LONSDALE FARM 

Overall comments 

· People did not arrive for the farm workshop and students mentioned that they found interviewing community members on this farm hard going. People were reluctant to talk and some were openly quite hostile to them and the Trust Committee

· There appears to be conflict within the community on the farm which relates to how people were allocated sites. There are those who have gone directly to the Nkosi and have avoided paying the Trust fee of R1,000 for their site. They have however not been included in lists of beneficiaries for services etc by the Trust Committee.  This is causing bad feeling. Those that have paid are grumbling about not seeing any results for the money they have paid.

· It appears that there have been some inconsistencies in allocation of household sites to relatives and others over time, both in terms of who was allowed through which process and in terms of how large the site is that they were allocated. This has led to unhappiness and difficulty in “laying down the law”.

· The Trust Committee on the farm has not held a meeting with members or with the community for some time. It seems not to be very active.

· Promises made by the councillor, Mr Dladla, in terms of services such as water, electricity, toilets, a road and other ideas such as a clinic, crèche, soccer fields etc feature more prominently here; but mostly respondents realized that this was likely to be “election talk’ rather than real intentions to provide support.

· The level of poverty on the farm is extremely high with around 81% of families (ave 5-7 members) earning less than R1,000/month.
· Almost all the respondents grow dry land maize for home consumption. Interestingly, almost no other crops are grown and people also do not have homestead gardens. 71% of people do not own cattle, but most will own a few goats and some chickens.

·   Farming possibilities on Lonsdale seem rather limited as the land is very overgrazed. It is rocky and some homestead sites are too small for vegetable gardens. There are by inference from the people interviewed many goats on the farm (over 300) as around 70% of the families own goats. Only around 15% of people own cattle (over 100).  
· Access to household water is an ongoing problem. A system was initially constructed through the Trust and Zibambeleni. It was however taken over by the Municipality and has not really worked since. People walk long distances (up to 1 km and more) to get water and some households have to hire vehicles to collect their water. 
Overall these conditions have led to an almost complete lack of management of land based resources, a resistance from people to work in groups and a general sense of “giving up” in relation to development on the farm and a possibility of gaining land based/ agricultural incomes. People are interested in their own survival and are focussed on household based and individual, social and health services such as water, electricity, toilets, clinics and jobs.

Introduction

32 Community members were interviewed (13 men and 19 women). Of these 26 households  (81%) live off less than R1,000/month. A family consists of an average of 5-7 members. 19 Households mentioned sometimes not having enough food with coping strategies including help from relatives and neighbours, credit from the shop, selling firewood and cutting and selling grass. It was also noticeable that these families mostly did not own cattle and a number could not engage in cropping as they can not afford inputs.
The 6 families (18%) that have access to R1,000- R2,000/month are those that have a number of social grants to rely on, such as 2 pensions and 2 child grants, or have a family member in fulltime employment with the government or Municipality.  Only 1 family mentioned  earning between  R2,000 – R4,000 per month, with 5 adult members of this family working full time. The family is large and consists of 24 people.

Incomes consist primarily of social grants (pensions, child grants and food parcels (4 respondents)). A few people also obtain causal employment on neighbouring farms or work on the roads.  Only 1 respondent mentioned support with social grants and food parcels from the Department of Social Welfare. 

Tenure 

Overall Comments

· There is presently conflict around allocation of household sites and the R1,000 that is expected to be paid to the Trust Committee for access. Some residents have opted to go directly to the Nkosi to avoid this payment. They are being excluded by the Trust and are not considered to be beneficiaries. 

· Management of farm resources seems presently to be focused primarily around rules regarding cutting of green and small trees for firewood. Most respondents felt this is a rule that was made by the Nkosi and is enforced through him by fines of R50.00 being charged. Others however considered the rule to be set by the Trust Committee. 
· Management of shared farm resources such as grazing land and the pecan orchard is not happening through the Trust Committee. It seems as through the committee members have given up trying to do something as they have been met with aggression and a refusal to cooperate from some people;  something that they have no ability or authority to deal with.

