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“Forced to Leave”

Commercial Farming and Displacement in Zambia

Summary

T he Zambian government regards agriculture as a “panacea” for rural poverty, and the country’s leaders have been promoting
agribusiness investments on huge swaths of land. However, flaws in the government’s regulation of commercial agriculture, and
its poor efforts at protecting the rights of vulnerable people, instead of helping people climb out of the poverty mire, are actually
hurting them. Families that have lived and farmed for generations on land now allocated to commercial farms are being displaced
without due process or compensation. Some have been left hungry and homeless.

Any one commercial agriculture project, whether a massive investment by foreign investors on tens of thousands of hectares of
agricultural land, or smaller land deals on a few hundred to a few thousand hectares, may impact individuals and households. Without
proper safeguards, they may have a tremendously negative cumulative impact on local communities. Rural people suffer when
governments fail to properly regulate land deals, large or small, and the operation of commercial farms. That is precisely what is
happening in some rural communities in Zambia.

In conducting research for this report, Human Rights Watch interviewed, in 2016 and 2017, more than 130 rural residents whose
families had lived for years, and sometimes generations, in Serenje district, in Zambia’s Central Province. We also interviewed officials
at the district, provincial, and central levels of government, in addition to representatives of some commercial farms in the district,
lawyers, analysts and other experts. Human Rights Watch examined the impact of six commercial farms on local communities in
Serenje district. Four of these farms were fully operational, had cleared land of trees and most settlements, were in the process of
clearing more land, and were cultivating. The other two commercial farms planned to start clearing fields as soon as they could get
residents off the land. The farms that are fully operational grow soybeans and wheat, along with other crops, largely for export.
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This report examines the human rights impacts of the activities of commercial farms on residents, including the distinctive impacts on
women as a result of their social roles and status, and the fact that they have the least opportunity to negotiate and assert their rights.

The report documents the displacement of long-term residents who lived and farmed land that has been leased to commercial farmers,
and the negative impact of their displacement on their health, housing, livelihoods, food and water security, and children’s education.

Women described enormous struggles to sustain their families after losing access to fertile land for cultivating food crops, safe water
for drinking and household use, and hunting or foraging grounds. Some complained about a lack of nutritious meals because they could
no longer grow sufficient food, and what they could grow did not provide nutritive variety. Mothers described stretching out what
would be a single meal into several portions throughout the day, offering only one meal a day, or going hungry so their children could
eat. Many women said that after being displaced, they had to trek long distances to obtain water.

International human rights law does not bar Zambia’s government from displacing people to make way for commercial farms or other
projects. While many residents have long-term ties to the land and can assert legitimate tenure rights, some of the people being
evicted may in fact have arrived recently and have few or no legitimate tenure rights to the land they occupy. However, in most of the
cases we examined, evictions were carried out with little regard for the protections Zambian and international law both require in
terms of due process, resettlement, or compensation. Some were carried out with such flagrant disregard for residents’ rights, and
with so little real opportunity to contest their legality, that they amounted to forced evictions. Zambian law prohibits forced evictions,
and international law requires the government to prevent them.
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Human Rights Watch findings revealed that the situation in Serenje is not an aberration. Rather, the abuses related to commercial
farming and the rights of residents are rooted in much larger failures of regulation, oversight, and rights protection on the part of
Zambian authorities.

We focused on Serenje district because it represents both old (projects that have started production) and new agricultural ventures,
providing an opportunity to examine human rights risks at all stages of investment. This district, in Zambia’s fertile and water-rich
Central Province, houses the Nansanga farm block, which is part of Zambia’s “Farm Block Development Program,” in which the
government is investing in infrastructure and offering favorable terms to entice investors. The district also has older farm blocks, and
ample experience with how commercial farming operations can help or hurt the communities around them. As a district touted as a
prime place for commercial farming, it should represent a best-case scenario, a model for how commercial agriculture can succeed
while respecting the rights of rural residents. Instead, it illustrates broken promises, governance failures, and human rights abuses
connected with commercial farming.

The Zambian government is failing to protect the rights of rural residents displaced by large commercial farms in Serenje district.

Lack of Meaningful Consultations

Zambian law requires that traditional chiefs—authorities recognized by government—consult with affected communities and obtain
their consent before agreeing to convert lands under their control (known as customary areas) to state land that authorities can lease
directly to investors. It also requires consultation with affected communities as projects that will impact them move forward.

Residents on most farms said these consultations did not happen, or were so haphazard as to be meaningless. Officials said rural land
in Serenje was converted from customary to state land over the past decades, often without the knowledge of local communities and
through procedures that many question. Many residents were blindsided when commercial farmers arrived; their first inkling that the
land had been leased was when a farmer appeared to survey the land. In many cases, any “negotiations” around compensation or
resettlement were under duress, as commercial farmers threatened to bulldoze homes and crops if residents did not vacate their
homes. Many women told Human Rights Watch that they did not participate in any negotiations, fearing violence.

Several commercial farmers told Human Rights Watch that they had expected the government to remove people living on the farm
plots they acquired. Instead, they said they had to decide how to deal with the families they found on the land. Many commercial
farmers regarded these residents as “squatters” who had no legitimate right to reside on the plots in the first place and as such were
not entitled to any particular due process or compensation. Several told Human Rights Watch that they had no clue what Zambian law
required of them. One commercial farm had a better track record than the others in terms of compliance and addressing impacts on
residents, but even that farm would have benefitted from greater oversight and guidance from government officials.



Governance Failures

The government of Zambia has exercised very poor oversight and enforcement of legal requirements over commercial farms. It has
generally failed even to verify whether basic requirements such as the conduct of environmental and social impact assessments and
the issuance of mandatory permits and licenses have been met. Zambian laws say that environmental impact assessments (EIAs),
which should also address some social impacts, should be conducted before a project starts, and that government agencies must
monitor impacts. Some commercial farmers cleared land and started operations well before required licenses and permits were issued,
and some had never submitted environmental impact assessments. Government officials told Human Rights Watch that due to
resource constraints, they did little monitoring of commercial farms.

The government officials we interviewed generally acknowledged that commercial farming in Serenje has been handled poorly. Officials
in multiple government agencies blamed other agencies—never their own—for poor monitoring and oversight. Officials are not being
held accountable for failing to enforce Zambia’s laws on land, the environment, agriculture, investments, and resettlement.

Displacement and Suffering

Rural residents in Serenje district have faced severe suffering over the past few years due to commercial farming. Some commercial
farmers have burned or bulldozed homes, uprooted trees, and evicted residents with no compensation and no meaningful opportunity
to contest their removal. Dozens of residents evicted by one commercial farmer in 2013 have spent the past four years in tents or
shoddy housing in a forest area where they have little access to water, and were not given permission by local authorities to cultivate
crops. At time of writing, they continued to live in deplorable conditions, hoping that the government would resettle them onto new
land.

Legal Obligations

Human rights law prohibits forced evictions, and requires that governments respect, protect, and fulfill the rights to housing, health, a
healthy environment, food, water, and education. It also establishes that people have the right to a remedy for rights violations.
International standards establish that business enterprises, including commercial farmers, have a responsibility to identify, prevent,
mitigate, and remedy human rights abuses linked to business operations. Zambia has ratified rights treaties and endorsed other
relevant standards; it has no shortage of guidance on how to promote agricultural development while protecting human rights.

The Zambian government should take immediate action to safeguard the rights of rural residents in commercial farming areas. It
should fully implement and ensure compliance with its policies on resettlement and compensation, including for people at risk of
displacement due to commercial farming. It should work to ensure that government agencies have adequate staffing, resources, and
training to enforce laws and monitor the activities of commercial farmers, and improve transparency concerning commercial
agriculture. It should address policy gaps, including by adopting the long-awaited customary land administration bill and an updated
national land policy. The government should also require that environmental and social impact assessments be conducted before
approval is given for agricultural investments. It should effectively monitor commercial farming operations on an ongoing basis.

The Zambian government should uphold its human rights commitments by ensuring that rural residents in dire need of improved
livelihoods are not left worse off by commercial agriculture.

Key Recommendations

To the Government of Zambia

e Provide immediate relief and take longer-term measures to remedy the harm suffered by rural residents of Serenje who were
forcibly evicted from their homes or were displaced without adequate compensation.



o Ensure that rural residents at risk of displacement or eviction have access to affordable or free legal aid, and to remedies in
subordinate courts or other judicial venues.

o Ensure that affected communities, including women on an equal basis with men, are able to meaningfully participate in any
consultations concerning new or expanded commercial farming, about measures to avoid displacement, and about possible
resettlement or compensation.

* Ensure that land laws, including any future law on customary land administration, clarify procedures for community
consultations in the event of conversions or alienation of customary lands.

¢ Implement the National Resettlement Policy and Guidelines for the Compensation and Resettlement of Internally Displaced
People (IDPs). Improve coordination among ministries and agencies responsible for activities related to land, agriculture,
environment, and resettlement. Disseminate relevant policies and train officials on their implementation.

o Inform commercial farmers about all relevant policies and laws, including on resettlement and environmental protection, in
advance of starting commercial farming activities. Enforce all statutory and regulatory requirements for environmental and
social impact assessments in connection with commercial farming.

¢ Enhance regulation and monitoring of commercial farming, including by setting up environmental monitoring offices in all
provinces and recruiting more inspectors.

¢ Conduct public awareness campaigns among communities that may be impacted by commercial farm development to inform
them of their legal rights.

To Commercial Farmers

e Conduct environmental and social impact assessments addressing the full scope of risks from commercial farming. Make all such
documentation available to the public, including women and marginalized populations, in understandable formats.

o Comply with all legal requirements to consult with, compensate, and/or resettle local residents affected by commercial farming.
Ensure that women are equally included in any consultations or negotiations over compensation and resettlement.

o Ensure that individuals affected by commercial farming are able to lodge complaints directly with the commercial farming
venture, including where appropriate through a formal grievance mechanism, and seek a fair resolution.

Methodology

T his report is based on research conducted between June 2016 and August 2017, including field visits to Zambia in August to
October 2016, and March and June 2017. It is focused on Serenje district, Central Province, because it is the site of significant
government and commercial investment into large-scale agriculture and farm blocks. The report examines the human rights impacts
of the activities of these commercial farms, including the distinctive impacts on women and children in the district.

Human Rights Watch researchers interviewed 132 individual community members (70 men, 58 women, as well as 2 girls, 14 and 17
years old). We conducted these interviews in four communities in Luombwa farm block, in the Milumbe, Kalengo, Chishitu, and Ntenge
sections. We also interviewed residents living in Nansanga farm block and the Munte/Bwande area in Serenje district.

We met with district, provincial, and central government officials from several ministries and bodies. These included officials from
Serenje District Council, Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources, Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock, Ministry of Chiefs and
Traditional Affairs, Ministry of Gender, Zambia Environment Management Agency, the Office of the Vice-President’s Department of
Resettlement, the Lands Tribunal, and a member of parliament representing the Serenje district. Human Rights Watch also
interviewed a former official from the Zambia Development Agency (ZDA), and wrote two letters to ZDA seeking information and an
interview, but received no response.



We requested interviews with representatives of six commercial farms in Serenje district. We interviewed officials from Silverlands
farm in March and August 2017, and in June 2017 we met with eight commercial farmers in Serenje, a town in Serenje district. These
eight farmers included representatives of three of the six commercial farms investigated in this report. We sent detailed letters to each
of the six commercial farms, requesting information and sharing our findings. We received email responses from five commercial
farms, and had a telephone interview with one. The responses are reflected in this report.

We interviewed independent human rights analysts, researchers, civil society organizations, activists, and lawyers working on land
issues in Zambia. We met with other

informed community members, such as school headmasters, teachers, retired government officials, and agriculture extension workers
in Serenje district.

Human Rights Watch conducted all interviews with community members in Bemba, a local language, with translation in English.
Interviews with government officials, representatives of commercial farms, and civil society organizations were conducted in English.

We took measures to ensure that our investigation accurately reflected women'’s distinctive experiences with commercial farming.
Such measures included working with female interpreters, interviewing women in private spaces, meeting with women individually and
in groups to explain the aims of the research, and seeking advice from experts on gender and land in Zambia.

Most interviews were conducted privately, one-on-one, in quiet places within the communities, such as under trees or behind houses.
We also conducted small group interviews with fewer than 20 people to confirm events and conditions in the communities. Individual
interviews lasted one to two hours.

Human Rights Watch also reviewed secondary data sources, including laws, government documents, reports from nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) and research institutes, court rulings, and maps. We used satellite imagery to verify land use and community
presence over the past decade.

Interviewees did not receive any compensation for participating in interviews. Respondents were informed of the purpose of the
interview, its voluntary nature, and the ways in which the data would be used. They verbally consented to be interviewed. They were
told they could decline to answer questions or could end the interview at any time. Where appropriate, Human Rights Watch provided
contact information for organizations offering legal or other services.

We have used pseudonyms for community members we interviewed to protect their privacy. In some cases, further identifying details
have been withheld to prevent possible reprisals.

For locations within farm blocks, we used names for “sections” used by local residents.

We use the terms “legitimate tenure rights” or “legitimate land tenure” in this report to refer to legally or socially recognized
entitlements to access, use, and control land and related natural resources, in line with usage of this term in international guidelines on
land governance and secure land tenure. Land tenure systems determine who can use land and related resources, in what way, for how
long, and under what conditions. They may be established in formal laws, or recognized in customary practices.

I. Background

Commercial Agriculture in Zambia

W ith fluctuating and declining copper prices since 2011, the government of Zambia has intensified efforts to diversify its
economy by promoting agricultural development and commercial farming.! Recently re-elected President Edgar Lungu and
his Patriotic Front (PF) party have pledged to make agriculture the “main stay of Zambia’s economy.”!?! The government of Zambia has



increased the proportion of the national budget dedicated to agricultural development,'®! and its national development plan includes
foreign direct investment in agriculture as a primary objective./! Zambia is also committed to implementing the Comprehensive Africa
Agriculture Development Programme (CAADP), Africa’s policy framework for agricultural development.'!

There is no reliable data on exactly how much land has been leased or is being developed for commercial farming in Zambia. The
government has no comprehensive or disaggregated database on large farms in the country. According to the Land Matrix, a global
land monitoring initiative, the pace of large-scale land acquisitions in Zambia has increased since 2011.1! The 2016 Land Matrix
summary on Zambia highlights 34 land deals involving investors from 14 countries, with more than 390,074 hectares of land under
contract.!”!

For more than a decade, the Zambian government has promoted its Farm Block Development Program (FBDP) as the centerpiece of
its effort to promote agricultural growth. It says it has converted large swaths of land, or “farm blocks,” in each of the 10 provinces into
leasehold land available for commercial farmers.!®! Each farm block is supposed to have one core large-scale farm (core venture) of
10,000 hectares; one to three commercial farms (1,000-5,000 hectares); medium-scale farms (100-1,000 hectares); emergent farmers
(50-100 hectares); and small-scale farmers (25-50 hectares). Crops grown in core venture farms are meant to be predominantly for
export. The smaller farms have the option of working in out-grower arrangements with the core venture or using common processing
facilities.

For each farm block, the government has promised to provide basic infrastructure for agriculture, such as feeder roads, electricity,
dams for irrigation, and communication facilities.®! While government officials told Human Rights Watch that agencies have
completed conversion of customary land to leasehold tenure under state control in the FBDP areas, ! the government is far from
completing the infrastructure or securing the major investors.!'!!

The government’s Second National Agricultural Development Plan, issued in 2016, reiterates that the FBDP remains a priority.""?! The
ruling party promised in its 2016 manifesto to “continue and expand programing of opening up more agricultural land,” using the farm
block model.!*3!

