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GLOSSARY

AIDS

Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome

CBO

Community-based organisation

CDP

Community development practitioner

CLO

Community liaison officer

DAC

Department of Arts and Culture

DM

District municipality

DoL

Department of Labour

DoT

Department of Tourism

DSD

Department of Social Development
ECD

Early childhood development

HCBC

Home community-based care

HIV

Human Immunodeficiency Virus

IDP

Integrated Development Plan

IDT

Independent Development Trust

ISRDP

Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Programme

LED

Local economic development

NPO

Non-profit organisation

OVC

Orphans and vulnerable children

PDA

Provincial Department of Agriculture

PO

Project officer

PRP

Poverty Relief Programme

SAPS

South African Police Services

SASSA

South African Social Security Agency

URP

Urban Renewal Programme

VEP

Victim Empowerment Programme

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Introduction
Ukhahlamba District Municipality is the scenic and mountainous northern district of the Eastern Cape, bordering the Free State and Lesotho. The socio-economic circumstances are similar to those in other presidential ISRDP nodes, although the establishment of independent homelands as part of ‘grand apartheid’ aggravated the situation in these areas. The eastern Elundini local municipality has been identified as one of the poorest areas in the Eastern Cape. During the 1st evaluation in 2006 it was therefore to be expected that services by DSD could not meet the overwhelming demand. In addition, the approach towards project development was not supporting independence and sustainability and the three projects visited were severely challenged. During the 2nd evaluation, conducted in November-December 2007 these projects were revisited to track changes, and a conclusive workshop was held with DSD district staff and other stakeholders to determine developments since July 2006.  
Update on ISRDP projects

All three the ISRDP projects visited perceived their status as ‘orange’ – which was the same as during the first evaluation in 2006. In fact, there was hardly any change from the challenges identified in 2006.  These included: no practical guidelines on finances; poor financial literacy; weak ownership and responsibility; the quality of support by IDT; reactive planning without in-depth analysis and reflection; vague exit/sustainability strategies; and top-down business plans (in spite of many references to a “developmental approach”). Projects seem to stay trapped in problems that ideally should have been dealt with before the projects started in the first place. 

Issues to highlight:

· Impact was limited to socio-emotional benefits, with few material/physical gains reported. To some extent members appear to be satisfied with this. How was ‘impact’ defined and agreed upon?  That will determine the assessment of projects.
· Integration and partnerships seem to be based on expectations, assumptions and goodwill but without mandates and budgets to enforce co-operation by other departments. This deprives projects of crucial technical support.
· In spite of on-going training of project members (through the Department of Labour), capacity problems and the demand for more training remain on all agendas. Who monitors the quality/appropriateness of training?
· Project members indicated that they do not feel free to dream when their ideas are constantly overruled by the agendas of different departments, and that integrated planning (with different departments present) would give them the freedom to think and not to fit into a specific programme of one department. They received news about the intended developmental approach with enthusiasm: “Are we now free to dream again?” Are they?
Changes in the node since the 1st evaluation

The changes in the node centred on increased human/capital resource allocations. New staff members were to be employed and more projects could be initiated. The ‘new approach’ (developmental instead of welfare) is giving everybody hope, but at the same time a level of scepticism was observed: will it really bring a change to present practices, in which nobody believes any longer and which did not bring the desired impact in the communities until now?
Issues emerging for DSD’s service delivery in the node
The nodal staff reacted very constructively to feedback from the project sessions and immediately started strategising to address the issues that they have the power to address. However, their reaction to any problem is to appeal to provincial level for guidance and training, in spite of their own considerable expertise and experience. As projects seem to have lost hope in their right to dream, district staff also have fallen victim to a kind of ‘dependency syndrome’: What is the use of making our own plans or tapping into our own knowledge/skills if our efforts will in any case be overruled by the directives and training of province? So, rather wait for province to intervene.
Issues identified by the node:

· To build the financial capacity of project members and nodal staff, and to draft guidelines for CDPs and projects to understand and deal with financial issues such as turnover, profit and sharing of dividends;

· To draft a protocol to guide the full life-cycle of an intervention/project and to ensure that this is done in a community-based planning approach – which should be supported by the (intended) social development approach of DSD;

· To ensure that planning and implementation are done in an integrated way and that practical steps are taken to support local staff to engage peers from other departments;

· To establish a culture of structured reflection and to engage external agents to add an objective viewpoint;

· To increase the capacity of the CDPs to analyse troubleshoot and report meaningfully and to give better financial guidance to projects.
Conclusions and recommendations 
Key findings:

1. Efforts to remedy the challenges in projects have not and may not have the desired effect, because the project model itself might be the major challenge.  

2. The term income is used in an ambiguous way and is confused with turnover or profit – resulting in unsound financial practices and impacting negatively on long-term strategies and sustainability measures. The confusion is aggravated by the system of two bank accounts.
3. Planning and implementation are often based on unrealistic assumptions about the capacity of a CDP to provide technical support and financial guidance. Crucial support through partnerships is also not guaranteed or budgeted for in the planning phases, which throws projects from one crisis into the next.

4. Financial management skills are limited and equalled to bookkeeping skills. This neglects the crucial importance of financial analysis and planning, the understanding of production cycles and the balancing of expansion with capital investment/costs.
5. The terms status and impact are not defined or agreed on. Measuring impact is therefore problematic. Members seem to be happy to have “somewhere to go every morning”, while ‘sustainability’ might be the objective of DSD and/or IDT.  

6. Strategies by DSD staff to make projects sustainable (e.g. by brokering stable markets through other departments) might have the reverse affect: projects stop looking for markets themselves and lose all responsibility. It might also lead to an inflated belief in the feasibility of the project.
7. There was optimism amongst nodal staff about intended developmental approach and the increased allocation of resources. However, there is concern about contradicting messages: districts received a directive to initiate projects according to community realities, but a list was also received to identify new projects according to categories pre-determined by province.  
Recommendations:

1. In-depth debate is needed to establish the appropriateness of the project model and DSD’s facilitation of economic enterprises.
2. The promotion of correct financial terminology (‘income’, ‘profit’, ‘turnover’ etc.) to ensure sound financial practice.

3. The development of a protocol  to guide a project life cycle and financial systems (especially the calculation of profit and the payment of dividends to members) .
4. Project planning has to include the identification of technical needs and the accessing and resourcing of technical assistance 
5. The appropriate level/forum needs to be identified to ensure that objectives regarding integration are aligned with mandates and resources necessary to achieve these.

6. Training of CDPs and project members has to include systems/skills to reflect, troubleshoot, learn, plan and evaluate on an on-going basis.  

7. Projects might need legal assistance on issues such as contracts with service providers. The establishment of such service by national/province might be considered (or communicated, if it already exists).  

8. The status of the new “developmental approach” needs to be communicated on an on-going basis, taking into account that huge expectations have been raised.
1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background to the node

The Ukhahlamba District Municipality (DM) is situated in the north of the Eastern Cape, and forms a border with the Free State. It has four municipalities. The district is dominated by the Drakensberg Mountains from which it gets its name. The main economic sectors are the government services and agriculture and forestry. In 2001 the total population was 341,344 people, and three-quarters live in rural areas. The male to female ratio was 47:53. More than half the population (52.3%) of those living in the node are younger than 20. Fewer than one in four (37.6%) were in the traditionally economically productive age bracket (20 to 60 years of age) in 2001. In the same year the unemployment rate was 63.2% compared with the national average of 48.2%.
Ukhahlamba is an extremely poor and bleak area with no viable economic existence, and few job opportunities available. The few young people with skills migrate in search of a future. High levels of unemployment and poverty lead to many social ills including crime, gangsterism, substance abuse and prostitution. Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome (AIDS) has already taken a significant toll with many orphans and child-headed homes as a result. The elderly not only have to endure the burden of poverty and feeding many on small state pensions but are now also having to look after their grandchildren and other orphans.
1.2 Key issues from the first evaluation

Business plans and DSD directives/policies determined the nature of projects and how they evolved.  This had a negative impact on implementation and the prospects for sustainability. There were no clear guidelines around the sharing of profits amongst the beneficiaries and/or saving of profit for purchasing of stock. Exit strategies and sustainability were not planned for, neither were markets identified prior to implementation. Capacity to handle the finances and marketing was not built before the projects started, which left projects vulnerable. Concern was raised that policies and directives were often changed and, in addition, communicated verbally (normally during workshops ‘in Bisho’). This resulted in misinterpretation, loss of information in case of staff changes and a breach of trust between communities/projects and DSD. CDPs are supposed to account for the project functioning, including finances, but they have no authority over expenditure – the project committees are in control.  This contradiction would have to be sorted out. The role of the IDT was seriously queried by all – and was perceived as a waste of money. All suggested that these funds could have been better spent on the permanent employment of CDPs.

1.3 Background to 2nd evaluation

In 2006 a qualitative baseline research on the Department of Social Development (DSD)’s services and activities was held in each of the Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Programme (ISRDP) and Urban Renewal Programme (URP) nodes. The baseline provided a description of the livelihoods profiles of residents in the nodes, information about DSD services and projects and it identified service delivery gaps. A focus on DSD Poverty Relief Programme (PRP) projects provided information from the point of view of project beneficiaries and nodal DSD staff.
Following the baseline research, researchers facilitated a process with nodal DSD officials to prioritise the issues emerging from the baseline, and to develop an action plan to respond to these priorities. The researchers then facilitated a support process to carry out the action plan based on the identified priorities. This process continued throughout 2007, with up to five visits by the researcher/facilitator in this period.

1.4 Objectives and methodology
The objectives of the 2nd evaluation were to update information on the functioning of DSD-supported projects, and to identify whether and how issues that were raised during the first baseline research were dealt with: what has changed since the first evaluation; what impacts were there on project beneficiaries; what has worked and hasn’t worked; have issues that arose in the first evaluation been dealt with and are there new issues? The evaluation also sought to identify changes to DSD services in the node since the first evaluation: what changes were there in services and projects; what changes in staffing levels; and what were the reasons for the changes and their impacts? Finally, the 2nd evaluation sought to identify emerging issues and to assist in planning a way forward for the node based on these issues.

