LUNERBERG FARM 

Overall comments 

· Collective management of land along the traditional communal systems has not worked well on this farm and many people no longer want to engage. They are more likely to want to commit to unconflictual activities in their homesteads where the family has the say, such as gardening and poultry. 

· The committee does not have the needed authority to enforce any decisions made in farm meetings and as a voluntary group can not police and enforce decisions around the farm. 

· The Induna and Nkosi are called upon to assist in specific circumstances and are not as a rule part of the management of the farm and it’s resources.

· Service providers have fallen far short of their commitments in terms of support they should be able to provide. Departments such as Land Affairs and Agriculture have been  exceptionally slow in actually deciding to provide services (as in whether people are eligible or not, given that they live on private land) and have also not kept to undertakings regarding the Balance of grant monies that were allocated to the farm, but left within the DLA budgets.  There has been now way in which the Trust committees could keep these Departments to their word or ensure that they provide the services they committed themselves to.
· The process of placing the provision of social and agricultural services within the local and district municipalities has added another tier of inefficiency and confusion.  It has also deepened the political divisions in the community.

· Maintenance and land management activities on the farm basically need to be financed by the beneficiaries themselves. These people are unable to commit to the amounts of money required and again the issue of the committee being unable to enforce decisions has led to a situation where people are not paying towards anything and are not really prepared to. Many are unable to. The level of poverty within the farm is alarming. Some comments by beneficiaries that they are worse off since owning the farm seem justified.

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

27 Community members were interviewed (15 men and 12 women). Of these 16 households live off less than R1,000/month. A family consists of an average of 5-7 members. Only three households reported always having enough food to eat. 23 Households mentioned sometimes not having enough food with coping strategies including help from relatives and neighbours, share cropping, collecting wild spinach in summer, loans, selling meat and going to sleep without food. 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. They were also less aware of the institutional arrangements on and around the farm.  3 Families mentioned often not having enough food.
The 8 families 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 own taxis. 
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 make craft (amacansi – mats).  There is presently a project from department of Social Welfare operating from Lunerberg, providing support with social grants and food parcels from a container close to the shop. Another food security project is supported by the Umvoti AIDS Centre and a vegetable tunnel is situated in Jotham Myaka’s homestead (The chair of Zibambeleni and a member of the Lunerberg Trust) and is run by his wife.   
Tenure 
Overall Comments

· The trust committee seems to have tried hard to fulfil their roles in terms of land and homestead allocation and management of the farm.

· There is a strong understanding from some individuals on the committee, of the constitution, which has lead to them being re-elected after their first 3 years of voluntary service. They also seem to be the only members of the committee that remain active
· The Trust committee has dwindled from the original 7 members to 3 active members (all within the same family).

·  Sub-committees have not worked well as a way of management of resources and development process as they invariably take on some decision making powers that are not necessarily acceptable to the Trust committee. There seems also to be a lack of communication and trust between committees and then the community that leads to conflict almost immediately. 

· The expectation that Trust committees become the overall management and development committees on the farm has placed a lot of pressure on the individuals in the committee; especially given the disfunctionality of the political and governmental environment within which they need to function.

· The relationship with the traditional authorities has turned out to be somewhat of a double edged sword. The Nkosi represents and authority figure that is respected and can make final decisions in terms of conflicts around access to land and resources. There have been cases though where the indunas have allocated plots to families without consultation of the Trust committee – again a process the committee can not control. 

· There is a strong feeling within the Trust committee that they decide with the community and consult on pertinent issues. There have however been very few meetings of the committee in the last year and none with the community. 

The Trust Committee
The original committee of the Trust consisted of 7 members. There was a re-election of office bearers around three years ago. Ms Myaka was elected again. She is one of about 3 active committee members, all within the same family. She has learnt to read and write in her time in office (through and ABET programme initiated by Zibambeleni when the farms were first bought) and has a strong understanding of the constitution. This has been a major reason in her being elected again.  Other committee members stopped being active for a number of reasons. 
Farm management

There is a complex interplay on the farms between the trusts, Zibambeleni, the traditional leaders (Induna and Nkosi), the councillor (representing the municipality) and external service providers such as the Dept of Agriculture.