Rural Poverty and the “Panacea” of Agricultural Development

The Zambian ruling party’s manifesto says that agriculture is a “panacea” for rural poverty in Zambia. The government’s 2016 Second
National Agriculture Policy, which promotes agriculture as a business, also aims for agricultural development to aid food and nutrition
security, employment creation, increase incomes, and reduce rural poverty."'*! Its 2017 Seventh National Development Plan has a
major focus on achieving a diversified and export-oriented agricultural sector in the period 2017-2021.151

This may be a noble idea, but after more than a decade of programs and policies to promote commercial agriculture, many promised
benefits for rural Zambians have not yet materialized. The government’s agriculture policy notes that performance of the agriculture
sector “has not been sufficient enough to make a significant dent on poverty.”!'® It also notes, “growth and gains made within the
agriculture sector have not been inclusive but rather limited to large scale and medium scale or emergent farmers with little impact
on the bulk of small scale farmers.”*"!

Zambia’s economy is growing, but poverty rates, especially in rural areas, have remained high.™®! The government’s 2015 Living
Conditions Monitoring Survey found that 54.4 percent of the population lives below the national poverty line. Poverty is higher in rural
areas (76.6 percent) than in urban areas (23.4 percent).!*?!

World Bank documents project a growth rate of 4.1 percent in 2017, but said these economic gains might not be inclusive of rural
populations.®! According to one World Bank document, “coverage of programs targeted to help the poor and vulnerable [in Zambia]

remain small relative to the need, as well as compared to regional and international standards.”?!!

Villages Throughout “Available” Land

Many rural areas in Zambia are sparsely populated, but not vacant. Zambia has a rural population of close to 10 million people, or
almost 60 percent of its population.??! Rural communities in Zambia tend to live in dispersed settlements, with distinct kin-villages
separated by “bush” for grazing and cultivating crops.3! Many rural residents live on roughly the same lands as relatives going back
generations, and often consider it their ancestral land. Some practice shifting agriculture (rotational farming where land is cleared,
cultivated and then left to regenerate for a few years), and use surrounding areas for foraging in forests and grassland, tending
livestock, and fishing. Rural settlements are often adjacent to water sources.?*!

Government officials and official documents sometimes exaggerate the extent to which rural land is available, idle, and ready for use by
commercial agricultural investors.>! Traditional chiefs have claimed that some occupied lands are vacant as they negotiate land
conversions.!?®! The Deputy Director of the Ministry of Chiefs and Traditional Affairs told Human Rights Watch, “You would be amazed



how it is done in some areas. I have gone to areas where there are lots of people living but the chief has said there are none! But we
cannot visit every site.”[?”1

Government and Customary Land Governance

As in some other African countries, all land in Zambia is vested in the president.®! However, the constitution and laws of Zambia
protect property rights and recognize both customary areas and “state” land that can be alienated by lease (and is then considered
land under “leasehold” tenure).!

Customary areas, commonly referred to as customary land, are administered by traditional authorities. The Lands Act provides that
land held under customary tenure cannot be alienated by the president without taking into consideration local customary law;
consulting with the chief and local authority in the area, and consulting with “any other person or body whose interest might be
affected.”i3% As of 1987, the government said that 94 percent of land in Zambia was customary land.®! Experts have disputed this
estimate, claiming that approximately 51-54 percent of land remains under customary tenure.'*?! The Ministry of Lands is currently
undertaking a land audit to establish how much land is customary and how much is state land.

The government can grant the right to use and benefit from state land to individuals or corporate entities, with leases of up to 99
years.?3! The Lands Act establishes consultative processes through which land can be converted from customary and placed under
state authority. Once land is converted, there is no provision to convert it back. Chiefs should consult with and gain consent of local
communities before agreeing to convert customary land, but as explained in the following sections, this does not always happen, and
even if it does, women may be excluded from the consultations.’**! Some officials said that chiefs stand to benefit from land conversions
and may be motivated by greed to avoid community consultations.

The government may also acquire land from current users when it deems it to be in the national interest.’*>! A law on compulsory
acquisition of land provides procedures for notice, valuation, and compensation to users before acquisition, and recourse after land is

transferred.!3¢!

Even where agricultural land has been converted from having the status of customary areas to state leasehold land, customary laws
and practices of communities on the land are still influential. Traditional chiefs continue to play a role in land matters, including in
some cases designating alternative land for individuals evicted from land to make way for commercial farming. The customary
practices of some communities give men greater authority over land, and women may have little say about securing alternative land
when they face displacement.3”!

The government and other stakeholders have been discussing law and policy reforms that could clarify and improve protections for
land governance and administration, including a customary lands administration bill and an updated national land policy.

Il. Commercial Farming in Serenje District

Where will we go looking for land? There isn’t any land left. Over here [Luombwa] they [officials] say all
the land belongs to the white farmers, and on the other side, they’ve created Nansanga Farm Block.

Elisabeth K., 24-year-old mother of four, Ntenge Section, September 2016

Zambia’s Central Province is well known for fertile soil and numerous water sources. It is a burgeoning commercial farming hub.
Farms in the province produced an estimated 723,760 metric tons (MT) of maize in 2014, along with substantial amounts of wheat
(99,758 MT) and soya beans (96,518 MT).138 Agriculture in the province is mainly rain-fed, though large farms—with government



support—are increasingly moving toward irrigation. The province has a number of farm blocks, both within the government’s Farm
Block Development Program and independent of that program.

This report focuses on commercial farming in Serenje district, Central Province. The district provides a valuable case study in several
respects. It illustrates the tensions and confusion over customary land conversions and the rights of rural residents with long-standing
ties to the land. The commercial farms examined also reveal the negative impacts of large-scale commercial agriculture on rural
communities when operators do not comply with laws and the ventures lack proper government oversight.

Serenje district has a high concentration of commercial farms, owned both by foreign and domestic investors. Over the past decade,
the government has been piloting its Farm Block Development Program (FBDP) with the Nansanga farm block in this district. The
government has also facilitated commercial agricultural investments in other farm blocks in the district independent of the FBDP,
including the Luombwa farm block. The government has promised, and to some degree has undertaken, infrastructure development to
help commercial farming in the district, building access roads and bridges, installing electric lines, and constructing dams for
irrigation.

As along-planned, concerted test case for the government’s plans for commercial agriculture and farm blocks, Serenje district should
represent a best-case scenario. It should be a place where the government demonstrates that its policies in support of commercial
agriculture are compatible with the rights of rural people, and truly provide them with real benefits. Unfortunately, as the next sections
show, the Serenje experiment is to a large extent failing local communities.

Land Conversions in Serenje District

Agricultural land in Serenje district is a mix of customary and state land. The history of the conversion of land from customary to state
status in this district is murky and contested. Government officials say that the conversions of customary land to state land starting in
the 1980s were legitimate, though it is virtually impossible to verify that official requirements were met since documentation is not
available or accessible.l®®! According to a Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock official, “chiefs gave land willingly” for the farm blocks
in Serenje district, and the government did not acquire it through the compulsory land acquisition law:*%!

There are conflicting accounts on whether there were residents on the land prior to conversion. Several government officials
acknowledge that land now used, or soon to be used, for commercial farming in Serenje was not vacant when it was converted, or when
commercial farmers started operations. A Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock (MAL) official admitted that there is “no way a huge
tract of land would not have villagers on it, and so there was a duty to consult with the residents whose interests might be affected.”*!!
Other government officials disagree, claiming that if there were people living or farming on the land when it was converted, the
government would have resettled them, but said they had no evidence to back such claims. A provincial land surveyor told Human
Rights Watch that all people living on land converted into farm blocks in Serenje would have been resettled, despite the absence of
records to confirm this, and anyone now living on the land must be “squatters” and due no recourse.#?!

Many long-term rural residents in Serenje district say they were unaware that the land had been converted until commercial farmers
started arriving. Many whose families lived in the area for decades or more told Human Rights Watch that no one discussed the
conversion with their families, adding that they had no information about what conversion means.

There are also conflicting accounts on the issue of approval by traditional leaders for conversion of land. The farm blocks in Serenje
were, or in the view of some, still are within the Muchinda chiefdom. The area’s chief died in 2010, and there was a contest over who
would be appointed the new Senior Chief Muchinda of the Lala people.3! In 2016, a court appointed Evans Mukosha as successor to
the throne. In September 2016, Mukosha and his representatives told Human Rights Watch that they believe the prior Chief Muchinda
did not understand that chiefdom land was being permanently converted to state land to be used in farm blocks. Instead, they said he
appeared to think it was a temporary lease, and that the land would remain under the control of the chiefdom. They did not have
specific information about whether the chief was compensated, what documentation was signed, or whether there were consultations
between the chief and the local people. Mukosha said the government promised the prior chief a tractor, a promise that was never
honored.** Mukosha was murdered in May 2017, and no successor had been appointed at time of writing.

Some civil society groups and public interest lawyers have asserted that the land conversions were not done in accordance with law;
and thus are invalid. They point to the lack of evidence that legal procedures were followed, including with respect to consulting with
and compensating residents. 143!

Human Rights Watch could not verify whether the land conversions complied with law or not, but the fact is that vast areas of land in
Serenje are now being commercially farmed. The commercial farmers feel confident that they have, or will soon have, government
authorization to farm there. Many residents told us that they were caught unawares by the land conversion, and at a loss for how to
cope with losing land they and their relatives have cultivated for years, or in some cases, for generations.

Major Farm Blocks and Commercial Farms in Serenje District



Serenje district has five major farm blocks: Nansanga, Luombwa, Munte, Kasanka, and Ssasa. Other commercial farms in the district
also benefit from the government'’s infrastructure investments, but are outside the bounds of the farm blocks.

This section describes six commercial farms in or near the Nansanga and Luombwa farm blocks, providing background on the farms
and current activities. Chapters III (Evictions and Resettlement in Serenje District) and IV (The Human Costs of Commercial Farming
in Serenje) describe the experience of residents affected by these commercial farms.

Nansanga and Luombwa Farm Blocks

The two most prominent farm blocks in Serenje district are Nansanga, which is part of the government’s Farm Block Development
Program, and Luombwa, which has the largest area under cultivation by commercial farmers.

Nansanga farm block is located 60 kilometers south of Serenje (district’s administrative hub). It covers approximately 100,000
hectares of land, equivalent to about 122 soccer pitches. As noted above, the government’s aim is for it to have a “core venture” farm
of 10,000 hectares, several large commercial farms, and many medium, emergent, and small farms.

While the government has made progress on infrastructure to serve this farm block, including access roads and bridges, electric lines
and a power substation, and dams for irrigation, it has struggled to secure a foreign investor for the Nansanga “core venture.” Instead,
in 2015 it designated a quasi-governmental company, the Industrial Development Corporation (IDC), as the core venture. As of July
2017, IDC was soliciting bids from agribusinesses and might parcel up the 10,000 hectares.!*® There are small and medium farms
operating in Nansanga, but not on the scale that the government hoped for. In the coming years, it is likely that larger commercial
farms will take up operations within Nansanga.*”!

There is conflicting information about how many people currently live on this land, or were present at various points in the past. A 2009
government document said 427 households were living within the Nansanga area after the land was converted from customary to state
land."8! A Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock official said that in 2002 there were 32 families needing relocation in the core venture
area, and a 2014 government survey showed there were 100 families living there."®! Meanwhile, local residents told Human Rights
Watch they believed there were far more families living in the core venture parcel and the larger Nansanga land area, though they
could not give a concrete estimate.!>%!

Luombwa Farm Block is about 70 kilometers west of Serenje, bordered by the Nansanga Farm Block and Musangashi Forest Reserve.
Human Rights Watch could not verify the total area of Luombwa farm block because this information was not available from
government authorities. It is the most advanced farm block in the district in terms of infrastructure, with an electricity sub-station,
some telephone network, gravel roads, and bridges.

Zambian officials say the state acquired the Luombwa farm block from a farm development program in the 1990s."*" The government
demarcated the outer boundary in the mid-1990s, then designated parcels for individual farm plots. The Ministry of Lands issued title
documents to commercial farmers for some of these plots. In some cases, farmers never started operations, and the government
repossessed and reallocated the land. 2! Over time, new investors and farmers have come to Luombwa to take up commercial
farming, sometimes obtaining land from the government and sometimes purchasing leasehold tenure rights from other private
parties.

As far as Human Rights Watch could ascertain, there is no final Strategic Environment Assessment (SEA) for either the Nansanga'®! or
Luombwa farm block as a whole (although there are environmental impact assessments (EIAs) for some activities on some farms within
the blocks).'®" As described below, these assessments are important safequards for sustainable environmental management and to
mitigate adverse impacts.

Commercial Farms Operating in Serenje: Six Case Studies

Human Rights Watch investigated six commercial farms in Serenje district, ranging in size from 150 hectares to more than 5,000
hectares of land. Five of the farms are within Luombwa farm block and one is in the Nansanga farm block. These farms cover a broad
spectrum from a corporate investor (Silverlands Zambia Limited) to family-run farms, registered as companies with the government,
whose owners live on the farm and directly participate in the work.

The farm and section (location) names below reflect how local residents refer to the farms, often using names or nicknames of farmers
rather than business names. In many cases, residents simply referred to farm owners or operators as “Muzungu” (white) farmers.
According to residents, all commercial farmers in these case studies were white. Human Rights Watch was not able to confirm the
nationality of all the farmers, but the five farms it could verify have owners from South Africa, Zimbabwe, the United Kingdom, and
Brazil.[*®!



The summaries below refer to numbers of residents (sometimes referred to as “settlers”) on land acquired by commercial farms,
primarily based on estimates in public documents or from government officials. In all cases, local residents told Human Rights Watch
that there were more people living on the land than reflected in government or company documents.

Company name Known owners, and Farm Farm area Project stage Environmental and social impact assessments
and informal nationality according to block (hectares)
designation government registry
Silverlands Majority owner: Silverlands Luombwa 5,506 Incorporated in Submitted two Environmental and Social Impact Assessments
Zambia Limited Ireland Holdings (Z) Limited hectares Zambia August (ESIAs) to Zambia Environmental Management Agency (ZEMA), and
(SZL) (99% equity) 2012. received approval March 2015 and August 2015.
Known as Cleared land and
“Silverlands” in cultivating soya,
community wheat, and maize.
Rowe Farming Matthew John Rowe Luombwa 117.8 Incorporated in According to ZEMA officials, Rowe submitted an Environmental and
Limited (Zimbabwe) hectares Zambia April 2014. Social Impact Assessment (ESIA) for installing a water pump, but
not for clearing land or other farm operations.

Known as Kyrie Pauline Visser Rowe Cleared land and
“Matthew’s (Zimbabwe) began cultivation
Farm” in of soya.
community Felicity Rose Ferriman

(United Kingdom)
Nyamanza John Lewis Sawyer Luombwa 996 Incorporated in According to ZEMA officials, no Environmental and Social Impact
Farming Limited (Zimbabwe) hectares Zambia June 2007. Assessment (ESIA).
Known as Jason Lewis Sawyer (South Cleared land and
“Sawyer farm” Africa) cultivating soya,
in community wheat, and rice.

Leonard David Van Brenda

(Zimbabwe)
Billis Farm Abraheam Lodewikus Luombwa 2071.4 Incorporated in According to ZEMA officials, no Environmental and Social Impact
Limited Viljoen (Zimbabwe) hectares Zambia December Assessment (ESIA).

2011.

Known as “Billis Paulo Stavrou Billi (Brazil)
farm” in Cleared land and
community Alexandre Stavrou Billi cultivating soya,

(Brazil) wheat, and maize.

Idaro Ventures Limited
Kasary Kuti Philip Jan Jackman (United Luombwa 263.7 Incorporated in According to ZEMA officials, no ESIA.
Ranch Kingdom/Z ambia) hectares ~ Zambia in June

2014.

