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1 p 1,s 	 d~ ~ n1 p rea 6 ve einAr? d u 4 oe 

* ,,t0 Saz. Nation Land (SNL.' 

"", ond a s& '1977 1983) expanded th RDAP to cover 50,8, pe'cent­
o 	 N ILwi ~ orh~m -input, DAs'funded by the U, and a fu 

the,,tn''RDstw4;Iaximu I-input- eight minimium-inpuit) funded-~jointly
b ,orddnBe ,TBD), the African Developmnt Bank (ADD -adthe'JW 


Eurpa-eeomn Fn (EDF). The _Un~ted' States Agency fo'r Interna-
na-eeomr~_(SI) co ando erbC__6-heT:rk'~*_ 

Goernent of'Swaziland (GS providedcounterpartl~'d's. 

"The objective of have been: tothe RDAP inrase production 4of crops
 
_and livetok, to~iprove the living standards &f rural people,~ and to~
 

prts the naturaYl resources. Maincomponents for ,the maximum-input'
 
RDs hae
ee:stenthnigextesosrvc, 
livestock development,~ 

landts~deeopment -adcosrvto, crdt erieincremiental frin rstsociale and tchnica assistance. The minimum-~­input RDAs 'received strengthend exteni nd .cteditservice. Thi'd 
RDAS'were chosen o'th"ai farclua o t 1,interest.Of­
~the people, in :rural ecologipcal! hoo 'ity, and populatiion' '' 
density.' ~~ 

, 	 Tot,1l planned costs for 1977-1984 were E52,7 milin o'wic b
mvliu- donor componet twas' E .1,9:millior, (21"per cent) the USAItfComp' ' 

netE 14 9'mnillio~n (28, per cent),,iheUK~fuhndin. E 6 I'milli n (1~~2per
 

Cent,2 8,mllioan'th'GOSE (3 perent
 

2.1 	 THE, REVEW ''** 

~ The GS and: the~ donorswished to review the(,D,, 'an ths,.qtd on

cdsbroadly with.tendo thelsecodphase o udn, lhuh
 

* 	some copnnstn ilUi g.:the USAID project whi~%~chVa~ valuated 
August
"in 19K.'
 

.,Te objectives of 	this -review are:( to assess, theIefctiveness of thei
Prpoject inrein toisojetvs to identify acivemen~ts and"

.,constraints; and to suggest remedial measurer. within a-'rural d elopment 

The GOS wse ocniu h rmto of rural development throtghout
*SNL, anid this, review'provides- a strategy toass h OCi its 4future
 
-pa~nn an-mpeetain 

7I 
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PRD TI N NP' DEVELOPMENT:, ASSUMPTIONS
 

The roQect ubisions ad Ad a R ~ aS -'armsTw. iou _e-~y adopt a mrecomri -a -Ei li t6Tf rig, n 
r~l ~crae cpQ i'pand livestock, if hey,,were give-ninputs a avice. This ass ntion w s- probab'i J'orddll 

bt-ecase there -have been'aiternatv opportunities 
1 

for 'SNL h6me' eadr, o' use' th'eir lpour i n' the' wage' sect pr 

Fomlwg mlyetrs taiyi 
h 90, n ae for un­v skilled'labour increased five fopld, r lcigi
Availablity of jobs, and willfingness o metadebrsto take >them, ha cosrie h s f laori amn-ciiis 

'At latwo thirds of SNL homesteads had absetee memnbers- in. wage~ 

~4vralo~l 8 e nt of hoe'tedsihano member in wage 'employ­ment.~, h xetto 'f 'ml'mnii'fr establ'ished:i~~.>; 
faiis an as long as jobs ar~ e alethey wjill) be' sought. 

