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CHAPTER 5 
 

THE RIGHT TO HAVE ACCESS TO SUFFICIENT FOOD 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION 
 
Section 27 of the Constitution1 guarantees everyone the right to have access to 
sufficient food.  Food for human beings is like fuel is to cars.  It is needed for human 
survival.  It gives strength to move, the ability to think, warms the body and above all, 
keep the body system working.  Malnutrition on the other hand, affects people for life 
by causing under development of brain cells, growth retardation and susceptibility to 
infectious diseases.2  The right to have access to sufficient food is recognised in a 
number of international instruments.  Article 25(1) of the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights (UDHR) guarantees everyone the right to a standard of living adequate 
for the health and well being of himself and his family, including food.  Member 
States to the International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights 
(ICESCR), on the other hand, acknowledges the right of everyone to an adequate 
standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate food and bind 
themselves to take appropriate steps to ensure the realisation of this right.3  The State 
Parties further acknowledges the fundamental right of everyone to be free from 
hunger.4  Article 1 of the Universal Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger and 
Malnutrition, also states that every man, woman, and child has the unalienable right to 
be free from hunger and malnutrition in order to develop fully and maintain their 
physical and mental faculties.5  
 
A narrow interpretation of the right entails that everyone has the right to obtain food 
unhindered through one’s own efforts.6  In a wider sense, the right guarantees 
adequate nutrition when work or land are not available.7  “The ultimate purpose of the 
right of access to food is to secure nutritional well-being for a life to be lived in 
dignity.”8  There can be no doubt that those who do not have food, are denied human 
dignity, freedom and equality, which are the foundational values of the Constitution.  

                                                        
1 Section 27 of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa, Act, No. 108 of 1996 provides: 
 “Everyone has the right to have access to – 

(a) health care services, including reproductive health care; 
(b) sufficient food and water; and 
(c) social security, including, if they are unable to support themselves and their dependents, 

appropriate social assistance. 
(2) The State must take reasonable legislative and other measures, within its available resources, 
to achieve the progressive realisation of each of these rights . . . .” 
2 This was also reiterated by the General Comments of the Committee on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights, General Comment 12, Right to adequate food (Art. 11), U.N. Doc. E/C.12/1999/5 
(1999), para 15.  See also, the Guidelines: A Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reductions 
Strategies, Guideline 6: Right to Adequate Food, 10 September, 2002, para 88.   
http://www1.umn.edu/humanrts/instree/povertyreductionguidelines.html.        
3 Article 11(1) of the International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights, 1966. 
4 Ibid, Article 11(2). 
5 Universal Declaration on the Eradication of Hunger and Malnutrition, 1974. 
6 See http://www.fao.org/worldfoodsummit/english/newsroom/focus/focus6.htm. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Cheadle M.H, Davis M.D and Haysom N.R.L, South African Constitutional Law: The Bill of Rights, 
Butterworths, 2002, p. 498. 
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thus affording socio-economic rights to all people enables them to enjoy the other 
rights enshrined in the Bill of Rights.9   
  
The UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights considered that the core 
content of the right to adequate food implies the availability of food in quantity 
sufficient to satisfy the dietary needs of individuals, free from adverse substances, and 
acceptable within a given culture. 10  The right to be free from hunger is the minimum 
core content (minimum essential level) of the right to food.  The accessibility (which 
encompasses both economic and physical accessibility)11 of such food should be in 
ways that are sustainable and that do not interfere with the enjoyment of other human 
rights.  
 

The Guidelines on the Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies 
defines the right to adequate food as the right of all individuals to enjoy physical and 
economic access to adequate food or the means for its procurement.12  They further 
state that the right to food should be understood as the right to feed oneself rather than 
the right to be fed.13  To be adequate, food should be in sufficient quantity and quality 
to satisfy the dietary needs of all individuals in a form that is culturally acceptable.14 
The fulfilment of this right is, however, in terms of section 27, subject to the phrase 
the “state must take reasonable legislative and other measures, within its available 
resources, to achieve the progressive realisation” of the right to have access to 
sufficient food.  This chapter will assess whether the measures adopted by the 
National Department of Agriculture (NDA), the National Department of Health 
(DoH) and the provincial departments give effect to the right to have access to 
sufficient food and the right of every child to basic nutrition within the meaning of 
section 27 and section 28(1)(c) of the Constitution.15  

    

                                                        
9 Ibid. 
10 CESCR General Comment 12 (The right to food), op. cit., para 12: Availability:  refers to the 
possibility of either of feeding oneself directly from productive land or for well functioning 
distribution, processing and market systems that can move food from the site of production to where it 
is needed in accordance with demand.  Dietary needs:  implies that the diet as a whole contains a mix 
of nutrients for physical and mental growth, development and maintenance. And physical activity that 
are in compliance with human physiological needs at all stages through the life cycle and according to 
gender and occupation.  Free from adverse substances:  sets requirements for food safety and for a 
range of protective measures to by both public and private means to prevent contamination of 
foodstuffs through udulteration and/or through bad environmental hygiene or inappropriate handling at 
different stages throughout the food chain; care must also be taken to identify and avoid or destroy 
naturally occurring toxins.  Culturally or consumer acceptability: implies the need to take into account, 
perceived non nutrient-based values attached to food and food consumption and informed consumer 
concerns regarding the nature of accessible food supplies.  
11 Economic accessibility: implies that personal or household financial costs associated with the 
acquisition of food for an adequate diet should be at a level such that the attainment and satisfaction of 
other basic needs are not threatened or compromised.  Physical accessibility: implies that adequate 
food must be accessible to everyone, including physically vulnerable individuals, such as infants and 
young children, elderly people, the physically disabled and the terminally ill.   
12 Ibid, para 91. 
13 Ibid. 
14 lbid, para 92. 
15 Note that while the right to basic nutrition is part of the right to have access sufficient food, it is 
treated separately in this chapter, but only in the context of child rights.  
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Obligation of the State 
 
The right to adequate food, like any other human right, imposes four types of 
obligations on the State in terms of section 7(2) of the Constitution: the obligations to 
respect, to protect, to promote and to fulfil the right of access to sufficient food.16  The 
obligation to respect the right of access to sufficient food requires the State not to take 
any measures that result in preventing such access.17  The obligation to promote 
obliges the State to create a conducive atmosphere to ensure that people have access 
to sufficient food.  The obligation to protect requires measures by the State to ensure 
that enterprises or individuals do not deprive individuals of their access to sufficient 
food.  The obligation to fulfil means the State must proactively engage in activities 
intended to strengthen people’s access to and utilisation of resources and means to 
ensure their livelihood, including food security.  Whenever an individual or group is 
unable to enjoy the right to sufficient food by the means at their own disposal, the 
State has an obligation to fulfil the right directly.18 
 
2.  POLICY PROGRAMMES  AND PROJECTS 
 
National Sphere 
 
The National Department of Agriculture was requested to report about policy 
measures taken towards the realisation of the right of access to sufficient food during 
the reporting.  On the question of policy formulation, the national department only 
mentioned the Integrated Food Security Strategy (IFSS).  The IFSS marks the 
implementation of the World Food Summit resolution and was envisaged to form part 
of the Integrated Sustainable Rural Development (ISRDS).   
 
Integrated Sustainable Development Strategy (ISRDS) 
 
The ISRDS was designed to address the food security situation in South Africa.  In 
broad terms, the policy seeks to ensure that all South Africans have access to safe and 
healthy food on a daily basis; improve household food security; and increase wealth 
creation and sustainable employment.19   
 
Strategic Plan for South African Agriculture 
 
The NDA omitted the Strategic Plan for South African Agriculture (2001) in its 
report.  The Strategic Plan seeks to, inter alia, (i) ensure equitable access in the 
agricultural sector; (ii) reduce poverty and inequality in land ownership; (iii) ensure 
global competitiveness and profitability in the agricultural sector; (iv) ensure 
sustainable resource management and (v) ensure efficiency and improve national and 
household food security.  

 

                                                        
16 Section 7(2) of the Constitution of the Republic of South Africa 
17 CESCR General Comment 12 (The right to food), op.cit., para 15. 
18 Ibid. 
19 Department of Agriculture. Food Security Policy for South Africa, November 1997. 
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Provincial Sphere 
 
At the provincial level the following policies and programmes were instituted: the 
Special Programme for Food Security; the National Land Care Programme and the 
Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development and Poverty Alleviation 
Programme.20  
 
Special Programme for Food Security 
 
Food security in South Africa is informed largely by the Food Security Policy in 
South Africa of 1997.21  The objectives of the policy are to establish short-term food 
programmes such as food gardens to augment food shortages in rural households and 
to sustain long-term food security for all.  It is against this backdrop that the Special 
Programme for Food Security Programme (SPFS) was initiated by the NDA to 
improve household food security for poor households in rural and semi-urban areas in 
South Africa. 
 
Only five provinces, namely, the Eastern Cape, Northern Cape, North West, Free 
State and Limpopo adopted the programme.  
 
The Eastern Cape reported that while it continued with the SPFS, the programme had 
no impact in the agricultural sector due to the lack of funds.  The Northern Cape 
reported that it was in the process of implementing eight projects on food security.  In 
the North West province, twenty-eight households benefited from the food security 
project and the beneficiaries of the project included women and youths in rural areas.  
The Limpopo Province indicated that the programme is expected to be implemented 
at the beginning of July 2002 and no further information was provided. 
 