Known as
“Jackman’s Has not cleared
farm” in land.

community

Fairfield Farm

Jeremy Badcock

Nansanga 2,202.3

Incorporation

hectares information not
Known as (Not verified) available for this
“Badcock’s farm.
farm” in

community

Greg Badcock

(Not verified)

Has cleared land
to make roads.

According to ZEMA officials, no ESIA.

Sources: The information for this chart was assembled from a variety of public and private documents and interviews. We were not
able to get confirmation from the companies for all data in this chart. The sources included documents from international financial

institutions, Zambian ministries and agencies (including the Ministry of Lands, the Ministry of Commerce, Trade and Industry, court
decisions, emails from and interviews with commercial farmers, interviews with district, provincial, and central government officials,
and interviews with several traditional leaders. The text of this and the following chapters includes footnotes with exact sources.

“Silverlands Farm”

Silverlands Zambia Limited (SZL) is owned by SilverStreet Private Equity Strategies SICAR—Silverlands Fund through its subsidiary
Silverlands Ireland Holdings (Z) Limited.®®! SZL is incorporated in Zambia, and Silverlands Fund is incorporated in the United
Kingdom. Silverlands Fund secured roughly US$150 million in financing from the United States government’s Overseas Private
Investment Cooperation (OPIC) in 2011.%7! SZL registered as a Zambian company in 2012, and commenced operations in 2014 in
Luombwa farm block. In 2017, it received reinsurance of $10.1 million from OPIC, °8 and $15.2 million from the Multilateral
Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA), a member of the World Bank Group.*%!

Silverlands acquired four neighboring farms, known as Vundu, Venturas, Sichilima, and Green Forestry Development/GFD (Sheriff)
farms, from individual private owners in Luombwa Farm Block. It consolidated these farms into a single large farm (5,506 hectares),
where it grows food crops (maize, soya, wheat, and potatoes) and livestock (cattle).!6%!



Two environmental and social impact assessments (ESIAs) were prepared for the Silverlands farm, which the government approved in
2015.111 One covers the project on the land formerly known as the Vundu, Venturas, and Sichilima farms and the other covers the
change from forestry to row cropping on the former Green Forestry Development land.!6?!

One of the ESIAs stated that 14 households!®3! were living on the land, and one other document said that four gravesites on the land
would not be disturbed.!®* As of February 2017, one family had been resettled. In June 2017, after several years of seeking alternative
land to resettle residents living on the farm, the company’s board decided that the residents would not be resettled, and instead the
company would adopt a livelihood restoration plan for residents, who would be able to remain in their homes on the farm block.!%%!

“Matthew’s Farm”

A farm operated by Rowe Farming Limited, commonly referred to as “Matthew’s Farm” by local residents, is located in the Chishitu
section of Luombwa Farm Block. The company was officially registered in April 2014.1%¢! The owner, Matthew John Rowe, started the
process to acquire a certificate of title for 118 hectares of state land from the Commissioner of Lands in 2016 by paying a plot
premium of 17,500 Zambian Kwacha (US$1,897) and land application fee of 250 Kwacha ($27).!67!

According to Zambia Environmental Management Agency (ZEMA) officials, the company submitted an environmental impact
assessment (EIA) to the government to install a water pump, but not about clearing the land or undertaking commercial farming.
Nonetheless, as of October 2016, Rowe had already started clearing the land, and planned to cultivate.

[68]

In terms of residents on the land, the 2016 District Council offer letter states that Rowe Farming Limited had to submit a resettlement
plan for five “settlers” on the farm.[®9!

“Sawyer Farm”

The farm run by Nyamanza Farming Limited, called “Sawyer Farm” by locals, falls within Kalengo and Chishitu sections of Luombwa
Farm Block.!”” John (father) and Jason (son) Sawyer own the company.””" The owners registered the farm in 2007, and sought to
acquire land starting in 2014. In 2015 the company asked the District Council to re-plan 1,000 hectares of a farm into smaller parcels,
[721 then asked to reduce the farm to 996 hectares!”3! to enable them to process title deeds. The council granted the request in
September 2015.174

ZEMA officials told Human Rights Watch that they had no EIA on file for “Sawyer Farm.”!75!

There is conflicting information in government documents about whether there are currently residents on the farm. One government
document from October 20157 reported that there were no settlements, but at least two government documents Human Rights
Watch viewed recognized that at least five families resided there.!””! Residents told Human Rights Watch that at least 21 villages, with
about 45 families, lived on the land.!”®!

“Billis Farm”

Billis Farm Limited is in the Milumbe area of Luombwa Farm Block, near the Mulembo River.!”®! It appears to be co-owned by three
foreign nationals.®”! They registered the company in 2011, and purchased the farm from another private corporation in 2012.%" The
farm covers 2,071 hectares.®?

ZEMA officials told Human Rights Watch that they had no EIA on file for “Billis Farm.”®3!

Human Rights Watch did not find any government records of the number of families living on this land before Billis Farm Ltd. acquired
farm. However, Human Rights Watch interviewed families displaced by the owners of this commercial farm who said that at least 11
villages and some 65 or more people had been on the land before the company evicted them in 2013.

“Jackman Farm”

Kasary Kuti Ranch, known as “Jackman Farm” after its owner, Philip Jan Jackman, is a 264-hectare farm in the Ntenge section of
Luombwa farm block.'®¥ The Serenje District Council approved Jackman’s farm application in 2014,®! and the Ministry of Lands
issued an offer letter on May 5, 2015.13%! The Ministry of Lands issued a certificate of title to the owner in May 2016.18”! A ZEMA official
told Human Rights Watch that there is no environmental impact assessment on file with the agency.!®®!



Human Rights Watch could not find any official documents indicating how many people resided on this farm when Jackman started the
acquisition process. But on May 6, 2015, Jackman submitted a handwritten note to the District Council asking, “can you advise when
the squatters will move from the farm as I have the ‘offer letter’ from Ministry of Lands.”!®®! This establishes that Jackman knew that
the property was not vacant, and that he considered that the people residing there had no legal right to remain. District officials said
that Jackman did not submit a resettlement action plan.”! As described in the following chapter, Jackman applied to the Serenje
district subordinate court to get an eviction order against the residents, which was granted in 2015. Residents appealed the decision.

“Badcock Farm”

Fairfields Farm, as its owner Jeremy Badcock calls it, falls within the Bwande section of Serenje district, in the eastern part of the
Nansanga farm block. Local residents refer to it as “Badcock farm.”'®! Badcock purchased the land from a private owner, a member of
the traditional council for the area.!®?!

A ZEMA official told Human Rights Watch that the agency has no EIA on file for Fairfield farms.[*3!

Human Rights Watch is not aware of any government document indicating the number of residents on this land. Badcock admitted to
Human Rights Watch via email that there were “a few families living on the farm. Five families at the time of purchase.”®* According
to a traditional authority for the area, 22 families were living on the land as of 2016.%5! At time of writing, Badcock had not submitted a
resettlement action plan to Serenje district council or the Department of Resettlement. He told Human Rights Watch that he believes
the prior owner is responsible to relocate and reimburse the families.!®!

lll. Evictions and Resettlements in Serenje District

There are lots of promises by the government. They used to tell us, “These people [farmers] are
coming. It will be great for you.” But the farms are white elephants.... People are not happy about how
things have gone on. They feel they have been cheated.... The rich are getting more land. The poor get
nothing.

Allan C., school official, Serenje district, September 2016

In Serenje district, long-term residents have been evicted, sometimes forcibly, or fear displacement from land to make way for
commercial farmers. This has often had a devastating impact on the community members, with distinctive impacts on women due to
their social roles and status. Local residents and advocates told Human Rights Watch that hundreds of individuals have already been
forced out of their homes and lands due to commercial farming in the district. Several thousand more may be at risk of being pushed
out of their homes without compensation and into deeply precarious situations as the government pursues further agricultural

development.!®”!

Forced Evictions from “Billis Farm” Billis Farm Limited is co-owned by three foreign nationals and a corporate interest.[?8! They purchased the 2,071-hectares
farm from another private corporation in 2012.1°°1 Abraheam Lodewikus Viljoen, one of the owners, lives and works on the farm with his family.

Families told Human Rights Watch that they were forcibly evicted by employees of this farm and that that at least 11 villages and more than 65 people had
been on the land before the company evicted them in 2013.

Residents said Viljoen, an owner of “Billis farm”, told them to leave, but there was no meaningful consultation, formal notification, compensation, provision
of alternative housing, or chance to seek a legal remedy. Residents told Human Rights Watch that employees of “Billis farm” told them they had two weeks
to move out of the land. They said that on June 4, 2013, Viljoen and his workers arrived with bulldozers and demolished residents’ homes, leaving residents
to hurriedly grab their belongings.['°! One of the evicted residents, Mody C., described the scene: “He [Viljoen] came with two bulldozers with long chains
tied to each other ... which had started pulling down trees, houses, and everything along [the] way.”[10]



Viljoen told Human Rights Watch by phone that he had indeed displaced families in June 2013, but disputed that he used force to get residents to move. He
stated that he told the families in January 2013 that they had six months to uproot their crops and move, acknowledging that his workers used two
bulldozers with a chain to clear the land, and that stumping and razing the land started in June 2013. He mentioned that when “chaining” started in June,
“stragglers” took him seriously, moving off the farm quickly. He started tearing down residents’ buildings in June and got to their crop fields in August.[192!

Some residents said Viljoen ordered his workers to transport them in a tractor off of the farm. The workers left the residents by the roadside some
distance away. These families lived out in the open with no shelter during the coldest months (June-August) of the year. The government’s Disaster
Management and Mitigation Unit provided them with tents and some food assistance.

They have spent the past four years in these tents or shoddy housing (using rudimentary materials such as plastic or fertilizer bags, sticks and mud) in a
forest area where they have little access to water, and are not supposed to cultivate crops. At time of writing, they continued to live in deplorable conditions,
hoping the government would resettle them onto new land.

ZEMA officials told Human Rights Watch that they had no environmental impact assessment on file for “Billis Farm.”[1°31 Viljoen admitted that his farm had no
such assessment, and believed this was a new requirement. He blamed government bodies for poor guidance. “Government should make farmers aware
on what is required.... ZDA should inform every investor that they need an EIA if planning to clear more than 50 hectares,” he said. [204]

Disregard for Long-Term Land Use and Historic Ties

Where will we go? This is where I was born, my parents were born here and died here. Where can we
go? I have ten children and my sister has six, where do I take them if they remove me from this farm?

-Melanie M., Chishitu section, September 20, 2016

Human Rights Watch interviewed many rural residents of Serenje district who said they were baffled at being stripped of their land,
which they had occupied and farmed for generations, with no consultation, compensation, or decent alternatives when commercial
farmers arrived. Only a handful of the 132 residents Human Rights Watch interviewed in Serenje who had been displaced or were
threatened with displacement experienced the kind of meaningful consultations that Zambian law requires with chiefs, company
representatives, or government officials.!*%%!

Many rural residents in Serenje said this was their ancestral land going back many generations, and others say it had been family
farmland for decades, allocated to them by past chiefs. For example, John M., 61, said:

We used to be in Munte Farm Block area and they [officials] displaced us, and that’s how we came here
[Chishitu area, or “Matthew’s farm”]. When we came here the chief gave us land in 1996. I've farmed so
much—beans, cassava, and sweet potatoes. It isn’t time to harvest the latest crop yet and we’ve been
told to vacate. What about everything I've planted? ...We have not been shown any alternative site. We
were told to go look for another place to live ourselves. We will lose everything we have,[106]

Esther M., a 50-year-old mother of nine children, said she has lived in Kalengo section (now called “Sawyer farm”) before 1984. “My
parents came and settled here.... I was about 18 years old then. I remember my age because I used to fall sick often those days and

they used to take me to the clinic. And in the clinic they used to ask me my age.”!1%”!

Gerard M., a father of six children, told Human Rights Watch he had lived on the land now claimed by commercial farmer Philip Jan
Jackman his entire lifetime: “My parents were from here [Muchinda chiefdom], my father lived here. I was born here in 1964.”1108!

It is extremely uncommon for rural residents in Zambia, including Serenje district, to hold formal land title. Zambia'’s policies recognize
that it is unreasonable to expect that rural residents in this context would have the financial means or knowledge to formalize
customary land use rights and obtain a title. The National Resettlement Policy recognizes this, and applies to people holding land under

customary or other recognized tenure systems (not only individuals holding title to state land).[%%

That said, many people do have some degree of evidence of long-term land use, such as farming permits issued by the chief. But the
judiciary and other Zambian authorities pay little regard to such documents. The Serenje District Commissioner emphasized that farm
permits issued by the chief “are not the same as title.”!'1%! He noted that the permits are temporary and can be withdrawn.1!!

One group of families tried to defend their land use rights in court when the owner of Jackman farm sued them (see section on
evictions below). The families submitted to the court land occupancy documents issued by Senior Chief Muchinda. The judge found in
favor of the commercial farmer, and ordered that “the squatters” be evicted and compensated 1,000 Kwacha (US$100) per family.[**?!

Two residents told Human Rights Watch that commercial farmer Jason Sawyer told them he would not compensate or resettle them
because they did not “pay anything to council [property tax],” and had “no title deed.”!'*3!



District council and provincial officials claim that people residing on land allocated to commercial farmers must have, at some point,
knowingly moved onto the land unlawfully. One said, “even if they have been there for ten years, they knew they were squatters.”!114
An official in Kabwe blithely asserted that every last person on the land is a “squatter” who arrived recently.'**>! The use of the term
“squatter” has become commonplace in referring to residents on land who have no formal, documented legal title to it. But the use of
the term in this situation is deeply misleading, and ignores legitimate tenure rights of long-term rural residents. In fact, government
has no systematic process for identifying who has been on what land and for how long.

Many of the people displaced or impacted by commercial farming have real, deep ties to their homes and land and a legitimate
expectation of secure land tenure rights; they are not mere squatters. Many have lived on and used the land for generations without
any formal title, though many have documentation that reflects their occupancy and use.

The Ministry of Lands’ Chief Lands Officer acknowledged that the situation in Serenje has been handled poorly, saying, “Even after land
has been converted and leased... government has to ensure that there are no people before re-assigning these parcels.”!16!

Lack of Compensation and Inadequate Resettlement

We were brought near here, there was nothing here, it was just a bush, they just left us here.

—Evelyn K., a 59-year-old widow, Kasenga, June 2016

Most Serenje residents Human Rights Watch interviewed received little or no compensation for their losses when displaced by
commercial farmers.

Protections on Paper for Displaced Persons

On paper, Zambia has some protections against displacement, and safeguards for those who are unavoidably displaced. The 2015
National Resettlement Policy (NRP) affirms that investors are responsible for resettlement and compensation of displaced persons,
including those displaced by “investment development.”*”! Zambia’s 2013 Guidelines for the Compensation and Resettlement of
Internally Displaced Persons (Compensation Guidelines), which apply to people “displaced due to investment or development projects,”
confirm that “the absence of a formal legal title to land by some affected groups shall not be a hindrance to compensation.”8!

The process of determining whether individuals have legitimate tenure rights to the land they live on and to what extent is inherently
complex. The strength of ties and of rights claims to the land varies from one person to another. For many, this is the only home they
have ever known, while others may put down stakes just before a commercial farmer starts operations. The NRP provides that a
“promoter/investor” planning to displace residents should have a cut-off date by which they should identify and record residents and
assets affected by the project for resettlement or compensation,®! and a “resettlement committee” consisting of government
agencies and traditional leaders are supposed to verify displaced persons to be resettled.'*?”! In Serenje, government officials and most
commercial farmers did not systematically document who the residents were and what tenure rights they had, nor conduct an asset
inventory prior to commencing operations.

