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1. Synthesis and introduction

This project aims to address the community-based land management and tenure arrangements for common property resources upon which many rural peoples’ livelihoods in South Africa are based. We seek to do this through exploring and testing with one community, Craigieburn, within the Sand River Catchment (SRC). Their situation is representative of the widely reported trends in the communal areas, where most of the poorest people in the country reside.

The project is a collaboration between AWARD and the Leap project, building on the experience of both and on AWARD’s ongoing work in Craigieburn.  The key focus for the action research is to explore, together with communities, user groups and appropriate stakeholders in the catchment, current realities, practices and needs, and also opportunities emerging policy provide, for strengthening governance of natural resources. Options for institutional arrangements will be explored, decided upon collectively, and then governance structures and procedures established and supported. This will feed into the larger learning about developing appropriate land management and tenure arrangements to improve and secure poor peoples livelihoods.

2. The research problem

Two key problems underlie the focus the project is taking, and the need for this initiative. Firstly, an institutional vacuum has developed since 1994 regarding the governance on natural resources in communal areas, particularly with respect to local-level governance. Secondly, because effective natural resource management is linked to land management and land tenure which is both in transition and highly contested, the uncertainties are reverberated and experienced in local efforts to manage natural resources. An important relationship to recognise is the link between natural resources, their sustainability and the livelihoods of people, particularly of the rural poor.

Underlying both of these problems there are a number of issues related to the policy environment for both natural resources and land tenure and management. The policy environment is generally “messy” reflecting the fact that they are fragmented (between departments), in transition, untested (and hence not implemented) and are regarded by many as not addressing local realities in any meaningful way.  This raises questions about some fundamental flaws and the local reality is local-level governance continues to erode. Importantly, this situation is not unique to the proposed study site of Craigieburn or to the Sand River catchment, but typifies widely reported trends of the erosion and collapse of community-based management regimes in all communal areas. This is not surprising given their shared apartheid legacy.

It is important to realize that there is a hierarchy of institutional structures for NRM ranging from informal social and family groupings held together by norms, culture and traditions, through to local level government and finally national government controlled by laws. Some of these lower level structures are highly dependent on the higher level structures and may be directly derived from them. There is an increasingly precarious situation developing with regard to the use and management of these resources in communal areas. This in turn impacts on the livelihoods of some of the poorest and most vulnerable in our society – a worrying combination. Underlying the management of natural resources is governance, and related to this is clarity on rights and responsibilities of levels of governance, including at community and user level.
In response to this understanding, the project seeks to: 

To facilitate the establishment of a governance structure for wetlands management in Craigieburn, and its early operation
More specifically we seek to:

· Understand the evolving policies within the fields of land tenure, land and natural resources management, and how it is being received by key local stakeholders

· Raise awareness on tenure, and how to incorporate this understanding into work on natural resource management

· Explore the (governance) needs of the community through a collective understanding of the past and present land management arrangements and also current and future needs, so as to develop or strengthen appropriate institutional arrangements. 

· Explore the perceptions of wider stakeholders regarding natural resource governance

· Develop potential models for governance and evaluate them against the institutional reality

· Facilitate the establishment of a locally-based governance structure and the development of a governance plan for wetlands.

· Document the process, outcomes and learnings to share with practitioners and to make policy recommendations 

3. Research findings

The first year of this 3 –year project is now completed. An early milestone was to complete a policy review. In 2003 and 2004 two national laws were enacted, which were designed to go hand in hand; the Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Amendment Act (TLGFA); and the Communal Land Rights Act (CLRA). These two acts are intended to impact on how rural people living in communal areas hold land rights and how those rights are administered.  This legislation is highly political, and there have been delays in their implementation, and these factors add to the confusion and ignorance surrounding them and what they actually mean. Thus the policy review focused strongly here, drawing out possible positives and also sets of concerns. The analysis is coloured by the experience of land reform and the implementation water and environmental policy, and so the emphasis became concerns
. 
 
The most fundamental concern is that of how ‘communities” will be defined – given the “nested” nature of customary land tenure,  the growing likelihood that areas under the jurisdiction of Tribal Authorities, will be as such ‘communities”, the problems of scale, likely undue process and the problems many communities have expressed with such a definition
. 
The general population have no understanding of the TGLFA or of CLRA, nor of the processes that are supposed to be carried out under them. There are few opportunities provided for affected communities to participate in making key decisions, or to challenge them. While it is suggested that the two Acts under discussion will clarify rights and responsibilities, and that this will lead to better governance of natural resources, this is questionable. Problems around the enforcement of environmental law (which is even weaker in the ex-homelands than elsewhere) has as much to do with the lack of departmental capacity as with any shortcoming in the local institutions. There is every indication that in these areas this situation will remain for a long time to come. 

While the implementation of CLRA could perhaps provide the opportunity to clarify institutional functions, and provide people the chance to think through natural resources management, this would require capacity, in terms of skills and numbers of people in government, that are unlikely to be available for the task
. Both
 laws make specific reference to women and gender equality, and claim to be helping to move customary systems towards greater gender equality in terms of rights in land and in terms of governance and decision-making. Both laws are deeply flawed in how they seek to address this issue.

A number of meetings with government officials and traditional and local leaders and community members have set a foundation for their future participation in the project. It has become very clear that there is little understanding by most of policies relating to NRM, and there is a lot of interest in learning in the manner the project suggests, through participating in the action research mode, in Craigieburn. 

