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1.
Introduction

The workshop was called to bring researchers on the DSD evaluation and support project together to reflect on the process and content so far. The workshop was divided into three sections:

i) Feedback from researchers on how things are going in the support process;

ii) discussion on the process of carrying out our work;

iii) discussion on content issues for DSD.

Objectives and expectations for the workshop that were raised by participants included:

· Developing a common direction for the next four months

· Gaining a better understanding of the wider issues for the project and where the nodal support fits in 

· Learning from one another and identify and deal with challenges

· Resolving administrative and management issues in the project
· Raising issues that cannot be dealt with at nodal level, and working out a procedure to ensure these are taken up in DSD
A note on this report

Hopefully each participant will have left the workshop feeling invigorated and enthused, and re-committed to the project. Unfortunately, because of budget constraints, these types of workshops are few and far between. At the same time, they are critical for the success of the project, to bring people together to share experiences and insights they have gathered through the past year, to bring new people fully into the project, and to reconnect with one another as human beings. As with all workshops, the depth of discussion and the full value of the workshop inevitably will not be reflected fully in this report. We hope at least to have captured the essence of some of the discussion and to have drawn out the key actions that were agreed on for the way forward. It is for each participant to carry the spirit of the workshop into the remaining work, aware that they are part of a team even if the team is not always visible.
2.
Feedback on support process to date
2.1
Nodal reports
	Node
	Researcher/facilitator
	Issues
	Progress

	Alexandra
	Cecile Ambert & Brenda Mahlangu
	Tried to set up mechanisms to look at CBOs etc. It is useful to try to co-opt the CBOs and NGOs.

Spent two months to get to acting nodal manager. Had to do a lot of ego massaging and hand holding.

The biggest challenge was how to strike up a coalition between DSD and ARP. DSD makes it difficult because of attitude i.e. they are always 2 hrs late for meetings and they invariably leave 2 hrs sooner than the rest. So the support process in Alex is led by ARP
	Had two 8.14s in Alexandra

Eventually had a briefing session with acting nodal manager’s boss’s boss. After a lot of calls and emails, there was eventually buy-in with acting nodal manager. Also had to get buy-in from Alex Renewal Project. This is a very active and powerful group in Alex and nothing moves without their buy-in and support

Have tried to pitch DSD role as that of advocacy.
Got agreement and now working on co-operation, operations and management of infrastructure; will host meeting with city on alignment of projects

	Alfred Nzo


	Sam Chimbuya
	Findings could be summed up in 3 points, 1. Approach by departments. On the same thing but were very disconnected, e.g. all departments will have chicken farms, yet none informing the other.

2. Continuity of dependence i.e. many small projects but none are linked

3. No support, so these projects were not learning from each other and neither are the departments learning from each other.

DSD was only focusing on their projects, Issue is that all the steps from DSD to the individual project have to have support.

Researcher has not thought of own exit.
	8.14 workshop done and also 4 support visits

Researcher has formed coalition between the departments to deal with the disconnect

The different departments have agreed on integrated approach to support, The way forward was what support is needed, go into new project and OD training on coalition.

To date have worked on exit strategy i.e. when one exits, all exit and allow the child to grow on its own (use the common exit strategy that everyone adheres to)

Developing a self assessment tool for the projects

Networking for the chicken projects

	Bohlabela


	Wanjiku Kiambo & Aziza Modise
	Previous researcher resigned and a new researcher recruited
For one of the action items, a key person from SASSA has been sick for 3 months and we need to come up with a contingency

No involvement from municipality
	8.14 and 1 support visit has been done

There is an action plan with 3 priority issues

Will be at provincial IEC on the 30th of July

	Central Karoo


	Melvis Pietersen (Cecile Ambert presented on his behalf)
	Political dimensions are an issue, never underestimate this in terms of access, too much at stake (people will fight any interventions)
There is also the money issue as the one who holds the purse strings has the power
	8.14 has been done, plus some support visits

	Chris Hani


	Lawrence Sisitka
	New researcher has just been recruited

Outcomes from report are fragmented

Lack of integration with LED, IDP. Everyone is operating in silos

Extraordinary lack of co-ordination
	8.14 not yet done

Nodal manager is co-operative, and do not envisage problems

	Galeshewe


	Phia van der Watt
	One project, and it was not the responsibility of node but province

Relationships were strained and the IDT came and made the relationships really bad

Need to do audit on the project

Support process involved a lot of conflict resolution because of issues related to who is leading on the one project in the node

At some stage it was decided that the project must move over to the node

	8.14 done and 4 support visits

Support process was sorting out the relations between the different departments and levels

At the last support visit it was decided to shift project from province to node

There was no meeting last month because the nodal manager said that if he doesn’t feel involved then he throws away whatever reports or letters he receives

	Inanda


	Sultan Khan
	Political dynamics also causing a level of insecurity and are a hindrance
The development manager has more interest than nodal manager

Nodal manager has also not been well for some time – serious problems with nodal manager’s participation. Need clarity on who to deal with

Epa wasn’t involved from beginning, serious problems in KZN, where the IDT was supposedly doing work so there is a suspicion of duplicating, DSD was not involved until Jun/July2007.

There are  also issues of sensitivity, reshuffling of the entire DSD in KZN
	8.14 not done, field opened to researcher only  in July

	Kgalagadi


	Phia van der Watt
	Support process was taken over from previous researcher who resigned, and people say they haven’t felt it was successful

A big issue In Kgalagadi, is integration within DSD


	8.14 was done, but will redo
Will try to get the outcomes from the researcher of the node, to try to combine the 8.14 and DSD’s situational analysis of Kgalagadi

	Khayelitsha
	Josette Cole
	There is a lot of confusion on the ground as to what projects are to be supported

DSD is not a strong department, it is also  de-linked from the macro-strategic frameworks

Need to find different route

Node lost a researcher along the way.

The fact that Epa outcomes were done separately created a gap in the report on the specific political dynamics in the Western Cape


	8.14 done

	KwaMashu


	Nomkhosi Xulu
	Participation of stakeholders has been problematic
	Closing meeting done - not everybody attended but nodal manager was present
Next step 8.14 – lack of access has been a hindrance

	Maluti-a-Phofung


	Keneilwe Thipe
	New researcher has been recruited recently

District has a lot of financial muscle
Some political tensions because node is a municipality but resources go to district and do not get to the node

DSD under a lot of pressure as there is no human capacity
	8.14 not yet done, but plans in process

	Mdantsane


	Erika Joubert
	New researcher started in May 
	8.14 not yet done

Intro to DSD 18th May – meeting was postponed then the public sector strike, haven’t seen them since

Plans in process for meeting

	Mitchells Plain


	Josette Cole
	Gap between social welfare and municipality

Problems with institutional process within which people are working

Never get people to come to meetings, lack of sense of priorities
	8.14 has been done

Go to the Premier’s office to deal with issues

Will update 1st evaluation info by the 30th

	Motherwell


	Andrew Ainslie
	Nothing since Sept 2006, new researcher recruited in June
Will need to look at the roles of civil society
	8.14 not yet done

Will be contacting people in the coming week to set up meeting

	O R Tambo


	Mandisa Paulus
	Uncertainty about provincial plan that was expected and might negatively affect the action plan. Manager not present (this was in March), also NM not interested at the beginning
	8.14 not complete - wrote letter to set up date 31st July to finish up 8.14
In mid-May forced municipal manager to be available for the meeting and on the 1st June met with her and gave her report and did a bit of a presentation (NM had no clue, also had a perception that had a hidden agenda)

NM and other DM is beginning to take ownership, following the IEC E Cape launch where the MEC and other tops were there

	Sekhukhune


	Monene Mamabolo
	Support to municipalities requested through training on CBP
One of the issues is that stakeholders felt the 1st evaluation report does not represent all of Sekhukhune, but only those places where the research was done
	8.14 done and another support visit

District took responsibility to call municipalities for CBP training, but nobody pitched on day of meeting

Now need to look into other activities in the action plan because the process is stalling

There are important issues around commitment from DSD. People don’t take responsibility, seen as Khanya`s job, not seeing process as something that will strengthen service in the node

	Ugu


	Elias Cebekhulu
	Researcher has become emotionally attached to these people, too much meetings
	 8.14 done and 3 support visits

Indunas, DSD are very supportive

Service delivery is working at all levels

A big contributing factor to the success of the support process is that IFP and ANC are working well together in this node

	Ukhahlamba


	Phia van der Watt
	We are stuck because don’t know how to proceed with integration

Project presented as a success because people sold chicken but when you work out money put in, actually made a loss of R40,000 and the remaining chickens are all dead.

Local LED are cross and not prepared to come to the meeting

DSD nodal never get opportunity to think for themselves as province just gives orders and expects nodal staff to jump

When doing the activity matrix, people couldn’t think what DSD could do. Community has lost trust in all service providers

Structures are not supporting the policy
	8.14 done and 4 support visits

Decided to change strategy and focus in one area, really poor and people are desperate to a high level

Co-operation is excellent and process is going quite well

Decided to experiment with this one project and then we will expand to other districts

Last meeting will focus on Elundini, so will focus on that manager (integrated planning is key) but its impossible at this stage due to structures

The community’s point of view will be heard because we will be forced to think and not follow others instruction

	Umkhanyakude
	Blessing Karumbidza
	There is a sense of access without actual access. Researcher is welcomed to the offices, but then no-one is available to meet with him.
	8.14 not yet done

Appointment is agreed on, but when you get there is an apology, there are problems in gaining access.