~ Assuptionis of increased k -P areas and yields of tobacco, potatos, angroundnuts, were extremc-ly optiistic an~dwere. never'likel;,to be~ ?achieved withirn'the time scaledof te roec .Maize-clearly givesK\Sone,.of the highestrtrst 
 ~n nao6
t~rtunsolaou,.ais u likely to e relae
elaed<

by th~e other. crops.-

Th rnia i of lietc components was-to reduce the, pressureorngrazing' by destocking. , Implicit was th~e assumnption that 'owners"­
would sell stock, and 'invest the proceeds elsewhere. However' returns 4* 4"">4 k,. from ineteti:ctl, whether 4a typic6al -smal1'herd or, steers~on -' 4 

a fattenin~g ran~ch, are significantl~y better than from institutionalTiestments (the main altern~ative). Returns from cattlepnobably-
S 44j remain competitive even if stckn 
 inteste
r'icreased4 above 

~~ leel. 4 cirarjm esths estocking could'
n~A2iot 4have benexpected, a~nd 
rojection-4 of produictiit, coeff'icients'
 
4were unrealistic. 2 ,2 - 9, '­

the, ;4The 44.4~oo o fude RDAP 44t-mwas44, d by a min str tiv 

4uter, tly*'delayed
444frc 
 Some 
 ay rs
4cdue,for4 pln aproal CRD pro
Th 'so 
 str 'to th 'prjc Could have) ' r, n icipwan tedma'-an
all e e atth
44~ ~~~ ~~ " 4. - "4"4 ~ ~~aPEMni'" 
g-" ag 4,44 

emntofsmeph4,cl"aret 
 asben 4hi mresie.B 
 te n
 
of t e p o r rim4444l n ~ st u t i e h d be n o
i p e e . ,S m f . h4em 4hrfaln444:si-onevaan pastur im-44" 

with~<" majo 


proeme t)_________ c iti al 44 ',e 4's "4fa l wee4,4 us d~ y '444' 4 , 4r4 n th sta of th4 p 44 4 4. 4- " 4 p4444
 
4 
 6c' t' and i",b i n 4a th ty of, theLDS, 

4444444.4 

44
44,44 ~ ~ 4Sp4,"A-7 17- 4,4J~ ~ ~ 4 2 4 4' 
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5. OPERATING PERFORMANCE 

The five year life of the expanded second phase of the 
RDAP was too
short to expect measurable trends in agricultural production, parti­
cularly with delays in 
implementation and droughts in the latter two
 years. Monitoring and evaluation carried out by the MOAC was 

until recently designed 

not
 
to detect changes in areas cultivated, crop­

ping patterns, and yields.
 

Emphasis in the study !,as been given to the performance of the ear­
lier RDAs which might have shown some response to the pr ,gramme.Valid comparisons camnot easily mdebe because infornation is scarce
and usually aggregated to the extent that differences are difficult 
to detect. Also tht RPAs have inherently greater potential (a cri­
terion for their selection).
 

a) Crop production
 

The impact cV the RDAP or. crop productin was less than
anticipated, but it prouably contributed to slcwing what 
might have b,..in an even i reater decline. Apart from cot­
ton there have heen no significant increases in 
areas p lanted, ;wd the decline f . raizo area is 

crop 
greater

than predicted. Declires in cro; areas have been slower
in RDAs thr in rr.-H[,. Yields ha-ve rer-ained static
and well short of the unawttirAble pro ect targets, but 
are sirnrific ntly hi1-,r in tho nidr HOts than the 
newer ones.
 

b) Livest .ck production, rnra, aid rasture 

So far, the P.'AI O:s had no casurab le im,.pact on overall 
stockir. rals, rr structure, or productivity (offtake,
calvir.s-a,.rg rate, mortasity). Stck=nK- intensity
has int -id significantly in the fenced areas, and the
condition (of the razing resource has deteriorated in
corparison with ,enf.nced areas. Rotational grazing has
been limited tc a few 'group' (oemonstration) ranches. 
The f.inc, pryr, hasi led to an imbulance between 
w-.r, ter ,nd ,.ar ainy, to the detriment of range
dition, but has ,rwv-d popular because of the 

con­
reduced 

need frr horin- r. ,t sintild not be rnntinued in its 
precpe.t form. 