A maximum of three projects that were included in the first evaluation were revisited during the 2nd evaluation. Where there were three or fewer projects, all were revisited. Where there were more than three projects the selection of the projects to be covered in the 2nd evaluation was done together with DSD nodal staff and one of the criteria was to involve a spread of functioning and non-functioning/struggling projects, which would ensure a broader picture of the challenges and opportunities facing projects in the nodes.

DSD nodal staff provided information on major changes around services and staff capacity prior to the fieldwork. Following the project visits, a workshop was held with DSD and other key nodal stakeholders to verify the changes and to confirm the staffing levels; discuss issues arising from the projects; and have discussions about the specific challenges and opportunities facing DSD in the nodes.
In Ukhahlamba the fieldwork was planned for the week of 5 November 2007 and sessions were conducted with the three projects. The workshop with DSD staff had to be postponed when all field staff were unexpectedly summoned to attend training in Port Elizabeth, and it was eventually held in early December.
Subsequently, minutes of the sessions and the workshop were submitted to all involved and additional information was obtained telephonically from nodal staff.
Table 1: Research fieldwork programme

	Project 1: Kuyasa Community Centre
	Ventersburg
	4 November 2007

	Project 2: Bensonvale Development Foundation
	Sterkspruit
	5 November 2007

	Project 3: Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme
	Mount Fletcher
	6 November 2007

	DSD/Stakeholder workshop
	Barkly East
	3 December 2007


2 UPDATE ON PROJECTS
Brief description of projects visited:

Kuyasa Community Centre in Venterstad: It is a dual purpose centre, with membership restricted to older people. They have been producing mats and beadwork products. It has been problematic to find an adequate market and they have started with a vegetable garden and a chicken business.
Bensonvale Development Foundation near Sterkspruit:  The project was founded by a prominent community member, who had the dream of a project that would provide in the needs of the local community.   Maize is produced, but the vegetable gardening was limited by a lack of water and endless problems with the installation of the irrigation system.  A nursery was started and this activity is making progress – even though expansion is hindered by a lack of water.
Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme outside Mount Fletcher:  The project was one of a group of projects that existed in the old homeland system. They were grouped together in the Rainbow programme when the ISRDP was initiated. The only part remaining is the present initiative, which has been struggling to survive over the past years, while trying to create some income with a small vegetable garden and a few pigs and chickens.
2.1 Events and changes since the first evaluation 

Table 2: Events and changes since first evaluation: Kuyasa  
	Event or stimulus for change since 1st evaluation
	Change or action taken
	Impact of event

	Discover local demand and market  for chickens
	Start focusing on chicken production
	More confidence and hope in ability to run a business

Project became more self-reliant – not so dependent on service providers to market produce

	Unreliable supplier of chickens from Port Elizabeth
	Get a more reliable supplier in Queenstown
	Chicken business picked up

The community knows about slagdag every 3-4 weeks and the project is confident of being able to supply regularly.

	Price of mats too low
	Raise the price of the mats (R20- 25/R25-30)
	More income was generated

	Department of Arts and Culture  (DAC) gave bigger orders for mats
	Make more mats

Don’t go to the Bridge at Gariep Dam to sell the mats
	Earn more from mats now.

Dependency on DAC increased 

Lost interaction with and feedback from customers

	Due to obvious success of the chicken business, other people started to sell chickens in competition
	Not yet worried – trust their product is better and juicier
	They might lose part of their existing market.

	Security problems in the venue where the project is housed – break-ins
	The Zenzile project (in the other part of the building) erected a wall between the two projects 
	Security has improved in one side of the building.

	Burglary (between the project and the municipal storeroom).  Flour and sugar were stolen (Nov 07)
	Informed the police

Will request Municipality to wall that section off too
	Security might increase, but it remains an issue, as the front section is still vulnerable.

	The winter of 2007 was too cold for planting vegetables
	Vegetables were planted quite late
	Production was low and late

	3 members withdrew from the project because of ill health and moving away
	The remaining 6 members have to work harder
	This might hamper expansion, but has strengthened the team that remains.

	A new Project Officer (PO) was appointed by Independent Development Trust (IDT)
	More support and monitoring by IDT on chicken production (e.g. medication)
	Not yet clear: There might be no impact, as the PO is covering Ukhahlamba and Chris Hani.

	Project members wanted more money over Christmas – over and above the R600 bonus paid to each (2006)
	The 9 project members withdrew and shared the R23,000 in the savings (postal) account, built up from sales of chickens, mats, etc. – without informing the community liaison officer (CDP), who was on holiday.
	The project status moved almost into red and they have to start again to build up the capital needed to sustain/survive the end of the funding period. It impacted negatively on the relationship with the CDP.


Table 3: Events and changes since first evaluation: Bensonvale Development Foundation

	Event or stimulus for change since 1st evaluation
	Change or action taken
	Impact of event/response

	Hail, snow, fire and hail damaged the roof of the nursery 4 times in one year.
	Reconstructed the roof 4 times
	Nobody wanted to work in the nursery, because they could not see any gain in this project.
Loss of resources.

	Province DSD introduced a service provider for the nursery without involving project members of Bensonvale or notifying DSD District. The service provider recruited 28 people from outside the project and paid stipends of R130/month. 

Nursery group took money from the savings account in Dec 2006
	Conflict, natural disasters and the end of stipends resulted in the (‘imported’) nursery members losing interest and leaving


	Bensonvale members are now alone responsible for the nursery (7 members) and there is progress.

	Training for the broiler project was obtained (Sep 06)
	Started with the project after the training
	Trust that a viable project is now possible.

	Have supplier problems re the chickens:  2 batches from Bloemfontein died like flies and the subsequent supplier from Queenstown is unreliable (can’t supply regularly)
	Look for new supplier
	There are no chickens at the moment

Can lose their market if supply is not regular

	Irrigation system was completed but the water could not run over the hill – the engineer made calculation mistakes
	Contacted Eskom to get a quote for bringing power to the area to pump the water over the hill.  They also needed a quote for the pump.  Neither came back with quotes. Consider drilling a borehole in the meantime
	There is still no solution for the water problem – which is limiting production 

	Problems with water to the vegetable fields
	Decided to concentrate on the nursery and grow vegetables at their individual homes
	Vegetable garden not yet established.

	Hail destroyed 10ha of green wheat
	Nothing – “ We put our hands on our mouths”. 

Approached Agriculture for disaster relief, but got no response
	A lot of money was lost due to input costs

Realised that they should consider insurance for crops


Table 4: Events and changes since first evaluation: Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme
	Event or stimulus for change since 1st evaluation
	Change or action taken
	Impact of event/response

	Reflection was done after 1st evaluation and it was realised that vegetables cannot make a profit – they thus went back to poultry (original pre-ISRDP activity)
	Started with chicken production
	Started to generate income and there is R17,700 in the bank: 
Every 3 months they take R100 each from this account

	Pigs were eating too much and there was no profit
	Slaughtered the pigs and sold parts and ate parts
	Diverted energy to better business

	Realised from experience that the vegetable field near river is clayey and water-logged
	Started to plant vegetables in the field on top and to pump water from the river to the top 
	Started to produce more and better crops

	Reflection done and action planned during Support process meeting with Khanya researcher in May 2007:
	A number of actions were agreed upon during the session 
	New energy was created
Team is stronger

	· Elections were not held in 3 years
	Election was held and committee changed: only one member from old committee left (chair)
	Younger people were brought into the project committee and this is creating new energy.

	· No analysis had ever been done or formula developed on how to produce chickens at a profit, e.g. when to sell to avoid feeding away the profit.
	No progress was made to involve the local LED - in spite of the involvement of senior DM staff 
 
	Project still does not know why they are running at a loss and how to change this.
This had a negative impact on plans to start with integrated project planning and trust in the process.
The end of the Khanya support process is perceived as a lost opportunity to initiate integrated planning with the support of an outside facilitator.

	93 of 100 chickens died in June 07
	They went back to the supplier who gave original training on how to raise chickens. There was no explanation or compensation.
	They are still unsure about the cause of death

	Winter 07: Because chickens died and winter too cold to plant vegetables, they needed something to do to keep them going
	Started to make Stasoft
	They are making profit (R50 spent to bring in R250)

They have money in bank

This managed to keep them together as a group through these troubled times.


2.2 Participants’ perception of the impact of the projects 
Table 5: Perceived impact of the project: Kuyasa Community Centre 
	Project members

	6 project members:  The project keeps them young.  It provides work – they get R350 every 3 months, which makes it possible to buy extra food and clothes and electricity.  They have pride in what they do and the project has exposed them to a world outside Venterstad.

	Casuals working in garden: Payment

	Person providing transport:  Payment for rental of vehicle and driver

	Secondary beneficiaries

	Families of project members - mainly grandchildren: 16 in total:  food, clothes and electricity

	Wider community

	Families in community: buy juicy and good quality chickens

	IDT and Khanya:  derive contracts through this kind of project

	DAC:  gets quality products to sell/market

	Municipality, Tourism !Gariep:  gets exposure for tourism


Table 6: Perceived impact of the project: Bensonvale Development Foundation 
	Project members

	±10 project members:
· Become role models: children come to learn about the nursery from the members.

· Members have become proud of the project and happy to supply good and cheap produce.

· There is satisfaction that they can supply to people in need in Bensonvale, even if it is little.

· The project gives the members exercise and it keeps them busy – a form of entertainment.

· Members get vegetables on monthly basis

· Their work in the project encourages their children to be interested in farming.

· Equipped with skills re growing seedlings and business management.

· To work with the soil is like medicine.

	Secondary beneficiaries

	Family members: mainly grandchildren and children

· Family members get fresh and good quality eggs, chicken meat and vegetables

· Family members started to make vegetable gardens at home.

· The husband gets green mielies and he is happy about his wife who is working and not walking around.

· It is easier and cheaper to buy eggs there than to go to Sterkspruit town to buy it.

	Wider community

	Community:  get good quality produce – vegetables, seedlings and chicken

	Primary schools and local food security projects:  buy seedlings

	Irrigation contractor and nursery service providers:  got contracts and money

	School children: come to learn about nursery – are getting role-models in the community.