Nodal manager has been to all the meetings, and has now delegated a director of tourism and dev planning to work with researcher

DSD, never had access to the people, not had a meeting with both of them. Did separate feed back meeting with the two nodal managers

	Umzinyathi
	Zweni Sibiya
	New researcher has taken over. Haven’t yet been introduced properly to DSD because  previous researcher is unavailable
	8.14 is not complete

	Zululand


	Nomkhosi Xulu & Zweni Sibiya
	Chapter two is not finished, because the original researcher abandoned the project without informing anyone. The provincial co-ordinator has taken over the support process in the node. 
	After a long struggle researcher now has access, and support will start shortly


2.2
Key discussion points
2.2.1
Strategic thinking and planning

There is a lack of strategic thinking at the nodal level. In some places DSD doesn’t even know what LED is. There is little impetus to do integrated planning, there is no reflection on funding to projects. In Alexandra DSD is responsive to the needs of their constituency but every social issue has a pre-determined program response that is not really appropriate in all circumstances. For example, orphanages are not the only possible response in circumstances where children require emergency support, but that is the pre-programmed response.
2.2.2
Work ethic and attitudes

This came up many times and is reflected in later discussion in the workshop. There is a sense from researchers that there is no work ethic, and there is an attitude problem amongst some nodal officials. For example, people leave their cell phones on in meetings and answer every call and give the impression that they are too important to be in the meeting. An issue that also came up many times was the commitment of nodal managers to the process. More detail is provided about the variety of different causes for this perceived lack of commitment. A question was raised that, given the relatively short support process, do researchers elect to go with those where there is some commitment and movement even if they are not the nodal manager? There is also a sense that attitudes are sometimes informed by ways of thinking. Regional staff members in at least one area are very conservative in their thinking and this affects their willingness to participate in processes that go beyond that thinking.

2.2.3
Institutional (integration, co-ordination, learning)

Constantly lurking just below the surface are the vexing issues of integration and co-ordination - within DSD, between DSD and other departments, between departments and municipalities, and between local, district and provincial spheres of government. Questions were raised about what level co-ordination should take place at to be most effective, and later in the report a related question about who should be driving co-ordination at various levels.  Is co-ordination a goal in itself, r should it be driven by the specific requirements facing an intervention? A key question for researchers is how to use the support process to identify very specific, concrete institutional mechanisms/arrangements for effective co-ordination and integration. Systems of learning at various levels - project to project, between departments, inside DSD – are not in place and result in massive atrophying of hard-earned knowledge. The authority structure of DSD and government more generally clearly favours top down planning and the carrying out of orders below, regardless of what they are.
2.2.4
Capacity

There is a real issue of high staff turnover, an apparently high level of illness amongst staff members and this prevents continuity and makes it impossible to build and retain institutional memory. In some places nodal DSD do not have capacity to do even what they are mandated to do. High vacancy rates (despite the appearance that resources are available to fill positions) and lack of conceptual and technical knowledge mean that civil servants and officials feel they are embarking on a task that is sure to lead to failure. This partly accounts for high turnover rates and also for the lack of a sense of agency and ability to plan and think strategically. Lack of access to information on what is happening at strategic level also reproduces the malaise at nodal level. These issues were unpacked in more detail later in the workshop.
2.2.5
Broader conceptual issues (development, projects, politics)

The role of the state in development, and the specific role of DSD are not clearly articulated at nodal level and need clarity. Questions arose about the focus of poverty reduction work, in particular the relationship between livelihoods support and profit-generating activities and the way these fit into conceptions of, and the meaning attached to, “sustainable livelihoods”. Building sustainable communities cannot happen without basic infrastructure. The political context at local level and its relationship with higher levels (provincial, national), including issues of authority over resources, was raised as something that needs greater consideration. The role of civil society, especially CBOs, is not clear. Questions about the structure of thinking – especially the quite rigid structure of plans, programmes and projects – were raised. ‘Project’ forms of intervention are problematic, and were dealt with in much more detail later in the workshop. An overall question was raised about whether the “client” is the social outcomes or DSD.
2.2.6
Issues of our own project structure

A number of issues were raised immediately regarding the structure of the evaluation project itself. These included the lack of adequate institutional context, with quite a few researchers questioning the value of Epa’s inputs on institutional relationships between DSD at nodal, provincial and national level and the alignment with other strategies and planning processes. A major issue is the limitation of the evaluation and support to nodal level, because many issues need to be dealt with at provincial level. Not enough consideration has gone into a coherent exit strategy for facilitators at the end of the support process. There were also issues raised about lack of DSD buy-in at nodal level and consequent lack of access; and the extent to which the support process is flexible enough to accommodate specific situations at nodal level. It is very important that research document all processes, even where these look like failures. It is a crucial part of being able to account to DSD who are funding the project, to show them that we have made the effort and the failure does not lie on our side. Additionally, there is a lot to learn about institutional blockages, local political factors etc that we can share with DSD. Sometimes we can learn more from perceived failures than from successes.
2.3
Key proposed activities and timeframes

An overview of the proposed structure and timeframes for the project following the extension granted by DSD was provided as follows:
· 1st evaluation research (completed)
· Finalisation of 1st evaluation research reports (end July 2007)

· DSD nodal support (up to 6 visits/node) – to end November 2007
· Provincial support, including report on learning (part of extended workplan) - to end March 2008

· National support, including report on learning (part of extended workplan) - to end March 2008
· 2nd evaluation – first quarter of 2008
· Some researchers are already contracted to do the 2nd evaluation, others will be contracted (including contract extensions for those who need) before end 2007

· Methodology design and piloting – Sept-Oct 2007

· Methodology workshop for researchers – mid-Jan 2008
· Prep for fieldwork – by end Jan 2008

· Fieldwork - by end Feb 2008

· Draft reports submitted for comment – by first week Mar 2008

· Decentralised writing workshops, final drafts – end Mar 2008
· Chapter 3 (UNFPA & PRP projects) updates – end Mar 2008

· Final reports and synthesis – end Apr 2008
2.4
Process following the nodal reports

Participants were given 15 cards and asked to write three key issues for each of the following:

i) Did the 1st evaluation generate relevant information for the project?

ii) What key issues are there regarding DSD projects in the node?

iii) Key issues around the support process to date

iv) Key issues on the methodology of the project to date

v) Key issues regarding management of the project to date
These were then placed on the wall and clustered. The clusters formed the basis for the remaining discussion in the workshop. The clusters were divided into two main categories and dealt with separately. The first category related to issues about how the project itself was going, what could be learned from what had been done to date, and what could be done to improve project performance. The second category related to content issues to form the basis for recommendations to DSD on how to improve services in the nodes.

For each of these there was some time for discussion and some time for making specific recommendations that could be taken forward after the workshop.
3.
Improving our performance on the project

The key issues arising from the participants’ inputs relating to how Khanya and researchers could improve our performance in carrying out the evaluation and support project had the following key clusters:

i) Research method and second evaluation

ii) Support process - purpose, impact and exit strategy

iii) Project management
3.1
Research method and second evaluation
3.1.1
Research method
Issues raised by participants with regard to the first round of research and project methodology indicated that the process was not necessarily as well-planned or thought-through as it could have been. The research methodology itself was felt to be too prescriptive, inflexible and not always the most appropriate for the circumstances that faced researchers on the ground. The research was insufficiently situated in institutional and conceptual frameworks. This has led to weaknesses in the support process, as became evident later in the workshop. The need for DSD to have played a more central role in the research process was also highlighted. Overall there was a feeling that the research produced some useful information, but weaknesses remain.
Weak co-ordination/planning

· Limited investment in human capital

· The initial allocated time for first phase was not enough, information for the first phase is being continuously gathered

· Did not recognize the planning challenges on the ground i.e. time invested prior to implementation

· Report template reached some researchers only after the field work was done, resulting in some information not appearing in the first report
· Editors brought in too soon, before researchers were done with first draft

· Editors not well conversant about the issues in the first report

· The recommendations and action plans are hardly linked, though understand there had to be “quick wins”

· Need of action plan, how related should they be?

· Top management should get hands dirty so understand issues better

· Induction process did not include DSD structures, information on UNFPA

Research method and report template too prescriptive/inflexible
· Not easily or always adaptable

· No clear guidelines on method
· Not easy for preparing beneficiaries for exit strategy, create an element of dependency

· It was able to get the information needed

· Questions around how much it reflects reality

· Some tools are too long for time available
· Guide and report complex and over-engineered

· Not enough flexibility/scope for various systems in different nodes

· Report format too restrictive, one had to be restricted by the formatted report

· Methodology not adapted, it relied on some people’s partial understanding

· Did not necessarily work in all cases/situations

· Missing from information was who is doing what, so DSD is better informed

· Why the hours spent on service assessment left out of reports?

· Information gathered on project beneficiaries has not been used to the fullest extent

· Information gathered not able to easily fit into matrices/boxes/categories of report format/ a lot lost in the recording

Research method not appropriate

· Did not provide for differences in the nodes

· Not coherent with the project expectations

· Methodology not clearly defined

· Focus on two areas in a node too limited to extract key indicators - needs verification/triangulation to happen

· Issue of access, buy-in assured by methodology and timeframe, but this was not the case

· SL methodology too complex for project beneficiaries and service providers

· Too much focus on projects

· Information gathered at nodal/project level, a sample so not able to generalize, can only identify trends

· Need for validation and cross referencing with other literature

· No triangulation of quants and quals, also verification with other research and literature

· Case study limitation

· Not scientific, not rigorous in research terms

· Some tools insufficient

· Not all aspects are sufficient, each node is different

· Not responsive to geographic dynamics

· Questions around how much it reflects reality

Methods not sufficient/supportive

· Lack of institutional, quantitative and qualitative conceptual cohesion across research team

· Sampling procedure should be available in 2-3 page reports

· Methodology is heavy, needs a lot of time to work around it for researchers and participants

· Not easy to prepare beneficiaries for exit strategy, create an element of dependency


Lack of institutional/contextual analytical framework
· Focus on sustainable livelihoods meant that social capital not given primary attention
· Lack of information on the status (staff, facilities etc) and institutional history of the node itself
· No institutional/political analysis
· Insufficient focus on institutional context/relationships
· “DSD services and projects” listed not useful: confusing definitions, too superficial to assess
· No info on overall, conceptual direction to poverty, vulnerability and our approach to these
· EPA was a weak link – did not do what was needed from their section

· A lot of the change needs to come from the top, not at nodal level

· No information on overall conceptual directions re poverty, vulnerability and our approach to these

· Not nearly enough information on institutional matrix of DSD from national all the way down to the node

Need to emphasise DSD’s role

· Requires total commitment of stakeholders

· Need a champion within DSD (national or provincial) to give researchers authority

· More concentration on institutional strengthening

· Requires a political process

· How to structure support so that nodal managers can be more independent
· Ability to link up with non-DSD role players
· DSD nodal attitude towards project not always good
· Lack of collaboration among stakeholders
Research did generate relevant information
· It was able to get the information needed

· The structure and function of DSD in the node becomes clearer

· Provided insight into the strength and weakness in the node - also the challenges

· DSD nationally has a sense of what’s happening on the ground

· There is some acknowledgement on what DSD is lacking

· Identified gaps

· Learned about staffing and mobility constraints within DSD

· Gave an idea of what’s happening in the node, to get an idea of the overarching issues

· The state of projects became clearer for support process

· To some extent it did serve the purpose - mainly on the areas where evaluation was conducted

· Learned about livelihoods profiles of project beneficiaries

· Constraints regarding co-operative governance, co-ordination between government spheres

· Nodes now have an information which otherwise could not be readily available about their clients

· Even DSD did not know about some of the projects funded by DSD itself, but now they will

· We got to learn about other research conducted in the node (evaluation research)

· Access to funding for projects

However…

· Not enough recommendations on how DSD can strengthen its work

· Not enough recommendations on projects and how to support them

· Clear strategies on how to improve service delivery is questionable

Some suggestions for the future
These recommendations came out of the discussion. It is not likely that they can be implemented in this project given the budget, although efforts will be made to implement them in some form at least.