· Only 2 respondents of 32 mentioned not having access to arable fields. This is related to the allocation conflict mentioned under the first point above. Due to the lack of water people only plant dry land maize for home consumption. No recent attempts by farm dwellers themselves have been made to rehabilitate the canal and dam that are present on the farm. 23 of 32 (72%) respondents mentioned however that they are willing to help with repair or pay something towards this service. This is a significant number of people! This suggests that the individual will is there to co-operate but that the limiting factors in actual joint activity lie elsewhere; most likely in the process of management of recourses.

The Trust Committee

Initially there were 7 committee members. This has now dwindled to a few members only. Mr Dladla, who was interviewed, felt he was not clear about his role in the committee.  He admitted that he does not usually attend meetings. Sub-committees had been set up some time ago, but have been inactive since. There has not been a re-election of committee members for a long time. 
In terms of provision of services, the committee has been frustrated by their lack of authority, the local political and municipal processes and lack of support from government departments.

An attempt was made to work through the issue of irrigation water and a dam proposed. The committees and Zibambeleni have tried very hard over the years to access funding and support and even used a substantial sum of the Trust funding to enlist consultants to do a feasibility study for building a dam that could assist with irrigation water for most of the farms (including Lonsdale). It appears that this feasibility study was not to the specification of the Dept of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) in terms of an application.  DWAF has subsequently also decided that they no longer build dams for irrigation. Zibambeleni is now left, after about five years  of struggling, with the daunting task of having to look for an alternative funder and going through the whole process again

They have also now been told that they can not get water from the Municipality unless they all become IFP members.

In terms of interaction of the Committee with the community respondents mostly made little comment. The following comments were however made:

· The Committee interacts  by putting up posters, going door to door or sending letters (10 respondents)

· There are problems with communication (1)

· We do not know the committee (1)

· We are unsure how they communicate (1)

· The committee works nicely with the community (1)

Farm management

The Trust Committee feels however that they have fulfilled their role in terms of land management by ensuring that the arable fields are fenced (around 70%) and allocating household sites to beneficiaries. The latter is ongoing as new people arrive all the time. Of the 32 people interviewed only 2 respondents do not have arable fields as they have recently arrived. It seems there is some question regarding their eligibility, as they did not obtain their residency through the Trust, but directly through the Nkosi.  1 Respondent who did get their residency through the Nkosi does however have a field allocated to them.

Respondents were asked the question of whether there are rules for resource management on the farm and whether there are things they are not allowed to do. Their answers were as follows:

· We are only allowed to won a certain number of cattle (1) NOTE: Even this one person did not know the number of cattle they would be allowed to keep. 
· We are not allowed to bury people in our homesteads (2) NOTE: there is a specific area allocated on the farm as a graveyard. Some people are however burying people in their homesteads without this being unduly challenged.

· There are no rules (12) NOTE: 38% of respondents mentioned this point!!
· We are not allowed to steal (3)

· We are not allowed to date married people (1) NOTE: this offence can apparently lead to the person being “chased away”

· We are not allowed to do witch craft (2) NOTE: Again offenders can be chased away. 

· We are not allowed to make fires on Saturday (3) NOTE: A rule set by the Nkosi

· We are not allowed to cut green or small trees (20)

· We are not allowed to collect firewood on neighbouring farms (1)

· Shebeens are not allowed and tuck shops only if it is registered (2)
22 0f 32 respondents felt that there are no disputes that occur around land management. NOTE: this flies directly in the face of a number of different conflicts mentioned by respondents related to resource management. A few examples are:

· 1 Respondent mentioned that their cattle were shot over a grazing conflict

· 13 Respondents mentioned having to individually confront owners of livestock that have destroyed their crops.

· 20 Respondents mentioned rules around cutting of firewood and fines being exacted through the Nkosi  and

· 17 Respondents mentioned that there is no specific grazing system and that cattle just graze anywhere on the mountain.