The provinces of the Western Cape, Free State, KwaZulu-Natal and Mpumalanga did 
not provide information relating on the Special Food Security Programme nor was 
there any indication that the programme existed at all. 
 
Land Care Programme 

 
The Northern Cape reported that there were a total of 22 Land Care Projects through 
the implementation of the Land Care Programme funded by the DLA, and five 
hundred jobs had been created during the reporting period.  
 
Land Distribution for Agricultural Development Programme 

 
The Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development (LRAD) programme is a 
partnership between the National Departments of Land Affairs (DLA) and 
Agriculture.  The aim of the programme is to promote land reform for agricultural 
development and infrastructure to previously marginalised communities in South 
Africa.  
 
The Eastern Cape provincial government indicated that lack of funds has been a major 
obstacle in helping farmers to acquire land under the LRAD programme.  The 
                                                        
20 See SAHRC, 3rd Economic & Social Rights Report (1999/2000), Chap. 4. 
21 Department of Agriculture, Food Security Policy in South Africa, op. cit. 
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province of Gauteng reported on the Farmer Settlement Support & Established 
Agriculture Programme, which like the LRAD seeks to change gender and race 
ownership of agricultural land by providing infrastructure to emerging black farmers. 
However, no statistics or targets were provided during the reporting period. 
 
In the Western Cape, the LRAD programme had benefited 484 beneficiaries, 
including infrastructure projects in rural communities.  The Western Cape further 
submitted that, limited staff compliment, changes in the organisational structure and 
conflict within communities were some of the factors, which contributed to the lack of 
implementation of the LRAD.  
 
The Northern Cape indicated that the programme focused on the previously 
disadvantaged groups, which were not identified.  No information was provided by 
the Free State and Northern Province on the LRAD. 
 
Poverty Alleviation Programme 

 
The Limpopo province reported that twenty-six food gardens, nine poultry houses and 
one pig unit were completed.  Training on management, technical and record keeping 
were conducted.  No statistics were provided regarding the beneficiary of the skills 
training programme.  The Eastern Cape reported that no funds had been allocated for 
this programme. 
 
Gauteng reported that 147 projects were undertaken and new partnerships were 
established in collaboration with the Agricultural Research Council (ARC) to speed 
up the delivery process.  The provinces of the Free State, KwaZulu-Natal, 
Mpumalanga, North West did not provide information regarding the Poverty 
Alleviation Programme.  
 
3. LEGISLATIVE MEASURES 
 
National Sphere 
 
The NDA reported that the Food Security Bill had been drafted, however the 
department did not provide detailed information about the draft Bill. 
 
Food Security Draft Bill 
 
The Draft Food Security Bill was developed in 2001.  The Draft Bill provides for the 
fulfilment of the right to food as a basic human need and also provides for the 
availability, accessibility and utilisation of safe, nutritious and quality food, including 
providing for the following: 

• procurement and maintenance of emergency food supplies in the interest of 
human health;  

• co-operative food security governance establishing principles for decision 
making matters affecting food security;  

• institutions that will promote co-operative governance and procedures for co-
ordinating food security functions exercised by organs of state; and  

• the environment and capacity to ensure the creation and maintaining of an 
honest and responsible food trading system. 
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Meat Safety Act 
 
The objective of the Meat Safety Act22 (2000) is to provide for the safety of animal 
products; maintain national standards in respect of abattoirs and to control the 
exportation and importation of meat products in South Africa.  Generally, meat safety 
is important to the extent that it minimises health risks and hazards consistent with the 
right to health23 and human dignity.24 
 
4. BUDGETARY MEASURES  
 
National Sphere  
 
National Department of Agriculture (NDA)  
 
Table 1  Total budget allocation for the NDA 
Year Actual amount 

received from 
other sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation as a 
% of GDP/25 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure  

2000/2001 69 563 000 765 344 000 0.094 17.52 675 697 000 
2001/2002 72 552 000 899 362 000 0.1 20.18 722 853 000 
 
Accounting for variance between the financial years 
 
The NDA ascribed the variance between the two financial years in the table to 
understaffing for which no explanation was given.  
 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The NDA reported that the budget allocated to it during the reporting period26 was 
sufficient.   
 
At the time of reporting, the NDA reported that it was in the process of filling vacant 
posts within the department. During the financial year 2000/2001 the NDA 
underspent by R89 647 000 whilst in 2001/2002 it underspent by R176 509 000.   
  
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
22 No. 40 of 2000. 
23 Section 27(1)(a) of the Constitution. 
24 Section 10 of the Constitution. 
25 The NDA did not specify whether the financial resources allocated to it was the percent share of the 
Gross Geographic Product (GGP) or the Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  
26 Reporting period refers to 1st April 2000 to 31st March 2002.   
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SPECIAL PROGRAMME FOR FOOD SECURITY (2001/2002)27 
 
Table 2  Total budget allocation for the Special Programme for Food Security 
 Province Region/s Preparatory 

Phase  
Implementation No. of 

sites 
Total  

Eastern 
Cape 

*East 
Griqualand 
*Port St Jones 

R250 000 R2 386 727 24 R2 637 727 

KwaZulu-
Natal 

*North East R250 000 R2 386 727 24 R2 637 727 

Limpopo *Bushbuckridge 
*Northern 
*Southern 

R350 000 R4 374 540 27 R4 724 540 

TOTAL  R850 000 R9 147 994 75 R10 000 000 
 
LAND REDISTRIBUTION FOR AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT (LRAD) 
SUB-PROGRAMME 
 
Table 3  Total budget allocation for the LRAD sub-programme 
Year Actual amount 

received from 
other sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation as a 
% of the 
department’s 
total revenue 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/2001 - 2 277 000 - - - 
2001/2002 - 11 753 000 - - - 
The dash (-) in all the tables denotes that the information requested was not made available to the 
Commission. 
 
Accounting for variance between the financial years  
 
The NDA did not account for the variance between the financial years in the table.  
 
Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups 
 
The NDA reported that it made land available to previously disadvantaged groups 
(Africans, Coloureds and Indians) for agricultural purposes.  Furthermore, it reported 
that it facilitated projects that catered for but not limited to: 
 

• Food safety net  
• Equity schemes 
• Production for markets 
• Communal agriculture 

 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The NDA reported that the budget was inadequate for the programme as there was no 
provision for infrastructure development; training and skills development for 
emerging farmers; and innovation and technology development.   
 

                                                        
27 The NDA did not give any explanation on how the financial resources allocated to this programme 
were used.  
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In order to address budget inadequacy, the NDA embarked on a reprioritisation 
exercise and also approached the National Treasury for more financial resources.  
However, the NDA reported that the National Treasury did not offer any help in this 
regard.  The NDA asserted that it did not experience any over/under-expenditure 
during the reporting period.  This would mean that the NDA used all the financial 
resources allocated to it in the two financial years.  The only problem with such a 
response is that it is not reflected in the table above. 
 
Provincial Sphere 28 
 
Table 4  Total budget allocation for the provinces 
Name of 
Province 

Year Actual 
amount 
received 
from other 
sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation 
as a % of 
GDP/GGP 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/2001 109 068 000 142 087 000 - - - Free State 
2001/2002 125 874 000 176 395 000 - - - 
2000/2001 - 118 576 000 - - - Gauteng 
2001/2002 - 140 338 000 - - 35 567 000 
2000/2001 8 196 000 565 393 000 - 64. 25 561 531 000 KwaZulu-

Natal 2001/2002 9 053 000 671 107 000 - 76. 26 709 020 000 
2000/2001 12 611 300 669 429 000 - - 656 409 000 Limpopo 
2001/2002 13 749 300 581 453 000 - - 581 253 000 
2000/2001 - 48 595 000 - - 49 962 000 Northern 

Cape 2001/2002 - - - - - 
2000/2001 - 280 412 000 - - 219 719 000 North 

West 2001/2002 - 263 301 000 - - 263 300 000 
2000/2001 10 094 000 96 777 000 - - 83 676 000 Western 

Cape 2001/2002 10 053 000 115 182 000 - - 105 308 000 
 
Accounting for variance between the financial years 
 
The Free State Department of Agriculture (FSDA) indicated that it could not account 
for the variance between the two financial years in the Table as the allocation of funds 
is a political decision.  The Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, 
Environment and Land Affairs (GDACELA)29 ascribed the variance between 
2000/2001 and 2001/2002 to conditional grants for Capital Projects and Special 
Projects that did not exist in the department before the reporting period.  The only 
information given by KwaZulu-Natal Department of Agriculture and Environmental 
Affairs (KZNDAEA) is that the allocation and expenditure were within the accepted 
norms. The NCDA did not account for the variance between the two financial years in 

                                                        
28 The Eastern Cape Department of Agriculture (ECDA) did not write their figures in the table as 
provided for in the protocol. The ECDA claimed that it had had a number of projects that had a food 
security/access to food component in them, and as such, the department finds it difficult to say how 
much was spent on the food security/access to food component. Furthermore, the ECDA did not 
specify when exactly during the reporting period the projects referred to took place.   The Mpumalanga 
Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment (MDACE) is another department that did 
not fill in the table the required figures. The MDACE indicated that the national Treasury would have 
all the financial information required in the table.  
29 According to the GDACELA, its budget includes the Agriculture and Veterinary Services 
Directorates since the activities in which both the Directorates engage directly contribute to the 
realisation of the right to food.  
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the table.  The North West Department of Agriculture, Conservation and Environment 
(NWDACE) ascribed the variance to a restructuring process that took place in the 
department.  However, the NWDACE did not explain the under-expenditure incurred 
in 2000/2001.  
 
