is difficult for female-headed households to 

accrue enough income to purchase livestock, but they indicated interest in owning livestock and 

felt it would be culturally acceptable to do so. 

• Women lacked knowledge regarding access to vaccination and treatment of animals saying they 

usually used local methods of treatment such as chili peppers or making lotions from leaves and 

berries.  

 

IV.3. Livestock production benefits 
Livestock are an important cultural asset used for bride price: in Maban, any livestock can be used to pay 

a bride price, not just cattle. Livestock are used for meat and income, and livestock keepers supplement 

their diet with milk from cows, goats, and sheep, and eggs from chickens. Mabanese livestock owners do 

not process or sell other livestock products like animal hides. 
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Cattle are kept for milking with produce being consumed mainly by the owning household. It is less 

common for milk to be bartered or sold in the county (relatives sometimes receive small volumes of milk 

as a gift), but assessors did observe small amounts of milk sold in the Bunj market for SSP 10 in reused 

half-litre soft drink bottles. Goats are also milked with the produce mainly given to children within the 

household. All livestock types are kept for occasional sales in cash. Goats and pigs are also used 

productively for nafir slaughter and bartered for grain. All livestock types are important for payment of 

bride price, as well as slaughter for provision of meat to guests attending wedding ceremonies. Other 

ceremonies and festivals are also important times when households slaughter livestock for communal 

consumption.  

IV.4. Effects of the disaster on livestock ownership and coping mechanisms 
Households reported selling animals as a coping strategy to afford food, medicine and other non-food 

items. They reported major challenges, including: 

• Lack of access to veterinary support: since the VSF-German project has ended, the County Animal 

Health Workers have limited access to drugs. The County Animal Resources office at Maban level 

has refrigerators for the vaccines, however they were not functioning due to lack of benzene to power 

the generators to run them. They loaned two of their refrigerators to ICRC who were carrying out a 

vaccination programme for all host, IDP, and refugee livestock.  

• Lack of access to veterinary drugs in the local market: traders had no supplies to show in Bunj market 

and said they weren’t stocking them due to the host and refugee communities’ lack of funds to 

purchase them. One trader was identified in the Doro camp, however on the day the assessment team 

visited he had already left for the day. Reports indicated that he was likely a CAHW working in the 

market to supervise butchering and sell veterinary drugs to local households. 

• Reduced access to grazing lands and water during the dry season due to insecurity: leads to crossing 

boarders both within the county and across into Sudan (neighbouring country) as well as raiding of 

animals between communities and refugees  

• Lack of access to transport to and communications with County Fisheries and Animal Resources in 

the 5 payams was also recognised by the department as one of the major challenges. Recent insecurity 

was also preventing access to these payams, as well as flooding during the rainy season. 

• IDPs reported losing livestock in the conflict. Many did not have time when fleeing to bring their 

livestock with them. 

IV.5. Livestock access to food and water 
Cattle, sheep, and goats graze in the vicinity of the village and are return home in the evening. Some 

household peg animals at night (especially cows), but fenced enclosures for herds are not typical. Pigs 

roam freely to forage. Seasonal migration is not typical in Maban. 

Livestock are watered during the dry season at large man-made hafir (rain catchment reservoirs) or 

boreholes in the village (troughs are excavated below the apron to allow water to remain for livestock to 

drink and wallow in) where these exist. Hafirs are also used for human consumption in some locations 

due to lack of an alternative source. The aquifer is deep (greater than 50 meters) and difficult to access in 

some villages, making access via normal hand pumps such as India Mark 2 and Afridev impossible. 

Those villages in close proximity to the Yabus River also water livestock there. 

Many villages in Maban suffer extreme water stress in the dry season. It is typical for females of all ages 

to walk several kilometres for the collection of water for household purposes. 
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Some households that forage in the bush for firewood and foods for human consumption also reported 

bringing back fodder for animal consumption. Most households, however, feed their livestock by 

allowing them to graze or herding them out into the bush to find grazing (especially cattle – smaller 

livestock were better able to find food sources around the homestead). 

IDPs reported more limited access to grazing and water. They had less access to land and had to herd their 

animals far into the bush which they find insecure. As security stabilizes, they anticipate that they can 

move farther with their livestock. 

IV.6. Livestock diseases, especially as a result of the disaster 
County officials reported that 2013 had been the worst year of recorded deaths amongst animals but that 

figures were somewhere between 400 and 500 in 2015, which included host community, IDP, and refugee 

animals counted in the county. Households reported animals being sick but those who could not access 

veterinary care were unable to identify the illness and the animals died.  

The main livestock diseases that lower productivity are CBPP, internal parasites, trypanosomiasis, 

brucellosis, TB, HS, anthrax, Black Quarter, and Foot and Mouth disease in large ruminants, while PPR, 

CCPP, sheep pox and mange are common in small ruminants. Continuous organized vaccination against 

some of these diseases has reduced the incidences as well as mortality rates. 

IV.7. Available veterinary resources 
Assessors met with staff from the County Department of Animal Resources and Fisheries and found they 

are still provided services to the community, albeit at reduced levels due to insecurity. 

The Veterinarian at the County was concerned about the closure of the VSF-Germany project in Maban 

from 2012 to 2014. The county had become reliant on direct support from VSF-G particularly in terms of 

fuel provided for the generators at county level to power four refrigerators which kept vaccines cold, as 

no solar system had been implemented. Two fridges are on loan to ICRC for their animal vaccination 

programme as ICRC is able to keep them running all day. An LWR/LWF programme would either have 

to provide fuel for the Animal Resources generator to keep the cold chain running, or run the refrigerators 

from its own generator as ICRC has done for the life of its project. 