The NRP recognizes development-induced displacement and protects persons or households adversely affected by acquisition of assets
or change in use of land due to an investment project.!'>!! The NRP establishes that compensation in cases of involuntary resettlement
must take place before the onset of the project. Compensation for assets or resources that are acquired or affected should be based on
the market or replacement cost, whichever is higher, including transaction costs."??! It also says that resettlement as a result of
investment projects “should be conceived as an opportunity for improving the livelihoods of the affected people and undertaken
accordingly by the investor.” It requires that the investor, in consultation with the government, engage with affected communities
through a process of informed consultation and participation, and that it disclose pertinent information in suitable languages.
Resettlement must be to a site that the individuals or communities can legally occupy.*?3!

Zambia’s National Resettlement Policy (2015)

e Recognizes development-induced displacement.

o States that investors are responsible for resettlement or compensation of people displaced by their operations.

e Requires investors planning to resettle to have a cut-off date by which they should identify and record affected residents and their assets.
e Requires that compensation in cases of involuntary resettlement take place before the onset of the project.

+ Requires that compensation of assets be based on market or replacement cost, whichever is higher, including transaction costs.

o States that resettlement “should be conceived as an opportunity for improving the livelihoods of the affected people.”



¢ Requires that resettlement be to a site that the individuals or communities can legally occupy.

e Requires investors to disclose pertinent information in suitable languages.

The Reality of Displacement in Serenje

The reality for families displaced by commercial agriculture in Serenje, or facing imminent displacement, looks nothing like what is
stated in policies on displacement and resettlement. Human Rights Watch interviewed dozens of residents about their experience of
displacement. Virtually none of them knew that the government had policies on displacement and resettlement, and none had
experienced protections anything like what the National Resettlement Policy or Compensation Guidelines call for. In most cases, the
farmers had offered only pa"ltr'y sums, if anything, to get residents off the land.

Company name
and informal
designation

Estimated number of families
displaced or at risk of displacement

Resettlement and compensation, if any

Property destruction, other problems

Silverlands
Zambia Limited
(SZL)

Known as
“Silverlands” in
community

One family resettled.

One family (grandparents, 6 children, 14 grandchildren)
resettled in 2015.

In June 2017 the company decided to halt resettlement
plans for remaining families, and instead to develop a
livelihood restoration plan.

No property destruction.

Rowe Farming
Limited

Known as
“Matthew’s
Farm” in
community

Some 24 families at risk.

Some displaced in 2016.

Compensated five families between

5,575 Kwacha (US$618) and 7,575 Kwacha ($840).11241

Destroyed homes, trees, and other
property of residents.

Nyamanza
Farming Limited

Known as
“Sawyer farm”
in community

Forcibly evicted approximately 45
families in 2015 and 2016.

No compensation or resettlement assistance.

Destroyed homes, trees, livestock, crops
and other property of residents.

Billis Farm
Limited

Known as “Billis
farm” in
community

Forcibly evicted 46 families in 2013.

No compensation or resettlement assistance.

Destroyed homes, trees, crops and other
property of residents.

Kasary Kuti
Ranch

Known as
“Jackman’s
farm” in
community

Some 12 families affected by court-
ordered eviction; most remain on the
land and have appealed.

Court ordered compensation of 1,000 Kwacha.

Several arrests of residents, resulting in
prison terms of three to four months for
criminal trespass.

Threatened to destroy homes, trees, and
other property of residents.

Fairfield Farm

Known as
“Badcock’s
farm” in
community

22 families at risk of displacement.

No compensation or resettlement as of June 2017.

Threatened to destroy homes, trees, and
other property of residents.

Some residents said that commercial farmers made no effort to discuss resettlement or compensation. Instead, several farmers
started destroying crops and trees, threatening to report residents for criminal trespass. Esther M. told Human Rights Watch:

Sawyer [commercial farmer] started causing fights. [He] started uprooting trees wherever there were
settlements. And he would uproot even the ones near our homes. We lost all our fruit trees—mulberry,
mango, guavas, bananas. We used to have 25 mango trees, 13 guava trees, and 5 mulberry trees. I
used to even sell that fruit. My husband went to the white farmer [Sawyer] and asked for
compensation. He refused, saying they bought it from the government. What could we do?[125l

In one case government officials discouraged a commercial farmer from participating in a meeting with officials and residents facing
displacement. Court documents show that the Council secretary told Philip Jan Jackman not to attend such a meeting, but rather to

“leave everything in the hands of the council and district commissioner.

»[126]

Residents said that government officials sometimes made vague promises about compensation they could expect from commercial
farmers, but then did next to nothing to help displaced residents. Esther M. said that in November 2015 District Council officials
directed her husband to talk with the Sawyers, and he had asked for 19,000 Kwacha ($1,900) as compensation. “The council people said



we should wait for Sawyer to give us money before we move,” she said. She said that a year later, the commercial farmers threatened
them, saying they had to move. She and others said that the farmers had offered them a pittance—1,000 Kwacha ($100) per family—to
leave the land. They refused the offer.[*2”!

In response to Human Rights Watch inquiries about these findings, Jason Sawyer said that at no time did they ask residents to vacate,
offer them money, or harass them to get them to leave. Rather, the representative said that residents moved on their own when hired
laborers started clearing the land.*2?!

In Chishitu section (“Matthew’s farm”), 61-year-old John M., had a similar story:

Sometime in December last year [2015], Matthew and four others from the [District] Council came to my
house and said this area is for the white farmer. They [officials] said, “He [white farmer] bought this
land and it’s his to farm. You have to negotiate with him. Don’t cause any confusion when he comes
here to start his work. He will compensate you when he displaces you.”

When Matthew and his [farm] supervisor came, they counted buildings and saw my land and what I
have. And he wrote 4,000 kwachas ($400). The council said we should determine the money we should
get, but over here Matthew just tells us how much he’s going to give.[129]

Matthew Rowe, the owner of Rowe Farming Limited, acknowledged that he, accompanied by a member of the district council, went
around the villages on the land six months prior to displacing people to inform residents that the land was in a commercial farming
block, and that they would be relocated. He stated that farm representatives had discussions with the residents and gave them the
choice to get paid and find land themselves, or have the council find land for them. He said all villagers chose to be compensated. On
compensation, Rowe Farming stated that “discussions were had on how much compensation each villager would receive,” without
elaborating./'30!

The National Resettlement Policy says that the Government Valuation Department is supposed to carry out the valuation for
compensation or validate it if done by a private valuer."'3!! A circular issued under the Lands Act also says that district officials should
inspect lands before proceeding with an application for title, and should confirm that settlements and other persons’ interests have not
been affected.!'3?!

But most residents Human Rights Watch interviewed were not aware of any valuations or inspections, or said what was done was
incomplete. Human Rights Watch interviewed residents in Chishitu section (“Matthew’s Farm”) and Kalengo section (“Sawyer Farm”)
who said the District Council had not done an inspection or valuation to assess how these commercial farms would affect their
interests.

Other residents on “Matthew’s farm” told Human Rights Watch that Matthew Rowe “was going around with a book, and as he told
people [they would have to move], he was writing something in his book.” They did not know whether or how their assets had been
valued. When residents complained about their uprooted trees, they said he told them “those are not important.”33! One resident said
Rowe had offered his family 4,000 Kwacha ($400) as compensation, which did not adequately compensate his family, and he refused to
accept it. Jeffrey K., 74, also said:

I got seven hectares from the chief in 1996, and we cultivate some of it. Also have mango, banana, and
guava trees. [Matthew] said he would give us 1,200 kwachas ($120) to go start farming somewhere
else, 1,500 kwachas for a house, 600 kwachas for digging a well. And also said he would provide us
transport to wherever it is that we said we wanted to go settle.

We are not satisfied with this offer. We are waiting for them to come again, and we want to sit and
negotiate. And now they are spreading rumors that we have agreed to take 4,000 kwachas. We didn’t
agree. We don’t want to leave. We are being forced to leave.[134]

Some residents on “Matthew’s Farm” said “the Muzungu” proposed an arbitrary amount to each family after a quick on-the-spot
“valuation” of their dwelling. Some, despite having no meaningful choice, signed “Resettlement Agreements” with Rowe for amounts
between 1,000-6,000 Kwacha ($100-$600).13%

Zambia’s policies state that compensation shall be at market value or full replacement cost, whichever is higher, for losses of
livelihoods, assets and loss of access to the assets attributable directly to the project.!*3%!



Matthew Rowe did not elaborate to Human Rights Watch how compensation was determined, but stated that he had discussions with
residents concerning how much each would receive. Rowe explained, “I gave them all the money they had asked for to build a house,
clear 1 Ha [hectare] of land, spending money as well as fertiliser to start their first season.”!*3”! He stated that all the residents
compensated by Rowe Farming Limited were happy with what they had, which was the reason they signed the agreements and
thanked him, continually saying “May God bless you, you are a good man and have done good for us.”!138!

Residents in other areas said commercial farmers or officials recorded some, but not all, assets they would lose. In Ntenge section
(“Jackman Farm”), 63-year-old Renee M. said that a district official “asked me how many pigs I have.... The only thing he asked
[recorded] is how many children and pigs I have.”!'3! Five other Ntenge residents confirmed this.!*4°!

Silverlands: A Better Example of Corporate Responsibility

The Silverlands farm has handled consultations and compensation better than the other five farms investigated by Human Rights Watch. However, even this
farm has made mistakes that could have been averted with proper guidance and oversight from government. In June 2017 it decided to halt plans to resettle
residents, and instead to adopt a “livelihood improvement plan” for them. Handled correctly and informed by the right kind of consultation, this could be a
positive approach. 41

In 2014, when Silverlands started operations, each family signed an agreement which stated that “If we need to move, to make way for development,
Silverlands Zambia Limited will give sufficient time for this.”[42 In June 2016, Silverlands told residents that they would have to move within three to four
months, but changed course again in September 2016, saying the move would not happen for some time.[*43] Residents complained about the conflicting
information, and said it hampered cultivation and upkeep of homes .[144]

In March 2017, Silverlands representatives said that the company had gotten almost no guidance from government on resettlement and compensation.[45!
In June 2017, Silverlands decided it would not resettle the families remaining on the land, and would instead work in consultation with residents to develop a
plan that would allow residents to remain in their homes, working the same land, while seeking to improve the community’s overall wellbeing.[*461

In an August 2017 letter Silverlands explained their frustrations about lack of government guidance, claiming that there is a disconnect between different
government offices, and between government bodies and traditional authorities.[147]

Women'’s Exclusion from Compensation and Resettlement Discussions

Women Human Rights Watch interviewed said their participation in rare discussions with commercial farmers about compensation
was minimal, and they were concerned that even the limited compensation they might get will go to men, not women, and may not
reflect assets and losses specific to women.

For example, women who lived in Chishitu section said the discussions with Matthew Rowe were between Rowe and mainly male
residents. Residents said that if they are compensated, Rowe would give the payments to men considered the “head of the household.”
Women said they would not receive compensation.'*® Agnes M. said: “My parents will receive the payment, not me. Matthew will give
[pay] one person in each ‘village.’ [This will be] the head, my father.”49

A Serenje district official acknowledged that one woman complained about her family’s compensation going to her husband, saying that
he had spent it all on alcohol.[*5%

Widows and divorced women may be worse off in compensation negotiations. Laura M., a widow, said, “If you are married, the husband
is the one that will ask for money or land. For a woman like me with no husband, the headman will have to talk for me.”15!

Women said they worried that the amounts paid would not reflect losses they would feel more acutely than men, such as losing access
to water sources or to forest products typically gathered by women.

Many women also expressed concern about displacement disrupting caregiving and support networks, which would impact their
agricultural work and other activities. In Serenje, multiple households typically live on one piece of land, collectively farming it. Women
relatives rely on each other for childcare during agricultural work, and for cooking and fetching water, especially when sick or
immediately after childbirth.

Six women from an extended family living in Ntenge section (“Jackman farm”) told Human Rights Watch:

We have six to eight hectares of land all together. And all the women work on their lands. Sometimes



we all go together, or sometimes we split up. Some of us will go work while the other women will stay
behind and take care of the children.[152]

They were concerned that being separated from other female relatives would mean losing caregiving support, risk increasing their
burden of household work, and reduce time available for agricultural work for subsistence. Rose M., a mother of three children who is
separated from her husband, said:

If someone has taken their child to the clinic or has something else to do, then one of the other women
will do the chores in their house also. We’ll go and cook, help farm, bathe the children, wash dishes,
clean the house. How will we do all this if they separate us and make us find our own land?[153I

Fear of violence deters some women from participating in efforts to secure compensation from commercial farmers. Felicia K. from
Milumbe section (“Billis farm”) said, “We were scared as women. Sometimes the discussions would turn physical and the men were
ready to get physical at any time, while women were not.”!*>"! Similarly, women in Munte/Bwande section (“Badcock farm”) told Human
Rights Watch that discussions between Badcock and residents were heated, and the potential for violence was high.!*%%!

Destruction of Assets

Some families said they feared for their safety, or that they might lose all their belongings, when commercial farmers started
pressuring them to leave. Instead of waiting for compensation and resettlement, some fled. When they returned, many found their
homes, crops, and belongings destroyed. They said they now have virtually no hope of securing any compensation or assistance.

For example, several residents displaced from Kalengo section (“Sawyer farm”) said after Sawyer threatened them and expanded land
clearing, they decided to move their belongings out of their homes."*>®! Nine residents said they were gone overnight because they
feared for their safety, and when they returned the next day, their houses were burnt, crops were destroyed, and fruit trees were
uprooted. Benson K., 40, said:

We had left our home in the farm and come out looking for land. When we went back to collect the rest
of our things, we found our home burned down. They had taken all my belongings—clothes, two
jackets, pots, other kitchen things and vessels, hoes.[137]

The displaced residents moved into nearby forested areas, where they had no housing or food reserves, and no permanent right to
reside.

Representatives of Sawyer farm disputed that they had burnt or destroyed houses and crops. Instead they stated that as their
contractors cleared land, families left of “their own volition as they were well aware they were not supposed to be on the property.

Sawyer asserted that “in all the cases except for one (where there was a death) these houses were in fact used by his contractors and in
»[159]

»[158]

some case nearly up to two years later!—an impossible task if they were burned down!

Evictions

Forced Evictions

Human Rights Watch documented forced evictions on “Billis farm” and “Sawyer farm” in 2013 and 2016 respectively, actions that
violate Zambian and international law.

Regional and international human rights laws prohibit forced evictions, meaning “the permanent or temporary removal against their
will of individuals, families and/or communities from the homes and/or land which they occupy, without the provision of, and access to,
appropriate forms of legal or other protection.”!*®%! Governments are prohibited from conducting forced evictions, and are obligated to
ensure that other parties do not carry out forced evictions.!*®!! These procedural obligations apply regardless of whether residents are
legally entitled to reside on the land they occupy.

The 2013 eviction of residents who had long lived on land that is now part of the “Billis farm,” as described by many of the people who
were displaced, appears to have constituted a forced eviction. Residents said Viljoen, an owner of “Billis farm,” told them to leave, but
there was no meaningful consultation, formal notification, compensation, provision of alternative housing, or chance to seek a legal
remedy, as prescribed by regional and international standards. On June 4, 2013, Viljoen and his workers arrived with bulldozers and



demolished residents’ homes, while they hurriedly grabbed their belongings.'®! One of the evicted residents, Mody C., described the
scene: “He [Viljoen] came with two bulldozers with long chains tied to each other ... which had started pulling down trees, houses, and
everything along [the] way.”!*¢3! According to Felix K., Viljoen came Ukupuminkisha, forcing them to move as if under the threat of
being shot.[164

One of the owners of Billis Farm Limited told Human Rights Watch by phone that they had indeed displaced families in June 2013, but
disputed that he used force to get residents to move. Viljoen stated that they told the families in January 2013 that they had six months
to uproot their crops and move. He acknowledged that they used two bulldozers with a chain in between to clear the land, and that
stumping and razing the land started in June 2013. He mentioned that when “chaining” started in June, the “stragglers” took him
seriously, moving off the farm quickly. He started tearing down residents’ buildings in June and got to their crop fields in August.*65!