	Chicken:  feed from the project 


Table 7: Perceived impact of the project: Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme

	Project members

	13 members, all women:
· They learnt to work in a team.

· The members are recognised and respected by community/leaders - their attendance at community meetings is acknowledged.

· Share experiences amongst themselves, give each other advice on personal matters and support each other.  The project makes you forget about the problems at home.

· Now and then they eat spinach from the project.

· They learnt not to keep money under the pillow, but to take it to the bank and they even learnt about balancing of books (financial management)

· They gained confidence to work with technical things, such as a generator – something that was “a monster” before.

· They have learnt technical skills, such as how to make seed beds, which they also use at home – and they eat from this.

· They got exposure to new ideas when Tsolobeng is invited to meetings.

· They got to know people from outside (e.g. Khanya, advice centre)

· The R100 every few months makes a difference to their lives (e.g. pay transport for education)

· They have improved their communication skills and learnt to talk more and with confidence.

· They learnt to share skills with others in the community.

· The group managed to persevere and work hard, in spite of problems.

· Because of the interaction with DSD, they learnt to communicate dissatisfaction with assertiveness.

· Negative impact: It was very painful when they were accused by DSD of “squandering” money at the end of the first year when they believed that they were still supposed to “eat” (and not make profit). The result is that they still do not want to use the money they make, as they try to impress the DSD and prove themselves worthy of funding.

· Those who work have gained the respect of their employers, who will give them time off for meetings.

	Secondary beneficiaries

	Children, grandchildren, spouses, extended families: (between 5-8 per household) - total 72

· They get something to eat now and then.

· Children replicate the skills that the mothers get in the project, at home, e.g. they know how to raise chickens, to water the garden, to keep a vegetable garden.

· Children ask questions when the mothers attend meetings and workshops – and so they also get exposure and status.

· The family is proud that mothers work in the project and they feel part of the project - to such an extent that they will protect the project.

· When workshop notes are in English, the mothers get help from the children to understand it.

	Wider community

	Community of Tsolobeng

· When there is death in a family, the project members buy produce (from the project) and make a contribution to the bereaved family.

· The community buy nice fresh chickens and vegetables nearby and don’t have to spend money on transport.

· Non-members are proud of this project and even pretend to be members!


2.3 Status of the projects 

Table 8:  Projects’ assessment of their status
	Service programme
	Projects
	Target group
	Total members
	Current status using Reid’s classification (no)

	PRP
	
	
	
	Green
	Orange
	Red

	Dual purpose/ food security
	Kuyasa Dual Purpose
	Old people
	6
	
	X
	

	Food security
	Bensonvale Development Programme
	Whole community
	10
	
	X
	

	Food security
	Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme
	Women
	13
	
	X
	


Motivation for the assessments on the project status
Projects were requested to rate themselves in terms of the ‘green’, ‘orange’ or ‘red’ classifications, used in the Reid research and to motivate the decision. All three Ukhahlamba projects rated themselves as ‘orange’ – not thriving, but not dying either.
Project 1:  Kuyasa Community Centre
The project is not dying, but they are not moving very fast either. They are not selling many mats and this section of the project moves slowly. The chickens are being sold, but they cannot sell enough and they still live from the stipends they get every three months. They have spent almost all the money in the bank when they decided to give themselves a Christmas bonus of R26,000 in 2006.

Project 2: Bensonvale Development Foundation
Reasons for not being red: They have learnt to overcome natural disasters.  They trust that the IDT will support them with an exit strategy – and prevent the project from dying.  The nursery gives them hope, since it is picking up.  Reasons why it is not yet green: There are not enough members to exploit the potential of the large unproductive fields.  There is a lack of commitment from some members.  The unreliability of chicken suppliers makes it impossible to build up a market. They still have problems with water and a non-functioning irrigation system. Natural disasters have soaked up their manpower, resources and time. 

Project 3: Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme

Rationale for classifying the project as orange: They are not ready for independence and still need support. The project members feel ashamed that they have moved from green to orange.  They are not happy that other projects have been invited to DSD ‘launch’ functions as “successful projects” while they have been ignored.  They feel that they should have had a launch during their first successful year and now it is late: the project is sliding downhill.  It was explained that the launching of projects is a more recent thing and that they might still get that opportunity, but launches are only held for successful projects.
Comments:

In spite of obvious and long-term challenges (water shortages, dropping membership, unreliable suppliers, running out of DSD funds, etc.) all three projects seemed to have increased their turnover since the 1st evaluation and embarked on new activities – and this resulted in general optimism. More alarming, however, are underlying threats, which are seemingly not acknowledged, analysed or maybe even understood. If project members (and often the supporting officials) do not understand the difference between turnover and profit, they cannot be aware of potential problems and cannot strategise accordingly – and this leads to inflated predictions for future. As long as project members are satisfied with or proud of production “every now and then” (selling chickens every 3-4 weeks or receiving R100 every 3 months) or talk about “wages” and “jobs”, it could be argued that they have not accepted the idea that the projects are “businesses” for which they are responsible and that success and compensation (payment) depend on their entrepreneurship and sound business principles. It should also be mentioned that expectations have probably never been clarified and there might be assumptions made about project members desire to gain financially/materially from the projects: some seem to be very satisfied with the socio-emotional impact of the projects and they never had other expectations.  For them the project could be ‘green’, while it might seem rather ‘red’ to an outsider. The question is if this impact could be maintained if the project fails financially and closes down? Ironically, efforts by DSD to sustain the projects (such as the accessing of markets), reinforce the pattern of dependency and shifting of responsibility – and might seriously limit chances for sustainability. The classification of “orange” could thus be agreed upon at this stage, even though this is with strong reservations.

2.4 Assessment: What worked and what didn’t work?

Table 9:  Project assessment: Kuyasa Community Centre
	What has worked well in this project?

	· Chicken production is within the ability of the project members: it is small and low-tech enough to manage (e.g. hygiene and marketing).  For them, raising and selling chickens is easy.

· They have managed to exploit the niche for fresh chickens – people prefer the juicy chickens above the frozen ones, even if they are relatively expensive (they charge R50 per chicken; R55 without innards). Preparing/cooking these juicy chickens saves people heating, because it cooks faster.

· Their products (both chickens and mats) are of high quality, e.g. by ensuring that their chickens are healthy.
· They find their own mats pretty, which is important for the morale of project members.

· The project is managed fairly well, in spite of certain skills that are lacking.

· They have managed to build a strong team, by dealing with conflict regularly.

	What has not worked well?

	· Mats take a long time to sell and there has never been a guaranteed market for the mats.
· They depended too much on service providers to market the mats.

	How have you seen the role of DSD and/or intermediate service providers?

	· They have learnt a lot from DSD and are satisfied with the support rendered.  However, the CDP does not visit as regularly as before and this caused a lot of anger, until they realised that this was because they were starting to cope better on their own.


Table 10: Project assessment:  Bensonvale Development Foundation
	What has worked well in this project?

	· Training received on technical and financial/management skills (from Dept of Labour - DoL)

· The positive relationship built with the extension officer of the Department of Agriculture, as DSD does not have agricultural expertise.

	What has not worked well?

	· Unrealistic project objectives are demotivating – “feeding the whole Bensonvale community by 2008” could not be achieved. 

· Training on technical issues (e.g. nursery, broilers) was only basic and did not include follow-up and troubleshooting (e.g., the nursery’s battle with diseases). There is no strategy for after-care (training, mentoring). It was not clear who should budget for this. DoL provides training, but does not plan for the supervision or monitoring of the quality of training.

· Advanced business training was not provided, to ensure that projects go beyond recording, but actually learn to reflect and analyse the financial situation and prospects of intended activities.
· A service provider/the provincial DSD worked directly with the community without involving project or district DSD re the nursery, which disrupted the project seriously and over a long period – but this has been communicated and hopefully will not be repeated.

	How have you seen the role of DSD and/or intermediate service providers?

	· Sometimes they are very harsh/strict, but this is necessary to ensure that project members “do not rest on their laurels”. The CDP trusted them to have the knowledge and ability to manage.
· One member explained that through the “affirmation, encouragement, trust and pushing” of the CDP, she has got the courage to open up and talk in public.

· Department of Agriculture’s support is limited, allegedly as a result of a lack of transport (1-2 vehicles for the whole district)

· IDT: the project officer basically collects monthly statements.


Table 11: Project assessment: Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme

	What has worked well in this project?

	· They received good training which helped them to manage the project and to grow vegetables.

	What has not worked well?

	· They started with less educated people and when better educated people joined the project, they did not respect the less educated people’s views. It was felt that care should be taken not to mix people from different literacy levels in a project. However, this may prevent the bringing in of younger people and new skills – another problem in the project.

· The project started with too large a number of members (100+), while it should not have more than 10-15 members.

	How have you seen the role of DSD and/or intermediate service providers?

	· DSD’s imposed business plans did not work.

· Involvement of stakeholders (e.g. Agriculture) did not happen, so the project was not as productive because of a lack of input from agricultural specialists

· The soil in the lower-lying field had probably been exhausted over the five years that it has been in use, but this needs to be determined conclusively by technical people.


2.5 Update on project issues arising from the 1st evaluation 

With each group the findings of the 1st evaluation (2006) were presented and they were reminded of the dreams they identified for the year to follow. This was followed by a discussion of these and emerging issues.
Table 12:  Project issues:  Kuyasa Community Centre
	Project issues 
	Comments and/or recommendations

	Findings/recommendations from 1st evaluation
	

	The business plan is not relevant: older people (60+) in tourism. Recommended: Bring young people in
	Same: Could not recruit young people due to the set project target group (old people).  This restriction seemingly no longer plays a role, but now there is no project funding to attract new/younger members.  Funding will have to be sorted out first.

	Livelihoods of members have improved through ±R350 stipend per quarter 
	Still same.  However, the stipends will soon end (end of grant). 

 

	Financial and general management is problematic due to low literacy levels of project members.

Recommendation: municipality gets involved through Project Management Unit to increase managerial capacity.
	Still a problem.  Training is urgently needed, even if informal in-house training is done by the CDP. 