Many respondents felt that there were no rules on the farm (13) that relate to their living together on the farm and use of the natural resources. 5 of the 12 female respondents felt that the rules are set in their homesteads by their husbands and fathers and are not aware of other rules. A few people mentioned rules;

- 1 person mentioned that you are only allowed to own a certain number of cattle

- 3 mentioned that they are not allowed to cut firewood on the white neighbour’s farm

- 1 mentioned that they are allowed to cut as long as they do not break the fence.

- 1 mentioned that they are not allowed to bury people in their homestead.

- 1 mentioned that one cannot have a house site without permission of the committee

In terms of who makes the rules they have to abide by there was a range of opinions:

· 8  talked of the committee; mainly Tholiwe and Mhlopeni Myaka 

· Another 8 mentioned Jotham Myaka from Zibambeleni

· 1 Person mentioned Jotham and the committee

· 3 People mentioned the Induna and the Inkosi 

· 2 People mentioned the councillor (Mr Dladla)

· And another 4 People said they did not know.

It is clear from the above situation that decision making and the need to abide by decisions is a very difficult and inconclusive process. Some of the disputes mentioned below serve to illustrate the outcomes of this situation.

Some respondents had no interaction with the committee (4), some felt that their duties were not clear (2), others that the committee is trying, but sometimes the outcomes are not satisfying (3) and a few other felt that there are no problems and they work well with the committee (3).

Some community members felt that the following actions would assist to increase the functioning of the committee:
· Need meetings to discuss disputes (2)
· Need to make things clearer to new beneficiaries (2)

· We need to get support and training to things that can make money (1)

· Agricultural water (1)

· Stop theft (1)

· Elect a new committee where members do not all belong to the same family

· Form another committee that can manage the resources; so that rules can be made for using these resources

· The committee can bring people together so that they can decide what needs to happen

· Zibambeleni and the councillors should sort things out so that services can be delivered.

Committee members (Jotham Myaka and Tholiwe Myaka) made the following comments:

· Their role as committee members started out to be management of the farms and ensuring that everything is done correctly, but over time this has shifted towards also including responsibility for development. This has been due to the lack of services received by the Municipality and other service providers such as Dept of Agriculture and Land Affairs.
· 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 Lunerberg). 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.

· Beneficiaries, especially some of the younger people, have an attitude that the farm and the resources are now theirs by right, as the government bought it for them and that they also have a right to use the resources. They do not respect the attempts of the committee to conserve and maintain the resources and will cut any and all trees for firewood for example; even those where there has been an agreement that they should not be cut. 

· The committee and traditional authority do work together in allocating land. It is only when people ignore the committee and go only to the induna that a problem arises. They are then allocated plots and the farm becomes too full. The committee is trying to stop this process, but they have no power. Those people however are not seen as beneficiaries and will not be on the committee’s list. This decision was taken in a community meeting, although there is no record of it.
· There is an example on Lunerberg where a person settled on the land that was set aside for burial and would not listen to the committee when he was asked to move. The committee took the matter all the way to the Nkosi who eventually held a meeting on the farm and ruled in favour of the committee. The person was evicted. 

· Generally the committee will organise community meetings and discuss issues. When they can not find a solution as a committee, they refer the issue to the “head” committee – Zibambeleni.

· At present the committee does not meet often (maybe once or twice a year) and community meetings are hardly called. 

Allocation of household sites
The population on Lunerberg (16 beneficiaries to more than 50) has been increased  mostly by the sons of the original 16 beneficiaries who have received their own household sites. Sites are allocated by a combination of speaking to the committee, the community and the Induna.  For new beneficiaries, the same process is followed, but the actual criteria for acceptance seems unclear and there was mention that the committee accepts some people and not others. They have not always been entirely consistent.
There is now a feeling from the Trust Committee that the farm is “full”. Again the criteria are not clear.

It was agreed that all people allocated a site would pay R1,000 to the Trust Committee and that this money would go towards repair of the canal for irrigating the arable fields. Some people did pay and the canal was fixed to an extent and is functioning, although not well and the fields above the canal do not have access. Some people did not pay and the committee has been unable to force them. Later it became and issue, as some people paid after the canal was fixed and are now expecting some specific service from the committee.  


Some of the original beneficiaries kept their homesteads close to the river and did not move further away to the designated sites (during the planning process when the farm was handed over to them). Only 7 of the 27 respondents mentioned settling on designated sites. 11 of the respondents were either born there or had built their homes already as labour tenants and did not move. 2 Respondents who are new beneficiaries are also not settled on designated sites and 1 respondent mentioned having been allocated their site by the Nkosi (and not the Trust Committee). 
NOTE: The designated household sites are mostly quite far away from the river and the main road, being mid-slope on a rocky hill. There is not water there. So, the reluctance of people to settle there is quite understandable. 