Achiever..t of the unrealistic targets for pasture improve­
ment ha'- been nopligible, and is still in the investiga­
tion/demonstratio, phase which should be continued, inclu­
ding range scedinp followed by controlled stocking. Neither 
chain bush clearing nor 
brush cutting has proved successful.
 
The latter m-t.hod is chcaper but ornly justified in dense 
bush accr,corpi-rd by arboricides. 

-S3­
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C) The Tractor Hire Pool 
 (THP)
 

The THP has been well managed but its efficiency has been con­strained by government employment rogulations. It has c;jerated

at steadily increasing losses because charge rates have notbeen raised to cover costs, of which the fixed element is about
80 per cent. There is 
no firm evidence that th( 
THP has curbed
 
expansion of private 
tractor hire.
 

"d) Soil conservation
 

Excellent prctecticin work in earlier years, 
low erodibility of
soils, arid restriction of cultivation to moderate slopes, mean

that Jow achivrrrerit of the 
terracing programme is 
riot serious.

Severe erosion -s limited 
to small 
areas near stock watering

places and (ip iir:ks. Gullies are spectacular but their overall ­
impact is not 'rert. 

jhe- R_Ap r , -j to, [ch -tiDhqisi on mechanical conservation,easur,-s. G t'iteephari~ ~,hFuld be given to appropriate land 
use ant croef *ma ag m,-nt.
 

Lard Dev, 1 ,rat t ectioin 

Most of th 
L w ,rk was in the RDAs and emphasis has changedfrom soil ':ons,rvtticn to roads and water supply schemes. The 
equ ipm-nt is rio se I m,,tched to "asks, and efficiency is af­fected by lack ( f st- ndurdisation and design/planning capacity.
Utilisatin rates _re ieen(rally 20-30 per cent. The centralworkshop, s:os, rid rit' r:-air units are not efficient,
the latt. ' iffr-ct d by *'v"rrrr-,.. ol oyrent regulations. 

f) Credit, c;,r, ,r ve ,and .".rhetir ,i 

Credit distribution by the Sl;'B has been generally efficient,
and is tybsed 10 per cert of SNI. farmers. The heavily subsi­dised intr;st rate has protably encouraged uptake, sometimes 
as a substi_ r (, for- czish resources. In contrast credit throughcoopratives (i975-1980) was a failure and had to be stopped,
but many farmers and cooperct ives have resulting debts. The
cooperatives ha ve made a significant impact in distributing
inputs and consumer goods in RDAs, also benefitting non-RDAs. 

The project's neglect of markting outlets, on the assumption
that comercial ch.ann'l-s would be used, was unfortunate, asneither the latter nor cooperatives (unti.l recently) provided
adequate primary outlets. 

g) The PDAP has widely improv--d the general standard of living
throug2h direct and indirect social services. Practical assis­
tance 'labour, materials, transport) has been given to localcommunity self-help projects. Piped water supplies have been
popular and 72 schemes serving 16 300 homesteads have been

inrstalled. 
 Other services include: feeder roads, input sheds,
mveting halls, electricity, and day care creches. The catalyticeffect of the RDAP in stimulating interest and identifying thewillrign..ss of rural communities to contribute to rural develop­
ment has been one of its main achievements.
 

-$S4 ­



'Si~ce abou4 , 176/, E-45 mil Io has been sp ent on~ t- e DAR (nclding­t Of which GOS'h 

Ei gh ty,'-t. e~pr' t of'plann'ed exe _t4.Un)fort

k fnrunded- project-had'b~een a6chi~e
A UI t by M7arch 1~983. "UInderspen.

i' a mos t~vid'ent'on' lanid' development- and conserva ti olincr e~~i cro ants the pri'ncipal reason,being tne slowaprojet mnagement, 
trt. onetrgh i 1st iv~ comnpounjded 'the4 

gains: r,te CGOS from changes in curnyecag rats.',>~ 

Althoughv systematic records of 'expendi-Cure on-tfe13Y-.fundeRDshvno 
been kept, we~es~ima&itatppo.ate*l- .5O per, cent ,of la-nned, exendi­ture was made. The rnain shortf li'~was inmaneac ifs utreO.nly, 57 per~ cento ntels paeo~hiD
made b6f ore'~Cessati on'-of UK' fnding.;J N rch 198l oA n e'R ssWrk t P.:scontine with' COS, funding.~~ nith~eDs~. 