There has been interest this policy review amongst land, CBNRM and wetlands practitioners in South Africa, as the connections this project is making has not been done before. This is true also in the Southern African region, as a recent think-tank meeting on water-related CBNRM affirmed. The importance and complexity of governance for sustainable natural resource use is becoming more widely recognised, but there is a dearth of material or documented experience on this in South Africa, and very little that relates to fresh water resources in the Region. 

4. Progress in project implementation

4.1 Overview

Good progress has been made, despite a bit of a slower start than anticipated due to some changes in team members and their availability.  A change in provincial boundaries, which meant that Craigieburn moved from Limpopo to Mpumalanga Province through 2006/2007, also necessitated the development of a new ngo partnership (from the land ngo Nkuzi, based in Limpopo Province  to the land ngo TRAC which is based in Mpumalanga Province). 

The project is working at the local level with farmers, but also, importantly with a range of local leadership, and with local and provincial government and national organisations. We sought an understanding of the current policy context, as well as how it is being understood and perceived. To this end the policy review was undertaken along with a series of meetings, in both Limpopo and Mpumalanga, towards both building this understanding and also relationships in order to facilitate the participation of key stakeholders (or Boundary Partners) in joint learning and action. 

The community level field research has been started, and has gone very well. There was good interest and participation, and there is a wealth of information which now can be analysed before carrying out the next step of focus group meetings. Two key land tenure and natural resource issues have arisen to follow up on that seem to offer useful opportunities for focusing across-level and sector discussion on governance of natural resources: 

· The first is that of a brick factory that has been set up in Craigieburn, on the communal land. This looks rather like a strip mine, turning soil into bricks and creating a waste land as it goes. It is causing environmental, health and social problems, but is also creating jobs which are welcomed locally, although very low paid jobs. It seems to have gone ahead bypassing due planning and consultation procedures, as what was termed a “political” project, and there seems to be no environmental management or rehabilitation plan, nor is it responding to emerging problems – but it does seem to generate large profits. So, it appears to have political sensitivity, but to be an excellent opportunity to get the various stakeholders working on an environmental management plan, to discuss  “development and environment”, agree on whose responsibility is what, and where the community and their voice, and benefit should come into this.  Farmers we spoke to feel very disempowered in relation to the factory, and while they value the jobs, some know that very questionable process was followed.
· The second is that there is a restitution claim on land adjoining Craigieburn, that many in this community are part of. That land will not be given back to claimants, but will become a conservation area. Currently people graze their cattle there, and collect wood and other natural resources. They don’t know what’s happening to the claim, and feel disempowered. They should be part of planning for that land, its use and how it will benefit them, as claimants. There is potential to address their needs and aspirations, but they expect to be bypassed, and for some few “big” people with political connections to make money on it. If we are talking governance, and natural resource use and needs, this land should be part of the picture, and local people can be empowered through if we draw this land into the picture of our project on governance of land and natural resources.. This will also necessarily draw in other Boundary Partners, and it’s a chance to work together in a more collective, visioning way. But it may be politically hot too – we need to find out, and let local people know.
An opportunity arose for farmers and leadership to go on a community-to-community field to learn from other experiences, which farmers were very excited about. There was insufficient funding for this, so this governance project helped to organise and facilitate this, although it was not in the original activity plans, as a training and exposure for farmers and some extension staff, to broaden their thinking and have a space for reflection. It was indeed a very positive learning experience, and much appreciated by them.

Some opportunities arose to share the work done so far, the conceptual thinking, the policy review and first impressionistic findings from our work with stakeholders and farmers, in workshops with practitioners to inform thinking and planning on CBNRM for fresh water resources and on national programming for “Wise Use of Wetlands”. These were taken up and the project inputs were found by others to be of great interest. 

We decide that it is too soon in the project to develop Learning Support Materials (LSM), and that it would be better to wait to incorporate field research findings into these. Thus this activity was delayed by 6 months. 

Yes – we decided that we should not develop this without including the results of the research – i.e. information on how things work now in reality in the village, as well as material from the policy review, as well as material on governance of natural resources. Derick, who is our LSM developer, argued to wait, and to include all of this, for working with farmers, local leadership and the other boundary partners too – that it will be more powerful that way.
All the above shall be reported upon in detail below, in relation to milestones planned. In overview the project has proceeded according to its plan except for delaying the development of the LSM, and has  been able to respond to opportunities that arose. The team views that we are making very satisfactory progress.  Spending is a little behind what was planned, largely due to the delay in LSM development and the staffing adjustments. This is not cause for concern, and does not call for a change in the budget
4.2 Milestones and outputs 

Milestones and outputs achieved in year one, with reference to what was planned
	Milestones 
	Timing 
	Outputs

	1.The evolving policies within the fields of land tenure, land and natural resources management, and how it is being received by key local stakeholders, are understood

	1.1 Team developed a common framework and agreed detailed plans

Note:

Changes in the team meant this was not a once-off activity – but took place in 2 team meetings, with some changing membership
	September 2006, and February 2007.
	Document written, identifying research questions, conceptual framework and plans; and presented at Leap internal Learning Event in July 2006, and in documents distributed to the Leap team and advisors Feb – May 2007.
The start of a an Outcomes Mapping type approach to our plans developed and written up,  to guide the projects plans and monitoring.

	 1.2  The Policy review was completed, focusing on the CLRA and the TGLFA, but also drawing on other policy review for South Africa and the Region.
	 December 2006
	

	1.3 Joint analysis of the policy review, by team plus advisors input
	 March 2007
	

	1.4 The policy review report  draft was completed in Feb and circulated, and then was completed as a working document in June – as we decided it needed to be a living document
	June 2007
	Policy review report completed and circulated to team members, to Leap and its partners. To advisors and to some other stakeholders . A summary review was also written and sent out as a less ‘heavy” document.