	Huge support from service providers (including DSD, municipality) kept project alive.

Recommendation: Develop sustainability strategies
	Still same, even though contracts have been agreed with the Department of Tourism (mats) and the chicken business is relatively successful:  Without financial and managerial support, the project is probably not sustainable.

	Project gives meaning to lives of members
	Still same – it has even improved, due to the success with the chickens.

	Objectives of “dual purpose” not met – contact between generations
	No longer relevant, since it has become a food security project, when dual purpose centres have been phased out.

	Challenges in preschool (training, registration, subsidies)
	Early Childhood centres have been taken over by Social Work Services and the preschool is no longer part of the project.

	Infrastructure a challenge (e.g. vandalism, cold building)
	Still same, even though a section was closed up with a wall


	Lack of transport is frustrating (e.g. to the bank)
	Still same and there is no solution:  they will continue to make opportunistic use of transport/lifts to Burgersdorp.

	Project started to plant vegetables and raise chickens to become viable
	Especially the chicken business has grown, but it needs further stimulation.

	IDT’s monitoring poor
	This might have changed with the appointment of a new Project Officer, but this was a recent development.

	Issues emerging since 2006
	

	Only R40,000 from grant money is left in the account and there is no clarity on the prospects for top-up funding for ISRDP projects by DSD 

	Even though a business plan would be drafted for submission to DSD, the question was if this plan should also be submitted to other potential funders – to ensure that the project activities are not disrupted between funding allocations.  It is urgent that DSD indicated whether these projects would be considered for top-up funding and for how long, so that long-term planning could be done on project level.

	Activities and dreams for 2006-2007:
	

	Greater freedom to make plans that suit them (type of activities, target group)
	The vegetable and chicken businesses were expanded, while they continued making the mats.

	Enter Bloemfontein Art Market
	This was not done, because they started focussing on the chickens and vegetables and a secure market Department of Arts and Culture) was secured.

	Enlarge poultry business
	Done


Table 13:  Project issues:  Bensonvale Development Foundation
	Project issues 
	Comments and/or recommendations


	Findings and recommendations:
	

	Objectives are unrealistic: To give Bensonvale community access to “adequate food supply on a sustainable basis by 2008”

Recommendation: Draft new business plan, and include strategies for exit and sustainability
	This was still an issue.  New objectives were not defined or a business plan drafted.  Project activities changed, but there is still no clarity on who should benefit how through this project.  It should be acknowledged that this is a general problem in most projects.  

While a lack of focus and clear objectives remains an issue, the drafting of a business plan for submission to funders (outside DSD) would be problematic.

	There was tension re decision making and democracy (between project members and committee/chair) - Ownership battle in the project
	There are only 10 people left, but they form a good team and 10 members are more realistic than the original 100 – 200!  That was not manageable and there was no way to ensure that all were committed to the project activities.

	Project members manage the finances of the project with support from CDP
	Project members do the basic bookkeeping.

	There is a controversial “membership fee” payable annually (complaints about exclusion):

Recommendation: Sort out issue of membership and compensation
	Members prefer to have an annual fee, which is “nominal”.  This, they argue, ensures commitment.

	There is a problem with water. The irrigation system was being installed.
	Still the same, even though the system was completed, because it turned out that the engineer made wrong calculations and the water could not get over the hill.  Efforts to solve the problem (pumps, boreholes) were not yet successful.  

One would think that this engineer should be forced to return and correct the mistakes made – especially since he had been paid fully?  Assertiveness might be a problem from the side of the project, but they might need technical advice on how to deal with this.  The Department might consider making legal or technical assistance available to projects who struggle to deal with this kind of contractual problem.  

	Members do not benefit a lot from the project
	Same – production is too low, for various reasons (discussed above).

	Nursery business started without proper planning
	Problems sorted out – taken over by bona fide project members.

	IDT is not monitoring well – 3 POs in a year
	This has improved, but the support was still not satisfactory.

	Issues emerging since 2006
	

	There are not enough project members to start with expansion of the (new) project activities.
	There was a fear that it would be difficult to recruit members while there is little material gain from the project.  On the other hand, after the negative experience with the nursery project members, there was some anxiousness on how to ensure that those who are recruited, will be committed.  The decision to “head-hunt’ would obviously be quite controversial.  Are there guidelines or stories to share in this regard?  

	Activities and dreams for the following year:
	

	Obtain more tractors and a wheat combine
	Nothing was bought, as they could not increase production with the water problem unresolved.

	Get funds to pay members/labourers
	The problem is that production could not be increased without more capacity/new members and new members can’t be recruited without production to make participation attractive.  Where to start?

	Get poultry farming operational
	This was done, but a new problem arose: they cannot find a reliable supplier of chickens and the business is out of production.


Table 14:  Project issues:  Tsolobeng Rainbow Programme 
	Project issues 
	Comments and/or recommendations

	Findings and recommendations:
	

	The project does not have a clear focus and defined objectives/activities. 

Recommendation: Start with structured reflection to plan the project from scratch, even new activities
	This remained a problem: Activities were introduced and suspended seemingly without technical analysis of the reasons for problems or potential of new plans.  Things were done rather impulsively and based on assumptions.
Skills to reflect, troubleshoot and strategise around existing/planned activities and the accessing of technical skills would need to get urgent attention to avoid this kind of project management.  Integrated planning and support would also facilitate project management.

	The project has R216,000 in the bank without plans to use it: 

Re-allocate funds in bank to use for new (realistic) activities
	Some of this money was used for the chicken business, but the basic problem remains the same:  the project does not seem to have well-defined objectives and realistic activities to achieve these – which implies that budgeting/financial planning cannot be done.

	Problem to define/balance spending and paying out dividends to members, who work without benefits.

Recommendation: develop formula (% in the bank and % to members, etc.)
	The problem is still the same:  All money earned, is put in the bank and is not used.  Guidelines need to be developed by the node/province on how projects should deal with income: a simple and user-friendly formula/system need to be developed to guide projects on percentages to save, use for production costs and to pay out.

	Funds are received in an erratic way – cannot plan; cannot spend (too much in too little time)
	Not applicable: no more funding is expected through ISRDP

	Project cannot make profit with vegetables only (activity stipulated in DSD policy)
	Still a problem – they have thus started with new enterprises.


	Support and monitoring by DSD: not constant  and of high quality
	More stable, but still needs improvement, as the project is not receiving appropriate technical support.  This would have to be addressed on nodal level, through capacity building of CDPs.

	Support by the Department of Agriculture is erratic – initiatives are started and then neglected 
	Still seriously problematic and it was realised that local officials do not have the power to ensure that peers in other departments perform. This should be dealt with on nodal or area level, e.g. between DSD nodal/area manager and the nodal manager of Agriculture. 

	There is a loss of trust between the project and DSD
	Relationship has improved, because of Khanya Support process, but still needs attention.  Sensitivities remain since DSD allegedly accused the project of “squandering” money after 1st year (2003/4).  The present staff was not aware of this and thus failed to deal with all the feelings over the past years.  

	Tired of pressure to perform and spend for DSD – wish funds could be taken back by DSD
	The same sentiments prevail.  The initiation of new activities (such as Stasoft), which was not vetoed by DSD, however, have eased this somewhat.  A commitment from DSD (during the session) to interact constructively with the project, might also address this problem. 

	IDT’s monitoring poor
	Has improved when new a PO was appointed, who even attended the 2nd evaluation session.

	Issues emerging since 2006
	

	The available land turned out to be exhausted.
	It would be necessary to access expertise to determine the quality of soil and steps needed to improve it.  This, however, only raises the issues of integration and skills shortages:  Where and how could this be found?  It is believed that the solution for this will have to be found on a higher level:  Local, and in most cases even nodal, staff are not in the position to enforce integration and inter-departmental cooperation.

	Activities and dreams for the following year:
	

	Expand chicken production
	It was done, but then it was plagued with challenges, such as the mysterious dying of almost all the chickens.  Project members and the DSD CDP have no skills to troubleshoot.  See above: Integration problems.


Note: The history of Tsolobeng could indeed serve as a rich case study on the impact of the various practices, challenges and policies of DSD on its projects:  top-down business plans, changing policies (eat – make profit), staff turnover, technical/analytical capacity of local staff, communication styles and ‘acting’ or rotating management, to mention a few. There is no institutional memory in the node on what had happened in 2003-2005 and project members seemingly needed the safety of an outside facilitator to relate the history of their resentment.  In the meantime relations with the present staff were strained for years, destructive accusations led nowhere and planning remained haphazard and reactive.  

Equally exemplary and impressive was the response of the nodal management when the above was realised: apologies were made, steps taken to build trust and redress mistakes and the opportunity was used to reflect on practices, capacity and systems all over the node. Strategies to deal with problems were developed and it would be interesting to keep track of the impact of this event on the longer term.