By Mjarch 1983, 62 pe etoilne SI pninor the Infrastruc'-' 
ture Suprt roethad been- used. ,'~4
 

N, MOAC',s share"othe COS recurrent budget has remained AconstantA'at about<9 per,,et: Hoeete DPsae of the MOAC bu~tia ieimil
Ainih 
 lattoyas A further"significant increas is xet I1'~984/85 when the all project costs are !transferred 'to the~recurrent'budget. 
Th~ags components are salaries and wages; and vehicle operating cots 

,. which, together 'account for over.90 per cent of, the, totafl. 2 A 

~7. INSTITUTIONAL APERFORMIANCE 4 ; - , 

Gvnthe coimplexity 'of,the task, the RDA Manageijren Unit ',as benwe managedA and effective. The Aprocurement AandA bulizpormim have been
 
;<4.successful, 
 with a high level o'f fin~ancialf'control. Th'e Un at.,cculd use.Afu~lly have be u'lmne.*texets ndikand s'uervisionof 

Sbuildings and other co'nstructionitems..,A 
AAA AAA 

AExtension services- in te..R1iiae no-eletbihd n,92 h 

~~~~~~~~~ adnstrtvoyiloh'bringiIg ivestco extensionaf

tieA~t
m~i~nistr eDepartment ,'of Agrilcu t'e',f Tr~ai nn 'progranmeshave bee'n implemented,I andte ratio-o' eeai'~i~e o wokr is
 

AAouti 
 1 240Ohomesteds.",.,geae e.Tresearch :has -i.the~past. been~orieited.A~;towards ,corrkrercial'Afrm'ers, ithere ha-b'a- Adi~kictic tiApor 

~~~~~~~h majority of,*,RDA fares'.ATeMrisyhsA ieC dnI ,and
'ed wishes to ~correct ,the presen AexcessofA'field evel 
A' speiists
in Arelaton Tto,generalist extension(ire. 4~ 

Since 1,978, lwIen~tlieVResea'rch Divisinrture toth OCfote ~~s 
:Tw thrdsoiheResearch Officers are,now~tann ovesea. Te 

­
k~ ~ ~ Unvriy-Athr~aeen a hiatus in staffing~and research. activity-

4urrent CrpigSystems":Research and ExtensionTraiingPrject USAID)
should neace the ',edi ection ofrsac o d snialhol'de'r farmrersi and"6otbute ''wards .definition of m6re rppropria'te'ex-tnsion messages.­

- , A;'lA
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Failure to 
achieve unrealistic tarjots hos not been the
implementing agency. 

fault of the


Rat.her 
it must be attributed to a 
poorly conceived
plan. For'unately 
some 
of the dovoaop.en--t components, notably terracing
and fencing, were only partially implem.ted, because their 
impact would
possibly 
have been more da~maginz than benefi-cial.
 

9. 
 FUTURE DEVELOPMENT 
IN ThE RURAL AREAS 

Background
 

Although ural 
development has been 
in progress 
for many years, notablythroA h exte-sion, soil 
conservation, and 
s:cial services, 
the tempo
ch~ngec with th advent of the HLAP in 1970. In 
the RUAs, the intensityof deveopnent infrastructure 
inoreased and expectations of potential
benefits were 
raised. 
Pural people and their leaders 
were deliberately
involved 
in planning and 
irp1em.nta:ior. 
 In the reraining SNL the peopleare pressnr for similar s-:istance.
 