Allocation of household sites 
The process for initial  allocation of sites seems reasonably clear. Members approach the Trust Committee or Jotham.  If these are relatives of existing beneficiaries or new beneficiaries they need to write a letter stating that they do not have a criminal record and the reasons why they have left their previous home. This request  is then taken to the Nkosi who assists with the final allocation. There are however cases where people have gone directly to the Nkosi. This is causing problems as the Trust will not recognize them as beneficiaries and there is now a lot of acrimony about the R1,000 that the Trust has requested. Initially it seems, it was clear that this money would go towards maintenance of the farm and towards development initiatives. On Lonsdale, people are not too clear what this money was used for and now the waters have been muddied in a way that people are expecting services from the Trust for paying their fee.  

The question of whether a family’s children and or relatives are allowed access to household sites raised a number of different responses:

· It happens even though the farm is full (1), relatives are not allowed as there is no space (1)

· Relatives are taken to Jotham and then allocated a site (1)

· Children are allowed, but with relatives one has to check first and they must explain why they have left their place and come here (4)

· Chief makes the final decision (1)
· Only children, not relatives, because the farm is full (2)

· Children and relatives allowed (1)

· Children and relatives allowed if you can give them land closer to you (1)

It would thus appear that allocation here has not been entirely consistent or that the “rules” are not clear

There is a total 65 households on the farm, some of which were there before the farm was transferred.  The people who live on this part of the farm, lived here as labour tenants and had been allocated this land for housing by the previous farmer and they did not want to move after the transfer.  These houses are 6 kilometers away from the main road.  The other households are scattered all over the farm and some of these were built according to the survey plan. People chose sites that were already surveyed and subdivided for housing. At a stage there was a problem with the size of the sites. Residents have now made a proposal to standardize the sites at 50mx50m.

It appears that initially some of the surveyed sites were quite large 100mx100m. People interviewed, mentioned varying sizes for their homesteads;  (63mx33m, 40mx50m, 60mx35m and 60mx30m. All these sites are substantially smaller than the original ones.

The sites allocated to people who have gone directly to the Nkosi (3 or 32 people interviewed) are of a similar size; 65mx35m and 75mx34m. 
Allocation of fields

Allocation of fields seems mostly to have gone smoothly with 30 or 32 respondents having a field and 28 of these 30 respondents being clear of the boundaries of their fields. The primary issue is lack of water.
Supply of services

There is still a high expectation for services, mostly now those that have been ‘promised” by the Municipality through the councillor. There is a recognition through that the councillor’s promises were more related to his electoral campaign than an actual intention to try and provide these. Such promises included a crèche, soccer field, clinic, water, roads, electricity, toilets and houses.

The need or hope for services were answered as follows by respondents:

· Household water (27 of 32 respondents)

· Electricity (24)

· Toilets (12)

· Houses (9)

· Irrigation water (4)

· Clinic (3)

· Soccer fields (3)

· Dam (2)

· Schools (1)

Scenario development around development themes

Here, concepts around different management options regarding development within the themes of livestock, arable (irrigable) fields and homesteads were introduced. The scenarios were first discussed at a workshop of leadership figures for all five farms. Individual household interviews followed where the scenarios were presented to the household members for comment and input. The idea was then to draw together all the suggestions in a workshop for each farm and to design if possible a plan of action for that farm.
Tenure security and impacts on tenure of the presented scenarios and the subsequent discussions thereof have been seen as a central thread of the discussions throughout.

SCENARIOS AROUND LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT 

Present situation and issues around grazing of livestock

According to 8 respondents there are no specific grazing lands and another 9 people mentioned that the grazing land is just the mountain. Grazing lands are not fenced and cattle roam everywhere; cattle from Lonsdale and surrounding farms. In this regard 7 people mentioned that no herding takes place and only 3 people said that the boys are still herding their cattle. 23 of the 32 respondents (72%) have no cattle. The 5 respondents that do, own 43 cows between them (between 1-20 cows/household). This is besides the Taxi owner that does not live on the farm, but has put a herd of around 200 cattle onto the land ( Pers. comm Jotham Myaka). 13 Respondents said that there are no rules around cattle or grazing. 
There is a dip tank on the farm that is being used by people from Lonsdale and Lunerberg.  Individuals pay towards muthi for the dip and the process seems to be operational, although 1 respondent said that the dip is presently not being used.