· Recommendations could have been better if reflection workshops with all researchers preceded drafting of report
· More regular meetings for researchers to learn from each other
· Regular report backs to DSD national, then feed back to whole research team
· Budget for nodes not transparent, they should be held by researcher
· Need to recognise that change takes time – it is artificial to try to achieve change in pre-determined timeframes
The recommendations below can be dealt with in the framework of the project and will be taken up in the action plan (see end of workshop report).

· Simplify methodology
· Pilot the methodology to see if it actually works, and then revise before carrying out second evaluation
· Involve researchers in design of methodology by circulating drafts for comment, and involving some researchers in the design process

· Reporting format to be made review focused

· Clarify categories of data to be gathered. Uniform structure so we are not gathering arbitrary information.

· Researchers should use their own creativity but keep within the given framework 

· Clarify what the outcomes will be and set these. We can have a range of methodologies i.e. what is the best way to get this outcome, 

· Concern is that the tools were too restricted, based on assumptions that were not a reality, e.g. availability of the people and the times set. As a result tools become unusable.
3.1.2
Second evaluation

An area of concern for participants was the precise nature of the second evaluation. Discussion revolved around whether the evaluation was to be a summative evaluation (i.e. indicating what had been done, whether in DSD projects or in the support process) or a formative evaluation (i.e. indicating what lessons could be learned from the whole exercise and suggestions of ways of doing things in the future).

One of the challenges of the process is the unevenness of the process across the nodes, compounded by the resignation of a number of researchers at various times in the past year. The latter meant that researchers had different understandings about what was required.

The first evaluation carried out a baseline study of the condition and issues facing DSD projects in the nodes. But the support process was pitched at a programmatic level i.e. supporting DSD at nodal level to improve its practice. There was no support directed to the projects. As the second evaluation is currently understood, the aim is to return to the projects and re-evaluate them. There seems to be little point in reporting again after a year, when the variables influencing the direction of the projects are way beyond the support process undertaken as part of the evaluation of DSD services.
Key questions that arose regarding the second evaluation were:

· Is the time gap sufficient to do any meaningful re-evaluation?

· Is it appropriate to evaluate ourselves?

· Should we be evaluating projects or programmes? On what basis?

· What do we mean by impact?
· What do we want to achieve through evaluation process?

The first step was to return to the original terms of reference to see what was needed. The proposed revisions to the workplan based on the project extension granted by DSD were also taken into consideration. The project was understood to have originated when DSD projects were to be decentralised from national to provincial level. The evaluation was set up to assist provinces to take over the reins without having to start from the beginning with the projects. The purpose of the project, therefore, was to evaluate what is required to deepen DSD’s understanding of what is required to realise its vision (of supporting programmes and projects at provincial level), and to evaluate how provinces and districts have taken on the learning.
There is more than one layer of evaluation:
· DSD and the way it is functioning at nodal level;

· Learning from the support process itself;

· Projects, as they are indicators of this process.
We are not evaluating ourselves. We are adding value, and consolidating learning from the process. DSD should be integrally involved, part of a reflexive process. We should work with DSD to think about how DSD can position itself as a key player in social development. Everyone’s “doing poverty”. In practice DSD isn’t seen to be the lead.

There was a feeling that, rather than evaluate what has happened (summative), we should look at the learning to carry support to nodal DSD forward (formative). The evaluation is at a programmatic level rather than at the level of individual projects. However, the individual projects must be revisited because they provide an indication of how programmes are implemented in practice. The specific priority issues emerging from nodes at programme level, e.g. integration or capacity should also be dealt with directly but with a view to identifying possible good practices that DSD can then adopt more widely.

A number of questions arose regarding evaluation of projects. In particular, some projects have collapsed since the first evaluation, so what kind of evaluation can take place with these? Are current projects to be evaluated, or new ones that have started since the transfer to provinces?

The purpose of the evaluation and support process is to generate lessons for institutional transfer and transformation. Separating the evaluation and the support is not effective: we need to create a synergy between them. The aim is to build learning into the support process. The core of the evaluation is that DSD is learning and taking the process forward when we’ve gone. The support process should therefore be seen as a build-up to the second evaluation. Conversely, the second evaluation should be considered to be the logical conclusion of the support process. They are not separate, but inextricably linked. There was a strong feeling that the second evaluation should not actually even be called an evaluation but should be called a review or research consolidation phase. The original terms of reference will define aspects of this review (including revisiting projects and project beneficiaries) but the emphasis is on drawing out the lessons from the whole process from the start of the first evaluation, through the support process, to the end of the project. The nodal researchers/facilitators should keep in mind the consolidation of lessons when they carry out the support process. For example, researchers may conduct some interviews with key stakeholders as they do the support visits. Certainly all researchers will visit projects and update their findings on those projects by speaking to beneficiaries, service providers and officials and integrating these findings into an updated report on chapter 3 which must be finalised at the same time as the research reports of the second evaluation are produced (by end March 2008).
Questions of method were also raised. It was agreed that the methodology should be simplified and that some kind of flexibility should be built in to the process to take into account different conditions in the nodes. The challenge for those designing the methodology is to balance between a standard process that can yield generalisable learning and flexibility.

Suggestions on content of 2nd evaluation

Some of these recommendations came from plenary discussion. A small group also met to discuss the issues further and make suggestions.

· Decentralisation from national to provincial and the shift from welfare to development (we need to assess some level of readiness within and between DSD and other departments)

· Map the devolution to provinces and indicate - effectiveness, how it was conceptualised, implemented, and what was learned

· What are the structures, mechanisms put in place to affect these transfers or changes

· To what extent does DSD rely on consultants, what are the financial skills, how does DSD support projects on the ground, how does DSD run its offices

· Question of structure and function of DSD offices (institutional structure and how it influences their operation)

· What is the understanding of social development, is it matched with the mandate?
· How staff at the provincial level interpret national policy
· Look at what DSD says, and what it does (e.g. financial analysis, looking at their budgets, strategic plans, and HR plans)

· Develop some kind of matrix to assess projects in relation to move to development from welfare

· The shift from social welfare to development - evaluate if it’s happening, the preparedness. Is DSD at nodal level clear of the changing mandate, are the other role players aware of these changes?

· Consider the effectiveness of PRPs

· Review how DSD is functioning in regard to PRPs
Suggestions on process for 2nd evaluation

· Revisit terms of reference, discuss with DSD about adapting the focus of the second evaluation, and inform researchers of the outcomes of those discussions.

· Collect some data during the support phase (need to develop a methodology for this?)
These should be read in conjunction with the recommendations on the research method in 3.1.1 above.
3.2
The nodal support process 

The session on the support process assisted in getting all researchers on the same page regarding what is expected in the process. It also allowed researchers to share experiences and to suggest possible ways of doing the support. Key issues raised by participants included lack of clarity on the purpose of the support process; weaknesses in management support to researchers during the process; issues of DSD capacity and commitment to the process at nodal level; the need to link the support process to other processes taking place and to other stakeholders.
3.2.1
Clarifying the purpose of the support process

The research team did not have a common understanding of the support process and what the priority issues are. The aim of the support process appeared vague and it was not clear how much support is necessary and how intense it should it be.

Discussion began by clarifying the overall purpose of the project and support process. The discussion on the project purpose is reflected in 3.1.2 above. Discussion specifically on the support process included the point that support is at different levels – it is support to improve systems and procedures, but also to support people to reflect on their activity and learn from it (and perhaps to assist in identifying ways this can be built into DSD work at nodal level). Questions then arose as to whether the research team has enough capacity to support, where the impact of the process is being felt and what impact is being made. The research team should be realistic about the long-term effects we can have especially with the short time available for the support process.

Supporting integration was raised as an important aim of the process, although it is also recognised that integration is just one area where attention is required. The support process could be carried out very differently depending on whether the focus of the support was to deal with the specific issues raised during the first evaluation or with processes, systems and mechanisms of operating. It was agreed that the focus should be on systemic interventions that do respond to specific issues raised in the action plan but are not confined to those issues. That is, the process by which the issue is resolved is the key learning that needs to be done. The impact of the process would be at the programmatic level rather than the project level, and at the level of systems and processes rather than directly related to individual issues.

When we talk of programme implementation, what programmes are we looking at? While the terms of reference specifically focus on PRP and UNFPA programmes, researchers should be focused on raising issues of relevance across all DSD programmes. Wherever possible, researchers should try to involve all the programmes, not just people working specifically on the PRP. 

The understanding that emerged from the discussion on the purpose of the support process was:

· To influence programme decision-making and implementation;
· Emphasise process rather than issues to build capacity for reflection, competence, strategic planning;
· Support DSD to identify and articulate its specific role in an integrated process;
· Support DSD in its transformation towards becoming more focused on social development;
· Support process focuses on DSD programme implementation and expertise in general, not only PRP.
· The support process must be flexible and adapt to the node: the support guide is just a guide.
3.2.2
The role of the facilitator

Questions were raised about what alternatives facilitators are providing. It was agreed that the process belongs to DSD and alternatives should arise from DSD’s own deliberations. The researchers should facilitate the process but not determine its content. There is a definite sense that staff at nodal level do not feel that they have agency, i.e. that they have the power to act and change things in the world. Staff members feel they are at the bottom of a big bureaucracy and orders come from the top that they must carry out. Decisions on programme implementation are not made at nodal level and even where this level has the mandate to take decisions, province often over-rides these. An important role fore the facilitators is to assist nodal staff to identify even small things that they have the power to do something about at nodal level, and work on achieving those. A sense of empowerment and agency amongst ground level staff is critical to improving DSD’s ability to deliver on its mandate. Facilitation of this sort requires a psychological as well as strategic approach from researchers.
Part of the facilitators’ job could be to broker relationships between the different levels. This requires an understanding of the institutional arrangements and working with nodal staff to find points of intersection. At all times, the activities should be done by DSD with the facilitator providing whatever support is needed to do this. It is only in this way that the process will have an impact beyond the few months that facilitators are involved.