The Western Cape Department of Agriculture and Economic Affairs (WCDAEA) 
ascribed the variance to additional funding resources that were made available to it for 
construction, maintenance and the upgrading of various rural infrastructure projects 
(Provincial Infrastructure Grant).30  The WCDAEA did not account for the over-
expenditure committed during the 2000/2001 and 2001/2002.  
 
Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups  
 
The FSDA reported that in catering for the needs of the vulnerable and marginalised 
groups, it has developed a special programme that specifically deals with people with 
disabilities, youth, and people living with HIV/AIDS.  Furthermore, the FSDA 
reported that it provides extension and agricultural development services and 
technical agricultural services such as agricultural economics, agricultural 
engineering, farming information, research and training to the above-mentioned 
categories of vulnerable and marginalised groups.  
 
Apart from the afore-mentioned services, the FSDA reported that it has a joint venture 
programme with the European Commission where communities, especially women, 
are financially assisted to start community projects to generate income in order to 
alleviate poverty.  Each household is given R10 000.  The initiative is called 
Community Projects Fund Support Programme.  The LDA was silent on the 
vulnerable and marginalised groups in this programme.  The MDACE only reported 
that it prioritised the vulnerable and marginalised groups in its budget allocation for 
the programme and did not specify how it did this.  The NCDA did not say how it 
catered for the vulnerable and marginalised groups.  It, however, only reported that 
the over-expenditure experienced in 2000/2001 was in favour of the vulnerable and 
marginalised groups.  The NWDACE did not report on how it caters for the 
vulnerable and marginalised groups in its budget allocation.  
 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The FSDA did not state whether the budget allocation for the financial years 
2000/2001 and 2001/2002 was adequate.  The GDACELA, on the other hand, 
indicated satisfaction with the budget allocation for the period 2000/2001 and 
2001/2002.  The GDACELA attributed the underspending to the vacancies that 
existed in the department at management level in 2001/2002.  These unfilled 
vacancies have created some backlogs in the work of the department.  GDACELA 
further submitted that an underspending was experienced in the Farmer Settlement 
programme due to a botched show as one of the stakeholders withdrew from the 
event.  It was reported that the committed underspending had “a little” impact on the 
realisation of the right to sufficient food since the previous year’s resources were 
used.   
 
                                                        
30 According to the WCDAEA it was allocated R4 524 000 in 2000/2001 and R9 621 000 in 
2001/2002.  
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The LDA indicated that the budget was inadequate and as a result, it resorted to the 
restructuring of its assets.  The LDA committed underspending in 2000/2001, which it 
ascribed to stringent budget control. In 2001/2002 the LDA committed overspending, 
which it ascribed to unforeseen budget requirements.  In addressing the incidence of 
over/underspending the LDA trained its personnel on financial management as well as 
appointed a Chief Financial Officer.  The NCDA reported that its budget was 
inadequate and that that is the reason it overspent in 2000/2001.  
 
Like the NWDACE, the WCDAEA indicated satisfaction with its budget allocation.  
The WCDAEA, however, ascribed overspending to slow community participation in 
provincial infrastructure and Land Care projects; shortage of personnel; and the long 
time required for tendering.  According to the WCDAEA, the under-expenditure 
impacted on the realisation of the right to sufficient food in two ways: 
 

• less vulnerable and marginalised groups were reached; and 
• the objectives of the proposed projects were delayed by a year or two.     

 
In order to address the under-expenditure, the WCDAEA established a new 
directorate, Farmer Settlement.   

 
SPECIAL PROGRAMME FOR FOOD SECURITY31 
 
Table 5  Total budget allocation for the Special Programme for Food Security 
Name of 
Province 

Year Actual 
amount 
received 
from other 
sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation as 
a % of the 
department’s 
total revenue 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/2001 - 8 813 000 6 - - Gauteng 
2001/2002 - 5 699 000 7 - 4 023 000 
2000/ 2001 - 39 560 000 - 4 50 47 106 799 KwaZulu-

Natal 2001/2002 - 56 390 000 - 6 40 39 915 306 
2000/2001 - 67 645 00 - - 85 826 00 North 

West 2000/ 2002 - 82 562 00 - - 88 820 00 
 

                                                        
31 The FSDA, ECDA, LDA, MDACE, NCDA and the WCDAEA did not provide the required financial 
information. The NWDACE provided wrong financial information.  The FSDA reported that no budget 
is allocated to the programme and as such, only responded to questions pertaining to vulnerable and 
marginalised groups. The ECDA advised that the NDA and the Food and Agricultural Organisation 
(FAO) manage the budget for the programme jointly. The ECDA is responsible for the facilitation of 
the programme as part of normal extension activities. The ECDA advised that the decision on whether 
the programme was going to be continued would be taken in 2002/2003.  The LDA advised that the 
programme is implemented in partnership with the FAO and that the NDA controls the budget.  
Although the implementation of the programme lies with the provincial department. Furthermore, the 
implementation of this programme was to commence in July 2002. The MDACE did not respond to 
questions pertaining to the variance and budget adequacy. The MDACE referred the SAHRC to 
Mpumalanga Treasury regarding the information on the two sections.   The NCDA indicated that it had 
not yet started with the Special Programme for Food Security as it intended to start with the programme 
in 2002/2003. The NWDACE did not account for the variance between 2000/2001 and 2001/2002. It 
also did not say how it catered for the vulnerable and marginalised groups. The WCDAEA advised that 
the Chief Directorate: Agriculture does not have a special programme for food security as several of its 
programmes address food security issues. The commercial agricultural sector is also strengthened as 
farmers contribute to the availability of food.  
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Accounting for variances between the financial years 

The GDACELA cited delays in the completion of business plans as a result of an 
experienced difficulty in drilling boreholes for water as well as in designing irrigation 
and electrical systems.  Another cause of the variance cited was the vacant 
management positions. The said positions were vacant until the end of 2001/2002.      
 
Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups32 
 
The FSDA reported that in its budget allocation it catered for the vulnerable and 
marginalised groups by providing assistance in the making of communal and 
backyard gardens and designing poultry projects. However, the FSDA reported that it 
did not give any special consideration in its budget allocation to the following 
categories of vulnerable and marginalised groups: 
 

• refugees and asylum seekers 
• persons affected and/or infected with HIV/AIDS 
• persons affected and/or infected with TB 

 
Although the LDA indicated that it catered for the vulnerable and marginalised groups 
in its budget allocation, it, however, did not state how it did this.   The LAD, like the 
FSDA, indicated that it did not cater for the three above-mentioned categories of 
vulnerable and marginalised groups, including “persons living in informal 
settlements” and “homeless persons”.  The MDACE indicated that it prioritised 
vulnerable and marginalised groups in its budget allocation with the exception of  
“persons who are affected/infected with HIV/AIDS” and “persons affected/infected 
with TB”.  
 
Budget Adequacy 

The GDACELA indicated satisfaction with the budget allocated to it during the 
reporting period. The department cited an under-expenditure of R1 676 000 that was 
incurred in 2001/2002 as a result of the delayed completion of business plans and 
vacant management positions.  The delays resulted in the project approval being 
delayed. The KZNDAEA was another department that also indicated satisfaction with 
the budget allocation during the reporting period. However, the department did not 
explain the over-expenditure incurred in 2000/2001 as well as the under-expenditure 
incurred in the following financial year.  The NWDACE indicated satisfaction with 
the budget allocation.  
 

                                                        
32 The GDACELA did not say how it catered for the vulnerable and marginalized groups in its budget 
allocation. It did not give any reasons for not responding to this section.  It also did not account for the 
variance between the financial years nor explained the over-expenditure incurred in 2000/2001 and the 
under-expenditure incurred in 2001/2002.  
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NATIONAL LAND CARE PROGRAMME 
 
Table 6   budget allocation for the National Land Care Programme 

Name of 
Province 

Year Actual 
amount 
received 
from other 
sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation 
as a % of the 
department’s 
total revenue 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/ 2001 - 735 000 - - 65 000 Free State 
2001/2002 - 1 370 000 - - 729 000 
2000/2001 - 118 576 000 3.6 - 4 156 000 Gauteng 
2000/ 2002 - 140 338 000 3 - 4 085 000 
2000/2001 - 1 648 160 - - - Northern 

Cape 2001/ 2002 - 783 000 - - - 
2000/ 2001 - 1 185 000 - - 1 185 000 North 

West 2001/ 2002 - 5 000 000 - - 5 000 000 
2000/2001 - 315 000 0. 76 - 105 000 Western 

Cape 2001/2002 - 878 000 1. 00 - 1 088 000 

Accounting for variance between the financial years33 

In 2000/2001 the ECDA was allocated R4 818 370 whilst in 2001/2002 it was 
allocated R4 691 000.  The ECDA ascribed the variance between the two financial 
years above to the approval of specific projects by the NDA.  The GDACELA 
ascribed the variance to allocative inefficiency. The WCDAEA ascribed the variance 
between 2000/2001 and 2001/2002 to an amount of R210 000 that was rolled over 
from 2000/2001 to 2001/2002.  A delay in the implementation of the programme was 
another cause of the variance cited.   
 
Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups 

The ECDA reported that it catered for these groups as all its projects are based in rural 
areas.  The GDACELA reported that its policy on Land Care is biased towards the 
following categories of vulnerable and marginalised groups: 
  

• persons living in rural areas 
• persons living in informal settlements  
• low-income groups 
• the unemployed 

 
The LDA indicated that it considered all the vulnerable and marginalised groups in its 
budget allocation with the exception of “refugees and asylum seekers.”  The MDACE 

                                                        
33 The FSDA did not respond to questions in this section and did not give reasons for not responding to 
the questions.  
The KZNDAEA and the LDA advised that Land Care is a national programme and as such, the budget 
for this programme is managed by the NDA.  
The MDACE referred the Human Rights Commission (HRC) to the Mpumalanga Treasury for the 
required financial information. However, the MDACE stated that Land Care spending in smaller 
projects has declined due to a change in leadership at regional level as the leading official has become 
involved in the international Land Care initiative.  The NCDA did not account for the variance between 
the financial years in the table. The department simply reported that the budget came from the NDA. 
The NWDACE did not respond to questions related to vulnerable and marginalised groups and budget. 
The department did not give reasons for not responding to these questions.  
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indicated that each category of the vulnerable and marginalised groups was prioritised 
differently from each other. For instance, “persons living in rural areas” were a top 
priority; “persons living in informal settlements” were a high priority, etc.  The 
department did not advise what informed the prioritisation of each category of the 
vulnerable and marginalised groups.  
 
The NCDA reported that all of their projects were based in the previously 
disadvantaged communities and that the department’s policy takes into account other 
categories of vulnerable and marginalised groups.  The WCDAEA reported that it 
catered for all the vulnerable and marginalised groups in its budget allocation with the 
exception of “refugees and asylum seekers” which are said not to be beneficiaries of 
this programme.   
 
Budget Adequacy 

The ECDA reported that it found it difficult to spend all the budget allocated to the 
programme in one financial year owing to considerable community facilitation and 
participation required in the implementation stage of each project.  ECDA further 
contended that rural communities’ priorities and seasonal workload make it difficult 
for these communities to implement land care work within the confines of “artificial” 
financial years.  The ECDA has had to embark on an internal reorganisation exercise 
to be able to provide more support to the rural communities to improve 
implementation.  It further reported that it had to modify rural communities’ goals to 
fit into the medium term framework.  The GDACELA indicated satisfaction with the 
budget. The MDACE indicated that it was satisfied with its budget allocation.  The 
NCDA was not satisfied with its budget allocation.  As a result of the dissatisfaction 
with the budget allocation, the NCDA injected R283 000 into the programme.  
 
The WCDAEA complained of insufficient funds. As a result of the limited funds, the 
department made a submission to the NDA requesting more funds.  In 2001/2002 the 
WCDAEA committed an over-expenditure of R210 000, which had been rolled over 
from the previous financial year.  
 



Right to Food – Period: April 2000 - March 2002 

 150

LAND REDISTRIBUTION FOR AGRICULTURAL DEVELOPMENT (LRAD) 
PROGRAMME34 
 
Table 7  Total budget allocation for Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development 

Sub-programme  
Name of 
Province 

Year Actual 
amount 
received 
from other 
sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation 
as a % of the 
department’s 
total revenue 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/2001 - - - - - KwaZulu-
Natal 2001/2002 - 800 000 00 0.1 - 504 616 00 

2000/2001 - - - - - North West 
2001/2002 - 2 728 000 -  2 547 000 

Western 
Cape 

2000/2001 - 10 399 000 - - 3 592 000 

 2001/2002 - 15 068 000 - - 5 738 000 
 
Accounting for the variance between the financial years35 
 
The WCDAEA ascribed the variance between the financial years 2000/2001 and 
2001/2002 to the following factors:  
 

• Changes in the organisational structure, that is, the establishment of a new 
directorate: Farmer Settlement; and 

• The conflict within communities, which eventually led to a slow 
implementation of land reform prior to August 2001.  

 
Vulnerable Groups 
 
The KZNDAEA reported that the state land is located in rural areas and has to be 
redistributed to satisfy the needs of the rural people.  The response went further 
stating that “persons in informal settlements” are due to apply as beneficiaries but are 
not targeted as such unless they are living on state land with the power of Attorney.   

                                                        
34 The ECDA did not fill in the table the required financial information as it advised that the national 
NDA is responsible for the sub-programme’s budget.  Furthermore, the ECDA did not respond on the 
LRAD instead it responded on the Integrated Land Redistribution for Agricultural Programme 
(ILRAD). The two programmes are different from each other.  The FSDA did not respond to the 
question relating to this section, including the table on budgetary measures. Furthermore, the FSDA did 
not furnish the SA in 2000/2001HRC with reasons for not responding to the questions in this section.  
The GDACELA and the LDA indicated that the sub-programme is not applicable to them. The 
KZNDAEA reported that the land in the Power of Attorney became its responsibility from the 18th of 
April 2000 and the sub-programme was officially launched on the 13th of August 2001. According to 
the KZNDAEA, the financial resources expended prior to the 18th of April 2000 were only on the 
administrative and management of state land. The MDACE referred the SAHRC to its provincial 
Treasury for all information related to the budgetary measures taken during the reporting period. It was 
further reported that the LRAD in Mpumalanga became operational in August 2001. The NCDA did 
not respond to the questions related to the sub-programme. It only stated that the sub-programme was 
meant for the previously disadvantaged groups.   
 
35 Like most provincial Departments of Agriculture, the NWDACE did not furnish the HRC with the 
financial figures for the financial year 2000/2001 and therefore could not account for a variance 
between the financial years 2000/2001 and 2001/2002, in case there was going to be one. 
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The KZNDAEA clarified that the LRAD programme is aimed at developing 
commercial farmers.  The NWDACE did not explain how it catered for the vulnerable 
and marginalised groups in its budget allocation.  
 
In catering for the vulnerable and marginalised groups in its budget allocation, the 
WCDAEA reported that it provided support services needed by small-scale farmers 
and also provided infrastructure development to assist with the expansion of 
agricultural production.  However, the WCDAEA reported that it did not make any 
special considerations for “persons with disabilities” and the “elderly persons.”  
 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The KZNDAEA was satisfied with the budget allocation for the two financial years. 
In 2001/2002 the department incurred under-expenditure, which it ascribed to planned 
activities such as mentoring that ended up not taking place.  To address under-
expenditure the department revised the budget allocation and plans to accelerate the 
implementation of the programme in 2002/2003.  The NWDACE expressed 
satisfaction with the budget allocation for 2001/2002.  However, the department did 
not explain the under-expenditure it committed in the same financial year.  
 
The WCDAEA was satisfied with its budget allocation during the reporting period. 
According to the WCDAEA, the over-expenditure it committed in both the financial 
years as seen in the table, impacted on the realisation of the right to sufficient food in 
two ways.  Firstly, less of the vulnerable and marginalised groups were reached.   
Secondly, the proposed projects had to be delayed by a year or two.  However, the 
WCDAEA reported that the new Directorate: Farmer Settlement has been given a full 
responsibility for the implementation of LRAD and infrastructure development.  
 
POVERTY ALLEVIATION36  
 
Table 8  Total budget allocation for the Poverty Alleviation Programme 
Name of 
Province 

Year Actual 
amount 
received 
from other 
sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation 
as a % of the 
department’s 
total revenue 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
after 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

Western 
Cape 

2000/2001 - 1 058 400  400 628 200 

Western 
Cape 

2001/2002 - 1 058 400  400 384 600 

 

                                                        
36 The following provincial departments of Agriculture did not respond to the questions posed in this 
section: the FSDA, GDACELA, LDA, and the NWDACE. There were no reasons given for not 
responding to this section of the protocol.  The ECDA reported that it does not receive poverty 
alleviation funds.  It further added that most of the department’s budget is aimed at creating an 
economic basis for the rural communities to improve their household income and food production.   
The KZNDAEA indicated that information on the programme is available from the NDA, which 
manages it. Once more, the MDACE referred the SAHRC to the Mpumalanga Treasury for information 
on the programme, and reported that the Poverty Alleviation Programme is linked to other areas such 
as extension development and capacity building.  The NCDA advised that most of its programmes are 
geared towards poverty alleviation for the poor.  
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Accounting for the variance between the financial years37 
 
The WCDAEA reported that the beneficiaries of the programme were farm labourers 
based at a demarcated drought-stricken area in the Southern Cape region.  The farm 
labourers were initially miscalculated. As a result of the miscalculation, there was still 
a surplus of funds even after the money had been disbursed to the beneficiaries. 
 
Vulnerable Groups 
 
The MDACE reported that in its budget allocation it ranked each vulnerable and 
marginalised group on a scale of top priority.  However, no explanation was given as 
to the meaning of the scale.  
 
Budget Adequacy38 
 
The MDACE only said that it is experiencing “serious financial problems” with the 
programme. 
 
5.  OUTCOMES AND INDICATORS  
 
National Sphere 
 
The National Department of Agriculture did not provide information on indicators on 
the right to have access to sufficient food. 
 
Provincial Sphere 
 
Except for the Western Cape and the North West provinces, all the other provinces 
furnished information, which was either incomplete or inappropriate to be used 
qualitatively and quantitatively to measure the progressive realisation of the right.  
 