The following were planned for being completed in year 2, and where activity has started in the first year

3. Future needs of the community regarding governance and management of wetlands collectively understood and based on  understanding tenure and land administration arrangements and their evolution

	3.1 Sharing information with community members and structures

    This has taken the form of discussions on governance issues leading up to the research, and in the community to community visit in June 2007 
	 November 2006 - July 2007
	

	3.2 Detailed field research undertaken

This is on track. It started in May, and will be completed by October, and a case study written up for presenting at leap symposium
	May 2007

June 2007
	Methodology for field research h developed, with inputs from advisors, and shared with broader Leap project members to inform others’ research.

Emerging outcomes written up for presentation at Leap Internal Learning Event  in July 2007 as a case study with emerging lessons and questions


Milestones and outputs planned for year 2
1. .The evolving policies within the fields of land tenure, land and natural resources management, and how it is being received by key local stakeholders, are understood
	1.1 Ongoing monitoring and analysis of policy as it is implemented, by team and with leap
	March 2008
	Working document of policy review is updated


	2. Materials and curriculum to raise awareness on tenure incorporation in natural resource management is developed

	2.1 Learning support materials developed; incorporating field research outcomes, some policy review issues, and issues of antural resources governance

	November 2007
	Learning Support Materials on tenure and natural resource management

	2.2Design programme & test
	February 2007
	Learning curriculum and programme finalsed


 3. Future needs of the community regarding governance and management of wetlands collectively understood and based on  understanding tenure and land administration arrangements and their evolution

	3.2 Detailed field research undertaken

This is on track. It started in May, and will be completed by October, including first feedback for verification with farmers and local leadership.
	October 2007
	All interviews are and focus sessions and feedback meeting minutes are captured in an accessible data base.

	3.3 Analyse and synthesise (and interact with other Leap project and partners)
	 November

2007
	Research report on Craigieburn land use rights and land management practices and systems, and their evolution, and local understanding of the implications for their future. 

	4.The local understanding and perceptions of wider stakeholders regarding natural resource governance understood

	4.1 Information from project shared with Boundary Partners, through feedback mechanisms and use of LSMs, as appropriate to each boundary partner
	by March 2008
	Joint objectives are defined for working together in Craigieburn, as the basis for partnerships

	4.2  outcomes of interactions synthesized
	By May 2008
	Research report on wider stakeholders understanding, perceptions and potentials for supportive interaction or participation in the governance plan and structure


	7. Document the process and outcomes, drawing on learnings to make policy recommendations
	by June 2008
	Policy briefs or other inputs are made to Working for Wetlands on governance.
On CLRA along with other Leap projects


4.3 Activities

4.3.1 Team meetings

Two team meetings have been held. The first for initial joint team formation and planning was held on 27th, 28th July 2006, and included: Tessa Cousins, Makhosi Mweli and Abby Mgungu, Sharon Pollard and Derick du Toit.  (Telly Chauke was on maternity leave.) Apart from team formation, plans and roles for the policy review were agreed on. Team composition was also reviewed. 

The second team meeting was held 29th – 31st January 2007. This meeting included Tessa Cousins, Makhosi Mweli, Tshilidzi Maluadzi and Chris Williams, Sharon Pollard, Derick du Toit, Jester Maaboyi and BigBoy Mkhabela. Catherine Kilelu from IDRC also joined the meeting. We planned together using the Outcome Mapping approach, discussed the policy reviews, and also did some field research planning.  

After the January team meeting it was agreed that some resource people, based in South Africa and abroad, be asked to play an advisory role for the project – commenting on research design, analysis and emerging outcomes. There has been a very positive response to this, which has led to some useful inputs, and we will continue to draw on this group. The group consists of Ben Cousins, Barbara Tapelo, Aninka Claasens, Pauline Peters, Christian Lund, Philippe Levigne Delville, Stephen Turner and John Bruce. They are all doing this on a voluntary basis, out of interest in the project.

The team took a while to take shape, given people changing within organisations, the change in provinces, and finding the right mix of people. In reviewing relevance of input and performance, Ms Abby Mgugu will not continue as part of the team in future. Judith de Wolf is a researcher who is living nearby the site and who became available to support the field research, so this was taken up as an opportunity, and her contribution is proving valuable, although it is short term. The mix of skilled people and those learning is very satisfactory, as we can do high quality work while also building capacity. The project would like to draw the AWARD fieldworker in Craigieburn, BigBoy Mkhabela, into the work in the coming year, as he shows interest and potential, and can play a longer term role in support of a local structure over time.

In terms of expenditure, 92% of personnel budget has been expended

. There has been increasing monthly expenditure as the more intensive field research started, and there will continue to be high levels of activity (and thus expenditure) in data capture, verification, analysis and writing up, and on the follow up activities the first field research is giving rise to:  focus group sessions, feedback sessions, follow up on gathering information on two critical activities taking place in and adjacent to Craigieburn that community members wish us to track and include in discussions (of  a large, new brick factory and on the community land restitution claim on adjacent nature conservation land). 

4.3.2 Policy review

The policy review focused primarily on two new pieces of legislation, The Communal Land Rights Act (CLRA) and the Traditional Leadership Governance Framework Act (TLGFA). The latter goes along with 5 pieces of provincial legislation. The activity involved reviewing the legislation directly and also the comments and writings on the legislation. The meetings with officials and others also informed the review. In addition the analysis drew on other policy reviews which took a more overarching look at policy relating to natural resources management. The draft policy review document is attached to this report as is a summary was prepared for sharing with other LEAP projects, as some wanted a more summarised analysis.