DSD is going through a transition from a welfare approach to a development approach. What can be done to assist this? At the outset it is necessary to recognise that human and DSD capacity is very low. To recognise and try to work with this reality is a good point of departure.
3.2.3
Carrying out the support process

· Why are we using different formats of reporting? 

· Are we moving away from the support guide, which will then clash with the expectations of people we are giving support to? 

· We can treat it in a flexible way and adapt according to what is necessary in the node as per discussion. 

· The purpose is to get lessons on what DSD can do better. 

· How about someone conducting interviews and filling a form. 

· We can have someone calling people asking people about future plans (forward planning). 

· We need for accountability purposes. 

· You must just ask people what have they done, what have they learnt? 
3.2.4
Linking nodal, provincial and national support processes

The relationship between the nodal and provincial levels was highlighted as a concern. First and foremost, the support process as conceptualised aimed to provide support to nodal level. But in the process it has become apparent that nodal officials have no control over many of the issues they are confronting. This was one of the reasons for proposing parallel provincial and national support processes, to enable these issues to be taken up at the relevant level. The support visit reports have highlighted some of these issues
, and some were discussed in the workshop and are outlined in more detail later in the report.

The point was raised that there are two distinct categories at the programmatic level: decision making and implementation. To date the support process has been working with the implementation arm of DSD. But it is also necessary to work with decision makers since there are many things that cannot be done without their involvement. The district itself makes no decisions regarding projects. At present all decisions on projects are made at higher levels and districts have to carry them out.

In a number of nodes researchers have not really involved the provinces (where most decisions are made) in the process to date. This is for a range of reasons, including that provincial staff did not respond to requests to attend meetings, that the action plan focused on nodal-specific issues, or that the researcher was not sure of the mandate.

A key question is how exactly to link the nodal, provincial and national support processes, especially given that the nodal process is well under way while the others have not yet begun (the additional support was only approved at end June). The extension of the support process to include interaction with DSD at provincial and national levels certainly provides an opportunity to make the link. The current workshop is specifically to draw out learning from the nodal support process. Issues with relevance to the provincial and national processes will be drawn out and those responsible for facilitating the processes at those levels will devise a mechanism to ensure the nodal issues do inform them from the outset. Channels of communication will be established to ensure a link between the processes at the different levels.
Later in the report there is also an indication that researchers suggested that DSD national should lend its weight to the nodal support process in a more direct way. The IEC provincial launch workshops are a good start and should be built on. The challenge is that the nodal process is already well under way.
Proposals for linking nodal and provincial support processes

· First provincial support meeting (8.14) to be attended by all nodal researchers in province where possible (note: no additional resources available for this);
· Build into provincial action plan involvement of a designated provincial DSD official in the nodal processes where possible;
· Ensure proper briefing of provincial co-ordinators by nodal researchers to take to province;
· Ensure that nodal learning/action plans are reflected in provincial discussions;
· Discussion needed on longer-term sustainability of support/intervention with/without Khanya;
· Feedback on what is dealt with and what will not be dealt with should be clarified.
3.2.5
Linking with other processes and stakeholders

A whole area of discussion revolved around the importance of linking the support process to other processes both inside DSD and external to DSD. The process needs to align with other DSD processes and evaluations (PRP reviews were raised in particular). An example of an important external process is the social capital formation strategy of the Western Cape provincial office. A multi-pronged approach to the support process is needed e.g. nodal/ development unit/ province. 

Integration is critical here. However, there are questions about whether integration should happen for its own sake or whether it should be driven by specific needs and built iteratively. That is, maybe it’s better for departments to integrate their activities when there is an immediate necessity, rather than set up integrating fora without a concrete task that necessitates integration. Another issue on integration that emerged was at what level integration is best located: whether local, district or province. It depends on the concrete requirements.

DSD also needs to link with other stakeholders to address social issues. It cannot do it alone. There are issues of the unavailability of relevant stakeholders. In some places relevant departments do not take part in the process. In others there are institutional clashes within DSD as a department. Facilitators should assist in identifying and work with interested institutions. Supporting DSD may involve supporting other players. The role of the municipalities is essential here. It is necessary to work with the district municipalities. Give the report to municipalities as well and involve them in the process. District DSD is the key focus of the support process, but this should not preclude building close relationships with district municipalities as far as possible.

There is a broader issue of how to deal with blockages that have nothing to do with DSD. A specific example raised was national housing policy and its impact on social services. These issues should be taken into the national support process and DSD at that level will have to decide on whether they should be prioritised or what to do with them.
3.2.6
Institutional and political process required

The issue of access/buy-in is assumed by the methodology and timeframes, but in many nodes this was not the case. Researchers need to have more of a mandate, one that is understood and accepted by provincial DSD. To carry out the support effectively requires a political process. A lot of change needs to come from the top, not at nodal level. There is need for a champion within DSD (provincial or national) to give researchers authority. Mandate for access has to be communicated through DSD from national to province to node.
3.2.7
Exiting from the support process
Insufficient attention has been paid to how facilitators will exit the support process at the end of the allocated visits. Some researchers are already nearing the end of the support process and need to consider this urgently. There was some general discussion and then a small group made specific suggestions about how exiting could be done.

Discussion included the points that there should be continuation of support beyond the time when the facilitator is not longer there. This requires internalising the process, in particular working with province to act as the ongoing support provider. The short time available for support means that deep involvement at project level is likely to create a collapse once the support process is over, and this is another reason why support should be pitched at a more institutional, programmatic level. However, the issue was raised as to what can be changed realistically at programme level, when there are just four or five visits to the nodes.

Proposal for a plan to exit support process
· Need to engage with DSD to decide what the most appropriate institution is to take over the process. This should be part of discussions in the provincial process;

· The exit strategy must be a negotiated process with DSD on all three levels;

· For those who have not yet done 8.14 workshops, provincial DSD must be involved if possible;

· Build into the 8.14 workshop or the next support visit a specific tool to develop/negotiate an exit strategy;

· The action plan should highlight the extent to which province has been involved and identify how the node and province will take over the process at the end of the support visits;
· Where the support process has already started, facilitators should raise the issue of exiting in their next support visit;

· DSD provincial official and nodal manager to attend final support visit in nodes to ensure continuation;
· Design an action plan in last visit for province and node to continue with.
3.3
Project management

Key issues that emerged from the cards on project management related to a heavy administrative burden on researchers and too high expectations of what could be achieved in the given budgets and timeframes; the need for better consultation and information sharing; the need for feedback and learning processes internally; and greater practical support to nodal researchers.

3.3.1
Administration, reporting and expectations
Researchers felt the administrative burden was onerous and that too many things were expected for the budget and time available. These included the following: too many emails without clear instructions of what was needed; unrealistic deadlines; heavy reporting and administrative expectations (support visits reports, monthly reports, forward plans) but no feedback (see section on feedback below); failure to acknowledge the challenges in doing the work in a very restricted timeframe and budget; procedures and systems (e.g. advances, claims) not explained even to newcomers or associates; a plethora of templates and forms; and lack of alignment between the reporting process and the purpose of the evaluation.
Participants recognised that the monthly report was a tool for accountability and all agreed that they would submit the monthly report by the 30th of each month for activities carried out in that month. These reports are consolidated and submitted to Strategy and Tactics as a report on our activities.

There was also recognition that the support visit reports were important tools for sharing information and for keeping up to date with activities on the ground. The reports have both a learning function and an accountability function. It was recognised that the report template is too rigid. It was agreed that the tool could be simplified and made more flexible. Therefore, when researchers complete their support visit, they must report on the following at least: what they did on the visit; a list of people they met (with full contact details including organisation and position in organisation, phone and emails where applicable); the main issues arising from the visit; key issues for consideration at national and provincial level; progress on previous action plan; and new action plan items (if applicable). Participants agreed that it was important to think in terms of what lessons could be learned from the visit, rather than being too hung up about filling in the template in a bureaucratic way. That means researchers are encouraged to be creative, while ensuring that all relevant information is included in the report. 
Creativity includes researchers using their own experience and knowledge to think beyond the nodal level and to contextualise what is being learned at nodal level. This could mean, for example, thinking about the political dynamics, or the implications of what is happening at nodal level for other levels and issues beyond the node. There must be sensitivity about how things are reported, because the support visit reports are meant to go back to the nodal manager. It is not so much excluding information as packaging in a constructive way.

The reporting system should be used to highlight learning that can feed into the final review/ consolidation. 

It was agreed that there would be no need to fill out a whole forward planning form (although most people were not even aware of this form in the first place). Instead, researchers should indicate in a few bullet points in an email at the start of the month what they plan to do for the month. This email should go to their co-ordinator. It is important to know what is planned so that we can see quickly where there are difficulties and we can also give a clear indication to S&T/DSD that we are following a plan.

The co-ordinators are as follows:

	Co-ordinator
	Nodes co-ordinating
	Email address

	Andrew Ainslie
	Alfred Nzo, Chris Hani, Mdantsane, Motherwell, OR Tambo, Ukhahlamba
	andrew@khanya-aicdd.org

	Stephen Greenberg
	Bohlabela, Galeshewe, Kgalagadi, Maluti, Sekhukhune
	stephen@khanya-aicdd.org

	Marc Feldman
	Alex, Central Karoo, Khayelitsha, Mitchell’s Plain 
	marc@devworks.co.za

	Nomkhosi Xulu
	Inanda, KwaMashu, Ugu, Umkhanyakude, Umzinyathi, Zululand
	xulun@ukzn.ac.za


3.3.2
Communication, consultation and information sharing

There was strong feeling that management was not consulting or communicating with researchers sufficiently. Key developments, for example the extension, were not consulted with researchers. There was also a sense that nodal budgets were not known and researchers had no control over them. 
There is also a need to disseminate relevant information about other government initiatives (including from DSD) that have implications for the project; and need for closer engagement with quantitative work done by S&T, StatsSA, and other surveys. It was agreed that a webpage linked to the Khanya website would be set up to respond to some of these issues. The webpage will contain the following:
· All nodal reports and support visit reports;

· Key project documentation including original terms of reference, revised terms of reference, progress reports etc.;

· A library with other reports related to the project (researchers will submit docs from their nodes and provinces that they think will be of interest to others, and these will be put up on the site);

· Blog for those who want to share their experiences with others;

· Calendar of relevant forthcoming activities, and regular project updates.