Residents from about 11 villages said Viljoen ordered his workers to transport them in a tractor off of the farm. The workers left the
residents by the side of the road some distance away.

They went to a protected forest area, the Musangashi Forest Reserve, having nowhere else to turn. They had few belongings, and none
of the materials from their destroyed houses. They had few tools for building new homes, and indeed are not supposed to build in the
forest area. They slept out in the open for several months during the cold season. Eventually, the government’s Disaster Management
and Mitigation Unit gave them tents and meager food assistance, consisting of mealie meal. Felicia K.’s family of eleven was given two
50-kilogram bags of mealie meal over a two-year-period, one bag in 2013 and another in 2014.1"%¢! Then Serenje District Commissioner
Charles Mwelwa asked them to stay in the tents while the government identified alternative land for them. That never happened.

As of August 2017, more than four years later, many of these families still lived in tents or temporary shelters in the forest, and had
virtually no information about what would happen to them. As described in the next section, they have struggled with food and water
insecurity, ill health, bad housing, a lack of livelihood options, and no public services.

District Commissioner Francis Kalipenta, who took office in 2016, told Human Rights Watch that he was shocked that these residents
were still waiting on the government for land. But he said his office had no capacity to find land for them, and instead, they should talk
to their chief.[¢7]

As described by displaced former residents, the actions of the owners of “Sawyer farm” also amounted to forced evictions. Former
residents told Human Rights Watch that owners failed to give notice of eviction, compensate residents, arrange for resettlement, or do
anything to avoid the residents becoming homeless. Instead, residents said, the farm owners threatened residents repeatedly. The
residents said they became so afraid for their safety that they were forced to leave. They left at different times in 2016, some when the
farmer uprooted their trees, and others when the farmer burnt their homes. A few residents left with their belongings, planning to
return the next day and hoping to negotiate. Instead, they saw that the commercial farmers had burned their houses, uprooted their
trees, and started clearing the land for cultivation.!'®® Residents said the owners burnt down a total of 14 houses.!6%!

Joseph C., a resident who said his home was burnt, explained, “First [Sawyer] demarcates the land, secondly he brings his workers to
uproot all trees in the area, including fruit trees around homes. They leave nothing standing. Then when you leave your house, they
burn it.”1179

The residents scattered to other locations, building their houses from scratch, with inferior livelihood options and without secure rights
to remain on the alternate land. Their living conditions plummeted. Jane M., 24, said, “I used to live in a house with burned bricks. Now
I live in a temporary shelter made of sticks. The wind blows the house. It’s very cold inside. There’s not enough water, so we can’t even
make proper walls.”171

Three residents said Sawyer threatened them that he would send the police to beat them if they did not move.*”?! Two women Human
Rights Watch interviewed said they were pregnant when the owners of “Sawyer farm” forced them to move."'”?! As described above,
Sawyer denies all of these allegations.

Court-Ordered Eviction

In 2015, farmer Philip Jan Jackman went to court to have 12 families living on his farm plot evicted and restrained from interfering
with surveying his farm. Some of these residents had national registration cards (NRC), which are identification documents, with
information dating as far back as 1984 stating that they were born there, in Ntenge section.!*”4

A resident said:

Jackman and his men didn’t come to count anything on our property [for valuation]. They just came and
told us to leave. No one else came here or did any [inventory]. He came [in July 2015] with the police—
two policemen were with him. He came here to scare us and the police just stood and watched.[175]



Residents told Human Rights Watch about the hardships they faced to raise money for transportation to visit the Boma for court
appearances. Some had to sell goats, chickens and food crops to pool resources to have a delegation represent the 12 families. One
resident said, “Each one of us found a way to get money to pay for transportation to go to the Boma for the court case.”!”%! They sold
more livestock for every court hearing, about seven times, before judgment was passed.

The court ordered in September 2015 that the residents vacate the land or be evicted, and ordered Jackman to pay compensation of
1,000 Kwacha ($100) per family.!'””! The families lodged an appeal in January 2017, but had to pay 4,000 Kwacha ($400) before the
appeal could be processed, an amount that was difficult for them to raise. Most remained on the land and appealed the judgment in
January 2017.

In October 2016, police arrested three individuals (two females and one male) at Ntenge section (“Jackman farm” area), and, according
to the residents, charged them with aggravated assault and attempted murder."'7®! Jackman told Human Rights Watch that three
residents threatened to kill his family, friends, and staff, and to throw their children and dogs under the wheels of his vehicle.[*”%! He
said he felt it was an “extremely aggressive and threatening attack.” When the residents and their headman did not show up at the
magistrate’s office to discuss these threats, Jackman was advised by court officials to press charges.'® The residents denied the
accusations in court, and in interviews with Human Rights Watch.

Jackman told Human Rights Watch that the charges were changed to criminal trespass, a lesser charge because he and the prosecutor
were lenient on the residents, so they would not serve lengthy sentences. 81

The subordinate district court found that these individuals had confronted Jackman while he was on the land, threated to kill him if he
continued to come back to the land, and threatened that they would rather he ran over their children and dogs with his vehicle [than
have him take the land from them]. The court found them guilty of criminal trespass, and sentenced to three months of imprisonment.
11821 Two women were detained with their infant children at Serenje Prison; one of the two was also pregnant.83!

Jackman told Human Rights Watch that he had contacted the chiefdom’s Insaka Yelala (traditional council), Serenje Council, District
Agriculture Coordinator, and District Commissioner, to assist him with the relocation of the families but got little help. Because of the
threats to his life, family’s and staff’s, the court was the “only channel left to discuss the relocation, where everyone had a voice, and
could be heard, and our lives were not at risk.”!'84

This case instilled fear in residents around the Luombwa farm block. Rightly nor not, residents perceived the charges as an act of
retaliation for residents’ efforts to fight their eviction in court. Residents living on other farms, for example on “Matthew’s farm,” told
Human Rights Watch that the conviction prompted them to accept meager compensation offered by the farmers that in no way
compensated for their losses.!'®! One resident said, “We don’t know what to do. Government is not saying anything. People come and
tell us to leave. We refuse and we are summoned to court and even arrested.”[186!

IV. The Human Cost of Commercial Farming in Serenje District

Iwas pregnant when we were told to leave. The white man [commercial farmer] couldn’t care about
our physical condition.

Steph M., 25, Kalengo section, September 2016

The government of Zambia touts commercial farming as good for communities, but in Serenje district, some commercial farming is
having a direct, harmful impact on residents.!'®”! Families that have lived on and farmed land for generations are being displaced
without regard for policies meant to ensure that their rights are respected. This has had devastating impacts on their livelihoods, food
and water security, health, and education. Their inability to access redress is compounding the devastation.



As commercial farming expands in Serenje district, the risks are growing. Some residents have been displaced several times,
exacerbating the negative impacts. Bridget M., from Kalengo section, explained, “At first he [Sawyer, a commercial farmer] moved us
to one side. When we moved there he came and said he also wants to use that part of the land and we should move. We moved again.
People used to pass through the land where we had moved to, using a shortcut. [Sawyer] said you who is living on my land you are the

one allowing people to pass here. He said I should move again. Now I have nowhere to go.”!188

Human Rights Watch found that women face distinctive costs of eviction or displacement since the burdens of securing food and water
and providing family caregiving fall mostly on women. Women also described significant barriers to accessing any form of redress.

Food Insecurity

Back then [before displacement for a commercial farm] we could eat even in the morning. In the
mornings we would eat sweet potatoes, maize, groundnuts, pumpkins. In the afternoon we would eat
nshima [cornmeal porridge] and a relish like fish. And in the evening we would also eat nshima. We
used to eat things that we did not need to buy, we grew it. Now that we are not growing anything we
have to work, get money, and buy food we have to eat.

-Bridget M., Kalengo section, September 2016

Commercial farming in Serenje district has jeopardized food security for many long-term residents. The irony is that these farms
produce large amounts of food crops, often for export, while displaced residents go hungry. Pa"ltr"y food aid provided by some
commercial farmers or district officials after evictions has in no way resolved the food insecurity resulting from residents’ loss of land.

Displaced residents Human Rights Watch interviewed said they had sufficient food before they had to vacate their land for commercial
farmers. Food was not always abundant, they said, but they farmed on fertile land, used shifting agriculture to grow food sustainably,
and had easy access to forest products and water sources. Most said that traditional leaders had allocated them plots, and that
cultivation was coordinated among families in dispersed villages.

These residents said being displaced by commercial farms harmed their food security. Some said they ended up on less fertile land that
is unsuitable for farming, in some cases in a forest area that had poor soil and cultivation is forbidden. They said they lost access to
water sources for irrigation, which harmed their ability to cultivate food crops and reduced harvests. Many also lost access to forest
products, fish, and game that was part of their diet.

For example, long-term residents evicted from Mulembo section (“Billis farm”) and Kalengo section (“Sawyer farm”) told Human
Rights Watch that they were forced off productive land, and ended up with little land to cultivate in areas with poor soil. Bridget M.,
evicted from “Billis farm,” said the soil on the land she used to farm was “very good, and we never needed fertilizers, unlike in Kasenga,
where we have moved. The soil here needs fertilizer and we have no money to buy fertilizer.”!*8%! Esther M., a former resident of
Kalengo section added, “Over there the soil was very fertile.... This is sandy soil and doesn’t hold water. Over there the soil is muchanga
(more loamy). We could produce crops there without using inkande (fertilizer), and now we can’t grow crops without fertilizers, and
they are expensive.”!19%

Residents who were forcibly evicted from “Billis farm” received short-term food aid from the district government: 50-kilogram bags of
maize, delivered twice over the course of three years, at unpredictable times.

All residents interviewed by Human Rights Watch, whether displaced or not, said commercial farmers’ fences blocked their access to
forests they had formerly used for hunting and foraging. If they entered fenced areas, they risked arrest and imprisonment. In some
cases, such as on Sawyer’s and Billis’ farms, forests were lost entirely when commercial farmers cut them down. Residents also said
they had lost income from sales of forest products, such as roots, leaves, fruits, barks, seeds, mushrooms, rats, caterpillars, and fish.

Some residents said that government officials told them to stop cultivating food crops on family farms, in anticipation of having to
vacate when commercial farmers arrived. The residents complied, and sometimes the commercial farms never came. They were left in
limbo, uncertain of whether they could resume farming. For example, long-term residents of land within the Nansanga farm block said
the District Commissioner told them not to plant crops in about 2015 because they would have to relocate when commercial farms
arrived.!'®! By late 2016, the commercial farms still had not arrived, but officials never said they could resume farming. Ministry of
Agriculture and Livestock officials in Lusaka expressed shock at this, acknowledged that it was improper, and said residents “should
have ignored” the order.[19%

Other residents stopped planting food crops when commercial farmers told them that they would be evicted. Elisabeth K., a 24-year-
old mother of four, said:



After Jackman [commercial farmer] came and threatened us, we have stopped farming many things
because we are scared we’ll lose it all. We haven’t grown cassava or tomatoes or rape [plants]. And we
buy these things from other people. We have less money now because we have to buy relish to eat with
our nshima.

We used to take the extra money [income from sales of crops and fruits] to school or we would take
more maize to make it into mealie meal. Before we used to take four tins to make mealie meal from the
maize. But now we take only one tin because we don’t have enough maize or money—and we eat
smaller portions.[1931

As noted above, residents on land that is now the Silverlands farm struggled with growing crops due to the company’s varying
estimates for when they would be resettled. One woman said:

They [Silverlands] have strictly restricted our activities; we are not allowed to expand our field. This is
[a] big problem because the old field is no longer fertile and we are unable to access fertilizer from
cooperatives. This has affected ifyakulya ifyakumanina [food security] and worsened our poverty.[194]

At time of writing, Silverlands had recently decided to not resettle remaining families and instead said it would prepare a livelihood
improvement plan (a plan to improve the households’ existing condition) for the affected community.'*>! In a meeting with Human
Rights Watch, the company said that the basic idea would be to help these families obtain legal title to all of the land they now occupy

and farm, and also to undertake various projects aimed at improving their quality of life beyond what it was before Silverlands came.
[196]

In the communities Human Rights Watch visited, whose members largely follow traditionally defined gender roles, women bore the
burden of managing meager food reserves. Many women told Human Rights Watch that the disruption caused by commercial farms in
their area and resulting food shortages made it difficult to maintain adequate family nutrition. Before displacement, they cultivated
and ate maize, wheat, cassava, sweet potatoes, beans, groundnuts, and green leafy vegetables. After displacement, many families had
only milled corn flour for every meal on most days. Gloria K., a 34-year-old mother of three, said:

We are scared that they [commercial farmers] can come and throw us out any time. My family hasn’t
farmed this season because they came and told us we needed to leave. So we have been buying from
the others who are farming.... It’s been very hard.[197]

For breastfeeding mothers, adequate nutrition is particularly important. Mary M., living in Kalengo section, was breastfeeding a 3-day-
old baby when interviewed by Human Rights Watch. She said, “Even if I eat only once in a day, I still have to breastfeed.”1%8!

Some residents who had livestock, including goats and chicken, told Human Rights Watch that these were lost or died during evictions.
Boyd M., a long-term resident displaced by the “Sawyer farm,” explained, “When we moved from there we left chickens there. When I
went back to get the chickens I found that they had died. Their necks had been [wrung].”!'°®! Esther M. also said, “I also lost all my
livestock. The goats had nothing to eat. I had six of them.” Her goats had wandered into the “Sawyer farm,” she said, and his dogs killed
them. She said she also lost four chickens when she fled her home, fearing for her safety.

Joan K., displaced by “Billis farm,” told Human Rights Watch:

Because we don’t have enough water, we can’t make our gardens. So we don’t have any radish
[vegetables] to eat with nshima. Nobody around here has a garden. Mostly we go to Kabundi [clinic
and school area] to get vegetables and small fish—and we have to buy that. So our costs [of] living here
have gone up.... When we lived on the farm, we could get by for more than a month without going to
the market. Now we have to spend more than 100 kwachas (US$10) per month.[200]

Some residents we interviewed had taken temporary, low-paid jobs on the commercial farms, such as cutting down trees and digging
out stumps with rudimentary tools. They used the little money they made to buy food, or in some cases were paid in kind with maize or
fertilizer.



Water Insecurity

Displacement due to commercial agriculture has resulted in many residents losing water access. After having to move away from
rivers and streams, or having access cut off by fences or commercial farm boundaries, residents struggled to obtain water for drinking,
farming, and household uses. Women in particular took responsibility for collecting water, and had to walk long distances to alternate
water sources.

The boundaries for the Luombwa farm block ensure that commercial farmers will have access to waterways for irrigation and other
farm use. These are the same waterways that residents long relied on for drinking, farming, and household uses. Some residents told
Human Rights Watch that they believed commercial farms were polluting some of the water sources they rely on—concerns they had
no realistic way of verifying. There is no official report documenting impacts on water quality and quantity in the district since the
government is not systematically monitoring or publishing information about commercial farms’ water use or pollution./?*!! Human
Rights Watch asked the owners of the six commercial farms covered in this report for information on possible sources of pollution from
their farms and for other environmental information. None responded with detailed information on this topic.