The policy review has been shared with other LEAP members and other land tenure practitioners, and had some useful comment back. As implementation is starting to take place this will be an important process to monitor, analyse, interact with and document throughout the project. A document for more formal sharing shall be finalised in the coming 3 months.  A challenge is when and how best to inform community members of this legislation, so that it is meaningful and understandable to them. The current confusion and unclarity means that it could be confusing or meaningless information at best and divisive or destructive at worst, if not done thoughtfully. All this needs to be taken into the planned Learning Support Material development. This review was initially seen as a once –off activity early on. The team quickly saw that policy review will need o be an on-going activity, as this new and contested and untested legislation begins to be implemented.

It was thought that a Southern African policy review, as an overview, would be useful. Abby Mgungu undertook to draw on work her organisation is doing. However when the first rough draft was reviewed by the team it was agreed that not too much energy should go into this. In the event, no review has been received. Instead, two team members participated in a meeting looking at freshwater CBNRM experience in the Region with Integrated Water Resource Management (IWRM) in mind – of which one team member (Sharon Pollard) had done a document review. That did give us some view on water and land reform policy in 5 countries, to see if there are patterns we should note are. It quickly became clear that this combination of areas: CBNRM, freshwater and governance has not been well captured or much theorized as yet, and that this project is leading the way in this regard. However sharing was a useful activity, and it was fruitful to draw on the two projects in this way. The workshop raised the importance of considering the role of traditional healers and the spiritual aspects of water resources with more focus. A report of this workshop will be completed in the coming month. 

4.3.3 Meetings with stakeholders

Meetings or telephone discussions were held with a range of national, provincial and local government officials and local leaders, over the period October 2006 – May 2007. As the area was being moved from one province to another we met with departments in Limpopo Province, and then moved to Mpumalanga Province, where the area we are working in is now located. Understanding what this change means for the project has been important, as has starting to build new relationships. Five more meetings were scheduled for June 2007, but a public service strike caused these to be delayed. The meetings introduced the project to people, discussed legislation and programmes, natural resource management and its governance; and their interest in participating in the project. The list of people interviewed can be viewed in Appendix 1. 

Most of these meetings or discussion went well, with real interest being shown having some involvement in the project. We believe this forms a foundation for building partnerships for learning and action. However the national DLA is wary of us, given that they have a Constitutional Court Challenge on CLRA led by organisations we are affiliated to (the Legal Resources Centre) and their general distrust of NGOs. However the provincial office is more keen to cooperate. 

A number of officials are not well versed with the legislation in question and welcome the chance to become more informed, especially in a context of practical application. The combination of some established relationships locally in Craigieburn and Bushbuckridge that AWARD has, with TRAC’s relationships at the provincial level in Mpumalanga, means we are in most cases starting from some mutual knowledge, with is a great advantage. 

4.3.4 Community field research

In Craigieburn we set out to undertake field research in order to:

Understand the past and present tenure and land administration arrangements and their evolution, and current and future needs for land and natural resource management 

In April 2007 a series of evaluative meetings with clusters of farmers, in order assess, learn and to plan for the future, were 
held. This was part of the work with farmers on their practices. As part of this management and governance issues were raised, and this projects field research was planned with farmers. Issues that emerged form this included: that farmers do not ;’work together” enough, there are problems they face that they cannot solve as individuals, and what to do about farmers who are carrying out destructive practices on their fields, which are  causing problems for other farmers, and that authority structures are not dealing with these issues. This set the basis for starting the intensive field research which started with undertaking a set of farmer interviews. The selection criteria detail is attached in Appendix 2, along with the research methodology outline. 21 farmers were selected, of the 90 that AWARD works with, of which 19 were successfully interviewed over 2 weeks in May 2007. 

The research itself drew heavily on the LEAP methodology

. We were able to get some really useful inputs from our group of reference people. A semi-structured interview was used, making some use of visual methods and walking into the fields. 

The capturing of all the data is now being finalised, for detailed analysis, further planning of focus groups and feedback sessions. Methodology and content will be shared in a meeting in mid July with other Leap projects, and a more detailed analysis written up for the planned Leap symposium later in the year.

4.3.5 Farmer to farmer learning visit

An opportunity arose for farmers, some extension staff and local leadership to visit two sites to learn about conservation agriculture and natural resource management. Since the LSMs were not undertaken in this first year, it seemed an appropriate effort to support, as farmers were so keen, and it would broaden their thinking on options for governance and management, and it would also start to build on the Boundary Partner learning relationships we seek to establish. Thus some funds from the training allocation were contributed to this activity. 

 The primary objective of visits is to learn and share on aspects on conservation agriculture, land and water management and governance, incorporating other farming issues or livelihood matters in the tour programme have been found to be morale boosters. 

The visit was conducted between the 11th and 13th June. A briefing workshop prepares the 54 farmers and 8 extension staff, local leaders and AWARD staff. The group visited the LATSHATSIMU LandCare project and lake Fundudzi wetland in Venda, focusing on: farmer organization, dealing with contextual issues, engaging community structures and solving problems collaboratively, and Sustainable Land Management associated with farming near wetlands and where there is high risk of erosion. They then traveled to MaTshepo Khambane’s farm near Pretoria. Here the focus was on water management and small-scale rainfed agriculture. 

Everyone was very positive about the visits, which are to be followed up on with a community workshop to share what people saw, heard and learned.