Most respondents were clear that children and widowed or single women would be accommodated on the farm. They are aware of the lack of space and a number of respondents (8) said that now children would have to be given space within their father’s site. 

Allocation of fields
There are some of the more recent households who have not been given fields as there are no more. 2 of the people interviewed do not have arable fields.  Only 3 of the 27 respondents were unsure of the boundaries of their fields. These are people who may have been given a portion of a field belonging to a family member, or who have been allocated fields in the drier areas above the river where the scrub and bush still exists.
Supply of services

Some of the original funding for Lunerberg was to be used to supply household water, specifically to the designated sites, which were now quite far from the river.  A lot of time and effort was spent with the community helping digging ditches and laying pipes. An arrangement had been made with a white neighbour to use water from a dam on his farm. The Municipality, when it became responsible for provision of household water, then insisted that the farm hand over the project and responsibility to them. They decided instead to drill a borehole and pump water into holding tanks that would feed the taps. To this day there is no water and the Municipality is not dealing with the situation. Now the farm has no more control.

People mentioned that the road has been the only service that was promised in the beginning which has happened. They are still waiting for water, toilets and electricity. 

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


Availability of grazing

Presently there is no specific land set aside for grazing and respondents mentioned the cattle graze anywhere on the hills surrounding the households and fields. A carrying capacity of 58 LU is mentioned in their constitution. According to the committee, there are presently fewer than 58 cattle on the farm. A few beneficiaries were under the impression that each household was allowed to own 20 heads of cattle. 

Those who do have livestock said the grazing land is too small to support their cattle. This is partly due to the bad condition of the grazing land, caused at least in part by the lack of fencing. This means cattle roam freely from other farms into the area. No one is sure how many livestock actually graze on the farm. Some fences were removed in the beginning by both the previous owner and by beneficiaries.  The remaining fencing is now very rusted, old and ineffectual. There is around 15km of fence that needs to be redone. They have been unable to find funding support for this. In their business plan for the balance of grant payment form DLA fencing was requested along with water and a road. The funding has been exhausted on provision of household water.

.


Ownership of cattle

There is presently not an operational dip on the farm. The Dept of Agriculture is in the process of repairing the dip for them. There are however no longer dipping officers from the Dept of Agric as there used to be before. In the meantime cattle are dipped on Lonsdale farm. It is far to go and people are required to pay for this service.  Many cattle have died of disease (heart water and other conditions) and starvation. 17 of 27 respondents mentioned not owning any cattle.  Of these, 4 people mentioned having owned cattle before, but that they had all died. They have been unable to afford to buy more livestock. Only 3 respondents own 6 head of cattle between them. Another 8 people mentioned owning goats (5-10 goats per household). 

Livestock management

It was mentioned that the cattle come from neighbouring farms come at night and break through fences to eat crops. Meetings have been held on the farm to try and deal with this situation and the police were called on one occasion, but no arrests were made.

· A few of the newcomers to the farm thought there were no rules around the management of livestock. Most other respondents mentioned that if cattle destroyed your crops you had to take action as an individual, speak to the owner of the cattle and come to an agreement. Only one person mentioned involving the Induna in disputes, where a fine of R100 could be given to the owner of the cattle.
· Cattle theft is seen as a major problem which is unresolved. 
· Herding of cattle happens on an individual household basis and cattle are brought into the kraal irregularly to check on their condition etc. 

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

The majority of respondents were not sure how the scenario could work. A few people made valuable input:

· 2 People mentioned that cattle need an assigned place to graze and that resting of veld is very important

· It was also mentioned that there may not really be enough grazing land to set up a proper rotational grazing system.

· It was mentioned also that such a system was not possible until the issue of theft of cattle had been tackled.

In all, 8 of 15 male respondents were positive and prepared to work towards setting up a grazing management system, getting involved in meetings, assisting with erecting fences and even paying towards such a system. Women were not really prepared to comment on the actual management of cattle, it being a male domain.