Access to the site will be restricted to researchers.

A two-monthly newsletter will be produced highlighting key issues, challenges and stories from the nodes. Researchers will be prepared to be interviewed for this purpose if requested. The newsletter will be circulated to DSD staff and researchers, and will be placed on the web page.

Once the revised work plan and budget are finalised, researchers will be informed of the changes and the time and budget implications for them.

3.3.3
Feedback and learning

Researchers felt frustrated that they spend a lot of time writing reports but then get no feedback on the issues they raise in the reports. It begins to feel like a bureaucratic requirement without any return. This means both that researchers are not being given adequate support, and there is limited learning taking place in the research team apart from what individuals are doing in their own nodes. A new emphasis should be placed on learning and sharing. It was agreed that key lessons and issues from whatever support visit reports have been produced will be synthesised every two months and circulated to all researchers. There will also be more regular interaction between co-ordinators and researchers on issues arising from support visits and on ways to handle them (see below).

Issues arising from the nodes that need to be dealt with at provincial and national levels will be fed into the provincial and national support process. We will need to develop a system to report back to researchers which issues have been taken up and which have not been prioritised so researchers can report back to nodes.

There was a strong feeling that the research team should come together to share experiences more often. However, it was also recognised that it is a very costly exercise to have face to face meetings on a regular basis. However, with the webspace and regular communication between co-ordinators and researchers, there will be more opportunity to share experiences, even if only indirectly.
An updated list with contact details of the research team will be circulated. Researchers are encouraged to communicate with one another.
3.3.4
Ongoing support to researchers

Researchers feel they have been thrown into the deep end and then abandoned. There is little sense of a coherent team functioning, with researchers feeling as if they are individuals working on their own. Sometimes researchers need specific assistance in gaining access. At other times there may be need for a sounding-board on which direction to take in the support process. The co-ordinators are there to provide this kind of support.

In the past couple of months the co-ordination of the project has been decentralised so that a support person is closer to researchers and in more regular contact. The co-ordinators are there to provide back-up to the nodal researchers. It was agreed that co-ordinators should speak to researchers by telephone on a regular basis (at least once every two weeks) to find out how things are going, to lend assistance where necessary and to inform researchers about other things happening in the project. Wherever possible, within the projects’ resource constraints, co-ordinators should carry out ways of linking researchers together to share information and identify areas of overlap.

An issue arose regarding engagement between researchers, co-ordinators and DSD. If there is a problem with access, for example, at nodal level, what are the channels that must be followed to try to resolve this? It was agreed that researchers should try to resolve issues at nodal level as far as possible. Where this is not possible, researchers should inform co-ordinators of problems, to be fed back to Stephen and then to DSD. Once the provincial support process begins, systems should be developed to connect nodal issues with the provincial support process. Co-ordinators and provincial facilitators will be the point people to link nodal issues with the provincial support process.

Participants highlighted the need for more hands-on involvement form DSD national. In particular, it was felt that researchers need to have something to reinforce the support process at this stage. A letter should be generated for presentation to the nodes that says thanks for their support so far and now we need further support to the exit point. There were some who felt a letter should also be produced to facilitate access at nodal level, ideally from national or provincial DSD to lend weight to the request. It was agreed that nodal researchers were responsible for resolving nodal access issues, but can include requests for support from Khanya and DSD where necessary. The importance of documenting all attempts at access was re-emphasised. It is only on the basis of a proper record of what we’ve done that DSD national might be willing to intervene.
Participants articulated the need to use political and administrative champions to support the process at nodal level. The political champions were mandated to give support for development issues, not for political purposes. They are not elected, but deployed to do the work in the nodes.
It was agreed that, ideally, the managers of the project should accompany the researchers on nodal visits to get a better feel of the reality on the ground and what researchers are doing. This was originally built into the revised plans but time and financial constraints eventually meant this got stripped out as other things took priority. However, it is recognised that co-ordinators and managers would benefit greatly from being involved in practical activities on the ground as well.

Those designing the second evaluation should participate in the evaluation. Stephen will not be around when the piloting is being done, but Andrew will physically be involved in the piloting.
3.4
Summary of issues relating to improving performance

· The first evaluation had a number of weaknesses including: poor co-ordination and planning; too rigid and at times inappropriate methodology; lack of institutional and conceptual analytical framework; and not enough emphasis on DSD’s role.

· Suggestions to improve in the second evaluation include simplifying and piloting the methodology; involving researchers in methodology design at least by consulting; and allowing some flexibility in design while retaining a framework.

· It is proposed that the second evaluation takes a formative rather than summative approach, i.e. that it reviews lessons and highlights learning for the future rather than just summing up what has happened.

· The second evaluation/review should link more closely with the support process so they are part of the same process and not two separate ones.

· The support process should operate at a programmatic level and focus on supporting the strengthening of systems and processes rather than trying to resolve individual issues.

· The emphasis should be on trying to draw lessons that can be applied across nodes.

· The process belongs to DSD and facilitators must ensure that the nodal manger or another appropriate person at nodal level is driving the process.

· The forthcoming national and provincial support processes should be linked to the nodal processes by feeding in issues arising from nodal level and by taking practical steps to ensure the link (see action plan at end of report for details).

· The support process should link to other relevant processes and stakeholders wherever possible to embed it in existing activities wherever possible.

· There is a need for institutional and political support for the process to be meaningful.

· Researchers need to start thinking about how to exit from the support process so that there is some lasting positive impact in DSD. In particular, attempts should be made to identify possible institutions to take over the support (e.g. provincial DSD).

· Management of the evaluation and support process can be improved by reducing the administrative burden of researchers; by improving communication, consultation and information sharing; by providing feedback to researchers and emphasising learning across the project; and by providing ongoing support to researchers during the support process. Specific actions are identified in the action plan at the end of the report.

4.
Content issues for DSD
Participants were asked to identify key issues relating to DSD and the way the department performed its services in the nodes. Responses were clustered into categories: understanding development (including the meaning of social development); issues relating to project and programme design; issues around management, implementation and M&E; DSD’s capacity to implement (including capacity to engage with the support process); issues around institutional and political processes required for change (including DSD’s ability to link up with other stakeholders).

The agenda was structured to have a period of discussion followed by a period of suggesting recommendations. In practice the two merged together and there was a lot of free-flowing discussion. Some of the key issues are captured below.
4.1
Meaning of development (including social development)

Participants highlighted that DSD at nodal level does not have a strong understanding of development, DSD’s role in development or the relationship between welfare and development. First and foremost, DSD staff members at nodal level are overwhelmingly social workers who have a health and welfare orientation to their work. This is not their fault. Many people have dedicated their time to DSD at the grassroots for years if not decades, during which time they received training that focused on resolving individual cases. The shift in DSD’s thinking at national level to a more developmental orientation has not permeated to local level. There are various reasons for this, including the slow pace of information transference between levels, but it is also because it takes time to shift the way people think, especially in conditions of understaffing and chronic work overload.
This narrow ‘case load’ emphasis works against a more expansive, developmental orientation to social development work. It prevents staff from seeking out and building links with other institutions and departments to deliver their mandate in partnership or synergy with others. This links to projects, because there is limited understanding of where projects fit in to bigger frameworks or plans (more on this in 4.2 below).
Poverty is a relative concept; for example, people in the rural areas are poor in information. Lack of access to information about opportunities and rights reinforces poverty. There are issues of socialisation which influences how we perceive poverty. DSD needs to be aware of the terms attached to poverty, both by their own staff members and by the communities they work in, in particular the poor themselves. There are different degrees and types of poverty. How do different groups of people in specific communities perceive poverty? There is a cycle of poverty around being “helpless”, having no access: this should be the basis of framing what development is about.
How can DSD assist people to live with dignity? The focus of development should be on community sustainability rather than constant growth. The latter may be a part of the former, but this is not the case always and everywhere. If we emphasise sustainable communities, then we necessarily have to emphasise the provision of basic infrastructure. This is one of the major problems facing poor communities.

On the other hand, where DSD plays a collaborative role with other departments, its interventions have added a lot of value. One example that came up more than once was DSD’s positive role in HIV and AIDS interventions together with the Department of Health and NGOs.

Researchers in the support and research process currently underway should come up with case studies where DSD is playing a positive role, and highlight the characteristics of this role. Some examples that were suggested include the joint economic vulnerability and development advocacy summit in Alex, and provincial level interventions such as the Free State Poverty Eradication Strategy and interventions and the Western Cape Social Capital Strategy. We also need to find other success stories from DSD. Examples include support groups or the provision of grants that DSD can build on. Researchers can contribute to building up a better understanding of how these interventions can actually have a positive impact on realising DSD’s mandate.
4.1.1
An alternative role for DSD?