2.6 Analysis/comments
Members of the projects are more confident and optimistic than during the 1st evaluation in 2006. When requested to list the impact of the projects on themselves, their families and the broader community, an impressive number of benefits were identified - even though the projects do not seem to be successful as economic enterprises. Closer analysis showed that the impact is mainly on psychological and social levels (it keeps members healthy, gives reason to get up and dressed every day, pride, status in community, children proud of parents, etc.). Material gains are vague and insignificant (“spinach now and then”, maize at the end of the season, the community can “buy fresh chickens/vegetables” or small stipends). Some of these claims contradict other information given during the same session: there is a problem with the supply of chickens for months and the winter was too cold to plant anything - clearly indicating that nobody had fresh produce to eat or buy for months. This leaves doubt about members’ willingness/ability to judge achievements and prospects of the project realistically. More alarming, still, is the impression that DSD staff seemed to share this rather inflated optimism: without realistic assessment, chances for the development of realistic and sustainable strategies are slim.  An analysis of the reason for this phenomenon might yield interesting results:  denial, hope, lack of knowledge?
The use of the term ‘income’ contributes to this unrealistic perception and leads to a wrong interpretation of the concept of ‘profit’. It is the practice to deposit funds received from DSD in one bank account, which is used to pay for expenses. A separate bank account is opened where money generated through the sale of produce is kept. Project members (and some DSD staff) seem to perceive the amount of money in this ‘savings’ account as income and even profit, without considering amounts withdrawn from the “funding” account to pay for costs. This inevitably leads to erroneous financial understanding and practices and contributed to the rather unfounded optimism around the status of the projects. Kuyasa withdrew almost all of the ‘savings’ account, because they felt they deserved “Christmas bonuses” – thereby destroying the intention of DSD that the saving account should be used as ‘seed funding’ to sustain the project when DSD’s funding run out. On the other hand, the Tsolobeng project is too scared to use their savings, because they want to prove to DSD that they work responsibly with money and make a profit. This leaves them without any income. In neither case have project members learnt sound financial principles or how to calculate profit or to plan. Some members talked about their ‘jobs’ and ‘salaries’ – implying that they perceive DSD as their employer, and not that they are supposed to run a sustainable independent business.
In the Kuyasa project all were excited about the huge contract with the Department of Arts and Culture. The result is that project members now do not make any effort to find their own market or to sell the mats they produce at tourist places (such as the Gariep Dam). They never see their clients, get feedback or know what happens to the mats they make. Even though the efforts of the DSD official to obtain these contracts need to be appreciated, this serves as an example of the difficulty to balance support to projects to enhance prospects for sustainability and the quest for independence/ownership by project members.
An issue that kept cropping up was capacity and training: capacity is ever sufficient and there is a demand for more training on all levels. Does this reflect on the quality or appropriateness of training, on the feasibility of the project plans – or maybe on an entitlement or almost addiction to external intervention/lack of trust in own resources/capacity?  Allegedly, the training for the broilers did not include in-depth work on diseases - which leaves project members without a tool to analyse and troubleshoot when the chickens started dying. Who is responsible to monitor training? DSD invests huge amounts in projects, based on the belief that members have the capacity to implement the knowledge from the training. Who ensures that is not merely an assumption?
The status of some of the challenges identified in July 2006 has not changed significantly. Amongst these are: the dependency on DSD to ensure markets and guidance, unrealistic business plans, the lack of guidelines regarding the sharing of profits or produce and the ambiguous situation of the CDPs re responsibility for the finances of the projects (where management committees are signatories). The question is: who should have taken responsibility to address these, if business plans come from DSD Province and projects are unable to comply with objectives that not even district DSD staff perceive as realistic? 
When the Tsolobeng project was encouraged by the senior DSD official present in the session to “make innovative plans”, project members reacted with surprise: they had never been allowed to make plans – these were made by DSD and given to them as instructions. In the words of one member: “DSD has stolen the community’s dream. Do they now expect us to be creative again, to dream again?” It is important that DSD communicates to projects/communities that they are allowed to come up with their own plans from now on – if this is indeed the case.
3 CHANGES IN THE NODE SINCE THE 1ST EVALUATION
3.1 Changes to DSD services and projects 

Changes in the services and projects of DSD in the node are recorded in Annex B.
Table 15: Changes in DSD services/project and causes/impact thereof

	Changes to services and projects

	Trends/Summary

	· Most of the changes to services were positive. Systems were streamlined and additional funding was made available for services and projects.  

· Relatively many new projects have been initiated during 2007.
· There is a new approach  towards developmental projects

	Description of the changes

	Changes to services:

· A distinction is made between home community-based care (HCBC) projects that are (i) functioning, but not funded by DSD; (ii) currently funded by DSD; and (iii) those that are in the pipeline (funding has been allocated/promised but projects have not yet materialised). At the Integrated Development Plan (IDP) meeting at Ukhahlamba the previous week, DSD announced that even the ‘allocated’ projects had to be recorded, because they were confident that these would materialise.

· The Aliwal North Street Children Programme is no longer operating as a drop-in centre: it has “graduated” into a shelter. The latter provides a more comprehensive service, including schooling, washing and eating facilities and a place where children can sleep. 

· Child protection services are also provided by private welfare organisations – something that was not captured in the previous report.

· The old age home in Barkly East declined DSD funding, allegedly because it came with strings (non-racial service delivery) attached.

· Social Relief was the responsibility of DSD but was provided through the unit that is now the South African Social Security Agency (SASSA). When SASSA left the DSD structure in 2006/7, there was no funding for social relief. This year, DSD re-introduced relief funding to districts. Ukhahlamba received R1.5m.

· The administrative load required to fund non-profit organisations (NPOs) is quite heavy.

· Crèches are now called Early Childhood Development centres (ECD centres).

Changes to the projects supported by DSD in the node

· A relatively high number of new projects have been added to the list during 2007.  This was a direct result of additional funding made available (see above).  It is not yet possible to determine the status of these projects (red, green or orange).

· Little additional information regarding some projects, which were included in the 1st evaluation report, could be obtained.  The nodal staff assumed that these were the first projects funded in 1997 and almost all were sewing projects, which received smaller amounts (R10-15,000).  Most no longer exist or are not supported/funded by DSD and no further information about them could be obtained.  At that stage no agreements had been signed between the DSD and these projects and there was concern about the assets purchased with DSD funding.  New projects all sign contracts and it is unlikely that such problems will be repeated in future.  

	Why did this happen?

	The most fundamental change was probably DSD’s movement away from a welfare to a social development approach.  This resulted in the following:
· Funding is made available for developmental interventions, which will (hopefully) replace the practice of projects defined by specific departmental programmes.
· Social services are becoming more preventative and are trying to address social ills, based on the analysis of statistics (e.g. from the South African Police Services’ data on crime) and are no longer initiating projects according to set programmes and pre-determined plans. 

· DSD started to redefine priorities with the establishment of SASSA and the separation of social security.  In the past social security (grants) used 90% of DSD’s budget and those amounts exited with the formation of SASSA.  Staff members, even social workers, were deployed to SASSA to help with grants and pensions.  2006 therefore marked serious losses to DSD’s capacity.  DSD’s budget increased again in 2007 and it will be able to reach a wider community.  This also implies that a bigger budget is now available to dedicate to projects – existing and new.  

	Who/what caused these changes? 

	National policy.  (The reasons for changed national policy were not discussed during the workshop.)

	Impact

	· The increased budget has made it possible to be more proactive. With more staff more communities can be reached and the actual business of DSD will be addressed through this change. 

· DSD is still learning, but at least the overall framework has improved – even though mistakes will still be made while establishing this new approach.

· The changes in DSD’s paradigm have the potential to result in communities getting a better service, which could actually touch and improve their lives. These initiatives encourage people to take care of their own people and communities (e.g. the workers involved in centres for old people).

· Projects started by DSD don’t require people to have “paper” qualifications People from communities are getting skills and training through projects (such as HCBC), on which they can build a career. 

· Stipends (e.g. for HCBC workers) do help to stimulate interest in communities and it does improve their economic status.

· The changes in DSD’s paradigm could be resisted by DSD staff – just because it is a change.

· All of the above gives DSD staff more work satisfaction.


3.2 Changes in staffing levels 
Table 16: Present vacancy rate of DSD in the node
	No. of allocated positions
	No. of posts filled
	No. of vacancies
	% vacancy
	Comments

	131
	63
	73
	56%
	Assistant probation officers were appointed, but not budgeted for. Thus the discrepancies in the numbers.


Table 17:  Trends and changes in the staffing situation
	Staffing patterns and changes

	Trends/summary

	Staff members have been appointed for the first time in years.  However, even though interviews have already taken place, some positions still need to be finalised and there is no certainty on when this might happen.

	Description of major patterns and changes:

	Presently, a number of positions are being filled, mainly support staff (administration, accounting, personnel clerks). Processes to appoint social workers and CDPs are in an advanced stage, the latter by provincial DSD.

	Why did this happen?

	· The new service delivery model requires the districts to be beefed up – delegated functions have been decentralised to districts

· SASSA moved out of DSD with qualified staff, particularly admin staff. These were not replaced, but now funds are available to appoint people in the vacancies.

	Who/what caused these changes? 

	The redefinition of DSD with a new service delivery model 

	Impact

	· Sterkspruit never had admin staff, but now they have this kind of support.

· Social workers had to do tasks, such as preparing and handing out food parcels, but now they are more focused, because there is better support to key functions in DSD.

· Communities will benefit from this approach and from increased staff numbers/capacity.


3.3 Reasons for changes since the 1st evaluation and impact of changes 
Table 18:  Other changes and the impact of these on the node
	Other changes

	Description of major changes:

	· The community is participating more than before – e.g. through the volunteers and HCBC initiatives. 

· DSD funding enhances existing small-scale interventions

	Why did this happen?

	The moving away from the “hand-out” approach: DSD is starting to realise and recognise the capacity of community members.

	Who/ What caused these changes? 

	Policy changes – the paradigm shift

	Impact

	DSD realises communities have potential and wants to support the small initiatives in the community.


3.4 Analysis/comments
Even though DSD staff recorded many changes, it was not always possible to determine the reasons for changes, as these are often the result of policy and implementation changes on national/provincial level, or external factors, such as political developments (an imbizo and resulting promises) and financial realities (e.g. of the district municipality). 
The nodal team was looking stronger and more assertive than a year before. The quality of debate and introspection has increased notably. The staff looked optimistic about their capacity to address problems. This was based mainly on the intended new approach to development (the service delivery model) and improvement (actual and intended) to changes in staffing levels, amongst which was the appointment of a nodal manager. Before 2007 the position was not filled and acting managers (and the head office) were even rotated, causing considerable disruption to service delivery. It is hoped that the appointments would indeed materialise soon. By December field staff, who should have started working by September, were not yet appointed. Infrastructure in the Sterkspruit and Elundini area offices has not improved notably.
At the beginning of the workshop the team explained the new approach with huge enthusiasm. However, by the end of the workshop, they were only expressing hope that it would materialise. This might imply a serious wish that DSD’s approach would move away from practices used in the past to a real developmental approach, but it also indicated scepticism: will it actually materialise?
4 ISSUES EMERGING AND WAY FORWARD FOR THE NODE
4.1 Key issues emerging around projects 
Table 19:  Key issues emerging from the project sessions
	
	Issues identified through the research
	Discussion

	1. 
	There are no guidelines for when dividends may be paid out to members: they work forever for nothing, waiting for ‘huge’ profits, which will allow them to get something out.  Alternatively, they just save the money and do not benefit

	· The problem was acknowledged: there is no formula guiding projects on how to calculate profit and then divide this into % to keep for stock, contingency and to pay-out to members.  This should receive priority attention. 

