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INTRODUCTION

The KwaZulu-Natal Department of Economic Development Strategic and Performance
Plan 2006-2010 identifies the role of the Local Economic Development Programme
to stimulate and support sustainable economic development at local level. Key to this
role is facilitating and supporting the development of strategies for sustainable
economic development projects that create a better enabling environment for LED
and empower local stakeholders such as municipalities, business associations, civil
society and communities to plan and manage their projects. To this end DED has
funded a number of economic development projects across the province. However,
a major concern is the extent to which these projects have achieved purpose for
which they were funded, and the impact they had in stimulating local economic
development.

Against this background, the M&E unit selected certain projects that have been funded
by the Department of Economic Development for evaluation purposes. In this report,
findings of evaluation of Bavelase Poultry Project conducted by the M&E unit are
presented. The report covers:

• Project background
• Objectives of the evaluation
• Research methodology
• Key research questions
• Analysis
• Recommendations.
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PROJECT BACKGROUND

Bavelase project is located in a rural village in Mpendle Local Municipality which falls
within the uMgungundlovu District. This is a poverty stricken area characterized by
high rate of unemployment and HIV/AIDS. The majority of people survive on subsistence
farming and social grants. The Bavelase project is a poultry farming project aimed
at breeding chickens for sale to local people in the local community as well as to
formal businesses outside the community. The project was initiated by community
members who were concerned about high level of unemployment and poverty. The
aim of the project was to create employment and economic opportunities for community
members, and allow the households directly involved in the project to secure their
livelihoods. Land for project was made available by one of the beneficiary households.

Project members presented their initiatives to the MEC for Finance and Economic
Development, who indicated that funding could be made available.  The MEC instructed
the Department to assess the viability of the proposal and to provide funding accordingly.
The DED investigated the feasibility of the project and provided funding from the
directorate of Community Projects. Currently, the project is operating  under constraining
conditions and limited capacity.

According to the terms of reference the project was supposed to provide the following:

• Small scale poultry infrastructure
• Basic poultry production technical training skills
• Business management skills training

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES

• To investigate the purpose and background for which the project was funded.
• To investigate processes and stakeholders who were involved in the planning and

execution of the project.
• To find out whether the project achieved the results for which it was intended, 

and if not the reasons for non-achievement
• To understand challenges and learnings identified from the execution of this project.
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METHODOLOGY

The main evaluation methodology for this project was a participatory group discussion
in a workshop setting. The workshop was attended by eleven project members, two
LED Officers (Interns) and the local Councillor from Impendle Local Municipality.
Informal discussions were also held with Impendle Local Municipality LED Officers
on general LED issues to understand the broader LED issues within the Municipality.
Information for this project was also gathered from the project “Close Out Report”,
compiled by DED Project Manager.

Key questions for the evaluation included the following:

• What prompted this project (problem), and how did the project address the 
problem?

• What was the duration of the project? Was it completed within the set 
timeframe, and if not why?

• What was the budget for the project, and was it sufficient for the planned 
activities?

• Did the project achieve the purpose for which it was intended?
• What processes and approaches were followed in implementing the project,

and what guiding principles were followed?
• Who was involved in the implementation of the project, and what was the 

criteria for their selection? Was there a management structure for the 
project, and if so what was its mandate and was it fulfilled?

• What were the key success indicators for the project?
• What are the visible or measurable outcomes that can be attributed to this

project, and what are your reasons for this attribution?
• What lessons have been learnt from the process of developing this project

(gaps, challenges, strengths) and what recommendations can be made to
DED for similar projects in future?
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KEY FINDINGS

Membership

The project has eleven active members comprising of youth and adults with a
fair gender balance. The project currently involves two families and membership
is open to people from these families. The project was started by two male
adults who were later joined by their wives and children. Members are responsible
for the day-to-day activities essential to the operation of the project including
cleaning chicken storage halls, feeding and attending to the general well being
of the chickens. They are also required to attend project related meetings.

Funding

No documents could be found stating the value of the funding for this project nor did
project members have knowledge of the amount.  According to the “Close Out Report”,
the terms of reference for this project provided for the following:

• Preparation of the business plan
• Provision of small scale poultry infrastructure
• Basic poultry production technical training skills
• Business management skills training

The chickens purchased as start up stock with the DED funding died in an outbreak
of chicken flu. No contingency plan for such an eventuality had been made and this
left the project with inadequate funds to acquire new start up stock.  Project members
decided to contribute R50 per month into a common pot in order to accumulate
sufficient funds to restart the project. This seems to have worked as they managed
to purchase another stock of chickens, medicines, sawdust and chicken feed.

Training

Two training sessions were conducted as required by the terms of reference.
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The service provider,  with the assistance of the Agricultural Extension Officer, trained
project members on poultry production and care and basic business management
skills. Project members, however, were concerned that the training was a once off
event and was not followed up by any coaching or mentorship programme. The same
concern was raised in the “Close Out Report”.