There was a strong feeling that DSD could place a clearer emphasis on the social aspects of development. The role of the department then becomes to ensure the social dimensions of any development activity are in place, regardless of which institution or entity is responsible for that development. It may seem like a repetition, but a lot of what passes as development actually fails to take the social dimensions into account adequately. Some projects led by other sectors can really destroy social assets and communities. So the role could also be about protecting assets, not only building assets. The aim is to strengthen DSD’s role in government as a whole by showing how it is best placed to lead on some of the key priorities and pronouncements of government around strengthening the social fabric.
An example of forestry in Ukhahlamba was given. In this case, the development involved a private forestry company coming into an area to plant forests. The assumption (or the way the development was presented) was that forestry would lead to employment. In reality, however, the clearing of the land and planting of the forests led to displacement of people from the places they lived as well as displacement of their livelihoods activities on the land. It resulted in greater immiseration for many of the poorest. Another example was of the N2 Gateway project in Cape Town. The intervention is entirely focused on infrastructure, but no-one has put their mind to the social dimensions of the project. Although these development interventions were not led by DSD, the department could have played an important role in raising the social issues associated with the plans, of altering the plans to ensure that whatever was finally done had a positive rather than a negative social impact, and of providing the technical expertise around social dimensions in implementation.
In this approach, DSD does not necessarily lead development in the form of specific social development projects. Rather, it plays a far broader role. First, DSD integrates the social dimensions into development interventions led by other institutions and entities. Basing its understanding on the five ‘asset classes’ of the livelihoods approach
, DSD takes as its mandate the building and strengthening of social assets. This is the guiding point for any intervention the department makes. So, if an infrastructure project (which builds physical assets at community level) is being planned in a particular area, DSD would play a role in identifying the possible social consequences of this intervention and would alter the plan to ensure the building of social assets at community level and also, as far as possible, at individual household level. This comes to a second idea that participants raised in the workshop – the use of Social Impact Assessments (SIAs) as a tool for ensuring the construction of social assets in development interventions. An SIA is similar to the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) that is written into the National Environmental Management Act as an obligation in the planning of certain types of development. There is no reason why SIAs could not be made statutory, with the DSD leading on this aspect of development. Like the EIA, this would add a new dimension to development and ensure its sustainability, not only in the ecological/environmental sense, but also in the social sense. The social aspect of sustainable development is critical but not yet explicitly built into planning approaches. Using SIAs and other tools to ensure that development interventions build social assets is a key role that DSD could play in development that is not, to date, being filled in any dedicated way by any other institution. 
There is a close link to the issue of projects (4.2 below) and the role DSD currently plays in regard to projects. In essence the argument is that, rather than replicating the role of other institutions and departments in realising local economic development, food security or generic ‘development’, and rather than getting confused about where DSD fits into supporting income-generating activities, the department could fruitfully play a role in supporting other institutions and entities to strengthen social assets in their interventions. There is more on this below.
This role for DSD would not preclude oversight for the provision of grants or the continued provision of specific services that the department currently provides. But it would mean a retreat from the notion that the only way to development is through projects that the department itself must be responsible for planning, implementing and supporting. In the experience of participants in the workshop, the project focus is a weak point in DSD’s array of services.
There was a suggestion that a conference to promote these kinds of debates would be useful, to put the issues in the public sphere and to encourage thinking beyond conventional or entrenched approaches.
Some suggestions for researchers in the evaluation and support process:
· We need to draw on our nodal work done. We should find about more about the SLA that DSD has adopted and find out how they understand it.

· Our role could be suggesting that DSD rethink how they operate, and encouraging them on what they are doing well.
4.2
Project/programme design

Participants in the workshop drew attention to fundamental flaws in the design of programmes and projects carried out by DSD. At the outset, there are weaknesses in the strategic approach, an issue closely linked with the discussion on the understanding of development and DSD’s role in development in 4.1 above. From an incoherent strategic approach to programmes and projects flows a lack of planning. Another area where challenges persist is around co-ordination and integration, particularly with local government but also with other departments and with civil society organisations. This is also an issue for planning. At the project level, projects are often inappropriate, stemming from a lack of clarity about what they are meant to be doing. This leads to the question: should DSD jettison the project approach?
4.2.1
Strategic approach and planning

Flowing from the apparent lack of clarity or single approach to development as discussed immediately above, the strategic approach to designing programmatic interventions and, from there, planning projects is lacking. The discussion focused on projects more than programmes, although participants were of the opinion that the lack of clear understanding of what DSD’s role is meant to be in projects and how its resources could best be used was a strategic/programmatic issue that exacerbated weak approaches to projects.

At a programmatic level, it is not clear who the target for DSD interventions is. Terms like ‘poorest of the poor’ do not have much analytical value when trying to tailor projects to specific needs. It also fails to recognise the dynamic character of poor households and communities, with the specifics constantly fluctuating. At the same time, there is no clarity about the level at which interventions is being targeted. Is DSD targeting the vulnerable individual, the household or the community? A clear programme and strategy is a requirement to implement projects in a sustainable and appropriately targeted way.
There is a need to think away from demand-driven project proposals, to a more strategic approach. Recognising and building on the strengths of the shifts in thinking, for example from social welfare to social development, and the adoption of the sustainable livelihoods approach could assist in creating a more strategic approach to projects.
Projects largely are welfare oriented and not strategic or targeted/aligned. Their scale is too small to result in meaningful intervention. Projects are poorly conceptualised and do not take into account what is there already. Project design is not suitable for local conditions in the node and they are overwhelmingly based on pre-drafted plans within set “types of projects” rather than being based on a proper needs assessment. While participatory needs assessments were carried out at nodal level in a number of areas, the relations with provincial DSD were such that these assessments were ignored when it came to deciding what projects to start. There is a need to build on what already exists in communities rather than parachuting projects in from above. In some nodes DSD is funding projects that nodal staff members don’t even know about. There is a disconnection between the reality of people’s everyday livelihoods and official responses to people’s poverty. Projects are not designed to suit the reality and the needs of communities or to make these communities sustainable and empowering people with agency. 
The question of where DSD’s resources are being spent should be asked. Workshop participants were of the opinion that there does not appear to be much consideration about what kinds of projects are being set up using DSD funds. There is such a culture of having to spend quickly to get rid of the money that not enough time is put into considering how the projects actually assist in social or economic terms, or how they truly contribute to community sustainability.

The impression from the research and support process to date is that DSD staff members are not clear of the aims of the projects DSD is carrying out. A livelihoods outcome can mean different things to different people. There is a tension between the current emphasis on economic returns and incomes, and a ‘livelihoods plus’-type approach which seeks to improve livelihoods in any of its dimensions. Income is a desirable outcome but is not the only outcome that is focused on. The problem with focusing on income at the outset is that it prevents beneficiaries from gradually building up their activity to a point where income generation is a sustainable and realistic outcome. Currently there is too much emphasis on local economic development, understood as SMME development and entrepreneurship as an economic development mechanism. There is a big gap between this theoretical understanding of LED and the reality on the ground.

A cost-benefit calculation should be done before projects are planned. In some projects, hundreds of thousands of rands have been spent with no developmental impact at the end. Not only have projects failed because they were incorrectly conceived, but participants in the projects are disempowered and pulled down by the failure. In some cases there could even be an argument that dividing up the money equally between the beneficiaries rather than supporting a failed project could have a greater developmental impact by giving people cash at least for a period. The evidence suggests that the social grants have had a far greater impact on poverty than projects. A regular injection of cash into a resource poor local economy also has the possibility of multiplier effects that stimulates local economic development more effectively than isolated and poorly supported projects.

However, there is also a recognition that the use of projects to realise development objectives is not likely to disappear any time soon. Therefore the issues are what role projects can play in social development, and what kind of projects can most effectively play this role. A participant at the workshop suggested one way of thinking about projects in relation to programmatic interventions to consider the relationship between them as being akin to the relationship between tactics and strategies. A tactic (the project) is the way of realising the strategy (the programme). The programme, like a strategy, is guided by a set of principles.

Apart from the broader approach to programmes and projects, there is also a big issue about the lack of planning. There is limited or no risk identification or management before projects are approved. The first evaluation reports gave a clear indication of the weaknesses with planning which have serious ripple effects into implementation and sustainability of projects once they are set up. This touches on issues of co-ordination between departments and local municipalities, and between departments themselves, and was discussed in some detail (4.2.2 below). Participants highlighted the lack of local level plans for DSD as an issue. DSD at nodal level tends to implement plans designed elsewhere (especially at provincial level). This immediately causes a disjuncture between DSD plans and local government plans through the IDPs. There is a lack of applied local thinking and an imperative to spend money, resulting in some disastrous interventions. An example from Mitchell’s Plain revealed that provincial DSD made a decision that car washes had good income-generating potential. The provincial department then insisted that DSD in the node set up at least ten car washes in the financial year. Meanwhile, on the ground it is apparent that it will not be possible for ten car washes to survive financially in the node.

Nodal DSD lacks the authority within the structure of DSD to develop and stick by a plan of action. Nodal staff members are often called to meetings at district and province that were not scheduled ahead of time, and do not have the authority or a plan of action that would allow them to place the strategic interests of the node first. A number of researchers experienced setting up meetings with nodal staff, only to be informed the day before the meeting that the staff members have been called to an ‘urgent’ meeting in the district or province. Co-ordinated action planning between DSD levels does not appear to be the norm. The lack of decision-making authority has serious repercussions for nodal staff. It leads to disillusionment as staff members are driven to implement projects they know will fail. The lack of local plans that can withstand the jostling for time from those higher up the authority structure leads to loss of a sense of agency. The result is lack of commitment, high staff turnover, consequent loss of institutional memory and the entrenchment of a poverty of thinking and doing within the department itself. These issues were discussed in more detail in the workshop (see 4.4 below).
At the root of project sustainability is local ownership, first and foremost by beneficiaries and then by local officials. Many projects are not designed to ensure this ownership at the outset, leading to atrophy, loss of members and, ultimately, demise of projects. The nodes are littered with failed projects. Most of these were brought in from the top without involving beneficiaries in planning or conception. But even where existing initiatives formed the base of the projects that DSD supported, many failed because the support provided was inappropriate or not provided in the right way. In some places, for example in KwaZulu-Natal, projects were designed to meet the Millennium Goals. The province indicated it had money to spend on projects for this purpose, lots of projects were set up, but three years down the line there’s nothing to show for it.