· Efforts are already made by some staff to address this: the Chief CDP has started with a system to explain to projects how to bank 75% of their net profit and to pay out the balance as wages.

· DSD should develop uniform formulae or guidelines on when and under what conditions project members may spend their funds.  The guidelines re food security (eat first, then sell) need to be considered.

· The guidelines have to include a plan to train all CDPs to support projects to implement the guidelines.

	2. 
	Financial training seems to destroy common sense: why do people run successful spaza shops without training, but project members cannot understand profit and income in spite of lots of money spent on financial training? 
	· This is probably due to the fact that most of the training is too technical for project members. 

· CDPs should give the most basic financial training to the project members – provided they have the necessary financial literacy, which was identified as a challenge.

· This training has to be linked to the guidelines re dividends to be developed.

	3. 
	The term ‘income’ is confused with profit.  The word probably comes from ‘income generating projects’. This can lead to fundamental accounting problems. It might be better to use the term ‘turnover’ instead.  
	The problem is acknowledged as real and is linked to the issue of dividends. It will be addressed through the guidelines mentioned above.  

	4. 
	There is disparity between CDPs’ responsibility and their power re financial matters of projects. Projects have full control, e.g. to withdraw money from their savings account over Christmas to award themselves bonuses. This, however, destroys all planning around these funds (between DSD and project). Who is ultimately responsible for the funds and for the consequences around exit and sustainability?


	· Even though the savings accounts belong to the project members, the money in these accounts is part of a bigger plan re sustainability and the DSD’s exit from the project.  The same control as over the grant money should be in place.

· Control measures regarding savings accounts must be developed and put into place to underwrite sustainability on DSD projects.  The paying of a Christmas dividend must be negotiated between the project members and the CDP/DSD.

· This should also be linked to the issues of dividends/pay-out vs. profit and the relationship between DSD and the projects.

	5. 
	Project members talk about ‘wages’ and a ‘job’ they get out of the project (impact). They don’t seem to understand that payment is actually directly linked to the profitability of the project or, in the case of the dual-purpose centre, that they get stipends from the funding (which is being phased out).
	The terminology will have to be sorted out and principles around profit and dividends be trained.

	6. 
	The CDPs probably do not have the analytical capacity/training to reflect on projects, to troubleshoot and report meaningfully and with innovation.
	The problem was acknowledged. 

Capacity building will be done in this regard.

	7. 
	Determine/communicate status of project planning – are communities free to dream again in the new DSD approach?  In the past DSD imposed its own ideology on people’s projects and ideas to fund them and then they collapsed. Now, it seems as if the community will be honoured again. How is this communicated?
	DSD district is still in anticipation whether the promised respect for district plans will be realised – which makes it difficult to commit to this and to communicate it.

	8. 
	Projects have lost trust in DSD staff, especially when “accusations” have never been redressed – some even refuse to take money from their savings accounts, years after staff told them that they did something wrong with grant money.
	· People should be treated as adults so that trust is developed and maintained between DSD and project members.  The DSD staff who “mistreated” Tsolobeng years ago have long gone but the current staff carry the burden of this old misunderstanding. 

· DSD needs to be attentive to rebuilding and redressing this broken relationship with people in Tsolobeng.

· DSD CDPs must develop a partnership relationship and not arrive there once every three months, which is the same as acting like an inspector.  With no relationship, criticisms can be taken badly by the project members.

	9. 
	Involvement of different stakeholders is not successful and the project is compromised when quality input from specialists is crucial (e.g. to determine cycles in poultry farming, soil quality, etc.) Project-level staff do not have mandates or powers to enforce local integration (e.g. CDP cannot ensure the involvement of a PDA extension officer).   
	Nodal management will need to contact peers in other departments to “enforce” co-operation on local level.

	10. 
	Low-tech smaller projects have more hope of succeeding than high-tech and large-scale projects. Kuyasa’s target group could not function in the sophisticated tourist market, but they can manage a few chickens.
	The capacity of the target group needs to match the kind of project decided upon.

	11. 
	If the target group is mixed in terms of education levels, this can mean the more educated people dominate.
	· Target retired teachers and nurses to help to develop capacity of the less advantaged community members, rather than having them as project members who could kidnap the project. 

· This approach has to be introduced from the very beginning of the project, not just when the funding arrives.

	12. 
	Uncertainty amongst projects and even CDPs on the possibility of future funding – while busy working on business plans
	· Top-up funding is available for previously funded projects but, even though they are welcome to submit plans, there is no guarantee or indication if their plans will be considered/approved by Province.  

· DSD needs to communicate the relevant info regarding top-up funds to the project members.


4.2 Key issues emerging around DSD’s services 
Participants were invited to ‘shop’ for issues from all the discussions and prioritise them.
Table 20:  Key issues emerging around DSD’s services
	
	Priority issues
	Discussion/Analysis

	1. 
	Financial capacity and arrangements 

· Lack of formulae/ guidelines around pay-out of dividends to project members (calculating profit, % to pay out/buy stock/save)

· Basic financial training for CDPs and projects (income/pay-out and control measures)
· CDPs’ mandate re project finances: who is ultimately responsible?
	· Policy and practical guidelines regarding financial management of projects were considered as the highest priority.  Steps to address this vital challenge were explored.  See details above (4.2)

· The first impulse, to “wait for Province” to draft guidelines, was challenged and it was eventually agreed that the node might have sufficient financial understanding amongst themselves to start with the process of developing such basic and practical guidelines.  Would this be successful, the process/guidelines could be shared with the province and utilised by others.

· The subsequent training of CDPs in the use of such guide should be included in the strategy.


	2. 
	Top-down vs. people-centred community strengths approach 

	· The urgent need for the development of a protocol defining a typical DSD project cycle - from entry to exit - was acknowledged.  This would also facilitate the induction of new CDPs. Elements of such a protocol: 

· Development of a register or data-base of projects already operating in different areas of the district
· Identification, assessment and engagement of communities and/or projects (existing or prospective), where DSD is not yet involved, but that could be funded

· Strategies to prepare them for funding (project/community readiness)

· The district needs to have delegated responsibilities to plan, to be able to prioritise and to execute their own plans.
· A new model was introduced by the Provincial Strategic Planning section of DSD: district DSD has to bring all stakeholders together and plan for service delivery programmes.  Accordingly, plans were submitted to province and if the model is honoured, this issue would be addressed.  However, Bisho recently sent a list of project allocations, which seems to contradict the model.  The district was waiting for a response on their project proposals.

	3. 
	DSD’s new social development approach 
 
	· Determine and communicate status of new approach re project planning – freedom to dream

· Determine and communicate a protocol describing project cycle (from planning to exit) and identify and ‘grow’ projects to prepare them for funding and exit. 

	4. 
	Integration/ stakeholders 

	· Facilitate involvement of stakeholders

· Access quality input from specialists where needed

	5. 
	Reflection through external support and research 

	· The node needs regular feedback/check-up/research from external agents to reflect on its practice and the quality of its service (similar to Khanya support system)

	6. 
	Staff capacity
	· Appointment of CDPs 
· Increase CDPs’ capacity to analyse, troubleshoot and report meaningfully and to give financial guidance


4.3 Analysis and comments 

Respondents mentioned that because DSD staff focuses on projects funded by the node, there is not sufficient time and capacity to locate and prepare potential projects/communities/groups for future attention. In addition, such projects had been identified and nurtured in the past and then other agendas overruled district preferences (e.g. specified provincial allocations, instructions to operate through a specific interest group, such as the wives of traditional leaders) and these efforts would be in vain.  It also impacts on the credibility of nodal staff in the communities.  It is believed that the District staff is highly committed to quality service – a finding that was confirmed by perceptions on DSD’s services during the household survey:  DSD’s services in Ukhahlamba were rated above the average recorded in all ISRDP nodes. 

Directives are coming from province, e.g. “Ukhahlamba receives funding for three women’s co-ops, two food security projects, etc.” and district staff have to find such project in the different areas. It would be good if the funding could be less top-down and instead respond more to the local needs and be more flexible. September 2007 was the first time that the node was requested to submit a strategic plan for each area to provincial DSD for funding in the new financial year. It remains to be seen if this will be honoured. The fact that reports from this support process go to provincial and national DSD might help to influence the policies of the provincial and national DSD.  Province should not repeat the same top-down approach previously practised by national.
5 CONCLUSION: KEY ISSUES AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The overall conclusion is that the project model is not having the desired impact – in spite of the obvious expertise, experience and dedication of the nodal staff of Ukhahlamba.  On the one side of the balance sheet is found: hundreds of thousands of rands of funding and huge indirect costs such as training and support (travelling, capacity building of staff, salaries, etc.), as well as the commitment and expertise of staff – while on the other side is found: 5-9 project members “having something to do” and “eating spinach now and then” and frustrated staff.  Suggestions were heard on how to improve the model, such as consultation, integration and capacity building, but there is concern that some of these (e.g. training) have in fact been tried without significant impact and these might only address symptoms. What really deserves diagnosis, debate and interrogation, are the underlying causes, such as the model itself and the assumptions on which it is built, the internal systems in the department, the capacity of DSD staff to facilitate economic enterprises - but more fundamentally: the role of DSD in development.  In the meantime, nodal staff and project members are constantly facing frustrations and feelings of failure – and the massive need in the community is not actually addressed.  