6.   NATIONAL ACTION PLAN (NAP) 

The NDA and all the provinces did not provide information on the NAP.  

CHILDREN’S RIGHTS TO BASIC NUTRITION 

7.  INTRODUCTION 

Section 28(1)(c) of the Constitution makes specific provision for the economic and 
social rights of children.  It guarantees to every child the right to basic nutrition, 
shelter, basic health care services and social services.  The Constitutional Court in 
Grootboom held that sections 28(1)(b) and 28(1)(c) must be read together.39  Section 
28(1)(b) states that every child has the right “to family care or parental care, or to 
                                                        
37 The WCDAEA reported that the programme came as a result of the drought that once hit the 
province. The Provincial Cabinet, at the request of the Minister of Agriculture approved the amount 
seen in the table. The money was made available as a transfer payment to and managed by the 
Route/Little Karoo District Municipality.   
38 It is important to note that in the Western Cape the programme has come to an end. Surplus funds are 
now under the management of the Minister of Agriculture.  
39 Grootboom, op.cit., para 76. 
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appropriate alternative care when removed from the family environment.”40   This 
means that if ever children are cared for by their parents, section 28(1)(c) does not 
create any primary obligation on the State.  The primary obligation for providing for 
the child lies with the parents.  As will be demonstrated below, this does not, 
however, absolve the State.  This part of the report focuses only on the right of every 
child to basic nutrition.     
 
In the context of basic nutrition, the State is obliged to provide legal and 
administrative infrastructure necessary to ensure that children are accorded basic 
nutrition as contemplated by section 28(1)(c).  This obligation would include, 
amongst others, the passing of laws and the creation of mechanism for the 
maintenance of children.  In line with the General Comments of the Committee on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, one of the mechanisms will be for the State to 
provide landless families with access to land to enable those families to provide for 
their children.41  Another way that the State would meet its section 28(1)(c) 
obligation, would be through a social welfare program providing maintenance grants 
and other material assistance to families in need.42  The State would be obliged to 
provide basic nutrition to children who are not cared for by their parents.  Such as 
orphans, abandoned children, or children whose parents cannot afford to take care for 
them for a variety of reasons.   
 
Obligations Arising from International Treaties in Respect of Basic Nutrition  
 
 A number of binding regional43 and international treaties provide guidelines to 
government regarding the protection, promotion, respecting and fulfilling the right to 
basic nutrition.44  The most significant international human rights instruments is the 
International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights,45 and the UN 
Convention on the Right of the Child (CRC), which South Africa ratified in June 
1995.46  Article 24(2)(c) of the CRC specifically requires State Parties to the 
Convention to “combat disease and malnutrition…through inter alia, the provision of 
adequate nutritious foods” in respect of children.  In order to realise this objective, 
State Parties are obliged “…in case of need, to… provide material assistance and 
support programmes, particularly with respect to nutrition…”47     
 
7.  POLICY MEASURES AND PROGRAMMES 
 

                                                        
40 Ibid. 
41 General Comment, No. 12, op. cit., para 13. 
42 Ibid, para 77. 
43 African Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child, 1990. South Africa ratified the Convention 
on 12 January 2000. South Africa is also a member the African Committee of Experts and Welfare of 
the Child, a treaty monitoring body consisting of eleven members created in terms of the African 
Charter on the Rights and Welfare of the Child until 2006.  
44See in particular the Convention on the Rights of the Child (1990); ICESCR (Article 10(3); 
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (Article 24); Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights (Article 25(2).   
45 ICESCR,  Article 12(1) provides that “everyone has the right to adequate nutrition which guarantees 
the possibility of enjoying the highest level of physical, intellectual and emotional development.” 
Emphasis added. 
46 South Africa ratified the Convention on 16 June 1995 (National Youth Day). 
47 Emphasis added. 
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National Sphere 

The DoH reported that it is continuing with the Integrated Nutrition Programmee 
(INP), an intervention mechanism adopted in 1995 to respond to nutritional and food 
insecurity as well as responding to starvation and hunger by augmenting food in 
households.48   
 
The new policies instituted by the DoH during the reporting period are: 
 

• The National Nutrition Guidelines for People living with TB, HIV/AIDS and 
other Chronic Debilitating Conditions which was instituted in August 2001; 

• The INP Strategic Plan 2001/02 to 2006/07 instituted in November 2001; and 
• The Manuals for growth monitoring and promotion instituted in September 

2001. 
 
Included amongst the implemented programmes based on these new policies is the 
Integrated Household Food Security (IHFSS) whose main objective is to alleviate 
short-term hunger among primary school learners by ensuring that 100 percent of 
targeted schools and learners are reached on a 100 of targeted feeding days, and that 
food servings comply 100 percent with the requirements of the standardised menu 
options.   During the period 2001/2002, school feeding schemes were reported to be in 
place in 15 400 schools reaching about 4.7 million learners.  Poverty Relief Projects 
were established in all the provinces. 
 
Provincial Sphere 

In order to prevent and eliminate Vitamin A deficiency in children younger than 6 
years of age and to decrease child morbidity and mortality by up to 25per cent within 
the next three years from the period of reporting, the WCDoH started the Vitamin 
Supplementation Programme.  The Vitamin A Supplementation Programme is not a 
blanket supplementation for all children younger than 6 years, but only target at risk 
children.  It also developed the Primary School Nutrition Programme (PSNP) to feed 
144 021 primary school children in 813 primary schools at an efficiency rate of 100 
percent for 172 school feeding days.  784 schools is reported to have participated in 
the tender while 29 schools fed independently.  The feeding scheme is said to be done 
in collaboration with the Department of Education.  It mainly targets primary school 
children from poor households from Grade R to Grade 7.  The WCDoH further 
submitted that it developed Health Facility Based Nutrition Programme (HFBNP) in 
order to decrease the prevalence of malnutrition through nutrition supplementation 
and support and to contribute to the reduction in prevalence of Low Birth Weight 
(LBW) from 15 percent to 13 percent.  
 
Limpopo Department of Health developed the Primary School Nutrition Programme 
from Malnutrition/Under Nutrition Policy. The main objective of this programme is to 
alleviate temporary hunger.  About 2 700 schools are reported to have participated in 
the programme and 1.17 million children are fed.  The main objective of the second 
policy, the Vitamin A Supplementation Programme, which is based on the Micro 
                                                        
48 Department of Health, Integrated Nutrition Programme for South Africa: Broad Guidelines for 
Implementation, Document No. 5, Pretoria, 1998. 
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Nutrient Deficiency Service, is to eliminate Vitamin A deficiency.  The programme 
targets children under 6 and mothers, and people living with HIV/AIDS.  Also 
effected, is the Baby Friendly Hospital Initiative Programme based on the 
Breastfeeding Policy, which is aimed at promoting child survival growth, survival and 
development.     
 
MPDoH submitted that it had implemented the following national policies: 
 

• Exclusive breastfeeding up to the age of 6 months; 
• Baby Friendly Hospital Initiative, that is, the promotion and protection of 

breastfeeding after birth in institutions; 
• Breastfeeding and HIV in terms of the right of the mother to decide; 
• Basic nutrition and HIV for the protection of PWA’s in terms of good 

nutrition; 
• Nutrition and Chronic Debilitating Diseases to ensure basic nutrition to 

children and people with diseases; 
• Vitamin A policy; 
• Primary School Nutrition Programme; and 
• Contribution to Household Food Security.   

 
MPDoH instituted and implemented the following provincial policies: 
 

• The policy on Growth Monitoring.  Under this policy all children are 
monitored on the Road to Health chart by the correct anthropometrics 
methods to ensure that malnourished children could receive the correct 
support, and 

• the policy on Malnutrition Intervention, a supplementation to high risk 
malnourished children below the age of 5 years and pregnant and lactating 
women. 

 
The KZNDoH indicated that it had implemented, amongst others, the following 
programmes and projects: 
 

• The Baby Friendly Hospital Initiative programme based on the Integrated 
Nutrition Programme and the National Breastfeeding policy guidelines.  The 
programme is reported to have contributed to child survival and maternal 
health; 

• Vitamin A Supplementation based on the Policy Framework and the Draft 
Provincial Vitamin A policy Integrated Management of Childhood Illness 
(IMCI) Guidelines; and 

• Primary School Nutrition Intervention, based on the INP Policy Framework 
and the Provincial Financial Guidelines.   This programme which mainly 
targets primary school learners is reported to have helped improve 
concentration of school children in class; and school attendance and 
decreased incidence of minor ailments. 

 
The GDoH submitted that during the reporting period it instituted, amongst others, the 
following programmes and projects: 
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• Breastfeeding programme based on the South African Breastfeeding 
Guidelines for Health workers and A Health Workers Guide to the 
International Code of Marketing of Breast milk Substitutes Policies to create 
an enabling environment and adequate information to promote breast 
feeding; 

• Primary School Feeding Scheme based on the National policy aimed at 
enhancing the learning capacity among primary school children by 
alleviating short-term hunger in needy children.  The report did not give the 
number of beneficiaries to this programme; 

• Nutrients and Malnutrition control based on the National Vitamin 
Supplementation Guidelines and National iodine Deficiency Guidelines, 
Road to Health Chart (RtHC) Policy to reduce the prevalence of malnutrition 
in children under 6 years of age; and 

• Supplementary Feeding Scheme based on the Criteria/Guidelines on 
malnourished children in order to reduce the prevalence of malnutrition in 
children. 