Residents evicted by the owner of “Billis farm” said that before the eviction they had access to water from the Mulembo stream and
River Luombwa for household and farm use. They lost this access when they were evicted and moved onto land with no nearby river or
stream. This impacts families’ ability to maintain good hygiene, as they do not have sufficient water for basic cleaning and washing.
Majesty K., a 42-year-old woman with 10 children, said, “We are dirty because we don’t have water, we need water to wash our clothes,
even our dishes are dirty because we need to have enough water for us to clean ourselves.”20?!

Jeffrey K., 74, said that the owner of “Matthew’s farm” was threatening to evict his family, and he worried most about water:

What are we to do about water? Now we have the Luombwa River next to us—it’s about 50 meters from
us. We use the river water for cooking, washing, bathing. They want to use the Luombwa River to
irrigate the center-pivot [on the commercial farm], and that’s why they want us to go. But what about
us? Don’t we need water?2031

Other residents facing eviction from Ntenge section (“Jackman farm”) were also afraid of losing water access. Lydia C., a 52-year-old

widow, said, “We are all worried about water. We have seen how the others who have moved are suffering because there is no water.”
[204]

Some residents have dug simple wells, with a rope and bucket to get water out of the wells, on their temporary lands after
displacement. These are unreliable, especially in the dry season, so they end up walking to distant streams. They may also be
susceptible to contamination. One widow said she had hired three men to dig a well, but they dug deep and never struck water.2%%!
Esther M. said,

The water in the shallow well is getting over [used up], so we’re very worried. More than 10
households use the same water. And this is just the beginning of the dry season. By mid-October it will
be totally dry. So we will have to go to the Luombwa River and see if we can get water from there. It is
very far from here. I don’t even know how we will go there. Or maybe we will try the Ssasa stream.
Even to get to the Ssasa stream it will take us more than two hours to go and get water.

Where we used to live [the “Sawyer farm” area] it took us five minutes to fetch water—even our
children could run and get water. Now it is very difficult to get water. If we go to Kabundi to the doctor
or to the market to buy anything, then we come back late—on those days we don’t have the time to go
fetch water, and sometimes we sleep hungry and thirsty—we can’t cook without water. This has
happened especially during school days. There is no one big enough to fetch water when we have
gone to Kabundi, and then the little ones cry. They are hungry—there’s no nshima to eat.[206!

Women and girls more often than men have to walk long distances, sometimes multiple times a day, to fetch water for cooking and
cleaning. Women in a group meeting complained about trekking long distances to fetch water, several times a day, sometimes
amounting to more than 15 kilometers a day.”?°”! This can take as much as four hours per day, a significant increase from the time
burden for fetching water when it was easily available. Johanna K. explained that water challenges “weigh more on women especially
because we have to walk long distances to get water on our heads. It’s a very long distance.”208!

Girls are also impacted by water insecurity caused by commercial farming and displacement. One woman told Human Rights Watch
that sometimes she pulls her daughters out of school to fetch water.[2%9!



Residents’ water insufficiencies also represent barriers to proper sanitation and hygiene. Several residents who were evicted by the
“Billis farm” owner said they sometimes have to go long periods without bathing or washing clothes, especially during the dry season.
[2101 Women and girls face unique health implications and challenges in managing menstruation without sufficient water.

Concerns About Health

Residents told Human Rights Watch that the conditions they faced after being displaced to make way for commercial farms, or the
operations of commercial farms near their homes, had jeopardized their health. While it is plausible that evictions and commercial
farming have had a negative impact on the health of residents, it is impossible to confirm whether—or to what extent—that has been
the case on the basis of Human Rights Watch’s research and in the absence of appropriate epidemiological studies.”?! That said, the
health concerns raised by the residents are important and point to a need for robust government efforts to examine the issue. The
failure of state authorities to properly monitor the impacts of commercial farming ventures is a root cause of communities’ uncertainty
and fear, and is in and of itself an important human rights concern.

Residents said water shortages and poor-quality water in wells, which they had to resort to after losing access to prior water sources,
may be making their families sick. Esther M. explained:

Over there we were getting water from the Kalengo stream, and here we get water from a shallow well
—it’s stagnant water. I feel like we have all been getting diarrhea more often here and have to keep
going to Kabundi (health center). When we lived on the farm, only children would sometimes get
diarrhea, and about twice a year. Now even the adults get it, and we experience it about two or three
times a month. We walk to Kabundi health center, and takes us two hours to walk there.[212]

Residents believe that land clearing, liming (treating soil with lime to reduce acidity and improve fertility), and significant fertilizer and
pesticide use by commercial farms generates contaminant runoff into rivers and streams, contaminating the water sources they use
for drinking and cooking.?**! Jim K., the headman of Luombwa bridge village said, “sometimes water [river] looks brown from dirt, and
sometimes white with fertilizer from [commercial] farms.”?'¥! They said they suspected this was making their children sick. The
gastrointestinal symptoms they described could also be related to poor hygiene at their new location due to lack of water.

Silverlands measured water quality at points of entry and exit of their farm in August 2014, December 2016, and June 2017. These
studies monitored a wide range of contaminates including fertilizer inputs, metals, acidic/basic levels, and coliforms (bacteria from
human waste). A report completed in July 2017 stated that “none [of the fertilizer related compounds] approached the [World Health
Organization] limits and the levels actually declined as the river passed through the farm.”215!

The living conditions for families evicted by the owner of “Billis farm” plummeted, and families reported increasing numbers of health
problems since their eviction. The families lived for months, during the cold season, in the open air before district officials provided
tents.[2!6! After that, they remained in tents or temporary shelters for about four years, all the while waiting for government officials to
fulfill on the promise to resettle them. Many residents reported increasingly frequent health problems, especially among children.
Felicia K., a 52-year-old widow, described how her family suffered:

We slept out in the open air like wild animals. Our children fell sick because of the cold and open air
where we spent the night.... We had not put up any proper structures; we were using leaves, and a
makeshift [structure] on which we could put things.[?217]

Inaccessible Education

Displacement and the threat of displacement by commercial farmers has disrupted children’s education. Residents interviewed by
Human Rights Watch said that small children evicted along with their families from “Billis” and “Sawyer” farm areas stopped going to
primary school during and after the evictions. Older children missed substantial amounts of school, and struggled with the greater
distance to schools from where they moved. Residents facing impending eviction on “Jackman” and “Matthew’s” farm area said they
stopped their children’s school attendance because they anticipated having to move soon. Residents said that on one farm a
community school was shut down by a commercial farmer after he leased the land."*'®! Benson K., 44-year-old father of seven, told
Human Rights Watch:

There used to be a community school—the Kalengo Community School—and it used to be located on
Sawyer’s farm. It hasn’t restarted yet.... My children used to go to that school. It all stopped. Sawyer
just refused to let us run the community school. He said everyone needed to leave.



The school was a brick structure. They broke it down. There were about 45 children in each class. And
the school used to have grades 1 to 4. Everyone used to go to the community school because none of
the children were going to the Ntenge School from there. That’s very far—about 10 kilometers walking.
The teacher who used to work in the community stopped coming. He started working in another school
on Roger’s Farm. That school is only for the workers on his farm. When parents started leaving these
areas, the children’s schooling also started getting disrupted.[?19]

In a letter to Human Rights Watch, Sawyer farm asserted that there was never a school on their farm, and that “it was next door on
Billis farm.” They explained that the school was closed down by Billis, and not their farm."??”! The “Billis farm” owner did not comment
on whether there had been a school on his land; residents evicted from the “Billis farm” area did not mention a school on that land.

Some parents could no longer afford costs related to attending school (described as “user fee” by teachers in the district) after
displacement and losing their livelihoods. The headmaster of a school near the farm blocks told Human Rights Watch that some
parents withdrew their children because of financial hardships and fears of eviction. Victoria M., a 16-year-old student facing
displacement from Ntenge section (“Jackman farm” area) said, “I kept going to school [Ntenge Primary school] even after we were told
to leave. But my friends stopped coming. I know five of them who stopped coming to school, so I used to go alone.”??!

Some parents have found alternate land and no longer live within walking distance of any school. They said they pulled younger
children out of school rather than risk more than an hour trek to school.’???! Several women said they feared that their children will be
at risk of displacement in the future, after having lost their chance at education./??3!

“We’ve lost a good number of children from schools,” said a school official. “These were people who were living around the school. In the
last two years about 100 children have gone farther away from the school and have stopped coming. They are from Ssasa village,
Ntenge Village, Shosho village in Luombwa.”??4! Officials at other schools in the area echoed this."*?>! One said:

Yesterday we were supposed to have a PTA [parent teacher association] meeting, and it failed. No
people. About 50 children have been withdrawn from school. We are being chased from our lands. Why
should people send their children to school?[226]

Inability to Seek Redress

In rural Serenje, it is extremely difficult for residents to access remedies when their rights are at risk or violated due to commercial
farming.

Formal grievance mechanisms, such seeking remedies through a district court, are a day’s walk or hours of driving away from
Serenje’s commercial farming areas, under the best of circumstances. The time and cost of traveling to them, or hiring a lawyer, is
prohibitive for most residents. Zambia’s “Lands Tribunal,” in the capital, is entirely inaccessible to rural residents of Serenje. One
commercial farmer also complained about distance and cost of accessing courts and legal representation.??”!

Of the 132 individuals Human Rights Watch interviewed, all had complaints about how commercial farming was jeopardizing rights,
but none believed court was a realistic option for them. Some residents said they perceived Jackman’s charges and the prosecution of
residents in Ntenge section as a form of retaliation, and this deterred them from seeking remedies in court.

Instead, residents often seek help from traditional authorities, such as headmen and chiefs, even though the farm block land is no
longer considered customary land, and is instead under the authority of the state.

Most residents interviewed by Human Rights Watch had complained to with their village headman. Headmen are traditional
authorities of lower rank than the chief, and who are well respected and usually within walking distance. Some of these headmen are
also facing eviction by commercial farmers. Two headmen from Kalengo section complained that, “the headman cannot stop the
evictions, he is also being evicted.”?28!

As for senior chiefs, they have substantial authority in the eyes of rural residents, and some residents may seek their help. But in areas
that the government, and the chiefs themselves, now consider “state” land, they have little leverage. Chiefs might assert pressure on
commercial farmers or government officials, or be a source of alternative land for displaced people, but they have no direct authority
over commercial farms. In some cases, the chiefs themselves may stand to gain from the arrival of commercial farming operations, and
as noted above, they may play a role in displacement of residents.



In Serenje, the role of traditional authorities in agreeing to land conversion and allocation of alternative land for displaced residents is
murky, and complicated by the fact that the chief who appears to have agreed to conversion of customary land for farm blocks died.
His successor, who was appointed in 2016, would not give residents facing displacement from commercial farms new land until an audit
of customary land in his chiefdom had been done. A resident explained to Human Rights Watch how a commercial farm had difficulties
negotiating with their chief for land to resettle, “the last time we had a meeting [with the commercial farm] was around October 2016.
The meeting was about buying land from the chief. They even took us to see the land, which is a forest.... However, they [commercial
farm] did not agree with the chief over the [costs] of the land on which they wanted to relocate us to.”29!

District officials should be another option for residents seeking redress. A 2016 government document noted that the district
commissioner was the “focal person” for a “Provincial Anti-Illegal Land Allocation and Wrangles Committee,” which was supposed to
investigate illegal land allocations, then submit complaints to the provincial permanent secretary in Kabwe.!?3%! Officials of district
councils also act as agents of the Commissioner of Lands in processing applications for certificate of title over land. They could refuse
torecommend a commercial farmer’s application for land title if they have reason to believe that the farming operations would violate
laws and the rights of local residents.

Residents told Human Rights Watch that they had reported complaints to the District Commissioner (who represents the Office of the
President in the district), but they received very little help. Some communities that had problems with commercial farmers had
formed delegations that invested time and money to visit the district offices in the Boma to report grievances to the District
Commissioner, Council Secretary (who heads the District Council), and other government officials.”?3!! They asked for help preventing
evictions, negotiating compensation, valuing assets, finding alternative land, and dealing with housing, food and water crises after
eviction. But residents said they received little or no help from government offices.

Most of the commercial farms in Serenje district are family-run and have no established policies or procedures to deal with complaints
from residents who are impacted by their operations. Residents do not feel that they have any viable way to communicate grievances
to the farmers. The only exception is Silverlands, which established a Stakeholder Committee in 2016, with representation from the
company, government officials, residents and a civil society organization./*?! Silverlands told Human Rights Watch that the committee
had a total of 25 minuted meetings with stakeholders between May 2016 and May 20171233

V. Regulatory and Governance Failures

Even with strong guidelines, investors take shortcuts. They talk with the President and Ministers. The
intentions behind guidelines are good, but implementation is a problem. Most investors know the
guidelines, but when in Africa they buy their way.

Former official with the Zambia Development Agency, Serenje, June 2016234

Zambia has laws and policies intended to regulate environmental and social impact assessments, land transfers and consultations with
affected people, and resettlement and compensation. But some of these laws and policies have serious gaps, others are badly
implemented, and coordination between government agencies is abysmal.

Key public institutions have broadly failed to oversee and regulate firms and individuals investing in commercial agriculture in Serenje
district, leading to human rights abuses. Human Rights Watch interviewed officials from relevant government agencies, and without
fail, officials from one would point fingers at another for failing to protect local communities. Virtually all acknowledged problems with
regulation and the existence of abuses, but did not take any responsibility for preventing or addressing them.

Environmental and Social Impact Assessments and Monitoring



Zambia’s 2011 Environmental Management Act affirms that every person living in Zambia has the right to a clean, safe and healthy
environment. It states that projects?*®! cannot be undertaken without the written approval of the Zambian Environmental
Management Agency (ZEMA).23 It requires ZEMA to review environmental impact assessments (EIAs), provide information to
stakeholders and the public, maintain a public register of licenses and approvals, and monitor compliance.?3”! It has specific
requirements for agricultural schemes or other activities likely to discharge pollutants or contaminants.?38!

The Environmental Management Act and its regulations set out requirements for environmental impact assessments and mitigation
plans.?3*1 The Act defines an EIA as a “systematic examination conducted to determine whether or not an activity or project has or will
have any adverse impacts on the environment.” It is a process by which potentially adverse impacts can be identified prior to a
commercial farm starting operations, and mitigation plans can be made. Under the EIA regulations, agricultural projects with land
clearance of 50 hectares or more are required to submit an EIA.[240!

Unfortunately, the EIA process, under law and in practice, is flawed. First there is no formal registration or certification system for
environmental consultants, which poses the risk that consultants preparing EIAs will lack expertise. ZEMA has complained about “the
poor quality” of environmental reports being submitted./?*!! It has urged consultants to submit their qualifications, area of expertise,
and other information for review.?*?! This is a step in the right direction, but a formal, mandatory certification process would be better.

Second, the government is not systematically tracking the failure of companies to submit EIAs. Of the six farms investigated by Human
Rights Watch, according to ZEMA officials only one (Silverlands farm) had submitted an EIA concerning land clearance and cultivation,
though all of them were cultivating or planned to cultivate more than 50 hectares. “Matthew’s Farm” submitted an EIA, but only with
respect to a water pump. The owners of “Sawyer” and “Billis” farms told Human Rights Watch in June and August 2017 that they were
initiating EIA procedures now, and said that they were previously unaware of the requirement.?43! ZEMA could not confirm whether
any of the other farms had submitted EIAs or were issued official authorizations./?**! While the ZEMA office in Lusaka has piles of
reports stacked up in its office, and a public registry, the reports are not fully catalogued or systematized. The ZEMA website has just a
small number of EIAs online.