Key issues:
Regarding the project model, the following key issues have been noted:
1. The term income is used in an ambiguous way and is confused with turnover or profit. The result is destructive financial and project management practices and impacts on long-term strategies and sustainability measures. The practice of two bank accounts (one for donor’s money and one for income from sales) reinforces the confusion.
2. Projects are often in need of technical support, which might not be available in the portfolio of a CDP. There seems to be an assumption that one CDP can determine the quality of soil, decide on legal action if contractors break agreements, calculate the profit margins of a broiler, diagnose the reasons why seedlings suddenly turn yellow, choose between different brands of technology/machinery (e.g. generators) and facilitate strategies to deal with any problem!   Alternatively, expertise should be accessed through partnerships with other departments, district/local municipalities and the private sector. However, this is not necessarily agreed upon when projects are initiated and local officials have no power to force peers in other departments to support projects of another department. The availability of certain skills in remote areas could also not be guaranteed. The result might be devastating in terms of project implementation.

3. Financial management skills are limited and equated with bookkeeping skills, which does not prepare projects to analyse their financial situation, to understand/access markets, to make informed decisions on production cycles, to balance expansion with capital investment/costs, to define risk factors or develop strategies to neutralise these. As long as this is not acknowledged, training for project members and CDPs does not include these elements either. The result is irrelevant training/support and superficial/simplistic analyses of community and project issues. This leads to a reactive response on problems and often unrealistic optimism/pessimism: without understanding the problem, it is either repeated or badly-planned alternatives are embarked upon.
4. The status and impact of projects cannot be measured without in-depth analysis of these terms.  For some project members the value of the project is mainly social and psychological (e.g. something to do, some status in community, a place to share problems), while others measure impact exclusively in terms of financial/material gains. It can be argued that social/emotional impact might not be sustained if the project dies (financially). In addition, the funder and other service providers have their own expectations. What, for example, are the expectations and emphasis of DSD as a social development agent? The debate on these issues directly impacts on the type of intervention embarked upon, how interventions are initiated, the definitions of ‘sustainability’ and ‘exit’, capacity/skills required from staff - in fact, it determines almost every system and policy in the department. In the meantime, impact cannot be managed or measured realistically, and perceptions of the impact of such projects might be either inflated or pessimistic.
5. The balance/contradiction between support towards sustainability and support towards independence is clearly problematic. For example, DSD’s strategies to enhance sustainability (e.g. by ensuring a stable market) might actually enhance projects’ dependency on DSD staff – but without these markets, there is no chance for sustainability either. It could be argued that projects should only produce and sell commodities that they can manage without support. But the complexity of business management is often not understood or acknowledged, leading to an inflated confidence in what can be achieved. It is much later when all realised that they have been selling the chickens at a loss, and then there is no tool to analyse where things have gone wrong. On the other hand, projects have full control over their finances. In two out of three projects, money was withdrawn from these accounts, clearly without an understanding of what the impact of this action would be on chances for sustainability.
6. There was optimism amongst nodal staff about the increased allocation of funding for projects and services, the intended developmental approach (versus a welfare approach), and the (intended) appointment of staff. This is important for job satisfaction and morale. However, in spite of all the excitement one could sense some scepticism: will it actually be implemented or will the top-down, project-model prevail? Contradicting messages have already been received from province: plan projects according to community realities - but here is a list of projects to identify, according to categories determined by province/national. 

While reflecting and strategising around issues it was noted that the first reaction of nodal staff to challenges was that an appeal would be made to province for guidance and training, in spite of considerable expertise and experience in the group. One could argue that, as projects seemed to have lost hope in their right to dream, district staff might also have fallen victim to a kind of ‘dependency syndrome’: what is the use of making own plans or tapping into own knowledge/skills if efforts would in any case be overruled by the directives and training of province? Only when confronted with this phenomenon did they become enthusiastic to embark on innovative strategies with themselves as main actors. The top-down approach seems not only to enhance disempowerment, dependence and entitlement on project level, but it permeates to all levels of the department: this needs to be addressed urgently and one way could be to grant recognition to the skills, expertise and commitment of nodal staff and to acknowledge and encourage independent reflection and the exploring of good practice and to seek their contribution towards policy making.
Recommendations:
1. It is recommended that the entire project model as a strategy to impact on poverty be revised and that, instead, models to enhance entrepreneurship and individual livelihoods be considered. The role and capacity of of DSD regarding economic enterprises in general needs revisiting.
2. The energy created through the anticipated move away from “welfare” should be exploited – and not frustrated.

3. The huge commitment, experience and expertise of nodal staff need to be acknowledged and utilised by the department and they should be included in processes aimed at designing new models.
4. In terms of the project model, the following is recommended:
· The correct financial terminology, distinguishing between and clarifying ‘income’, ‘profit’, ‘turnover’ etc., needs to be promoted to ensure sound financial practice.

· Simple and user-friendly guidelines or a protocol to support projects and CDPs around financial systems, membership issues and other elements in the project life cycle need to be developed.  Most urgent are guidelines on the calculation of profit and the payment of dividends to members.
· Technical needs of interventions/projects should be identified as part of project planning, and expertise brought in to assist with this process (taking into account that one cannot envisage what you are not aware of). It should not be assumed that support and expertise from other departments/agencies will be available when it is needed later on, or that they will have the resources to support this.
· Integration needs to be addressed on other than local level. Mandates and budgetary arrangements do not allow for this to happen between departmental staff on district level. Strategies need to be developed to support local staff to access technical skills from peers in other departments and the local/district municipalities. The system cannot rely on personal relationships and goodwill. This needs intervention at a higher level (nodal management or provincial).

· Training of CDPs and project members has to include systems/skills to reflect, troubleshoot, learn, plan and evaluate on an on-going basis.  

· DSD might consider the establishment of a legal assistance unit, where projects can get advice on issues such as contracts with service providers, agreements around assets/land, constitutional issues, etc. It is important that such unit is able to interact with projects on their level of education and understanding.
· Nodes and projects need to know to what extent the “new approach” will influence their planning and especially their ‘right to plan’. 
· The intended movement away from pre-determined projects according to categories is widely welcomed. It is important that policy is clearly communicated and adhered to, that timeframes are set and honoured and that changes/confusion are minimised.   It will be very negative if planning is done – and then overruled through procedures from the ‘old system’. Local staff cannot retain the trust of communities and interventions if their dreams are ignored yet again – and made to fit into the policies of a department. In the words of Tsolobeng,  “Will dreams be allowed again?” When can that be expected?

ANNEX A: LIST OF PROJECTS/PEOPLE MET
	
	Person met
	Org or project
	Role
	Telephone
	Fax/e-mail

	1. 
	Pamela Mngini
	DSD Distrct
	District Co-ordinator
	051 6331602

082 4115698
	Pamela.mngini@socdev.ecprov.gov.za
051 6342672

	2. 
	Annalie Odendaal
	DSD District
	Community Devt Supervisor
	051 6331600
	Annalie.odendall@socdev.ecprov.gov.za
051 6342672

	3. 
	NV Sithole
	DSD District: 

Sterkspruit
	Area Manager
	051 6110764

082 4421680
	051 6110942

	4. 
	Nthuthu Ngcongo
	DSD District: Elundini
	Area Manager
	082 4115815

039 2570507
	039 2570515

	5. 
	CN Parkies
	DSD District Elundini
	CDP
	082 5913321

039 2570042
	039 2570515

	6. 
	Xoliswa Limana
	DSD District: Elundini
	CDP
	083 9911153

045 9321996
	045 9321036

	7. 
	NC Dyonas
	DSD District: Sterkspruit
	Community Development Supervisor
	083 9854802

051 6110764
	051 6110767

	8. 
	Lennox Peter
	Ukhahlamba DM
	Social Services Co-ordinator
	045 9793000

079 7673655
	Lennox@ukhahlamba.gov.za
045 9710251

	9. 
	Angelina Bangani
	Kuyasa
	Chairperson
	073 6514976
	

	10. 
	Lina Ludaka
	Kuyasa
	Member
	
	

	11. 
	Lucy Soul
	Kuyasa
	Treasurer
	073 3891376
	

	12. 
	Pumza Nthikelo
	DSD Ukh
	CDP 
	051 6540077
	

	13. 
	Ntsimelel Mphuting
	Bensonvale
	Chairperson
	073 1842100
	

	14. 
	Margaret Mokhosi
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	072 9645959
	

	15. 
	Patricia Parkies
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	076 1059285
	

	16. 
	EN Masiu
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	060899080
	

	17. 
	PL Seuesho
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	 083 9733085
	

	18. 
	K Nkani
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	073 1517923
	

	19. 
	N Sipamla
	Bensonvale
	Committee member
	
	

	20. 
	Mathabiso Naumo
	Tsolobeng 
	Committee member
	073 6682428
	

	21. 
	Makatane Tabohane
	Tsolobeng 
	Member
	
	

	22. 
	Mapoloko Kaba
	Tsolobeng 
	Chairperson 
	072 4445435
	

	23. 
	Mapontsho Nyai
	Tsolobeng 
	Member
	078 1854185
	

	24. 
	Makaletso Sehoshe
	Tsolobeng 
	Committee member
	076 9895576
	

	25. 
	Emily Heisi 
	Tsolobeng 
	Treasurer
	083 3635592
	

	26. 
	Matshepang Khahlisi
	Tsolobeng 
	Member
	
	

	27. 
	Mantshebeng Lepita
	Tsolobeng 
	Member
	
	

	28. 
	Makhotso Qohali
	Tsolobeng 
	Member
	
	

	29. 
	Pumelo Lepita
	Traditional leadership
	Representative of headman
	
	

	30. 
	Nkemiseng Mpeke
	Mt Fletcher Advice Centre
	
	039 2570009
	

	31. 
	Pamela Tasana
	IDT
	Project Officer
	073 1242781
	


ANNEX B: CHANGES IN SERVICES AND PROJECTS OFFERED
Note: italics indicates new information; strikethrough indicates changed information
	Service programme
	Categories of intervention
	Description
	Frequency of service available
	Localities offered
	Comments

	Development Implementation Support
	
	
	
	

	Poverty relief Programme
	Food Security Programme
	Funding of projects focusing on food production for purposes of consumption and generation of income.
	Annual funding of these projects between R500-750,000, usually once-off funding.
	All area offices have food security programmes, implemented at various localities that are identified together with the LED officers from the local municipalities.
	Process too slow to reach all deserving communities because of lack of funding.