The women preferred also to think about other options for livestock such as keeping poultry (6 of 14 women interviewed). They remarked that the grazing area is very small and that there are no rules specifically for that grazing area. They also felt that owning cattle is too expensive and that chickens are more manageable. 
Ms Myaka of the Trust committee supported the grazing management option rather than collective farming. For the collective model she felt that people who own cattle may have different reasons and that a purely commercial model would be difficult to implement. She felt that an intervention is urgent, before even more degradation occurs. 

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.
8 Respondents were positive towards the idea. A further 9 respondents rejected the idea on the following grounds:

· Such a system would require payment for services and activities upfront and they are unlikely to have that money.

· It is likely to cause conflict between people

· It can not work until the theft of livestock has been resolved. 

A number of women declined to respond. Others were not sure whether their husbands would allow them to take part

SCENARIOS AROUND ARABLE (IRRIGALBE) FIELDS

Of the 27 respondents 18 are presently using their fields, mostly for dry land cropping of maize, potatoes and wild spinach with some irrigation for cabbage, spinach and tomatoes. A few individuals have had a good crop of tomatoes, but have had some difficulties marketing their crops. They mentioned that Indian traders do come sometimes to buy the tomatoes. Some families do not crop, as they do not have the money for inputs and cattle eat their crops.

There is a functional furrow irrigation system to a portion of the fields. A few of the older men still know how to operate this system and use it to good effect. Generally however, people no longer have the required skill and complain that there is no water. One woman has acquired a small pump and grows tomatoes commercially. 
Collective farming model

This entails putting the fields together into one coherent resource and to run the farming operation as a co-operative or a business. The “company” will employ labourers and run the farming enterprise and community members will benefit through dividends from the profit of the enterprise. It was presented also as an activity that could be undertaken on some of the farms that are now being negotiated for, rather than on the farms where people are settled and have their plots allocated to them already. It was also presented as an idea that individuals from the different farms could get involved in.

Respondents were generally cautious to agree with this concept; being both desperate for an intervention that could help them earn a living and very wary of having to work together in groups and share work and resources. 8 of 27 Respondents openly agreed with this scenario as a way forward. Their reasons included that it can be cheaper and more profitable to work collectively and that there is a lot of work that can then be shared. They specified that a market would have to be available for the idea to work.
Those who disagreed (7 respondents), felt that people are not the same and do not work at the same pace. This may cause conflict. Some felt that people are lazy and they were unsure that one would have an income; as one would need cash to pay the people who are working and may not have it. 

A Trust Committee member felt that collective farming would not work as people will not let go of their land. It is he only land they have to grow crops when the need to and are able to.  

Leasing of fields
The idea is that formal arrangements of leasing fields to other individuals or groups can be set up.

Only 2 respondents agreed that they could lease their fields. Of those who did not agree with the idea;

· 3 respondents were unsure they would get their money

· 8 felt that they need the fields to plant food for themselves

· and 5 felt that they could lease their fields only at times that they were unable to use it themselves.

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 11 respondents were positive about the idea. They felt that they would be able to get out what they put in and that they would benefit. Respondetns who said no felt that people can not be trusted.


There are those who have no position or are neutral about the ideas of cooperatives and joint markets. They like both ideas, as all the scenarios involve making money. 
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 only 6 of the 27 respondents are engaged in homestead gardening. Most people cite lack of water and fencing as limiting factors. 

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.

All 27 households interviewed are in support of owning the water collecting tank. Many of them are prepare to be part of  building teams and provide labour for this activity. They feel that they could ask neighbours for support in digging the holes as there is still a system of strong neighbourhood support in place.
Scenario around housing support
There has been an undertaking from the Municipality to provide 500 houses in the Muden area, with support from the Department of Housing. This has caused a lot of confusing in terms of criteria for allocation, as there are a lot more than 500 families in the area. How the allocation will happen between the different farms is also not clear. A further confusion has been a stipulation by the Dept of Housing that they need people’s title deeds before they can build for them. This point has remained unclear as the Dept as declined to comment on what they mean by that.
The majority of the people have knowledge of the 500 houses aimed for Muden municipality but are not sure of how these houses will be distributed. Some (6 of 27 respondents) believe that it is better to start with those who are poor. Another 5 people felt that everyone should be given access to housing.

13 Respondents felt that houses should be built for them, mainly because they can not build themselves and do not trust people to use the materials for houses if materials were provided. Another 6 respondents felt that materials should be provided to give people the freedom to build their houses as they like. The government “2 rooms” are not seen to be suitable. They also felt that they could then become involved in building teams and earn some income. 