Marketing

Project members stated that they had already secured the market for their chickens,
first being the local community. There is a high demand for chicken meat in the
community, but it usually has to be sourced from outlets in Howick and Pietermaritzburg
and then purchased from the supermarkets in town.  Project members were confident
that they could supply the community with chicken meat at a reasonable price.
Furthermore, there was also a significant demand from chicken meat suppliers in and
around Pietermaritzburg.  The selling price was boosted by the high demand and
constrained supply conditions.

Leadership and governance

The project committee consisting of:

• A chairperson
• A deputy chairperson
• A secretary
• A treasurer

Members attended monthly meetings, and special meetings could be held when
needed. The minute book verified a series of meetings held by committee members.
Participants stated that they were not familiar with the service provider’s terms of
reference, or the project budget. They were  expecting more funds from the Department,
and not aware that the project was closed.
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No Project Steering Committee was established to oversee project activities during
its implementation phase. Consequently it was not possible to hold the service provider
accountable for its services to project leadership. Project members accepted services
without question.

The project management structure also raised some governance related issues. It
seems that project beneficiaries were not fully involved in both the planning and the
execution of the project. The service provider was only accountable to the Departmental
Project Manager and not to project beneficiaries. There was also no proper handover
or exit strategy from the project by either the DED Project Manager or the Service
Provider.

Another issue related to governance is that the project is located within the premises
of one of the project founders. While one might appreciate this in terms of him
sacrificing his land for the project, the benefits of this arrangement would be project
security.  This arrangement would, however, confer more decision making power to
this beneficiary household.  Furthermore, it is not clear what would happen to the
project assets, particularly the immovable property such as the buildings, if the project
should come to an end.

Implementation

The “Close Out Report” indicates that all activities that were reflected in the terms of
reference were completed, including:

• Preparation of the business plan
• Construction of poultry infrastructure
• Training on poultry production
• And business skills.

This was confirmed by project beneficiaries during the workshop. Even though the
project is currently operating, it is doing so in the face of some major challenges.
Project Members stated that the costs of chicken feed, medicines and gas for heating
the stores are expensive. These inputs have to be purchased from Howick and
Pietermaritzburg, and the cost of transportation further inflates these costs.
Despite this, project members indicated that they would like to replicate the project
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if once they were able to acquire funding for further start-up stock (chickens, feed,
and medicines).

ANALYSIS

Project Relevance

It is concluded therefore, that the project was relevant, given that community members
identified it as having the potential to address pressing needs, such as poverty
alleviation and unemployment within the local community.  At the time when funding
was made available the project was also highly relevant in terms of the DED strategic
priorities, particularly in relation to poverty alleviation and community upliftment.

Project efficiency and effectiveness

Based on the information from the “Close out report”, it seems that the project was
undertaken within the set time frames. The poultry infrastructure is in place and project
members also expressed their satisfaction with the construction. However, it was felt
that the training provided on poultry production and business management was not
adequate and would have been more effective if mentorship support had been provided
to the benficiaries. Project members were not confident with the limited knowledge
and skills which they acquired from training sessions they attended. As knowledge
and skills are critical to the functioning of the project, the effectiveness of the training
interventions in enhancing sustainability is doubtful.

Project Sustainability

This project has a potential for sustainability. Project members have passion and
commitment to the project. They also believe that the project will overcome current
challenges and grow to a level where it is self-sustainable. They have identified viable
markets for their product, both in the local community and within the broader geographic
region. The market viability of their product is enhanced by the fact that due to its
affordability it is in demand in the local community. Furthermore, there is a general
shortage of chicken meat in the broader market, which opens further supply
opportunities. On this basis the feasibility study identified the project as being viable.
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However, there are concerns about the sustainability of the project. No formal
agreement exists with chicken meat suppliers in Pietermaritzburg.  Furthermore,
supplying to the formal economy also requires that producers comply with conditions
relating to quality and business regulations. There is no guarantee that this project
might satisfy these conditions or pass this market level competency test.

The project also seems to lack technical capacity on issues such as risk management.
This was evident from the fact that when the start up chicken stock died the project
came to a stand still.

The extension officer from the Department of Agriculture who assisted in project start-
up was not regularly available to advise project members. One of the reasons for this
was that there was no formal agreement with the Department of Agriculture and
Environmental Affairs (DAEA) with respect to their role in the project.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The general conclusion is that the Department of Economic Development made a
significant contribution towards this project by providing infrastructure and training.
However, anticipated outcomes such as poverty alleviation and employment have
not yet been achieved. Skills appear not to have been effectively transferred to project
beneficiaries resulting in lack of capacity to run the project. The lack of a co-operation
agreement between the DAEA and the DED has also impacted on the capacity
available to ensure the continued operation of the project.

It is further recommended that coaching and mentorship should be part of the training
programmes to ensure effective transfer of skills to project beneficiaries.
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