	Home community - based care
	Home community-based care programmes – HIV and AIDS, Victim Empowerment (VEP), Child Protection Services, Older Persons
	Grants provided for community-based organisations (CBOs) running HBC programmes, particularly on HIV and AIDS related issued – looking at the well-being of the infected and affected individuals and families, provision of food supplements, identification of orphans and vulnerable children (OVC). Funding initiated in this financial year for VEP as well. 
	Annual grants
	All area offices have HCBC identified for funding in the current financial year for HIV/AIDS and Older Persons. 

Funded HIV/AIDS:

Aliwal 4, Elundini 2, Sterkspruit 
Unfunded: Aliwal 1, Sterkspruit 1, Elunidini 1

Older persons:

Funded: Aliwal 1, Elundini 1, Sterkspruit  3

Unfunded: Aliwal  2, Elundini 1, Sterkspruit 3
	Funding previously focused on one area office within the district, Sterkspruit, but when funds were available all areas were considered – 2 in Aliwal North (plus 1, receiving half its funds from DSD); 2 in Mt Fletcher and 1 in Sterkspruit.

Aliwal: another one added: total 4

	National Food Emergency Scheme
	Food parcels provided to families and individuals
	Programme last implemented in the previous financial year. Food parcels were distributed to families who were identified as destitute, care for orphans, HIV and AIDS or TB patients who could not provide for themselves.
	Distribution of food parcels to identified families for a period of 3 months – approximate cost R300 a parcel. 
	All service offices given to families meeting the set criteria.
	

	Drop-in centres


	Soup kitchens for vulnerable children
	Programme focusing on provision of meals to vulnerable children, comprising street children, poor/neglected children
	Daily provision of food and programmes for these children – funded annually.
	Aliwal North Street Children Programme: no longer drop-in (eat and go home), but a shelter (sleep over)
	Funding too minimal to reach all deserving children.

All are attached to HIV/AIDS HCBC.

The Drop-in centre has graduated (funding stopped) – into shelter

	
	Centres for providing care and recreation for OVCs
	There were food supplements and bread provided for these children at day care centres / clinics or home-based care programs.
	Providing meals daily
	Operating in the entire district 

All area offices provided this service
	This programme was implemented in the first year (2002/3) of the National Food Emergency Programme only.

	Social Security
	
	
	
	
	

	Social security safety-net
	Provision of social grants.
	All types of social grants are provided to deserving individuals and payments of these made within the communities.
	Funded annually.
	All service offices render these services.
	 

	Welfare services
	
	
	
	
	

	Services rendered by private welfare organisations 
	Social Work Services
	Private welfare organisations funded by the department are allocated areas to render services, including old age homes, a Cheshire home, day care centres and child protection services 
	Funding of these is done on a monthly basis according to the number of beneficiaries or social work posts they have.
	All area offices have day care centres. Old age homes and private welfare organisations are not evenly distributed within the district. 
	The closing of the imbalances of the past in this regard has not yet been implemented as these services are mainly concentrated in the former CPA areas and none in the former homeland areas. 

Services funded to render protection services.

	Services targeting vulnerable groups
	Services for victims of crime, women, children, youth and the disabled.
	Counselling, and support groups for victims of crime, funding of projects targeting youth, women, children and the disabled. Diversion programmes for youth in trouble with the law. Alternative placement of vulnerable children. 
	Funding provided annually for delivery of these services.
	All service offices render these services.
	Shortage of staff negatively impacting on effective service delivery.

	
	Care and Support to Families, Child Protection Services
	Funding to family resource centres, neighbouring response, cluster foster homes and safe home for protection of vulnerable children.
	Annual funding of these programs according to business plans
	At least one per area office
	Funding ranging between R150,000 and R300,000

	Social Relief
	Relief of distress for individuals and families in the form of food, clothing, etc
	Material support as an interim relief targeting destitute families, victims of disaster and abandoned children
	Annual funding
	All service offices
	When SASSA was formed, the function remained, but without budget in first year (2006). Now annual funding allocated per district – R1.5m for Ukhahlamba

	Funding of NPO sector (welfare organisations) (omission last report)
	Subsidy for welfare organisations
	Funding of organisations rendering social welfare services targeting older persons, the disabled, OVCs, youth etc.  -  old age homes, children’s homes, day care centres, Cheshire homes.
	Annual funding according to business plans
	Each area office having some number of subsidised organisations
	Funding according business plans and registered capacity and then paid out according to monthly claims (bed occupancy and attendance per day in ECD centres).


ANNEX C: PROJECTS SUPPORTED BY DSD IN THE NODE
Note: italics indicates new information; strikethrough indicates changed information
	Service programme
	Projects 
	Project activities
	Target group
	No of members
	Current status using REID’s classification

	
	
	

	
	
	
Green
	Orange
	Red

	Development Implementation Support

	Poverty Relief Projects

	Aliwal
	Mandlenkosi
	Sewing, crafts training
	Women
	16
	X
	
	

	
	Joy Community Garden
	Community rose garden
	Community
	40
	Active, but needs assistance 
	X
	

	
	Zenzele Sewing (combined 2 projects)
	Sewing, crafts

Leatherwork
	Women
	11

12
	Active but needs assistance 
	X
	

	
	Kuyasa Community Centre
	Dual purpose centre, arts and crafts, day care
	   Elderly
	6
	X
	X
	

	
	Ilingelihle 
	Bakery
	  Women
	20

16
	Active but needs assistance
	X

Lost their building
	

	
	Usizo Community Garden
	Community gardens
	    Women
	9
	X
	
	

	Sterkspruit
	Phumlani development project
	Food security, crop and vegetable garden and poultry
	Community
	10
	X
	
	

	
	Bensonvale Development Foundation
	Food security, crop and vegetable garden and poultry. Nursery
	Community
	10
	X 

Poultry: still to train: now done
	
	

	
	Qiniselani self programme
	Food security, crop and vegetable garden
	Community
	8
	X
	
	

	
	Sinobomi wellness and HIV information centre
	Food security, vegetable garden and poultry

Women’s coop: Poultry, garden small scale
	Women 
	8
	X 

Funds not spent
	
	

	
	Sakhile youth group
	Income generating - craft work, cultural activities and vegetable production
	Youth
	15
	X 

Funds not spent
	
	

	
	Lady Grey community Based Organisation
	Home Based Care, Income generating, Support group for HIV/AIDS
	Community
	34
	X 
	
	

	Mt Fletcher
	Intuthuko
	Food Security
	Community
	15
	X 
	
	

	
	Ilisolomzi Youth
	Craft, Carpentry
	Youth
	10
	X 
	
	

	
	Soyisele Youth
	Car Wash, Tent PAS rentals, catering
	Youth
	20
	X 

Not funded for 2005/6
	
	

	
	Masibulele Youth 4 "H"
	Food Security
	Community
	20

8
	X 

Not funded for 2005/6
	
	

	
	Maclear Rural development
	Gardening and poultry
	
	30
	X
	
	

	
	Tsolobeng Rainbow
	Gardening, poultry, piggery
	Community
	86

13
	 X
	X
	

	
	Masiphakame for the Aged
	Sewing, woodwork, and beadwork
	Older persons
	48

12
	 X
	
	

	
	Gugwini women Co-operative
	Food production, catering and sewing
	Women
	25

22
	X 
	
	

	New projects

	Sterkspruit
	Bebeza Community Garden
	Food production
	Community
	15
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Bikizana Landcare Project 
	Food production
	Community
	25
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Siyakhula Vegetable Garden
	Food production
	Community
	25
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Ikhwezi Lokusa Textile Women Co-operative
	Sewing
	Women
	9
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Oliver Tambo Development Centre
	Bakery
	Youth
	20
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Hlomendlini Brick-making Project
	Brick-making
	Community
	25
	New – no status
	
	

	Mt Fletcher
	Elundini Food Security Program
	Food production
	Community
	17
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Khulani Food Security Program
	Food production
	Community
	17
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Siyakhula Youth Development
	Business enterprise – hiring of tents, chairs, PA system
	Youth
	12
	New – no status
	
	

	Aliwal
	Mboksende Youth Project
	Business enterprise – car wash
	Youth
	10
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Zanethemba Dunkveld Food Security 
	Gardening
	Community 
	12
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Masizame Bakery
	Bakery
	Women
	10
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Venterstad Community Fisheries
	Fishing
	Youth
	13
	New – no status
	
	

	
	Ikhwezi Group Production
	Gardening
	Community
	16
	New – no status
	
	

	“1997” projects

	
	Masakhane Mawethu
	Sewing
	
	12
	
	
	X

	
	Peacemakers
	Sewing
	
	13
	
	
	X

	
	Zizamele
	Sewing
	
	14
	
	
	X

	
	Bopanang Bomme
	Sewing
	
	5
	
	
	X

	
	Itekeng
	Sewing
	
	11
	
	
	X

	
	Zama Sewing
	Sewing
	
	22
	X
	
	

	
	Zamokulunga
	Sewing
	
	3
	
	
	X

	
	Thembelethu
	Sewing
	
	0
	
	
	X

	
	Zenzele
	Sewing
	
	11
	
	
	X

	
	Mahatammoho
	Piggery
	
	0
	
	
	X

	
	Masizakhe
	Sewing
	
	0
	X
	
	

	
	Kutlwanong Lehae la bomme
	Sewing
	
	16
	
	
	X

	
	Vukanu
	Piggery
	
	13
	X
	
	

	
	Sikhanyisele Youth development
	Piggery
	
	11
	
	
	X

	
	Mehloloaneng
	Brick making
	
	14
	X
	
	

	
	Seqhobong
	Brick making
	
	9
	
	
	X

	
	Masithandane
	Brick making
	
	13
	X
	
	

	
	Phuthaditjhaba
	Poultry
	
	17
	X
	
	

	
	Ilingelethu
	Poultry
	
	0
	
	
	X

	
	Mbekweni
	Gardening
	
	8
	
	
	X

	
	Phakamani
	Gardening
	
	22
	
	
	

	
	Thuthukani Mzontsundu
	Gardening
	
	0
	X
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