Third, ZEMA appears to have limited capacity even to ascertain whether a particular project has an EIA on file with it, let alone monitor
for compliance with its terms. The Environment Management Act lays out ZEMA’s monitoring function. ?4°! “ZEMA is present in only
four locations and Zambia is a vast nation ... so we rely on the public to notify us of these things,” a ZEMA official told Human Rights
Watch.[2461 ZEMA officials said that the agency is understaffed and has inadequate resources to carry out site visits.[247]

Finally, the Act does not directly state that EIAs must include an assessment of social and health impacts, though the regulations
require that projects should not impair human health, and impact assessments should include “the socio-economic impacts of the
project such as resettlement of the affected people.”?*8! Both the Act and regulations refer to public consultations and hearings, with
the implication that EIAs should address social impacts./?4°! The few EIAs that do exist for commercial farms in Serenje do not
sufficiently address social impacts such as displacement.

Moreover, ZEMA has little guidance on what should be included in a resettlement action plan (RAP). The EIA regulation provides that
an environmental impact “statement,” which is the precursor to a full environmental impact assessment, should include expected
socio-economic impacts, including resettlement of affected people, but it does not explain what would constitute an acceptable
resettlement action plan./?*®! There are no other processes that take account of these impacts, which is why it is critical that they are
included in all environmental impact statements and assessments.

Beyond the EIA requirements for commercial farmers, there is a parallel requirement that strategic environmental assessments
(SEAs) be carried out to assess “the positive and adverse effects or impact that the implementation of a policy, programme or plan has
or is likely to have on the protection and conservation of the environment or on the sustainable management of the environment.”?>!
Such assessments should be done for government-supported programs such as creating or changing farm blocks. ZEMA
acknowledged to Human Rights Watch that there was no SEA for Luombwa or Nansanga farm blocks, or many of the major farm blocks
in Serenje district and other parts of Zambia.?**! A ZEMA official claimed there are “no specific regulations or provisions to guide the
SEA process,” but the Act itself describes the SEA process.?3

Operation without Licenses or Certificates

Zambian law requires government permission prior to undertaking certain commercial farming activities. The permission may take
the form of licenses, certificates, approved plans, or other authorizations.

For example, the Environmental Management Act requires licenses for the use of pesticides and toxic substance, emitting pollutants or
contaminants, and managing waste and discharging effluents.>>" The Lands Act and regulations set out procedures for transferring
land, converting land from customary to leasehold status, issuing letters of offer, and payment of lease fees, all of which should be
complete before occupying and developing the land.!?**! The National Resettlement Policy (NRP) requires that when investments
involve resettlement, the investor must prepare a resettlement action plan and submit a resettlement agreement to the Attorney
General for approval.[?>¢!



Some officials acknowledged that there is an enforcement gap. The Director of Resettlement, Manford Mulongo, admitted to Human
Rights Watch that, “at the moment there is no way for the Department of Resettlement to hold investors accountable. There is a need
for legal instruments because now we just wait for the goodwill of the investor.”237!

It is generally difficult to verify whether such authorizations have been granted in the context of any one project. Human Rights Watch
sought confirmation of environmental, land, and resettlement authorizations for the six farms it investigated, but regulatory officials
said they could not confirm their existence for each of these farms.?58! ZEMA officials asserted that none of the commercial farms,
except Silverlands, had obtained an EIA approval from the agency.”*>”! We obtained some information on land title certificates through
Ministry of Lands, and district officials said that titles and other authorizations had not yet been issued for all farms.

With or without the required authorizations, commercial farmers in Serenje have started farming, and have displaced long-term
residents. Three (Sawyers, Matthews, and Billis) of the six farms Human Rights Watch investigated appeared to be clearing land as of
2013, installing irrigation systems, and farming well above 50 hectares of land without all the government permits required.

Lack of Transparency

Although the government is championing farm blocks, including through the Farm Block Development Program, it is telling the public
very little about agriculture initiatives.

Public information on the boundaries, sizes, and uses of land in agricultural blocks is limited. Even government officials said they relied
on a kind of patchy and informal institutional memory to understand how Luombwa farm block was created, the boundaries, and other
information. For the more recently created Nansanga farm block, more information is available, but even that is not complete or easily
accessible to the public.

A Central Province land surveyor told Human Rights Watch that officials just “find a person in the area” who can give them
information about the farm blocks.?6%! There is no comprehensive database on farm blocks.!261

Even when government registries exist, public information may be inaccessible. Human Rights Watch sent multiple information
requests to government registries, and most did not respond. Our search at the Ministry of Lands’ Survey Department for maps and
other farm block information in September 2016 revealed that the folder (“jacket”) titled “Luombwa farm block” was empty.

Zambia does not have a law on freedom of or access to information, but a bill on this issue has been pending since 200212621

Lack of Coordination and Monitoring

Under Zambian laws and regulations, several agencies should play a coordinating role when it comes to commercial agriculture and its
impacts on local communities, including the Department of Resettlement and Zambia Development Agency. They have not done so
effectively.

The Department of Resettlement, within the Office of the Vice President, is supposed to coordinate agencies when there are voluntary
or involuntary resettlements, including of people displaced due to investments. The National Resettlement Policy outlines its
responsibilities, as well as those of investors and other government agencies.!?%!

The Zambia Development Agency (ZDA) is supposed to facilitate and coordinate investment in Zambia, and “[p]rotect the interests of
industries, employees, consumers and the community that are likely to be affected by [investments].”2* It is supposed to assist
investors in obtaining any license, permit, certificate, or authorization needed, and maintain a public registry of such authorizations. Its
board is supposed to review environmental impacts as it considers applications.!?%°!

Multiple other government agencies and authorizing bodies should play a role in regulating commercial farming, but their efforts are
barely coordinated, resulting in poor enforcement of laws and virtually no monitoring of investors’ compliance. These agencies include
ZEMA, District Councils, the Ministry of Lands, Environment and Natural Resources, and the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock,
among others.?%¢! Government officials at the national, provincial, and district levels all play a role. Yet in interviews with Human
Rights Watch, officials across the board appeared confused about their responsibilities, often claiming some other agency or level of
government was responsible.

For example, national, provincial, and district officials had conflicting views on which agencies should regulate commercial farms and
farm blocks. A central government official in the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock said that the provincial governments are in
charge of farm blocks outside the Farm Block Development Program, and that district councils are charged with creating new farming
areas.?®”! But a provincial government official claimed the central government is responsible for farm blocks, including tracking
whether there are long-term residents who might need resettlement. A Central Province land surveyor said, “Provincial officials don’t



have a list of people who were there when the farm block was created. It would only be at headquarters. They should have it. If not, then
it is a shame that headquarters would behave that way.”2%8! The Serenje District Agriculture Coordinator told Human Rights Watch
that their office plays a limited role in allotting farms, and has no authority over commercial farms in their district./?6%!

Nonetheless, in Serenje district, commercial farming is vaulting ahead with little government oversight, and agencies that should
coordinate have only sporadic contact with commercial farmers and residents, if at all.

Many government agencies interviewed by Human Rights Watch complained about other agencies failing to coordinate. One ZEMA
official said that the Ministry of Lands does not inform them about land title applications even for land that will be used for large-scale
commercial farming, which entails environmental and social impacts.’?’?! Another ZEMA official said the Ministry of Agriculture and
Livestock does not share information about farm blocks and other commercial farming.?”*! An official at the Department of
Resettlement said the Ministry of Lands does not inform them about titling applications that will require resettlement or compensation
of residents, nor does the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock inform them of farm block designations that would result in
displacement.?7?!

Problems with Decentralizing Authority to District Councils

A number of Zambian laws and policies, including the Lands Act, decentralize authority, giving substantial powers to district councils.
These councils play an important role in land transactions. They are supposed to verify whether land is vacant before a conversion from
customary to state land, and if not vacant, ensure that settlements and persons with interest in the land in question have not been
affected by the conversion.!?”3! They should also assess applications for land alienation,?’*! make recommendations about land
transfers to the Commissioner of Lands,"?”! and facilitate resettlements.?’® The Serenje Director of Works told Human Rights Watch
that the council created a District Technical Committee in 2015 to look into situations in which long-term residents are on “numbered”

plots (demarcated for commercial farming), mediate with farmers, and prevent residents from becoming “destitute.”??”!

In the case of the six commercial farms Human Rights Watch investigated in Serenje, the District Council performed these functions in
only the most superficial ways, if at all, and none of the residents mentioned any contact with the technical committee. For some of the
six farms, it appears that the Serenje District Council recommended that the Commissioner of Lands approve issuance of land title
certificates without flagging that there were families living and farming on the land, and without first requiring the commercial
farmers to submit resettlement action plans.?78!

The Serenje District Council was aware that there were residents living on the land alienated to commercial farms, though some of
their documents ignore this or appear to undercount the residents. For example, with respect to the Kalengo section (“Sawyer farm”),
two district documents obtained by Human Rights Watch mention five and four families were residing there.?’°! Residents told Human
Rights Watch that at least 13 families lived there. But another district document from October 2015 reported that there were no
settlements at all on the 996-hectare farm./?®%! Resident Bonaventure M. said when District Council officials came to conduct a census
on the farm, he told them “nine villages had been forced to leave already,” and the officials said they “are not here to talk about people
who have left, just the people still here.”281]

It appears that Council authorities may also have undercounted the residents on the land offered to commercial farmer Matthew
Rowe. A district letter to Rowe dated January 2016 noted that there were five “settlers” living on the land.?®?! In a letter to Human
Rights Watch, Matthew Rowe also supported the council’s claim.?®¥! In September 2016, residents said there were more families living
there.

Philip Jackman, who had initially been allocated the farm now known as Rowe farm (farm no. 11 or F/11079), noted to Human Rights
Watch that Nelson Chembo (Dept. of Agriculture) and David Sakala (Serenje District Council) said he was reassigned a different farm
(farm no. 27 or F/11081) in January 2015 “because there were too many families on farm no. 11 and only four (4) families on farm no.
27, now F/11081.” He also stated that there were twelve families on the farm he was assigned and not four as these government
officials had mentioned.?34

The populations may have changed over time, but these discrepancies suggest that district authorities are not thoroughly validating
the number of residents that may be impacted by commercial farming.

The Ministry of Lands uses remote sensing with satellite imagery to verify settlement patterns before approving land acquisitions.?2%!
But Ministry of Lands officials told Human Rights Watch that this is ineffective if district officials have allowed commercial farmers to
clear the land before even applying for approvals, and before the images are recorded.?®®! The Ministry of Lands issued an offer letter
to the owners of “Badcock farm” in 2015 and land title to Jackman farm, though in both cases there were settlements on the land that
could be detected with satellite imagery.

Some central and provincial government officials told Human Rights Watch that they suspect that district officials are misrepresenting
the situation on the ground. For example, the Director of Resettlement said, “Land is converted using the District Council. If they are
not genuine enough to indicate that there are people on the land, the Ministry of Lands will pass title.”?2” The Chief Lands Officer of



the Ministry of Lands and his counterpart from the provincial government complained about district councils providing misleading
information.?®8! “Because of [lack of] resources, we have to rely on these institutions on the ground. But some of them cannot be
trusted. We have been misled by the councils before,” said Mr. Sindila.?8°!

Failure to Provide Information to Commercial Farmers

All commercial farmers interviewed by Human Rights Watch said they had very little guidance from government bodies on how to
proceed if there are residents on their leased land. Matthew Rowe said, “there is no streamlined system, we did the best we can.”[29%
Phil Jackman said that he was left with no other option but to go to court when he got little or no guidance from district officials and the
local traditional authority. “No information or suggestion was offered regarding a Relocation [resettlement] Action Plan for the
occupants of the land. We would have done one had we known about it.”2%!!

Jacky Jackman, a representative of Kasary Kuti Ranch, said, “there is protocol in place but nobody is willing to give the right
information on how to move forward. Nobody seems to know what they [commercial farmers] are supposed to do. We are walking

around in square circles.”[?9%

Some commercial farmers said they had written letters and organized meetings with government officials and community members,
but they have a lot of uncertainties and questions unanswered. “There is confusion on boundaries. What is chief’s and what is farm
block,” one said.??3! “There are two types of people, long-term residents and new arrivals who were seeking work. Do they all get to be
treated the same [during resettlement]?” Jason Sawyer added./>*%

Several commercial farmers singled out agencies that should be key sources of information for commercial farmers. Jason Sawyer said,
“We seek advice. ZDA is a big one. There is no clear-cut procedure in place on how resettlement needs to be done. We get different
advice from different people and need to decide on whose to follow.”2%5! Phil Jackman stated, “We were told we did not need one
[environmental impact assessment] by WARMA [Water Resources Management Authority] and Ministry of Lands because we are small
scale emergent farmers.”[296!

VI. Human Rights Obligations and Responsibilities

I I ! his report describes how some commercial farming ventures in Serenje district have forcibly evicted families from their homes.
Under international law, the Zambian government is obliged not only to refrain from carrying out forced evictions, but to prevent
private actors from doing so as well. It has woefully failed to live up to that responsibility.

More broadly, the Zambian government has a duty to effectively regulate commercial farms and other business ventures to ensure
that they respect human rights in their operations. Instead, key government agencies have been almost entirely absent from the
scene, with the practical effect of leaving commercial farmers to their own devices in deciding how to deal with the communities they
find living on the farm plots they leased. Not only has the government failed to enforce laws and regulations meant to ensure that
farms assess and mitigate the likely social and environmental impacts of their operations, but it appears not even to be taking basic
steps to monitor whether commercial farming ventures are complying with the law.

The human rights impact of these displacements has, for many people, been devastating. Families have been displaced from their
homes and into levels of insecurity and poverty many had never experienced before. Often, this privation includes interference with
families’ enjoyment of human rights protected under international law—not only the right to housing but also the rights to food, water,
health and education. Even in situations that may not amount to forced evictions, the Zambian state has often left families on their own
to negotiate relocation packages with farmers who have acquired or applied for title to the land they live on. In these deeply uneven
negotiations, many families lose their livelihoods along with much of what they own and receive only pa'ltr'y and inadequate
compensation. As this report describes, the compensation many receive has been nowhere near adequate to the task of fully replacing
everything that is taken from them when they are made to move, let alone starting a new life somewhere else.

For their part, the commercial farmers who are directly responsible for displacing many families out of their homes have a
responsibility to respect the human rights of people living on the farm plots they take title to. Even in the absence of effective
government oversight, these farmers should take effective steps to identify and mitigate the negative human rights impacts of their
operations. They should make sure that displaced families are adequately compensated, and that compensation packages are
developed in close consultation with the people concerned. Instead, in the cases we documented, some commercial farmers were
taking advantage of the regulatory vacuum they encounter on the ground to push people aside without regard for their basic human
rights.



Zambia’s government needs to take dramatic and rapid action to ramp up the enforcement of its own laws and regulations, and to
ensure that displaced families are able to secure a remedy for human rights abuse. At the same time, it is important to acknowledge
that the Zambian government is confronted with a complex task in appropriately managing the human rights impacts of commercial
farming ventures, and this is made more difficult still by the government’s own institutional weaknesses. However, a range of voluntary
guidelines, which are non-binding but influential and informed by global consultative processes, provide ample guidance towards
elucidating the government’s responsibilities and the practical steps it should take to meet them 27!

Rights to Housing and Property

International law protects rights related to land and security of tenure, including the rights to housing and property.'2°®! African
regional human rights instruments embrace these rights explicitly and also emphasize the rights of women in particular with respect
to these rights.[2%9

Importantly, neither international nor regional human rights protections on housing or property hinge on individuals holding formal
title to land or property. In the case of COHRE v. Sudan, the African Commission found that “[i]t doesn’t matter whether they had legal
titles to the land, the fact that the victims cannot derive their livelihood from what they possessed for generations means they have
been deprived of the use of their property under conditions which are not permitted by Article 14 [right to property].”*°®! The UN
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (CESCR) also emphasizes that rights protections apply whether or not individuals
hold formal title. It notes in its General Comment No. 4 that legal security of tenure “takes a variety of forms, including ... occupation
of land or property. Notwithstanding the type of tenure, all persons should possess a degree of security of tenure which guarantees

legal protection against forced eviction, harassment and other threats.”3°!