4.2.2
Co-ordination and integration

Co-ordination and integration was highlighted as a challenge for DSD in improving its services in the nodes. Three areas of co-ordination/integration are most important: first and foremost, between DSD and local government; then between DSD and other line departments; and, finally, within the structures of DSD itself. Participants felt that DSD has a crucial role to play in local development. However, in many nodes staff members do not have the confidence to assert the importance of social development.
There was much discussion about the role of local government and the role of DSD in relation to local government. DSD should be guided by the strategies of local government and, in turn, assist to operationalise the strategies of local government in social development issues. Wherever possible, DSD should develop its nodal plans on the basis of issues emerging from the IDP. Line departments should have funding available to be drawn down by municipalities.
Politicians and local government know their way around the IDPs since they work with it on a regular basis. But many DSD staff members at nodal level come from a clinical background and the shift from welfare to development is very difficult for them. They feel out of depth to participate as it is not part of their training and they are not capacitated to engage with the IDPs and development. DSD officials also need to be capacitated to engage in the IDP process.
It is the role of local government to set the development agenda, with departments drawing from that agenda in their area of mandate. It is also local government’s role to co-ordinate development in their area of jurisdiction, including the co-ordination of funding. DSD is not in a position to know what all other departments are doing in a particular node or area, but local government should be. Departments should therefore position themselves to ‘be co-ordinated’ (rather than trying to co-ordinate) by aligning with local government’s development priorities and by working co-operatively with other departments. 
At the same time, it is recognised that this way of operating is more a vision than a reality in many, if not most, municipalities, especially rural. Many municipalities are not even able to make their own IDPs, and they have to outsource this. Where social development issues are not included in the IDPs, the department should work with the municipality to develop a local plan to be incorporated into the IDP. DSD and other departments should share the vision for what local government could be, and develop strategies that not only fulfil their own mandate but allow other entities and institutions most effectively to fill theirs. The key challenge in this regard is how to build capacity in municipalities and in DSD to improve the linkages between the IDP and social development, local strategic development, project identification, implementation and so on.
There are also examples of local co-ordination mechanisms where lessons can be learned, e.g. AIDS Council in Umkanyakhude. There is a risk of duplicating the role of the municipality, but these examples could be looked at with a view to specifying what the municipalities are doing in terms of their social development role, and how DSD potentially can strengthen the municipality’s co-ordination role. The role for DSD in these circumstances might be in championing social development.

Participants’ experienced that line departments work in silos, cut off from one another. There is even an unfortunate tendency for competition between departments, including on community consultation. However, the need for collaboration is critical for success. DSD can’t do its job without other departments; other departments should recognise DSD as a key player as well. DSD has a role to play in supporting the facilitation of integration in social development processes. This is not the same as co-ordinating, since facilitating emphasises the process of which co-ordination is just one small part. How can researchers ensure that DSD is supported in these developmental collaborations so that as a research team we are able to make a contribution in this regard? In Alex, while the Alex Renewal Project (an NGO) is leading in implementation, it recognises DSD’s role in providing guidance and a framework for its interventions. DSD should focus its collaboration efforts on partners who also contribute to building and protecting livelihood assets.
There is a need to strengthen the linkages between CDWs, social workers, ward councillors, municipal ward committees and liaison officers.

4.3
Financial management, implementation and M&E

A third area of consideration for DSD relates closely to the first two. In the first discussion, the focus was on the broad conceptual understanding of development. In the second discussion, the focus was on programme and project planning and design. In this third discussion, participants turned their attention to the implementation challenges which they saw to be confronting DSD at nodal level. Issues raised by participants included implementation, support and training issues; M&E and learning; weaknesses in project and financial management; and exiting from projects.
4.3.1
Implementation, support and training

Many of the projects encountered during the research and support process were not functioning effectively or at all. The turnover of beneficiaries is high and there is an attrition of members on most projects. A few reasons stand out. First, the projects are not receiving adequate support, from DSD or service providers. DSD support is ad hoc in a big number of cases. This is related to poor planning (see 4.2 above) but also to lack of capacity in DSD – both in technical terms and in terms of time and resources (see 4.4 below). There is also a lack of capacity amongst CLOs and beneficiaries. 
These challenges raise the question again as to whether DSD should be ‘doing’ projects in a way that it must plan, implement, monitor and provide technical support. It also, once again, raises the issue of the character of the projects DSD is trying to implement and whether these are appropriate for its mandate. 

One of the major challenges for sustainability of projects is the lack of appropriate skills amongst beneficiaries to keep the projects going after service providers exit. Projects need continuous training on issues like financial and project management and planning. This is also a planning issue because capacity building should be an element of transferring the project to beneficiaries over time and of reducing dependency.
There are major challenges with funding of projects. While the objective is to empower communities to take development forward on their own, dependency is being created in the way projects are implemented. Every three years a different department gives the same project money and project beneficiaries are not capacitated and resourced eventually to take over the projects themselves. This is not to say there should not be external financial support, but this should be built around a plan for project and elicited by members, not just dumped on them with the expectation that money in itself will solve all problems.
DSD may more fruitfully use its time and resources to facilitate implementation of projects, but not directly implement. The department should work with support groups who will implement. If researchers want to make the argument that DSD shouldn’t implement projects, evidence must be provided and a logical argument presented based on this evidence.
4.3.2
M&E and learning

Monitoring and evaluation and formal systems for earning from practice are not well developed in DSD at present. There is a lack of continuous evaluation of projects. Networking of projects between themselves is not happening. Once again, the problem lies at the planning stage, when M&E and learning activities are insufficiently structured into project design. Properly designed and conceptualised M&E systems are not merely reporting and monitoring tools, but can facilitate the learning between projects and communities, and vertically within DSD. Monitoring is an opportunity for learning, and for introducing reflective practice. Self-assessing the value that you are creating or destroying in different actions you undertake is part of an effective and empowering performance management approach. 

Reporting tools are not designed for learning. They are bureaucratic and heavy and requested in a formalistic manner so lessons emerging are not fed back into the PRP process. Lesson learning is not seen as necessary so mistakes are repeated. There is no culture at the moment of thinking about other people’s experience and what can be learned from it. Projects operate in isolation from one another. 

Learning can take place at a number of levels. At the grassroots, DSD should facilitate cross-learning between projects. At the same time, DSD at nodal level will learn from the projects. At district, provincial and even national levels, learning units in DSD should be formed to draw out the lessons from practice with the purpose of integrating lessons into future plans.
As far as possible, the methodological approach for the second evaluation should be developed in a way that allows self-assessment and ongoing appraisal. Self-assessment/monitoring also needs to happen at the project level. It is an opportunity for DSD to learn from project-level experience but also for the benefit of project beneficiaries. In Alfred Nzo, a project assessment tool for beneficiaries is being developed and piloted as part of the support process.
There was some discussion about the possibility of using the evaluation and support process itself as a model for exiting and for M&E/learning. This would involve modelling and testing a vertical M&E system that connects learning and sharing from project level all the way up to national DSD. DSD would need to be involved in the conceptualisation and testing of such a model. The aim would be to develop a system that will help communities monitor the tangible benefits of its activities and to connect this to a tool for DSD to be able to see what and how communities and beneficiaries are acting and how DSD can best support this. The biggest challenge is the limited amount of time available in the support process. Since we did not set out to design a model like this, we have not put our thinking into it. At this stage it is most realistic for us to propose elements of such a model where we are working with DSD on M&E issues in the support action plans. In addition we can propose that DSD national takes up the issue of a vertical M&E system that is linked to learning processes, either as part of the national and provincial support process or else in a separate process. What is clear is that a systematic M&E system needs to be constructed.
4.3.3
Project and financial management
Key challenges relating to project and financial management of projects included the lack of a database of projects; poor relationships between DSD and IDT around financial management; general unsustainability of projects; and confusion in some projects about who the funder is. In some cases, more than one department is funding the same project.
4.3.4
Exiting from projects

An issue that arose was the lack of planning around DSD’s exit from the projects it is involved in. There need to be clear indicators that would guide the process. It is possible that we can consciously consider our practice in our own approach to exiting the support process with DSD at the end of November. These lessons can be shared with DSD as examples of good (and poor) practice when exiting.
A note on corruption

It is unfortunate but true that corruption has raised its head during the support process. Political patronage systems are alive and well at local level and this raises a number of questions, not least ethical ones for researchers. At the broadest level, patronage and corruption are part and parcel of development. However, it leads to inefficiency, waste of resources and the breaking down of trust between government and citizens. For researchers there is an ethical question of what to do when they see a clear example of corruption playing out in front of their eyes. Generally the feeling was that, given the limited process we are involved in, and given that it is necessary to build relationships without people feeling they are being spied on, there is not a lot researchers can do. However there are possibilities of trying to identify what about DSD’s structures might encourage or inhibit corrupt practices, and of highlighting these in reports. This includes what procedures are there for identifying projects, making funding decisions and so on, what checks and balances and monitoring tools are in place to ensure the rules and procedures are adhered to, and whether these tools are being employed.
4.4
DSD capacity to implement

A major concern that DSD should be notified about is a lack of capacity across the board at nodal level. In all nodes DSD is seriously understaffed. The staff members who are in place do not always have the right skills to do the jobs they need to do. All of these lead to lack of commitment and a feeling of having no agency amongst staff.
4.4.1
Understaffing

All nodes reported that DSD is understaffed. In some nodes there are just one or two development workers, and they do not have the time to look after ten or more projects. Participants in the workshop indicated that, in some cases, resources are available to fill posts yet they have not yet been filled. Researchers should find out the reasons why this is the case, what the blockages to filling the positions are: is it lack of capacity to recruit; lack of appropriate skills at nodal level; or other causes? Staff members are placed under high pressure to deliver on work that many more people are required to do. There is high staff turnover, with serious consequences for continuity, institutional memory, experience and capacity. The performance management system for DSD staff is not geared to reward social development outcomes; it measures reports being produced. 

The issue of lack of capacity (4.4.2 below) is also an issue about numbers: there are too few staff; staff may not have the right kinds of skills; where they have the right skills they are sometimes subject to interference and have little ability to control their own work and little independence to prioritise or plan their own work. Understaffing also makes the support process more difficult. In some cases there is literally no-one to support, for example, if the acting nodal manager is actually performing their other duties in other capacities. (In some cases the acting position is taken on in addition to, rather than, in place of, other functions the staff member had).
Researchers agreed to gather statistics of exactly how many positions are currently vacant and how many are in acting capacity in DSD at nodal and provincial level, to give us a snapshot of the organogram with vacant and acting positions. Once this information is gathered, we can look at the institution required to perform the activities and do a comparison.
4.4.2
Lack of skills
As mentioned in 4.4.1 above, even where positions are filled the incumbents do not necessarily have the right mix of skills for the position. At the broadest level, many staff members of DSD come from a welfare background and do not have expertise on development. The people with a theoretical level of understanding of social development are not at nodal level. There is need for DSD to work with educational institutions to train development workers and staff members in the concepts as well as the practice of social development. Although government has engaged universities to train community development workers, the skill is still lacking.