The poprlation is 
 ,rewing.rapidly, and by the end of 
the century there
will be ovr half a rn]lii ,:rsons of wnrking 
 age iK Swaziland with only117000 jobs (based on pr,.jpct cd economic growth). 'Ihus many people of
workir_ age will have to makv tihr living in the r<.ral economy. Ruraldevelopment 
inn.r continue. Yhe altrrnative would alcost certainly beincreasin? 
food and water sh,:rtares, and consioerable hardship.
 

Strategy
 

Ru.-a dvelopmnt Would be 
pragrartic 
and flexible. 
 Incremental 
crop and
livysiock rdution are urlikely 
to be spectaoular. Given the 
limited
finarcia rny.trces Df GOS, 
iev,-ir 
 enit :ccas-c's must be cost effective andshoul r -. rt cipation. 

The RDIF .suld be . tendod throuaelut SNL. Ih. crc ation of new RDAs onthe basi; rf a - or c hoI r:eity shou:dI-
 be associatednalisation with a ratio­of exi.ting RDAs, considerin -xis-ing project centres and infra­structure, co-munications, and possible purchase of ITF land.
shouid bE 
 The aim
Erater dispersal of s,-rvi ces, 
 n a:ing extension staff and
farmers shes, am n outlying farmers. 
 Road const.ruction should be care­fully jistifi d. Priority should be given 
to rMtional land use p! ns,
project rntrs, ard d metic water supply .;chts. Additional componentsshould t. depen rt 
 orn co'amnriJty initiative and paycent, but designed and
supervis;ed by R.AF 
staff, who could assist.with procurement and.distribution
 
of meterials.
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Institutional changes
 

Major changes are not necessary. 
 The RDAMU should continue its role
of mobilising, coordinating, and administration. District F1'oject
Co-ordinators should be appointed under the CPC, who should particu­
larly liaise with SEOs and District Teams. 
 The present strong fi­nancial control should be maintained. Project managers need not beagriculturalists: strong administrative ability and motivation forrommunity work should be equally considered. Those PWs already ex­perienced could b. effectivply used to manage irrpl,.mntation in new 
L)As. 

The number of specialist field level exte-nsion workers should be re­duced, at 
the same time creating tears of specialists at. District

level. Recruitm ent of additional staff will not be necessary, andthe emphasis should change tc r -trainini'. Field staff should be de­centralised whr.ev-r possibI e. Transf. r .f thr Animal Husbandry Di­vision to the Papartment of Agriculture would a.sisn the integration
of yivestock and range management in the extension service. 

The Land Developr.,ent Soction would benefit from specialist units
(task forces) and decentralisation 
of construction and maintenanceto District centres, where District Engineers should do design andconstruction work currently with the Land Use Planning Section. The
latter should separate national 1 
 vel p- aroing from detailed plan­ning of individual RDAs, which should become the task of small multi­disciplinary teams. The Tractor Hire Pool should have a measure offinancial i d-pandence, while ranaged by, and deriving its policy
from, the NOAC. Its structure should also be 
 decertralised. 

Improving prograr.r:e effectiv;.ness 

Extension should b- direct-d tc the majority of moderate farmers,using better understanding of farmi.ng systems and resources. Re­commsendations should embody cost efficienc)y and low risk and shouldgive priority to timely land preparation and planting, improved

seed, and effective weed control. 
 Emphasis should be given to 
the
main crops (maize and cotton) aiming at groups wherever possible.Existing 'grouap' ranches should be carefully monitored and promoted.They represent crmunity initiative to achieve better gra7ing manaCe­
ment ard husandry, and in s<.re coces dtocrking. 

Direct taxation of livestcck would probably cr-ate a climate of dis­trust and would be difficult to collect. Given the investment andsocial value of cattle, and the high propensity to retain them, thelevel of tax needed to increase offt.ake would be unacceptably high.
However, there are good argum .- ts for encourag ing dip tank commit­tees to purchase the more effective but expensive materials, thus
relieving the MOAC of the 
financial burden.
 