 
The NWDoH submitted that it had adopted the following strategies in order to give 
effect to INP in the province: 
 

• The Promotion, Protection and Support of breastfeeding.  Its main objective 
is to improve breastfeeding and appropriate infant feeding practices as well 
as to reduce infant and child malnutrition, particularly underweight, stunting 
and wasting children. 

• Micronutrient Malnutrition control which aims at preventing micronutrient 
deficiencies particularly of Vitamin A deficiency in children. 

• Growth Monitoring and promotion to promote optimum nutrition and prevent 
faltering in children under five years of age and below. 

• Contribution to Household food Security to augment household food security 
through targeted feeding and promotion of community-based actions around 
household security and nutrition.  

• The Primary School Feeding Project. 
• Vitamin A Supplementation 

. 
The NCDoH submitted that it implemented the following programmes: 
 

• Kharkams Food Gardening based on the Primary School Nutrition 
Programme (PSNP) in order to improve the nutritional value of the meals 
given to primary school children. 

• Bankara and Bodulong crèche feeding based on the Household Security.  The 
programme’s main objective is to improve the nutritional status of crèche 
children. 
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9.  LEGISLATIVE MEASURES 
 
National  Sphere 
 
The DoH indicated that it was planning on formulating a legislative framework to, 
amongst others: 
 

• promote, protect and support breastfeeding in South Africa;  
• provide input on replacement feeding aspect of Prevention of Mother to 

Child Transmission (PMTCT) of HIV;  and 
• provide support on training on feeding options. 

 
Provincial Sphere 
 
No new legislative developments were instituted by provinces. 

    
10.  BUDGETARY MEASURES 
 
National Sphere 
 
Table 9  Total Budget Allocation for the Integrated Nutrition Programme (INP) 
Year  Actual 

amount 
received from 
other sources 

Total 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 

Allocation as a 
% of GDP 

Per capita 
allocation in 
Rand(s) 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

2000/2001 589 699 366 595 699 366 - 102 – 3049 
(Average) 

509 347 627 

2000/2002 592 411 000 596 947 000 - 120 073 
(Average) 

511 596 271 

 
Accounting for variance between the financial years 
 
The National Department of Health (NDoH) did not account for variance between the 
financial years in the table. Instead the NDoH cited the causes of under-expenditure, 
which include, amongst others: 
 

• Insufficient human resources capacity in the DoH; 
• Fragmentation of funding for communities and the lack of co-ordination 

thereof; 
• Late release of funds by the Provincial Treasuries; and 
• Delays in the tendering processes.  

 

                                                        
49 The budget allocation for the INP is made up of the normal departmental budget allocation, the INP 
Conditional Grant and the Poverty Relief allocations. The per capita allocations (after inflation 
adjustment) given in the table are for the INP Conditional Grant only.  The DoH did not supply the 
SAHRC with the per capita allocations for the normal departmental budget as well as the Poverty 
Relief allocation figures.  
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Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups 
 
In considering the vulnerable and marginalised groups, the NDoH reported that the 
INP Conditional Grant allocation is distributed to the provinces according to an index 
comprised of the two following indicators: 
 

• Average poverty (average amount by which poor households’ income differ 
from poverty line counting 60 percent); and 

• Population figures for the 5 to 14 year old age group counting 40 percent.  
 
The DoH advised that much as the Index it is using is sensitive to poverty and 
children, it is outdated. It does not cover the scope of the INP and is based on the old 
census figures.  Moreover, the Index does not include nutritional indicators.  The DoH 
blames the obsolescence of the Index on the National Treasury.    
 
The DoH further advised that the Poverty Relief budget allocation is distributed to 
provinces according to an Index consisting of two indicators (after subtracting 15 
percent for use at national level): 
 

• Average poverty gap counting 75 percent; and 
• Population figures (total) counting 25 percent. 

 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The DoH expressed dissatisfaction with the budget allocation for the INP. It said that 
the budget allocated was insufficient to fund the planned Information, Education and 
Communication activities and to print enough Road-to-Health charts to provide a 
new-born child with one.  However, an interim measure was used in which case the 
15 percent allocated to the DoH was used to augment funding for the activities that 
required some more funds.  
 
In 2000/2001 the DoH under-spent by R86 351 739 and by R85 351 729 in 
2001/2002.  To address such under-expenditure incidence the DoH took the following 
actions, amongst others: 
 

• Provided capacity-building and training of employees; and 
• Strengthened technical support.  
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Provincial Sphere  
 
Table 10  Total budget allocations for the Integrated Nutrition Programme50  
Name of 
Province 

Year  Actual 
amount 
received from 
other sources 

Total 
allocation 
in Rand(s) 

Allocation 
as a % of 
the 
department 
total 
revenue 

Per capita 
allocation 
in Rand(s) 
inflation 
adjustment 

Actual 
expenditure 

Free State 2000/2001 - 1 499 087 - - 993 780 00 
 2001/2002 - 2 603 965 - - 1 806 303 
Gauteng 2000/2001 5 956 252 000 63 700 000 1 8 61 449 409 
 2001/2002 6 771 374 000 70 684 996 1 9 62 736 717 
KwaZulu-
Natal 

2000/2001 132 471 473 - - - 119 804 00 

 2001/2002 5 000 000 - -  - 
Limpopo 2000/2001 - 106 032 000 - - 91 901 000 
 2000/2002 - 106 032 000 - - 89 527 000 
Mpumalanga 2000/2001 1 271 652 41 000 022 - - 38 591 205 
 2001/ 2002 319 337 00 40 047 707 - - 35 963 376 
 
Accounting for variance(s) between the financial years 
 
The Free State Department of Health (FSDoH) reported that the money allocated to 
the INP was determined on the basis of quotations, while from 2001/2002 tenders 
were obtained for the programme.  The Gauteng Department of Health (GDoH) 
reported that in 2000/2001 food parcels were phased out and income-generating 
projects introduced.  The KwaZulu-Natal Department of Health (KZNDoH) reported 
that some more funds were made available for the implementation of the INP 
especially for administrative and personnel costs which comprise 10 percent of the 
total budget allocation.  Moreover, some roll-over funding was provided to assist the 
department pay its outstanding accounts.  However, the department said that during 
the financial years 2000/2001 and 2001/2002 the roll-over funding has been 
inadequate to offset the outstanding financial claims submitted by School Governing 
Bodies.  The Mpumalanga Department of Health (MDoH) did not necessarily account 
for variance; instead, it referred to under-expenditures incurred during the financial 
years in the table.       
  
Vulnerable and Marginalised Groups 
 
On how it catered for the vulnerable and marginalised groups, the WCDoH submitted 
that the Department of Education has developed a poverty index under the Primary 
School Nutrition Programme.  The poverty index classifies schools on a scale of 0 to 
1, with 1 being the most impoverished.  All the children, Grade R to Grade 7, in all 
the poorest schools (which include all rural and farm schools) are being fed.  HFBNP 
and Vitamin A supplementation programme targets the children affected by poverty 
when they become underweight or shows signs of growth faltering.  Mothers and 
caregivers are empowered through nutrition education in order to prevent long-term 
treatment of malnutrition.  Nine Community Based Nutrition and Developmental 
Projects were established.  

                                                        
50 The provincial departments seen in the table are the only ones that responded to the questions posed 
on the INP.  
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The FSDoH reported that it targeted the school-going groups and that the Department 
of Social Development and Welfare has a responsibility for other vulnerable and 
marginalised children.51  The GDoH reported that it considered the vulnerable and 
marginalised groups as it ran programmes on school feeding and poverty alleviation 
for the first six categories of vulnerable and marginalised groups.52  It also reported 
that it provided a Supplementary Feeding Scheme Programme for two categories of 
vulnerable and marginalised groups.53   
 
The KZNDoH simply said that the INP targets all the vulnerable and marginalised 
groups. It nonetheless, did not explain how this is achieved.  The Limpopo 
Departments of Health and Welfare did not say anything regarding how they cater for 
the vulnerable and marginalised groups in their budget allocations.  The MDoH 
reported that in its implementation, the INP aims to cover all the vulnerable and 
marginalised groups.              
 
Budget Adequacy 
 
The FSDoH reported that during the reporting period it experienced under-
expenditure owing to a delay in the processing of food tenders that were characterised 
by long procedures.  This situation resulted in some of the community needs not being 
met.  However, a lunch box scheme was introduced to address this problem. 
Furthermore, to avoid similar problems happening in future the Free State Provincial 
Tender Board was decentralised and the FSDoH created its own Tender 
Administration Office to expedite tendering.   
 
The GDoH indicated satisfaction with the budget allocated to it during the two 
financial years referred to in table 2 above.  The GDoH, however, experienced an 
under-expenditure in 2000/2001 as a result of a lack of capacity within the 
department.   The department hopes to address this problem by recruiting more skilled 
human resources.  The KZNDoH was particularly dissatisfied with the budget 
allocated to it during the reporting period. The following were the reasons it put 
forward: 
 

• the number of beneficiaries has increased and this has been further 
complicated by the emergence of diseases such as HIV/AIDS;  

• the increase in food prices; and 
• the increasing rates of unemployment and poverty.  