An outbreak of Newcastle disease in the area, decimated the chicken populations. Most homesteads have restocked their fowls. They get some meat and the odd few eggs from the fowls. A few respondents mentioned that the maize grown is also to feed their chickens
Availability of grazing

There are however a lot of goats on the farm with 22 of 32 respondents (69%) owning 185 goats between them (between 3- 30 goats/household). One person mentioned that each family is allowed to keep 50 goats. NOTE: given the overgrazing situation on the farm and the high stocking rate that is still apparent, it seems unlikely that such a large number of goats would have originally been allowed. Not one person actually knew!

This is a big issue in terms of resource management, where the lack of such management is causing severe degradation.

Grazing management scenario

This involves broadly setting up a system of rotational grazing, with herding and dipping. 

Only 5 respondents (16%) mentioned that a grazing management system would be a good idea. These were not necessarily those actually owning cattle, as one may have expected! They mentioned that rotational grazing is important (3) to preserve the veld, but also so that cattle do not wander all over and get lost or stolen (2)

Collective livestock management scenario

This involves keeping the livestock on the farm as a single herd and paying people to manage the herd. It would potentially include growing irrigated pastures for the cattle and setting up formal commercial processes and arrangements for sale of cattle. It may involve the cattle presently on the farm, but could also involve buying in a herd for the purpose.
3 Respondents (9%) agreed with this as and idea, but still felt it could be difficult as people can not be trusted. 1 Person suggested a collective system with goats!!!
SCENARIOS AROUND ARABLE (IRRIGALBE) FIELDS

All 30 respondents that have fields are using them to grow dry land maize. Only 2 people mentioned growing beans as well. 
Collective farming model

13 Respondents (40%) liked this idea and gave the following reasons:

· We will make money out of it (1)

· It reduces expenses for the individuals (3)

· Could be good to have written laws, even if some may not follow them (1)

· As long as people will work together (1)

· We will get money and be able to eat (1)

· As long as we share equally there will be no problem (1)

Individual farming and joint marketing

This scenario relies on the idea that people have individual control over their fields and engage in a joint marketing activity.
Here 12 respondents  (38%) liked the idea and gave the following input:

· Can not say anything as there is no water (1)

· As long as we share equally (1)

· People will get according to what they have put in (7), which will reduce conflict.
Leasing of fields
8 Respondents (25%) felt that  this could work,  mostly when they are unable to crop (4), or can not afford to crop (2) or are too old to crop (2).
SCENARIOS AROUND HOMESTEADS

These scenarios include productive use of land around the homestead, mostly in the form of provision of water for homestead gardening through rainwater harvesting systems and provision of housing through a government rural housing support programme.

At the moment not one of the 32 respondents are gardening. Most people cite lack of water and fencing as limiting factors. Others mentioned that their land is not good for gardening being too rocky (1), that they do not have enough land for a garden (1) and that they have not time to work in a garden (1)
Scenario around homestead gardening with rainwater harvesting

This scenario relies on assistance from DWAF in the form of household subsidies to build large (30m3) underground storage tanks in their yards. Water from these tanks could sustain a garden of around 100m2 throughout the year.

30 Respondents mentioned that they do not have a garden but would be interested in a rain water harvesting and storage system.

Scenario around housing support

As to the question of who on the farm should be eligible for houses the following points were made:

· Give houses to the poor (20)

· Give to widows, orphans and those that have no income (3)

· Give to disabled people (2)

· Give to orphans and grannies (2)

· Give to those with mud houses that are falling down (2)

· Give to anyone (1)

17 Respondents felt that people should be given the building materials to build their own houses and 9 Respondents felt that the government should build the houses for people.
TRAINING NEEDS

A question as to the training people may need or appreciate was included in the interviews. Most answers actually included the need for a project and resources to undertake activities rather than just being training.
This community need training in the following elements: Sewing machines (14), computer skills (8), poultry project (7), baking (2), ABET (2), soccer trainers (2), goat business (1), driving school (1), nursing (1), agriculture (1) and gardening (1), or anything that makes profit (4). 

COMMENT BY COMMUNITY MEMBER 


We need to have the promises kept and not be kept in the dark around what is happening about development…..
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