-S ­
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Other recommendations for better livestcck and range management
include: division of herds by age/sex groups, 
identification of

suitable animals for marketing, a moratorium or perimeter fencing

of grazinr areas to allow better planning and use of fence lines,a review of pasture improvement achievements and data 
to formulate
 
a new strategy, and limitation of bush clearing to maintenance of
existing areas while 
they are subjected to technical 
and econcmic
 
review.
 

Soil ccrservation policy should inc)uAe the-r al.A resources, not

only the RDAs, and shoula concentrate on installa 
 tion and mainten­
ance of Crass strips, associatel with iroved crap husbandry. 

The planned rt lo:a i ti.--." of the cop ,ti , vjrwt,'r, sh-uld be
pursued,,ith er.phis on str.ngthening rArgWT win developing

the primary rarket ing function to el imir, itc 
 po:_.sible constraints. 

Social infrastructure should be equitably distributd, assessing percapita ,xp-;ndtre. Soc-ial groupings, cor::nunity nryn isation, andcommunity responss to G,. vernme.nt servi,.s ohoil d be investigated. 

A conprohesivo. -,puram- of surveys of rural 
be carried o'ut, inclu ,n: lire 

e ,:i vel*pmroent should 
bos studies, physical and financial 

progress, input and output r:itinp, extraneyus co,,ditions,
social i evaudct, tin ,:f specific corprae;ts, and periodic
views. The 

re-
I. gtorina.d Evaluation Unit Mhould be strengthened 

with 3 seciallst = 'urA deve]hopnt Frc-ects. 

-$ 9­
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C TER 1,-- - RODUCTION 
-

1. BACKGROUND 

1.Over) ew of the economy 

Unk .suhrnAfrica,_Swaziland-/i- 9 51nli a--copachas1'hornog ous. puPapzion,speaking; the samwe languaghsarltvl' 
e ie riution of town and emrployment centres, and has good ;c~u~'-'ctos both, nside the~countr-y and to portst­

The.Swaziland economy,isicharacterised by "mnodern", arnd,'1traditianal"
setr, whc ar togyitrlned and by I ts remb(-rship of the
South African Customs Uni 
 an he'Rand Monetary Area, The traditional.
sector~ is'dominated by Swaz.AN 't 1n!Land (SNL), occupying 60 per .cent afthe land rea, on which'twothirds 'ofthe "population live.'.The in­5stitutional 4custom's and monetary'.arrangementsw
wth South 'Africaprovide
Swzlnd ih over half of total'*,government i''nue"from Uut~r~~pu
 

buti~a~kmi~oijrjjnjl~v1''o '~apsand consumer prices, andf
th rcso~arclua products. >Inflation -has' averaged 14 per cent;

in the perod197771982.~
 

During,1977-1 982- GDP, fluctuated sharpl.y about an average rate of 5, per,cent a ~year_ The main contrib'tions "to: growth, camre 
fro' ulcsco

investm~ents and expansionf of the' sizgar-and woodpulp~industriescoule

*wthi vourabe world prices fo teeroucts in 1980. and 
 1981 ro~''1982,,the effects othe recession throughout the world, and particulary y-*­in,South Africa, ;,reduced the economic growth rate inSaiad
 

~ ~ J4~u~VcropProuctonwin two,,scessive droughts. 
-

prjcto of,2GDP grwt t.
o,98 indicates a rate of,,2,1 per cent ,a ye
 

-4 Swazi1'a~d is suiffering' balnjfpyet difclis: larelk+ to depressed conmamoity rices ,and~'growing. imp~rt levels.~ 'Imiports 
due2 
haveA2

ecee'exports, by_ i ncreasing amous nces 1976, andby
2 

57 pr2 
2 il~xpor~~;a~e~~n~981.~ te2bsugar per. cenit2 ,in. 1981), and 

-en 

nrotable~that,,E 42 nzillio 
 ',';o a' onwas sprnt,in 
-'ia 


od n enanimals",
only 82'p''-ceQ b,~ot1nd~v~nml',F
t'>~
rcn o oalmI-por s)ut'.a rapidly, growirig item - '­