4.4 Project outputs and dissemination

The outputs completed by the end of the first year are:

Outputs:  

Draft: Law, policy and natural resources governance in communal land in South Africa, Tessa Cousins, for the Craigieburn Wetlands Governance Project, AWARD and LEAP, February 2007.

Summary of Policy Review on The Traditional Leadership and Governance Framework Amendment Act and the Communal Land Rights Act impact on natural resource governance in communal areas of South Africa.. Tessa Cousins for the Craigieburn Wetlands Governance Project, AWARD and LEAP ,February 2007

Towards the end of June two team members attended a workshop hosted by Working for Wetlands (a government funded wetlands rehabilitation programme), to give inputs to shaping a new national piloting programme to incorporate social and governance issues into wetlands rehabilitation to enable “Wise Use”. We could give grounded, specific inputs on what to include and what questions remain to be explored, that were valued, on the basis of the work we have done. There is potential for Craigieburn to become incorporated as a pilot so that learning from the project can inform the longer term development of the programme. 

The freshwater CBNRM workshop with a group of Regional practitioners and researchers was another opportunity to share our emerging learning. 

Plans

The policy review shall be updated and completed for sharing by August 2007, updating the analysis. 

Both the AWARD and the LEAP websites are currently being upgraded. The material shall be made available on these once they are ready, which should be by August 2007. The field research shall be analysed, and the presented as a case study at the symposium LEAP is organising for later in the year, thus contributing to and benefiting from collective analysis. 

The LSM shall be developed by the end of 2007, drawing on the policy review and the field research. 

4.5 Outcome Mapping for Craigieburn Governance Project

Vision

Community members and leaders, local authorities and government officials in South Africa recognise the importance of managing natural resources both to improve poor peoples’ livelihoods and in order to sustain the natural resources. There are appropriate and meaningful governance structures and mechanisms set up in communities for managing their natural resources, and these are supported by local authorities and officials. Poor people in rural, communal areas are improving their livelihoods, and there is improving sustainability of the resources. Community members, officials and local authorities are reflecting on, interpreting and learning about policies that relate to land tenure and natural resource management, and are sharing their experiences to inform and develop more appropriate policy frameworks. Local authorities and officials are applying this learning in their work.

Mission

The project will undertake action research that leads to Craigieburn setting up appropriate and meaningful governance structures and mechanisms for managing its natural resources, which are supported by local authorities and officials. The project shall be community based and participatory, working with processes for knowledge generation, dissemination and interaction for collective learning and action. We will work with wetland farmers in Craigieburn, local structures, regional and provincial actors and other projects. Our work will be based on a good understanding of natural resources utilization and community members needs, the current mechanisms for land access and land management and the history of their development. We will critically analyse policy to understand its meaning for the various stakeholders in the sphere of natural resources and land management in communal land.   The functioning of government structures, their practices, procedures and protocols, will be a focus of our work. We are committed to seeking realistic options for land and resource management, and will be testing policy implications, and responding to what we find. The project will be adaptive and reflexive, learning and adapting as we proceed. We will seek to build relationships and interactions for learning and for lobbying. We shall be developing capacity for effective governance and for understanding policy. 

The project’s Boundary Partners are those we directly seek to influence. They all have boundary partners themselves, that they may influence. Four Boundary Partners were identified for the project (clustered into similar types of change sought in each cluster)


[image: image1]
Outcome Challenges

Note: a fuller description is attached below, which may answer these questions 

Community Representatives

We need to look at local leadership and organisation, asking “how do people organise themselves?” and “ what is available to people?” There are two distinct types of structures: the “democratic” and the “traditional”. Local organisation is a complex system, and we don’t know what more effective institutional arrangements should look like. So we set a rough goal, and principles we work towards, and seek to develop practice from that. This is important to communicate as we go.

Outcome challenge

The Community Development Forum as a democratic structure linked to local government and the governing political party understands the governance issues, and can make informed decisions

The Ward Councillor understands and supports principles of natural resource management (nrm), is helping to solve problems as one of his roles. He is taking this understanding up the ranks and put it on the agenda of the municipality. 

Traditional Authorities understand and support the principles of nrm, and help to solve problems, and take this up the ranks into other spheres of their operation.

District level government and structures

We are not clear what the relationships are at the district level – there are forums but how meaningful for inter-departmental work we do not know. We do know that in relation to natural resources management there is a lack of clarity about authority and roles. 

Outcome challenge

We see officials of the different departments and the other district actors understanding better how local tenure systems currently operate, and the importance and value of natural resources management for livelihoods. Officials and councillors participate collectively in developing a vision for CBNRM in Craigieburn, develop governance options with local people and structures, agreeing on a realistic option for governance. Officials and councilors cooperate in supporting the governance structure and mechanisms are agreed, finding solutions together to problems that arise. Officials and councilors are promoting the lessons from Craigieburn to other areas and communities they operate in. 

Provincial level departments

We are not clear about their interaction with each other, although previous work AWARD did on NRM indicated unclarity on authority and roles. 

Outcome challenge

Provincial actors have a better understanding of local tenure rights, land administration and management, and natural resource management in the rural communal areas. They better appreciate the impacts of developments on natural resources. They value the income saving of CBNRM as much as the income earning of CBNRM, and understand its importance for livelihoods. There is a shift in their support for income generating projects to support for CBNRM, so there are changes in their plans, programmes and budgets to some support for projects that support poor natural resource users, and to more support for rural development.  The provincial departmental plans are integrating their communal tenure systems, and natural resources for livelihoods into their plans.