 

                                                        
51 This refers to the following groups of vulnerable and marginalised children:  

• Children living in rural areas 
• Children living in informal settlements 
• Girl-children 
• Children from low-income groups 
• Children from unemployed families 
• Children with disabilities 
• Children infected with TB 
• Children infected with and/or affected by HIV/AIDS 
• Children headed households 

52 See n.51 above. 
53 Ibid. 
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In order to deal with the challenges mentioned above, the department has made 
motivations for more funds to both the provincial and national spheres of government.  
However, the department reported under-expenditure in the Primary School Nutrition 
Porgramme (PSNP) in 2000/2001.  The under-expenditure was ascribed to the 
malfunctioning financial management system used in the PSNP.  The malfunctioning 
financial management system resulted in the deep rural schools being compromised.  
The system was, however, reviewed in 2001/2002, the review of the system saw an 
improved expenditure in the programme afterwards.  The department has put in place 
more measures to ensure that the programme meets its objectives.  The following are 
some of them: 
 

• capacity building; 
• streamlining of the administrative procedures and processes in the INP;  
• review of the monitoring tool; and 
• decentralisation of the programme to three districts in 2001/2002 and to two 

more in 2002/2003.  
 
The Limpopo Departments of Health indicated dissatisfaction with its budget 
allocations during the reporting period.  However, an under-spending of R84 131 000 
was committed in this programme in 2000/2001, and in 2001/2002 an under-spending 
of R16 505 000 was committed as well.  The MDoH said that its budget allocation 
was inadequate. It further suggested the following: 
 

• that the Primary School Feeding Programme should be extended to at least 
another 100 000 primary school learners in need of a school meal; and 

• that it will have to provide supplementations such as Vitamin A capsules out 
of its own funds as from 2003/2004.   During the time of reporting UNICEF 
had donated the supplementation which was not provided for in the budget 
allocation. 

 
11.  OUTCOMES INDICATORS 
 
National Sphere 

According to the NDoH’ submission, there are only 16 percent of live infants born in 
health facilities with low birth weight of below 2.5 kg (low birth weight).  10.3 
percent of children under 5 years of age are below two standard deviations from 
median weight for age (underweight).  21.6 percent of children under 5 years of age 
are below two standard deviations from median height for age (stunted).  Only 3.7 
percent of children under 5 years of age are below standard deviations median weight 
for height (wasted).  The report did not, however, provide information on the number 
of infants and children who benefited from the Health Facility Based and Nutrition 
Programme and the Community Based Nutrition Programme. 
 
Provincial Sphere 

According to the GDoH, there is 89 percent of live born infants in health facilities 
with birth weight of below 2.5kg.  Only 10 percent of children under five years of age 
are underweight and 24 percent of the children under five years of age are stunted.  
Only 1.5 percent of children are wasted.  No information was submitted on the 
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number of children who benefited from the Health Facility Based Nutrition 
Programme.  89 933 children are reported to have benefited from the Community 
Based Nutrition Programme. 
 
KZNDoH reported that there 0.93 percent live born infants in health facilities with 
low birth weight.  Only 6.5 percent of children under five years are underweight and 
25.1 percent of children under five years are stunted.  6.5 percent of children are 
wasted.  There are 5879 children who benefited from the Health Facility Based 
Nutrition Programme, and 3665 children who benefited from Community Based 
Nutrition Programme respectively. 
 
MDoH indicated that there are only 14.46 percent of live born infants in health 
facilities with low birth weight, and only 1.6 percent of children under five years are 
underweight.  It was reported that no recent survey was done on the stunted and 
wasted children under five years of age.  About 6600 children benefit from the Health 
Facility Based Nutrition Programme every year and 1847 children benefited from the 
Community Based Nutrition Programme in 2001. 
WCDoH reported that only 15 percent of live born infants born in health facilities 
with low birth weight, and 7 percent of children under five years of age are 
underweight.  11.6 percent of children under five years of age are stunted.  No 
information was submitted on the number of the under five children who are wasted, 
the number of children who benefited from the Health Facility Based Nutrition 
Programme, and the number of children who benefited from the Community Based 
Nutrition Programme.            
   
NWDoH submitted that it could not provide the nutrition information on indicators 
due to underdeveloped nutrition information gathering system.   
 
12.  IMPLEMENTATION DIFFICULTIES 

National Sphere 

The NDoH highlighted the following difficulties in attaining its objectives: 
 

• Insufficient human resources capacity; 
• Lack of financial management infrastructure to support managers contributed 

to underexpenditure; 
• Decentralisation of services without adequate capacity at lower levels;  
• Insufficient involvement of intra- and intersectoral partners to deliver the 

broadest range of services, especially in terms of school feeding in the most 
efficient and effective way; and 

• Irregular monitoring due to capacity constraints.  
 
Provincial Sphere 

MDoH of complained of budget inadequacy.  It submitted that the National 
Conditional Grant for the implementation of the NIP was limited to the same amount 
of R39 million for the past three years and that this does not meet the provincial 
needs. 
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KZNDoH highlighted some of the factors, which hampered its progress: 
 

• Lack of human resource to implement some of the programmes; 
• Treasury regulations limited buying procedures; 
• Devolved funds were not spent optimally; 
• There was inadequacy of funds; and 
•  Lack of staff to monitor projects. 

 
The department also pointed out the measures it had put in place to address these 
difficulties: 
 

• More field staff was employed; 
• 80 percent of vacant posts were filled; 
• Put in place tender procedure to facilitate procurement; and 
• Evaluation of spending pattern was undertaken and technical support 

rendered. 
 

13.  CRITIQUE   

Subsection (2) of section 27 of the Constitution imposes a positive obligation upon 
the State in order to realise the right to sufficient food.  According to the general 
comments of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, every State has 
got a margin of discretion in choosing the most appropriate ways and means of 
implementing the right to adequate food.54  The Constitutional Court in the 
Government of the Republic of South Africa & Others v Grootboom & Others also 
acknowledges that the State has got a discretion to adopt the measures it deems 
appropriate to fulfil its obligation.55 In terms of subsection (2), the State will have to 
devise a comprehensive and workable plan to meet its obligations.  While the general 
comments of the Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights state places the 
burden of justifying the measures adopted, on the State, the Grootboom judgment held 
that reasonableness will be used as a test to assess the appropriateness of the adopted 
measures.   
 
In this context, to be reasonable, the adopted measures must, amongst others, include: 
the production; processing; distribution; marketing and consumption of food.  
According to Grootboom, the extent of the State’s obligation is based on three key 
elements, which are, the obligation to “take reasonable legislative and other 
measures”; to “achieve the progressive realisation” of the right; and “within available 
resources”.56  The reasonableness of the measures adopted by the State will depend on 
the extend of its compliance with these three key elements. 
 
National Framework 
 
The provision of a comprehensive and workable national framework in the form of 
national laws, policies, programmes and strategies is one of the requirement for the 
adopted measures to pass a constitutional muster.  It is not clear from the report 

                                                        
54 CESCR General Comment 12, op. cit., para 21. 
55 Grootboom, op. cit., para 41. 
56 Ibid, para 38. 
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provided by the national government on how the State proposes to provide for 
marginalised groups such as refugees and asylum seekers and victims of natural 
disasters.  For the measures to be considered comprehensive, they should include 
“every person” within the Republic.  Secondly, it is incumbent upon the national 
government to give direction to the provinces on how the poor, particularly in the 
rural areas will access land.57  The General Comment of the Committee on Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights views the right to adequate food as being crucial for the 
enjoyment of all rights and applies to everyone.58   The Constitutional Court in the 
Grootboom judgment indicated that the reasonableness of measures adopted by the 
State will be assessed in the context of the Bill of Rights as a whole, especially the 
constitutional requirement that everyone be treated with care and concern as well as 
the fundamental constitutional value of human dignity.    
 
Right of access to adequate food, according to the Guidelines on the Human Rights 
Approach to Poverty Reductions Strategies, entails, amongst others, the right to feed 
oneself rather than to be fed.59  The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights, on the other hand, interprets the availability of food as the possibility of either 
feeding oneself from productive land or other natural resources.  According to 
Grootboom, failure to make provision for those who are living in peril cannot be 
considered compliance.60   The Constitution requires that everyone be treated with 
care and concern, because even if measures are statistically successful, if they to 
respond to the needs of those most desperate, they may bot pass the test of 
reasonableness.61 
 
When allocating tasks and responsibilities to the different spheres of government,62 
the national government should give provinces a clear direction on how to deal with 
different sectors of the society.  More so that the socially vulnerable groups such as 
landless persons and other particularly impoverished segments of the population may 
need attention through special programmes.   
 
In addition, the national report does not articulate how the government is going to 
ensure well functioning distribution, processing and market system that can move 
food from the site of production to poverty stricken areas in order to ensure access by 
everyone.63 
 
Information 
 
The information furnished by government on the adopted policies, legislative and 
other programmatic measures, was insufficient for the Commission to conduct a 
proper assessment of the measures adopted by the State to progressively realise the 
right of access to sufficient food.  
 

                                                        
57 The only marginalised groups cited by the government are people living with HIV/AIDS, TB and 
other communicable diseases and chronic debilitating conditions. 
58 CESCR General Comment, No. 12, op. cit., para 1. 
59 Guidelines: A Human Rights Approach to Poverty Reduction Strategies, op. cit., para 91. 
60 Grootboom, op. cit., para 44. 
61 Ibid. 
62 Ibid, para 40. 
63 CESCR General Comment, No. 12, op. cit., paras 12 – 13.  
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For example, although there were policies and programmes initiated by the NDA, no 
sufficient information was provided by the national department and the provinces 
regarding the phase of the programmes or the nature of the problems experienced in 
the implementation of those particular programmes.  In general, the information 
submitted by the NDA was vague and not specific on what each measure entails.  
 