More specifically, there is a lack of project management skills, planning capacity and capacity to support (often unfeasible) projects. DSD staff members need training in developing business plans, basic financial management, how to detect fraud, in development approaches, including the sustainable livelihoods framework, and in concepts relating to the URP, ISRDP and IDPs.
DSD is not building internal capacity at local level when new people enter. Both new and existing staff members who come with pre-formed ideas need to ‘retool’. It was agreed that some researchers should look into the issue of which specific skills are required and which are lacking. Mitchell’s Plain and Khayelitsha will do an audit of this nature and the information will be shared with DSD.
4.4.3
Commitment

Without painting everyone with the same brush – since there are many very dedicated people working under difficult conditions at nodal level – the issue of lack of commitment does appear to be a significant tendency. Some of the reasons were pointed to above: overwork; lack of decision-making authority or power to plan their own work;

It is clear that in many nodes nodal managers and other DSD staff members have not bought into the support process and are not committed to it. However, sustained commitment to the process is required to effect changes. Part of the problem stems from the fact that nodal staff members see the support process as yet another set of activities to be done above their other activities. It is important that nodal mangers see that the support process makes resources available to assist them to resolve one or two key challenges they face. DSD’s year planners should have Khanya visits in them.
To be a practitioner has become a very unrewarding experience with low morale. DSD does not look after its own staff members, and does not energise their passions. There is no mentoring and training does not respond to felt needs. There is no respect from superiors and the DSD is full of people who are stressed and strained. DSD needs to have respect for its staff and pay attention to mental health. In many of the nodes a lot of staff members are sick for a lot of the time, and it’s symptomatic of the pressure and anomie they feel. HIV is not only a problem out in the communities; it also has a direct impact on DSD’s own staff. 
The whole work environment needs to be changed. The challenge is to make DSD into a nurturing environment for people to stay. Incentives and working conditions of social workers need to be improved. Educational institutions need to change the training paradigm for young incoming development workers to include team building, staff development, work ethos etc.
4.5
Summary of issues relating to DSD’s approach and activities

· DSD is well-situated to focus on the social dimensions of development interventions.
· In particular, DSD could emphasise the construction and strengthening of social assets.
· An important tool to realise this is the Social Impact Assessment learning from the successes of employing the Environmental Impact Assessments.
· DSD could play a critical role if it reduced its direct involvement in ill-defined ‘social development’ projects and emphasised its role in strengthening the social dimensions of projects carried out by other entities and institutions.

· Projects should be understood as tactical interventions to realise a strategy (programmes). This requires clarity at strategic level.

· Projects should be built on the basis of existing community-based activities where possible, and should follow the expressed needs of the participants rather than a pre-fabricated plan.

· There is a strong need for collaboration with other institutions, in particular local government, other departments and civil society organisations.

· DSD needs local level plans that determine the activities of nodal staff for a given period.
· The role of development co-ordination is the responsibility of local government. DSD could be most effective by aligning its local interventions with local government plans, especially the IDPs.

· DSD can strengthen the building of social assets by working with local governments to build a strong social development component into the IDPs, and by basing its local planning and activities on this.
· At an implementation level there are weaknesses in financial and project management; lack of support and training for projects and their members; and a very weak M&E system without any link to learning.

· DSD’s capacity to implement is severely hampered by chronic understaffing and lack of appropriate skills, leading to lack of commitment by many.
5.
Action plan
	Actions
	Responsible
	By when

	Management and communications
	
	

	Meet with KZN researchers to discuss future of support process
	SG, NX & KZN researchers
	End of workshop

	Send document on UNFPA projects in KZN to Khanya
	Nomkhosi
	End Aug 07

	Detailed documentation of attempts to gain access to nodes in KZN
	KZN researchers (excluding Ugu)
	31 July (before meeting with DSD national)

	
	
	

	Circulate outcomes of meeting with DSD national to be held 1 Aug 2007
	Stephen
	3 Aug

	Circulate updated list of contacts to researchers 
	Aziza
	15 Aug

	Send final versions of 1st evaluation reports and synthesis reports to researchers
	Stephen
	30 July

	Regular phone communication between co-ordinators and nodal researchers to provide support
	Prov co-ordinators
	ongoing

	Submit monthly report to Stephen, co-ordinator and Aziza by 30th of each month
	All nodal researchers
	30th of each month

	Submit support visit report within 3 days of the end of the visit to Stephen and co-ordinator
	All nodal researchers
	After each support visit

	Request letter from DSD national thanking nodal staff for co-operation so far and requesting ongoing co-operation with researchers
	Stephen
	As part of national/prov support process

	Second evaluation
	
	

	Make proposals to DSD about formative emphasis for 2nd evaluation
	Stephen
	1 Aug

	Involve researchers in design of methodology – directly and indirectly by circulating drafts and requesting comments
	Stephen
	By end October

	Learning
	
	

	Gather documentation on strategies, LED, Growth and Development strategies, Social Formation Strategies etc
	All
	ongoing

	Set up website with restricted access to researchers, with library of relevant docs, support visit reports, 1st evaluation reports, newsletter, blog, noticeboard, project updates, updated ToRs etc 
	Stephen
	By end Aug 2007

	Generate two monthly synthesis report drawing on support visit reports for circulation to researchers
	Stephen
	First one by end Sept 07

	Produce regular newsletter highlighting themes, issues, good practice
	Stephen, all to contribute as requested
	First one by end Sept 07

	Support process
	
	

	The exit strategy must be a negotiated process with DSD on all three levels;

For those who have not yet done 8.14 workshops, provincial DSD must be involved if possible;

Build into the 8.14 workshop or the next support visit a specific tool to develop/negotiate an exit strategy;

The action plan should highlight the extent to which province has been involved and identify how the node and province will take over the process at the end of the support visits;

Where the support process has already started, facilitators should raise the issue of exiting in their next support visit;

DSD provincial official and nodal manager to attend final support visit in nodes to ensure continuation;
Design an action plan in last visit for province and node to continue with.
	All researchers
	By end of support process

	Where possible, attend first provincial support meeting (8.14)
	All nodal researchers in province
	Prov co-ordinators to inform researchers of date

	Start talking about exit strategy with nodal manager immediately 
	All
	During support process

	Update chapter 3 reports by revisiting projects during support phase
	All
	During support process, reports by end Mar 2008

	Get list of vacant posts for DSD at nodal and provincial level and submit to Stephen
	All researchers
	By end Aug 2007

	Identify skills required to carry out DSD functions in  nodes
	Josette
	By end Sept 2007


Specific proposals for provincial/national attention

Many issues confronting DSD at nodal level cannot be resolved at this level and therefore DSD at provincial level needs to be involved in the nodal support process as far as possible.
i)
Proposals for linking nodal and provincial support processes

· First provincial support meeting (8.14) to be attended by all nodal researchers in province where possible (note: no additional resources available for this);
· Build into provincial action plan involvement of a designated provincial DSD official in the nodal processes where possible;
· Ensure proper briefing of provincial co-ordinators by nodal researchers to take to province;
· Ensure that nodal learning/action plans are reflected in provincial discussions;
· Discussion needed on longer-term sustainability of support/intervention with/without Khanya;
· Feedback on what is dealt with and what will not be dealt with should be clarified.
ii)
Proposals for involving provincial DSD in exit strategy

· There is a belief that provincial DSD is the most appropriate institution to take over support to the nodes once the support process is completed. There is a request to place this on the agenda for the provincial support process.

· The exit strategy should be a negotiated process with DSD on all three levels;

· For those who have not yet done 8.14 workshops, provincial DSD should be involved if possible;

· Build into the 8.14 workshop or the next support visit a specific tool to develop/negotiate an exit strategy;
· The support process action plan should highlight the extent to which province has been involved and identify how the node and province will take over the process at the end of the support visits;

· Where the support process has already started, facilitators should raise the issue of exiting in their next support visit;

· DSD provincial official and nodal manager to attend final support visit in nodes to ensure continuation;
· Design an action plan in last visit for province and node to continue with.
Appendix 1: Participants’ list
	Name
	Cell no
	Office phone
	Email

	Cecile Ambert
	082 460 7353
	011 484 3854
	Cecile@devworks.co.za

	Brenda Mahlangu
	083 548 5415
	011 484 3854
	Brenda@devworks.co.za

	Sam Chimbuya
	072 658 6084
	051 430 0712
	sam@khanya-aicdd.org

	Wanjiku Kiambo
	082 507 9616
	011 642 5011
	wanjikuk@gmail.com

	Aziza Modise
	083 662 6365
	011 642 5011
	aziza@khanya-aicdd.org

	Lawrence Sisitka
	083 621 3422
	046 622 8595
	heilaw@imaginet.co.za 

	Phia vd Watt
	073 438 7113
	051 447 6394
	phiavdw@lantic.net

	Sultan Khan
	076 238 2067
	031 260 7240
	khans@ukzn.ac.za

	Josette Cole
	083 627 3598
	-
	mandlovu@mweb.co.za

	Nomkhosi Xulu
	072 205 4585
	031 260 2438
	xulun@ukzn.ac.za

	Keneilwe Thipe
	078 641 0398
	051 430 0712
	keneilwe@khanya-aicdd.org

	Erika Joubert
	074 113 4810
	043 748 5718
	www.erikajoubert.co.za

	Andrew Ainslie
	072 332 4482
	046 622 5542
	andrew@khanya-aicdd.org

	Mandisa Paulus
	082 357 3885
	-
	mandipaulus@yahoo.com

	Monene Mamabolo
	083 310 6287
	011 642 5011
	monene@khanya-aicdd.org

	Elias Cebekhulu
	072 388 5260
	031 260 2640
	cebekhulue@ukzn.ac.za

	Blessing Karumbidza
	082 507 9043
	031 260 7240
	karumbidzaj@ukzn.ca.za

	Zweni Sibiya
	074 110 3112
	031 260 7240
	zweni2007@yahoo.com

	Stephen Greenberg
	083 988 2983
	011 642 5011
	stephen@khanya-aicdd.org


Apologies were received from Marc Feldman and Melvis Pietersen.
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� A progress report on the first 6 months of the support process has clustered these issues from the support visit reports. It will be circulated at the end of August.


� The asset classes are natural (e.g. land, water); physical (e.g. roads, houses); financial (e.g. cash); social (e.g. support networks, decision making power); and human (e.g. education, health).
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