National organisations

Outcome challenge

National departments recognise that civil society has important roles to play in managing natural resources, not only government, and take account of this in their articulation of issues. National actors in wetlands understand that governance of natural resources is a complex system, and do not expect simply setting up a structures as sufficient. Wetlands actors understand the relevance of tenure reform to CBNRM, and are seeking to understand actual practice and tenure reform, and are articulating these as issues in wetland and management.

Reflection on progress in relation to outcome challenges

It is clearly early days as yet, when these challenges are reviewed. The only progress we can claim now is that the basis for engagement on these issues is there – at all the levels there has been some expression of interest in engaging with and learning from the project. In the coming year the work on engaging people in the next step of reflecting and learning, by being very grounded in the realities of Craigieburn, will be taken. This will in turn set the ground for planning for and then implementing appropriate, workable institutional arrangements for governance that respond to the needs of the poor users of these resources. 

5. Recommendations

The project is on track, and no major change is required in terms of scope of the project, duration of the project or of budget. There have been changes in the team, and minor changes may be further requested, but the central core remains so continuity and capacity is assured. Changes are to enhance capacity with the longer term in mind, to save on unnecessary costs of travel, and for capacity building of the young action researchers who are part of the team. 

On budget – there is a small under spending, but this is not of concern, and does not suggest changes to be made to the current budget. As the final accounting is still being done, detailed comments on the budget will be made once the full information is available
. 

6. Workplan July 2007 – June 2009 
Broad work plan, adapted after the first year of work

July – September 07

Analyse the research data from the 2 weeks community research, and from it:

· write up first findings for sharing with the whole project team for learning and planning, and with Leap  for broader learning

· use the findings to plan the next phase of field work which is a series of focus group discussion

· use the findings to plan for investigations into two key emerging issues: the brick factory in Craigieburn and the restitution claim on adjoining land

· Investigate brick factory and restitution claim (see **** below on the emerging plan)

September 07 – March 08

· Complete and write up focus group sessions

· Update policy review – where is implementation up to in the province?

· Plan report back to Craigieburn farmers/community/ local Boundary Partners

and

· Plan workshop including report back on research and policy review to district and provincial Boundary Partners

· Develop LSM materials for these processes.

· Carry our report backs. Develop joint objectives. Plan from these for next steps.

April – June 2008

· Follow up on plans with BPs, to wards developing a environmental management plan for Craigieburn

· Start to develop models as options for governance

· Write up findings and learnings

Throughout the year, and as opportunities arise:

· Monitor policy implementation and implications for Craigieburn

July 2008 – June 2009

· Finalise models as options for governance

· Discussing options with Boundary Partnerss. Scenario based planning. Decide on option to pursue

· Monitor policy implementation and implications for Craigieburn

· Write up findings and learnings

· Establish and support governance arrangements

· Facilitate interaction and learning amongst BPs

· Write up learnings and outcomes for different audiences and purposes, including policy inputs

· Dissemination of outcomes

****Plans for the brick factory investigation

.Preparatory/ investigative phase. 

a. Government: What documentation exists on this? Look at records.

b. Councillor and Induna: What agreements were made etc. (This may include municipality).

c. Community- Analyse governance interviews.

d. Brick making company: What agreements made etc? TRAC Chris Williams to go ahead and act on behalf of complainants that approached them re: disturbing ancestral graves. They can ask directly for documentation since they are acting on behalf of clients .

2. Implementation phase

2.1 What should have been done versus what has been done?

2.2 What have been the costs and benefits? (potentially may need further work e.g. estimates of sediment loads etc) but we will deal with this later.

2.3 Planning a constructive way forward.

Craigieburn Governance Project
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Problem statement?

Vision

The vision statement is a guide, which reflects the broad human, social and environmental betterment in which the project is engaged and to which it is contributing. It asks us to dream about what total success would look like, in 3 – 5 years. It is idealistic, about the future and looks beyond the limits of the project.

Community members and leaders, local authorities and government officials in South Africa recognise the importance of managing natural resources both to improve poor peoples’ livelihoods and in order to sustain the natural resources. There are appropriate and meaningful governance structures and mechanisms set up in communities for managing their natural resources, and these are supported by local authorities and officials. Poor people in rural, communal areas are improving their livelihoods, and there is improving sustainability of the resources. Community members, officials and local authorities are reflecting on, interpreting and learning about policies that relate to land tenure and natural resource management, and are sharing their experiences to inform and develop more appropriate policy frameworks. Local authorities and officials are applying this learning in their work.

Mission

The mission describes what the business and focus of the project is -- how it can best contribute to the achieving the vision, who we will work with and how. It considers what is feasible, what activities and relationships the project seeks. 
The project will undertake action research that leads to Craigieburn setting up appropriate and meaningful governance structures and mechanisms for managing its natural resources, which are supported by local authorities and officials. The project shall be community based and participatory, working with processes for knowledge generation, dissemination and interaction for collective learning and action. We will work with wetland farmers in Craigieburn, local structures, regional and provincial actors and other projects. Our work will be based on a good understanding of natural resources utilization and community members needs, the current mechanisms for land access and land management and the history of their development. We will critically analyse policy to understand its meaning for the various stakeholders in the sphere of natural resources and land management in communal land.   The functioning of government structures, their practices, procedures and protocols, will be a focus of our work. We are committed to seeking realistic options for land and resource management, and will be testing policy implications, and responding to what we find. The project will be adaptive and reflexive, learning and adapting as we proceed. We will seek to build relationships and interactions for learning and for lobbying. We shall be developing capacity for effective governance and for understanding policy. 