Prohibition of Forced Evictions

Under international law; a “forced eviction” is the involuntary removal of a person from their home or land, when that person does not
have access to appropriate forms of legal or other protection. Everyone should have the right, and a meaningful opportunity, to
challenge the legality of an eviction. International law prohibits forced evictions, considering them gross violations of human rights.
African regional human rights instruments reinforce this prohibition.3%!

[302]

This report describes forced evictions carried out by commercial farmers. The Zambian government has a responsibility not only to
refrain from carrying out forced evictions, but to prevent private parties including commercial farmers from doing so. As noted by the
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, forced evictions may happen in the course of “clearing of land for agricultural
purposes,” and that states should “refrain from forced evictions and ensure that the law is enforced against its agents or third parties
who carry out forced evictions.”304

Guidance to States to Avoid Forced Evictions

To guide states on avoiding forced evictions, and the parameters for legitimate evictions, CESCR General Comment No. 7 provides:

States parties shall ensure, prior to carrying out any evictions, and ﬁarticularly those involving large
groups, that all feasible alternatives are explored in‘consultation with the affeCted persons, with a view to
avoiding, or at least minimizing, the need to use force. Legal remedies or procedures should be provided
to those who are affected by eviction orders. States parties shall also see to it that all the individuals
c%ncctarged have a right to adequate compensation for any property, both personal and real, which is
affected.

In cases where eviction is considered to be justified, it should be carried out in strict compliance with the
relevant provisions of international human rights law and in accordance with general principles of
reasonableness and proportionality.

The Committee considers that the procedural protections which should be applied in relation to forced
evictions include: (a) an opportunity for genuine consultation with those affected; (b) adequate and
reasonable notice for all affected persons prior to the scheduled date of eviction; (c) information on the
groposed evictions, and, where applicable, on the alternative purpose for which the land or housing is to

e used, to be made available in reasonable time to all those affected; (d) especially where groups of
people are involved, tgovernr_ne.nt officials or their representatives to be present during an eviction; (e) all
persons carrying out the eviction to be properly identified; (f) evictions not to take place in particularly bad
weather or at night unless the affected persons consent otherwise; (g) provision of legal remedies; and
(h) ptrOV|S|on, where possible, of legal aid to persons who are in need of it to seek redress from the
courts.



Evictions should not result in individuals being rendered homeless or vulnerable to the violation of other
human rights. Where those affected are unable to provide for themselves, the State party must take all
appropriate measures, to the maximum of its available resources, to ensure that adequate alternative
housing, resettlement or access to productive land, as the case may be, is available.

The UN Special Rapporteur on adequate housing has also developed a set of “Basic Principles and Guidelines on Development-Based Evictions and
Displacement.”[3%51 Those principles detail practical measures that states can take prior to, during, and after evictions to ensure that the rights of affected
people are respected.3%¢! The African Commission has similar guidance to states under its Principles and Guidelines on the Implementation of Economic,
Social and Cultural Rights in the African Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights.[3071

It may well be true that some families have moved onto farm plots in Serenje district only recently, and are so lacking in any bona fide
claim to a right to reside there that farmers are within their rights to seek an eviction. In those cases, it is imperative that the
government take steps to ensure that people in question have a meaningful opportunity to contest their removal. Participation in a
court case can, for many rural families, be a bewildering and prohibitively expensive undertaking, and they should have access to free
legal aid services.

Rights to Food, Water, Health and Education

Zambia is required to guarantee the rights to an adequate standard of living (including the rights to food and water), to health, and to
education. The forced evictions and threatened displacement in Serenje district jeopardized all of these rights for long-term rural
residents.

International and regional human rights law guarantees the right to available, accessible, and adequate food.>%¥! The International
Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) guarantees the right to food as an aspect of the right to an adequate
standard of living.’3°®! The Maputo Protocol also requires states to take appropriate measures to provide women with the means of
producing nutritious food.’>'® When commercial farmers or government officials forced rural residents off their land in Serenje district
or told them to stop cultivating food crops in advance of displacement, they undermined food security in these communities. The
meager food aid some families received (a couple of bags of maize over two years) was sporadic and insufficient.

International and regional human rights law also protects the right to water.®!!! The right to water entitles everyone to sufficient, safe,
acceptable, physically accessible and affordable water for personal and domestic uses, such as drinking, sanitation, bathing, washing
clothes, and cooking.!*!?! The Maputo Protocol provides that states must take appropriate measures to provide women with access to
clean drinking water.!3!3!

International and regional law also recognize the right to health. The ICESCR, for example, obligates states to recognize and take steps
to fulfill “the right of everyone to the enjoyment of the highest attainable standard of physical and mental health.”*!#! The African
Charter on Human and Peoples’ Rights also obliges states to take necessary measures to protect the health of their people.'%!

Residents also have a right to access information relevant to their rights to food, water, health, and a healthy environment. This
includes information on pollution of their water sources by commercial farming, other environmental and health risks, and how this
may affect their health.’>'%! African regional human rights law also includes the right to information,'”! and the African Commission’s
guidelines on implementation of the African Charter state, with respect to the minimum core obligations of the right to health, state
that governments should “provide education and access to information concerning the main health problems in the community,
including methods of preventing and controlling them.”318

International and regional laws, including the ICESCR, the Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Discrimination Against
Women (CEDAW), the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the African Charter, also address the right to education.’®!¥! The
Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights views education as “the primary vehicle by which economically and socially

marginalized adults and children can lift themselves out of poverty and obtain the means to participate fully in their communities.”32%!

Responsibilities of Commercial Farmers

International human rights law does not impose obligations on private businesses, but it does recognize that they have human rights
responsibilities that they should live up to even when governments fail in their duty to mandate this. The United Nations Guiding
Principles on Business and Human Rights!3?!
impact on human rights, avoid causing or contributing to human rights abuses through their operations, avoid complicity in abuses,
and ensure that any abuses are remedied.>??! In most cases documented in this report, the commercial farmers came nowhere near
meeting this standard, and seem to have made little pretense of trying.

provide that businesses have a responsibility to exercise due diligence to identify their



Some commercial farmers in Zambia are also subject to standards required by financial institutions involved with their investments,
for example through loans. Among the commercial farms covered by this report, only Silverlands was subject to such standards.
Commercial farmers should be aware of the requirements of relevant financial institutions or intermediaries. These might include the
International Finance Corporations performance standard on land acquisition and involuntary resettlement, or the World Bank’s
environmental and social framework and related operational policies and procedures, for example.>23!

Recommendations

To the Government of Zambia

C entral, provincial, and district government officials should provide immediate relief and take longer-term measures to remedy

the harm suffered by rural residents of Serenje who were forcibly evicted from their homes or were displaced without adequate
compensation. They should develop these remedies in consultation with local residents, ensuring meaningful participation by women

and girls. They should:

o Take any necessary steps to ensure that displaced people have near-term access to adequate housing, food and water, as well as
access to basic services including primary and secondary school and health services.

o Ensure that victims of forced evictions have meaningful access to legal remedies.

¢ Ensure that any compensation packages or resettlement plans take into account the assets and interests of women that were lost
or otherwise materially affected by displacement.

The Department of Resettlement, the Ministry of Lands and Natural Resources, the Ministry of Agriculture and Livestock, the Zambia
Environmental Management Agency, and the Zambia Development Agency should enforce existing laws and policies relevant to
commercial farming and protection of rural communities. They should:

o Implement the National Resettlement Policy and Compensation Guidelines. This includes publicizing and disseminating copies of
the policy and guidelines, and training relevant government officials at central, provincial, and district levels to ensure
coordination between these bodies.

o Ensure that affected communities, including women on an equal basis with men, are able to meaningfully participate in any
consultations concerning new or expanded commercial farming, about measures to avoid displacement, and about possible
resettlement or compensation.

» Ensure that resettlement plans take into account the loss of access to water sources and foraging areas and the potential
negative impact of disrupting family caregiving networks, especially for women, and community cohesion.

e Conduct public awareness campaigns among communities that may be impacted by commercial farm development to inform
them of their legal rights.

o Take effective steps to inform commercial farmers about all relevant policies and laws, including on resettlement and
environmental protection, in advance of starting commercial farming activities.

¢ Enhance regulation and monitoring of commercial farming, including by setting up environmental monitoring offices in all
provinces and recruiting more inspectors. Ensure that commercial farmers do not start operations without required permits,
licenses, and certifications. Where appropriate, impose meaningful penalties in response to violations.

o Enforce all statutory and regulatory requirements for environmental and social impact assessments in connection with
commercial farming.

» Improve coordination among ministries and agencies responsible for activities related to land, agriculture, environment, and



resettlement. Disseminate relevant policies and train officials on their implementation.

¢ Ensure that information in public registries, including registries related to land and the environment, is accessible and complete.
Improve online access to public documents in these registries and other databases.

¢ When delineating boundaries of any future farm blocks, or revising those of existing blocks, ensure that rural residents who
remain on land in the affected area retain access to waterways, adequate farmland, and public infrastructure (including roads)
and services. Take into account women'’s use of land and water, and their livelihood and caregiving responsibilities.

» Institute ongoing monitoring of all commercial farms and release information on environmental monitoring to the public,
especially to affected communities, in accessible formats and local languages.

» Take effective steps to inform rural communities about environmental and health risks posed by commercial farming operations
that may impact them, and any mitigation measures that have been put in place (such as water quality alerts and provision of
alternative water).

The Ministry of Justice and Ministry of Lands should take steps to better ensure access to judicial and non-judicial complaint
mechanisms and access to remedies for people impacted by commercial farming ventures, and increase scrutiny of land transfer
recommendations. They should:

o Undertake more rigorous reviews of land alienation recommendations from district councils, including from the Serenje District
Council, related to commercial farms.

o Improve accessibility of the Lands Tribunal, including through mobile proceedings in rural areas.

o Ensure that rural residents at risk of displacement or eviction have access to affordable or free legal aid, and to remedies in
subordinate courts or other judicial venues.

Zambia’s parliament, and responsible ministries, should improve legal and policy protections related to commercial farming and rural
communities. They should:

o Develop and pass land legislation that clarifies rights for people residing on customary and state land, and provides sufficient
protections for residents on customary lands.

o Amend the Lands Act or issue regulations to clarify criteria for valuation of assets and losses in the event of displacement (from
state or customary land), and to facilitate fair and timely compensation.

o Ensure that land laws, including any future law on customary land administration, clarify procedures for community
consultations in the event of conversions or alienation of customary lands.

» Adopt an updated national land policy, and ensure that it elaborates and protects the rights of long-term rural residents, whether
living on customary or state lands.

» Amend the Environmental Management Act to require that impact assessments in advance of projects or investments cover
environmental and social impacts, and to strengthen provisions on community consultations (requiring not just public hearings,
but also individual and small group meetings, with women and men).

o Adopt regulations requiring that parties submitting environmental and social impact assessments also prepare summaries in
plain, non-technical language, comprehensible for residents with limited education, illustrated, and translated into local
languages. Require dissemination of these summaries in affected communities, including to women and marginalized
populations.

¢ Adopt a law on access to information, and ensure that it facilitates public access to information on land transactions and
commercial farming.

To Commercial Farmers

o Ensure that farming practices comply with environmental laws, and do not threaten impacted people’s right to a healthy
environment.

e Conduct environmental and social impact assessments addressing the full scope of risks from commercial farming. Make all such
documentation available to the public, including women and marginalized populations, in understandable formats.

« Comply with legal requirements to consult with, compensate, and resettle local residents affected by their operations. Ensure
that women are equally included in any consultations or negotiations over compensation and resettlement. Work closely with
community members, the Department of Resettlement, and civil society organizations to draw up resettlement plans when
resettlement is necessary.



o Ensure that people residing on land allocated to commercial farming ventures are not forcibly evicted from their homes.

o Ensure that individuals affected by commercial farming are able to lodge complaints directly with the commercial farming
venture, including where appropriate through a formal grievance mechanism, and seek a fair resolution.

To International and Regional Financial Institutions

e Require that all commercial agriculture projects benefitting from funding, reinsurance, or guarantees from international or
regional financial institutions meet environmental and social standards, including those on involuntary resettlement.

o Support increased transparency of information about land-based investments, including commercial agriculture, such as by
publishing contracts, resettlement documents, and environmental assessments.

e Produce annual reports demonstrating compliance with human rights standards in each funded or supported project.

To Bilateral and Multilateral Donors

Support capacity of the government at district, provincial, and central levels to manage commercial agriculture and provide protection
to rural communities, including by:

o Facilitating training of government officials on laws and policies on commercial agriculture and the rights of rural residents.

e Supporting meetings of government officials to clarify responsibilities regarding coordination and monitoring impacts of
commercial farming.

e Supporting reform and implementation of laws and policies on land, environmental protection, agriculture, and resettlement.

¢ Providing financial and other support to civil society organizations to strengthen their capacity to monitor developments and
defend the rights of rural residents, including women, affected by commercial farming.

Acknowledgments

T his report was researched and written by Juliana Nnoko-Mewanu, researcher on women and land in the Women'’s Rights Division
of Human Rights Watch. Aruna Kashyap, senior counsel in the Women'’s Rights Division, Dewa Mavhinga, senior researcher in the
Africa Division, and Chris Albin-Lackey, senior legal advisor, also conducted field research for this report. Samer Muscati, consultant,
shot photos and video to accompany this report.

Janet Walsh, deputy director of the Women’s Rights Division, Arvind Ganesan, director of the Business and Human Rights Division,
Marcos Orellana, director, and Katharina Rall, researcher in the Environment and Human Rights Division, Mavhinga, Southern Africa
director, and Felix Horne, senior researcher in the Africa Division, Juliane Kippenberg, associate director of the Children’s Rights
Division, and Diederik Lohman, director of the Health and Human Rights Division reviewed the report. Chris Albin-Lackey, senior legal
adviser, and Babatunde Olugboji, deputy program director provided legal and program reviews. Zambian lawyer Brigadier Siachitema,
and Southern Africa Litigation Center also reviewed the report.

Josh Lyons, satellite imagery analyst, produced satellite images for the report. Report production was done by Grace Choi, publication
director, and Madeline Cottingham, publications/photography coordinator. Fitzroy Hepkins, administrative manager, and Agnieszka
Bielecka, associate in the Women'’s Rights Division, provided production assistance and support. Mable Banda, consultant, provided
translation and research assistance.



We are also grateful for the guidance and support provided by Nsama Nsemiwe, Jesinta Kunda, Bridget Chinyemba Phiri, Abel Mumba,
and Patrick Musole of the Zambia Land Alliance; Mable Banda, consultant, and Boyd Chilekwa, Green Living Movement, Chibobo;
Brigadier Siachitema, lawyer, Southern Africa Litigation Center (SALC); Matt Sommerville, chief of party, Tenure and Global Climate

Change Project, Tetra Tech; and Henry Machina, research associate, and Munguzwe Hichaambwa, business development manager,
Indaba Agricultural Policy Research Institute (IAPRI).

We also thank the residents of Serenje district who shared their time and stories with us.
Region / Country Africa, Zambia
Topic Environment, Women's Rights

Related Content

M
TN
October 25, 2017 News Release
Zambia: Commercial Farms Displace Rural Communities
Al

\LV}



July 13,2017 Dispatches
Where is Zambia’'s President Heading?

Al Dewa Mavhinga
- Director, Southern Africa
oy
“1in

April 10, 2017 ' News Release
Zambia: Support International Criminal Court