Food Production 
 
Sugar and maize are the most frequently and consistently consumed foods in the 
country followed by tea, whole milk, brown bread and margarine.64 It is regrettable to 
note that most households purchase these items.  The root problem of hunger and 
malnutrition is not the lack of food but the lack of access to available food, because of 
poverty.65  As subsistence farming is not encouraged or emphasised, the household 
income appears to be a decisive factor in the consumption and procurement of 
foods.66 
 
Reasonableness of the measures 
 
Policies and programmes for food security tend to focus more on food production 
which in most instances happens in rural areas.  The Land Care programme also 
targets small farm groups. Even though there are food garden programmes in urban 
areas most people in urban areas purchase food. The right of access to sufficient food 
does not only involve the production of food but also covers the financial means to 
purchase food. Not much has been done by government to ensure that those who do 
not have the financial means and are unable to produce food have access to sufficient 
food. 
 
Administrative Action/Maladministration Corruption 
 
In addition, the NDA and the provinces were required to provide information on mal-
administration and corruption and they failed to submit such information except for 
the KwaZulu-Natal Province, which was also insufficient.  
 
Budgetary Allocation 
 
Eastern Cape Province cited lack of funds as the main reason for its failure to impact 
on the agricultural sector.  Other provinces either failed or submitted insufficient 
information.  It is incumbent on the national government to allocate financial 
resources to the different spheres of government to ensure compliance with its 
constitutional obligations.  The national government should also develop and maintain 
mechanisms to monitor progress towards the realisation of the right to adequate food, 
identify the factors and implementation difficulties and then adopt corrective 
measures to ensure proper implementation.67  This was reiterated in the Grootboom 
judgment, where the court pointed out that accessibility should be progressively 

                                                        
64 National Food  Consumption Survey, vol. 2,  p. 511 
65CESCR General Comment 12, op. cit. 
66 Ibid. 
67 General Comment, No. 12, op. cit., para 31. 
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facilitated.  Legal, administrative, operational and financial hurdles should be 
examined, and where possible, lowered over time.68   
 
Basic Nutrition 
 
The NDoH’s response on accounting for variance between the financial years in the 
table is not helpful, as it does not help the public understand what informs the 
fluctuation in the INP budget allocation.  The issue of the outdated index used to 
determine the INP Conditional Grant allocation is disturbing.  It is important for 
government to use an updated Index to ensure that each province is allocated what is 
commensurate with its needs.  The allocation of financial resources to government 
departments, whether conditional grants or equitable share, should always be based on 
an updated information.    
 
A mere indication by government departments that they do consider the needs of 
vulnerable and marginalised groups in their budget allocations is not enough.  
Government departments should illustrate how they consider the vulnerable and 
marginalised groups in their budget allocations.  It is important to remember that no 
matter how comprehensive a programme may be, if it does not consider the 
vulnerable and marginalised groups it would fail the Grootboom test of 
reasonableness.  The following elucidates the concept of reasonableness: 
 

A society must seek to ensure that the basic necessities of life are 
provided to all if it is to be a society based on human dignity, 
freedom and equality.  To be reasonable, measures cannot leave out 
of account the degree and extent of the denial of the right they 
endeavour to realise.  Those whose needs are the most urgent and 
whose ability to enjoy all rights therefore is most in peril, must not 
be ignored by the measures aimed at achieving realisation of the 
right.  It may not be sufficient to meet the test of reasonableness to 
show that the measures are capable of achieving a statistical 
advance in the realisation of a right.69           

 
It is not appropriate for government departments to decry budget allocations if they 
cannot demonstrate that they can manage their financial resources properly.  For 
instance, the KZNDoH incurred an undisclosed amount of under-expenditure in the 
PSNP during the reporting period, and yet it has made a motivation for the allocation 
of more funding to the provincial and national spheres of government.  The KZNDoH 
is not alone in this; the MDoH also incurred alarming under-expenditures but it was 
dissatisfied with the budget allocated to it during the reporting period.  The onus is on 
government departments to demonstrate that they are capable of using and managing 
their financial resources efficiently and effectively.  
 
The Integrated Household Food Security policy, which targets primary school 
learners, is inadequate, as it does not cater for learners beyond Grade 7 who are from 
equally poor family household. 
 
                                                        
68 Grootboom, op. cit., para 45. 
69 Government of the Republic of South Africa and Others v Grootboom and Others 2000 (11) BCLR 
(CC) 
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According to Grootboom, the State is obliged to create conducive conditions by 
providing landless families with access to land and maintenance grants and other 
material assistance to families in need to enable the parents to provide for their 
children   There is nothing in the measures adopted by the government that make 
provision for such families.   
 
14. RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
In order to give effect to the right to sufficient food, government programmes projects 
and other related measures on food security should be properly co-ordinated.  The 
realisation of the right to food cannot be left to the Department of Agriculture alone; 
there should be a collaboration of different departments to ensure that this right is 
realised.   
 
There is also a need for a comprehensive review of food related programmes and 
projects (i.e. basic nutrition, food security and school feeding schemes) particularly in 
respect of the Departments of Health (basic nutrition), Agriculture (food security) and 
Education (school feeding schemes) to ascertain whether these programmes afford 
everyone the right to sufficient food. 
 
There should be creation of employment to alleviate the plight of poverty, as unemployment 
contributes to food insecurity because people do not have the means to fend for and feed themselves.  
There is a need for the creation of employment to enable people to feed themselves and be self-reliant 
in order to retain their right to dignity.  Especially in the form of subsistence farming.  Incentives 
should also be introduced to reduce food prices to enable everyone access to sufficient food.  Nutrition 
education plays an important role in improving food nutrition security.70  Agricultural, income 
generating and other efforts to improve food security and dietary diversification should all include a 
nutrition education component.71.  
 
The State should address implementation difficulties such as human and financial 
resources, which hamper on the right to access sufficient food.  
 
Proper information gathering system should be established to enable the Commission 
get a clear understanding of the strong points and shortfalls of the steps adopted by the 
government realise its obligation of ensuring that everyone has access to sufficient 
food.     
 

                                                        
70 National Food Consumption Survey, op. cit., p. 517 
71 Ibid, p 518 
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Progressive realisation of the right 
 
As indicated in the Grootboom case72, a mere adoption of a policy measure by the 
government is not on its own sufficient to realise socio-economic rights.  The 
government must strike a balance between the goal and the means, that is, the 
government must set out how in the long, short and medium terms it seeks to achieve 
the goals outlined in its policy framework.  Monitoring system should be established 
to evaluate and assess the extent to which the right is realised in terms food 
production processing; distribution; marketing and consumption of food.  
 
The DoH should work hand in hand with the provincial departments of Health to 
ensure that an updated and all-representative Index for the determination of the INP 
Conditional Grant is developed to help bring about a well-informed allocation of 
funds to these departments.  
 
There should be collaboration amongst the different government departments to 
ensure that vulnerable and marginalised groups are adequately catered for.  In this 
context, it will be the Departments of Land Affairs, Social Development and Health.  
Secondly, government departments should demonstrate clearly how they cater for the 
vulnerable and marginalised groups in their budget allocations. Such accountability is 
important to ensure that government departments do meet the objectives of their 
programmes.  
 
It is important for government departments to demonstrate good financial 
management to justify the need for more funding. Asking for more financial resources 
when departments fail to even manage the so-called insufficient funding defies logic. 
Proper financial management and accountability are the basis for the support for more 
financial resources.  
 
There should be a mechanism to alleviate hunger for all school learners.    
 
15. CONCLUSION 
 
The State should be commended for the Food Security Draft Bill.  It is, however, not 
clear when it is going to become law.  When it finally becomes passed, it will 
hopefully address all the shortfalls identified in the measures adopted by the 
government.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
72 Grootboom, op. cit.,  para 42  
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ABBREVIATIONS 

ARC  Agricultural Research Council 
DoH  Department of Health 
ECDA Eastern Cape Department of Agriculture 
FSDA  The Free State Department of Agriculture 
GDACELA  The Gauteng Department of Agriculture, Conservation, Environment 

and Land Affairs  
HFBNP  Health Facility Based Nutrition Programme 
UDHR  Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
NDA   National Department of Agriculture  
IFSS   Integrated Food Security Strategy 
IMCI   Integrated Management of Childhood Illness 
ISRDS  Integrated Sustainable Rural Development 
KZNDAEA KwaZulu-Natal Department of Agriculture and Environmental Affairs  
KZNDoH KwaZulu Natal Department of Health 
LRAD  Land Redistribution for Agricultural Development 
MDACE The Mpumalanga Department of Agriculture, Conservation and 

Environment 
MPDoH Mpumalanga Department of Health 
NCDA Northern Cape Department of Agriculture 
NWDACE The North West Department of Agriculture, Conservation and 

Environment 
PSNP The Primary School Nutrition Programme 
RtHC Road to Health Chart  
SPFS Special Programme for Food Security Programme 
WCDAEA The Western Cape Department of Agriculture and Economic Affairs 
WCDoH Western Cape Department of Health  
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