Boundary Partners
Identifying Boundary Partners is the next step in the Outcome Mapping “Intentional Design”. This goes a step beyond listing stakeholders, into sorting those individuals, groups and organisations with whom the project 

· Seeks to interact directly to effect change, anticipates opportunities for learning, engages in mutual learning

This draws on the idea that they are those stakeholders who are within the boundary of our “sphere of influence”, which is where the name ‘boundary partner” comes from.  Note that our boundary partners have their boundary partners.  

This is different to “strategic partners” – who are those we work with to achieve our mission, but whom we do not particularly seek to influence or change.

Four boundary partners were identified (clustered into similar types of change sought in each cluster)

A. Representatives of the Craigieburn community

Farmers: Cattle farmers, Wetlands farmers 

Youth

Home Based Care workers

The CDF , community leadership

The indunas, and the Sethlare TA

Ward councilor

B. District level government and structures
BBR Local Municipality: land use planner. Ward councilor.

Enhlanzini District Municipality: Planning 

DEAT district office

Agriculture district office

District office LGH and TA

District House of Traditional Leaders

Social Services?

C. Provincial level departments

DLA

Agriculture, Conservation and Land Administration

Local gvt and Housing and Traditional Affairs

Premiers Office

Social Services

D. National Organisations
Working for Wetlands

Mondi Project

DLA

DEAT CBNRM

DWAF RDM

Dpt of Agric (CARA)
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The project’s Boundary Partners are those we directly seek to influence. They all have boundary partners themselves, that they may influence. 

Outcome Challenges
The outcome challenge expresses the ideal changes of a boundary partner (in relationships or activities) that the project would like to see, and how they ideally contribute to the vision and mission. 

A. Community representatives

We need to look at local leadership and organisation, asking “how do people organise themselves?” Democratic, traditional, other? And what is available to people.

There are two distinct types of structures: the “democratic” and the “traditional”. 
· Community Development Forum (CDF) chair (John Mabuza)

· Ward Councilor (Solly Khoza)

· Ward Committee

· Induna, traditional authority, 
Local organisation is a complex system, and we don’t know what more effective institutional arrangements should look like. So we set a rough goal, and principles we work towards, and seek to develop practice from that. This is important to communicate as we go.

Current understanding and relationships

Democratic structures:

John Mabuza is the chair if the CDF, and is a local leader with real authority, who is genuinely helpful. He is committed, and a champion as well as a boundary partner. 

The CDF is legitimate, and can be called upon, and can also be damaging. Its not really functional. What is the outcome we desire? It is a body that is political, and is recognised, and linked to local government and also local party (ANC) political structures. 

Solly Khoza is the Ward Councillor. He was a teacher, and he attended the AWARD PACAM cluster meetings. He has good energy but if one opposes or upsets him one could see another side to him. Energetic, even hyperactive. Young, from a family with a long political history, and is well-connected. He understands his role fairly well and is quite outspoken. Not sure what portfolio he has. He will utilise processes for his own interests and benefits. He convenes the Ward Committee, and is responsible for ward spatial development planning, and for IDP facilitation and convening  public participation. 

Traditional structures:

Induna Anneus Chiloane is old and sick. We need to work with the structure – how to engage as a partner, on resources that were under their authority, and with their perception of their role. 

Chief Sehlare is sick and has withdrawn from engagement with anyone in recent months, leaving much to the Secretary of the TC.  

David Nxumalo is the Secretary of the Tribal Council, Sethlahare Traditional Authority. He is cooperative, and does much of the actual work. Its not clear how much authority he carries.  

Outcome challenges
The CDF as a structure understands the governance issues, and can make informed decisions

The Ward Councillor understands and supports principles of nrm, is helping to solve problems as one of his roles. He is taking this understanding up the ranks and put it on the agenda of the municipality. 

Traditional authorities understand and support the principles of nrm, and help to solve problems, and take this up the ranks into other spheres of their operation.

B. District level government and structures

Current relationships:

The project has a made a first level of contact with only a small number of people. 

AWARD does have a history of working relationships with many of those in this cluster, largely good but sometimes difficult. 

TRAC has very co-operative relationships with the District Municipal planner.

We are not clear what the relationships are at the district level – there are forums but how meaningful for inter-departmental work we do not know. We do know that in relation to natural resources management there is a lack of clarity about authority and roles. 
Outcome challenge

We see officials of the different departments and the other district actors understanding better how local tenure systems currently operate, and the importance and value of natural resources management for livelihoods. Officials and councillors participate collectively in developing a vision for CBNRM in Craigieburn, develop governance options with local people and structures, agreeing on a realistic option for governance. Officials and councilors cooperate in supporting the governance structure and mechanisms are agreed, finding solutions together to problems that arise. Officials and councilors are promoting the lessons from Craigieburn to other areas and communities they operate in. 
C. Provincial level departments

Current relationships
The project has a first level interaction only with the Dpt of LGH &TA.

AWARD has little contact at provincial level, apart form DWAF, , and the Inkomati Catchment Management Agency, neither of which are seen as part of this cluster, although they may be actors we engage with.

TRAC has some good relationships (LGH&TA, DLA) and some very good relationships (Premiers Office, DoA&LA and environment).  We are not clear about their interaction with each other, although previous work AWARD did on NRM indicated unclarity on authority and roles. 

Outcome challenge

Provincial actors have a better understanding of local tenure rights, land administration and management, and natural resource management in the rural communal areas. They better appreciate the impacts of developments on natural resources. They value the income saving of CBNRM as much as the income earning of CBNRM, and understand its importance for livelihoods. There is a shift in their support for income generating projects to support for CBNRM, so there are changes in their plans, programmes and budgets to some support for projects that support poor natural resource users, and to more support for rural development.  The provincial departmental plans are integrating their communal tenure systems, and natural resources for livelihoods into their plans.