.  

TRAINING NEEDS
A question as to the training people may need or appreciate was included in the interviews. 13 of the 27 respondents requested training. Below is a list of training needs:
· Poultry production (20)

· Block making (10)

· Market gardening (7)

· Sewing (6)

· Agriculture (6)

· Reading (4)

· Making traditional crafts (4)

· Computers (2)

· Braiding of hair (1)

· Marketing (1)

· Making drums (1)

· Beading (1)

· Catering (1)
There is apparently a block making machine in the community that is not being used. It was unclear why.
COMMENTS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS





- The biggest problem in the area is political intervention in the whole development process. The district council is an IFP member and the local counsellor is an ANC member, so there is this tension that the local counsellor wants to see the district counsellor fail in terms of service delivery. Another thing is that the committee makes decisions that does not support the community. So they decide on projects that have to be carried in the community e.g. there is a machine for brick making that is currently not be used because the committee does not allow the community to use this machine. There was also a conflict in terms of water delivery, thus there is a little bit of delay. The term of office for the committee members seems not to be followed properly hence the community are requesting to vote new committee members.  People are reluctant to follow the rules made by the committee or Induna because it does not favour them. Also the councillor does not assist, but he only shows up during election time.








COMMENTS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS





- The majority of people who are there, were given land by their relatives and only few people have paid for re-settlement to the trust. Some pay their relatives to get a plot inside their own plots. Some pay R1000.00 to the Trust Committee to be allocated the land which they think is very expensive because, if you go via the Induna, you can only pay R10.00.  So there are people who are allocated plots by the Induna and some by the Trust. Those who get land from the Induna do not get services while those who get land from the Trust have access to all services (such as water, housing etc). Some people are refused to be given land and told that there is no space but others get it so easily.  The Trust is comprised of the same family and these family members seem to benefit a lot from the allocation of land and other services. 

















COMMENT FROM A COMMUNITY MEMBER


Livestock come and destroy people’s crops but nothing is happening to the owners and most of these animals are coming from other farms.  We discussed this as a community but nothing has happen so far. There was a time we reported this to the police, it only came there ones at night but nothing has happened again therefore we need a fence to fence off the arable land to protect it from livestock. Another solution is to buy pad locks and close those gates at night to prevent animals which enter the field at night but the problem again is that those who have cars can no longer travel at night








COMMENT FROM A COMMUNITY MEMBER


One man interviewed, believes that pulling the land together for collective farming is a good idea but he had a fear that it might not work because women may/will not agree with it. He mentioned that women seem to be problem and cause a lot of lot of trouble. He believed that joint marketing will work very well because Indians come to buy their tomatoes. He said the canal needs to be managed properly to avoid silting up due to run-off. They currently depend on the canal irrigation using furrow irrigation. He is not interested in leasing his land but prefer to rent it  (or temporarily give) to his family members if they want to use it. Pulling the land together can be agreed among the community in order for the model to be implemented





COMMENTS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS


Six women were interviewed as a group. They prefer individual cropping on the given or allocated land and  to put the harvested crops into a joint market (selling together) – the reason being that this will pay  for their energy used because some other people are lazy.





Individuals can plant the mono-crop (same crop) on their land e.g. decide to plant tomatoes and establish or pull the market together of tomatoes in a joint market. In nutshell, the six women prefer joint market with individual cropping. 





One man who had a room full of tomatoes said some people have tried the joint marketing but the products ended up got rotten and there were conflicts because some people were selling crops behind others people’s backs. This man sells his product individually but his problem is the market. He ended up selling his product at a cheaper price because he makes them expensive, people will not buy them








COMMENTS FROM COMMUNITY MEMBERS





 According to on man, politics seems to rule service provision and delivery; thus everything is very slow in the area.  Some people have already applied and signed for these houses but he does not know the procedure of getting one for himself. He said it is better to give to all people houses or build a certain number of houses in each farm. 





Some community  members are aware of certain people  who have benefited from that housing scheme such as Jotham, Chamane and another person at the school and that was the end of house delivery. 





One (gogo) old lady believes that it is unfair to give some houses and some not so it will be nice if none of us is given a house. 





One youth suggested that if they can make use of the machine which is available for brick making to create employment and the government only to buy sand and cement for them to make bricks for the promised houses
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