VSF-G provided additional support including the training of 20 community animal health workers 

(CAHWs) across the county, however now the CAHWs have limited access to drugs to vaccinate or treat 

animals and are relying on an ICRC project to carry out animal vaccinations. The CAHWs are trained and 

then vaccinate animals on a cost recovery basis, however the CAHWs have complained that the cost of 

purchasing the drugs has increased and there has been limited access to market to buy the drugs. In 

addition animal herders have limited cash to pay for the vaccinations, despite the low (SSP1) cost 

recovery per animal. 

CAHWs have been carrying out treatment against common diseases including trypanosomiasis, bacterial 

infections, and parasites as cases are reported. CAHWs were provided with field veterinary equipment in 

form of kits8. VSF-Germany has supported the establishment of locally managed private veterinary 

supplies outlets in various locations. VSF-G supported the local authority’s capacity to supervise and 

regulate the private suppliers of veterinary inputs. This has been done through awareness workshops and 

training of animal health supervisors attached to local authorities. Animal health workers engaged in 

                                                           
8 Kits included protective clothing, jump suits, gum boots, rain jackets, mosquito nets, vaccination equipment 

(syringes, needles, space parts for automatic syringes), and medicine and vaccines  (packets of drugs for parasites, 

black water, CBPP, anthrax, Newcastle, and CCPP) healing oil for wounds, and antiseptic spray.  
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veterinary supply business have been trained in entrepreneurship and business management. The local 

authorities and communities have been supported to buy into the privatisation process and carried out 

community workshops to create more awareness. 

In terms of sustainability, all cadres of CAHWs previously received training to improve their skills and 

efficiency in disease monitoring, surveillance, and response. Through community dialogues and training 

workshops, communities have been exposed to the practicalities and skills of disease searching and 

reporting outbreaks. Extensive experience in this process has been gained from the Rinderpest eradication 

and surveillance programmes. Every livestock supervisor is expected to visit cattle camps on active 

search prioritized for clinical diseases. Disease surveillance is a public good and thus a function of the 

government. Therefore, previous training projects worked with the Ministry of Animal Resources and 

Fisheries (MARF) to support county-level veterinary offices to handle epidemiological information for 

onward transmission to MARF. Vaccination procedures encourage communities to carry out strategic 

vaccination campaigns in their areas so as to successfully prevent and/or contain livestock diseases. 

Cost recovery programmes in 2013 and 2014 overseen by VSF had worked efficiently. CAHWs 

appreciated the cost recovery approaches, as the CAHWs were selected by their communities and do not 

receive a salary from the government. The community selected both men and women, however only men 

are functioning in their roles at present.   

CAHWs requested more kits, protective clothing, refresher training, and training for new CAHWs (some 

had left the county during the crisis, especially those who worked in more remote locations that had been 

displaced due to fighting over the past 20 months). 

IV.8. Feasibility of restocking/Livestock markets 
A 2012 FAO study9 indicated that Maban was likely to be an important hub for livestock marketing with 

a growing number of livestock brought in by refugees. Entrepreneurship skills are beginning to be evident 

amongst the refugees who are participating in the local trade providing services much appreciated by their 

hosts. According to Philip Bala, Assistant Executive Director for Maban County, there were no daily meat 

sales in the local market before the arrival of the refugees. Households had to slaughter their own 

livestock for meat but this has changed. There are functioning veterinary shops or stores in Malakal but 

they face the challenge of stocking supplies due to border closure with Sudan 

This study’s conclusions included: 

1. Livestock morbidity and mortality rates are high, especially among small ruminants. 

2. There is urgent need to implement measures that will reduce livestock deaths, improve 

livestock health, and protect livelihood assets in livestock-dependent communities.  

3. Access to animal health services (vaccination, treatment and advice) is crucial to 

minimize deaths and to ensure that young livestock are brought up in sufficient numbers 

to replenish the existing stock and create room for the commercialization of old or 

unproductive animals. 

 

 

                                                           
9 FAO, Livestock Livelihood-based Assessment. September 2012. 
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V. Upper Nile State Map 
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VI. Assessment Photos 

 

Photo: Bunj Town market store, selling packaged food products, cooking utensils and other NFIs. 

 

Photo: Mabanese host community and IDPs selling kudra (SSP 1), okra (SSP 3), corn and lemons in the 

market. 

 

Photo: Chickens (SSP 60 - medium) and Pigs (SSP 3,000 – large) for sale in the market.  
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Photo: Goats and Sheep preparing for animal vaccination by County Animal Health Workers. 

  

Photo: Men and boys (Blue Nile refugees) awaiting animal vaccinations, and explaining livestock 

tensions between the host communities and refugees in relation to livestock disease, access to land for 

grazing and pastoral routes and raiding.  
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Left photo: Men and boys (small animals) preparing for animal vaccination by CAHW (refugees in 

Maban from the Blue Nile). Right photo: Key Informant Group Discussion, Bunj, Maban (far right LWF 

Translator).  

 

Photo: Key informant interview, Mabanese IDP attending the UNHCR biometric registration  

 

Photo: Men and Women’s Focus Groups, Bunj Town, Maban (Host Community) 
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Photos: Refrigerators used to store vaccinations in the Maban Animal Resources Office, however, these 

are currently not in use as there is no fuel for the generator. 

 

 