D. National organisations
DWAF: Naomi Fourie, Barbara Weston

Resource Directed Measures, and in the CMS Guideline, that its not only state systems that manage natural resources but civil society

We can engage people through the WRC CBNRM project as an entry.

SANBI, Working for Wetlands, WWF-linked?: John Dini, David Linley, Vhangani, Darian  …………., Donovon.

NDA : Corrie Swanepoel?

DEAT: CBNRM desk? 
Outcome challenge

National departments recognise that civil society has important roles to play in managing natural resources, not only government, and take account of this in their articulation of issues. National actors in wetlands understand that governance of natural resources is a complex system, and do not expect simply setting up a structures as sufficient. Wetlands actors understand the relevance of tenure reform to CBNRM, and are seeking to understand actual practice and tenure reform, and are articulating these as issues in wetland and management.

The next steps for the “intentional design” part of OM are:

Complete Outcome Challenges for each boundary partner

Then we develop Progress Markers (sort of like indicators) from these – setting out what we expect and hope to see in terms of changes in our boundary partners. 

Next we create Strategy Maps, in which we set out our approach for working with our boundary partners. Finally we describe what “organisational practices” we want to undertake, to create and maintain our learning culture and to be effective.

Then we go on to set up monitoring and evaluation practices:

To capture and assess our influence with our boundary partners on the one hand, and to assess our own performance on the other.  Here we agree on what we assess, and how we do it, including how often, and by whom, and being very clear about what we intend to do with the results.

Methodology

We need to note that our methodology includes 4 major components, with LEARNING threaded through everything – within the project, and with others in Leap:
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Understanding Craigieburn:


How are things working now?


Land management and land admin; tenure rights and land use. History, current problems, needs and desires


Field research





Understanding context:





Policy


NRM/ CBNRM


Land tenure


Land use planning


Water


TA authority and role


Desk top policy review





Stakeholders


Their understanding of policy, of their role and function in relation to the context, and to each other





Do they have diverging or similar goals and objectives?


Interaction with stakeholders





Agreement on vision and mechanisms for better governance and management of land natural resources in Craigieburn, and communal areas


Joint discussion and workshops





Learning shared within project, in cycles of interaction, and with broader Leap





Implementation of new arrangements








�Our experience of policy implementation informed our review -, and so it lists a number of “concerns with what we anticipate may take place”, in other words its speculative in a way, but there are serious concerns with possible negative impacts, and this is a big focus of the review


�I am not sure I understood this statement.


�We do not agree with the CLRA  definition of “community” no, and feel it needs to rather be self-defined by those affected – it’s a difficult thing in NRM, as different resources sometimes have different boundaries. If you read the  policy review these points may be clearer.


�So have you agreed on the definition of community?


�Is this referring to the capacity at the government level or at the community level?  And are the institutional functions a new addition or are they inclusive of traditional arrangements that could have existed?


�Capacity of government to implement good quality processes. The institutional functions CLRA describes includes new ones, and those that would have existed as traditional arrangements- new ones include making and keeping land records, as new kinds of registered rights, sort of like title deeds, will be created, and will be administered locally.


�What issues  b  are these 


�Is the assumption here that you would have achieved some results from the research to inform these material.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 6��� I found it a little difficult to interpret this table, looking at the milestone I year, there are some activities which have not been completed for example the research. It might be better to provide a table that clearly indicates the milestones/outputs achieved in the first year and followed by a summary of what is to be achieved in the coming year.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7��� Is this 92% of the full budget or the funds at hand? How does this measure in relation to the low spending in the other activities.   You would want to separate the financial management issuesinto antother section.  


�This is dealt with in the report – but the only activity not done was the LSM, but we did do the farmer visits as a learning experience, which took staff time as well as direct cost – The lack of LSM accounts for the 8% of funds not spent – there is no real mismatch here


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 7��� This an important aspect of the project, there is still need to carefully think of how you would link the policy dimension of the research with what you are doing at the community level. You also mention of the projects intention to making this a continuous process, where you will look more into the implementation of the policy? It is not clear how exactly you are planning to do this? 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 8���What exactly is meant by evaluative meetings? Is this in preparation for the full scale field research that you would be conducting in the coming year. It would have been useful if you could have outlines some of the management and governance issues that were raised. 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 8��� As I understood it, the Leap methodology was the actual instrument that you would use to conduct the interviews. 


�Methodology is broader than a field instrument, it implies the conceptual framework, the principles behind the action research approach, and then finally form that a  set of field tools or instruments, 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 9��� This is very good- I found in many other projects that we have supported, farmer- to-farmer exchanges have always been appreciated as ways in which ideas are shared and innovations nurtured.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 9��� As this is an interim report- all you need to report on this section is the project outputs that have so far been realized- So listing the two outputs- the draft paper on law, policy and NR governance and the summary policy review would suffice for now. You can then include the other projected outcomes in the summary of activities that you plan for the second year.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 11��� I imagine that the people that live in Craigieburn are (direct) boundary partners, you are working with them directly to seek out options for governance and management of their resource ( wetlands). In this case, you might also want to have a specific outcome challenge specifically for the farmers/community members- what behavior change are seeking to effect on them?


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 11��� You might want to be more specific about exactly who these are and how the project interacts directly with them? 


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 12��� Same as previous comment.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 12��� In this case, who are your boundary partners ( who are you working with directly)? And how do you envisage the outcomes of the research to influence/inform these process


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 13��� We will have to look into this once we have received the financial report.
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