1.1.2. Population - 2' '2~F ' 

Teresident popu~ation in wzlnin193iesmadtob6000
-growing at a'rate of 34 per~-cen ayear,'n o h fastest rates in 

-the 'wor-ld In the1976,j'op~o census' it was estimated that 48 percent 'of th people 2wer'e-below4 the, age 1 mmetum~ for 5grothof~. 5.The 
is considerable, and th census'report projected that "there would be' over,1 
a mil 9 ~ -people living in the country by2 the end of ithe century. The, 

-~ 2 ~ 2 

-,A 2 2 *2 2 '2- %2 ' - - 7-4 ' 

~' ' 1z 



4- i hppulat io grot raemee4 ec~ ~ t~~nans that nationa .incom
enYeraimr''vem'et'i 

ny 15 percn of th population' lived. rnurban' areas at-the time-of
r cntonindividual tenrelfa~msin at te
(ITF). The 
' ,
eainingYo-thirds of.tihe people live nSLieac ctee hoet
an~ average of eight~people, sometimes~ is re 
than nehueod
Migr tio'~~ -h
bp~rais probably Inc-easin 

Te1976 cnsu~s also recrded 2 S bete oT ~ Ob~~ee Wrking outside ;the,.cu 'r,and in that year4 .20~000 en ere rerie toth 
 ines in SouhArc.
Teeis thoughtto have been' a~decreaseinrcen yer in the pumber 4of absente~e wor~r'reet as, partlY _duie to' higher ini Southmin wages and a ees
African industry 'resultj' in~mi~eSuhArcn'~e 
rpaig~~e~
mine work; In 190 ny102907 
men" were-recruited,'to-Smiefr
Swazilan~d., ,Th~e proportion o~benesfrois, azadi ihro hwestern andsouthebrdes'' Othb5cflttsaj 'o'h'RSA mirye.'
 

'444 Employment~ 

'The 1976 census 
 4 14 

and 
indicated that of the residentAfiaover, 58 per cent of sales an,2 outon.gd1per cen't of females were employ d
Aie. earned msoney
7 considered in the year before the cenisus).,"~ Th'eanerto be econoiically inatv (housewives St'udents, r,'jiredJ~
persons) , unemployed 'work seekers,' or persons'I'" engaged inlsubistenceagriculture or other activity,who di o eev ahincome. 'K
 

1983 isnra Sttitia Ofic
1983is.84, CSO)~estimates that total employme'nt in
including small Sw'azi, traders and erployment~6y'p iv".t'
,homesteads. "At 16 per.,cent-of the populationi, a'lower.'propdj tifl4 thanindicated in' the 1l976 Censu, thsis neethls i hihrpooto

thaninostcountriesin Central and' ,

,, kihern Avc.,4iutr~~ITF land) 'and foresry'accounted forabou,~
4 t 40prcn fttlpi-mly'"
k"'4 m~>~ent.- Durng 1977-1982~', 5m'l. seto emlym'' s:etiaSgrown 4at aIn annual> rte~of 3 4 per Icent, toh
withk 'a~aerage of22 W e jb'~>4.created each year ("~Economic,,Revi'e'w 1978-1981,Dprmn~fEooi

,JU4-UPlanning and Statitlcs, Feb r,1982D) artmscs,.~rua~l93);...However,dur pgjthe 'same'i~ fEooi 
7 00sho.levra'esStd.-'V) have 

period,
sogt mlyetevery year. 

'4rjeto o m,6mn prospects 'to 1989, based on projected-economic
idl~ts 6ngroth nrease o

4'4 4 3a"re -ag a ae 
1,7 per.. cent 'a'year. -Ep~yetprospects44 'ha po s
"' and Usutu iforest an 

b l t e o ' r duc edt ac t ivi typup, n andthe.'- trend at H velock Min etuwards iiechan 
' io"on the' 
Ssugar, estates., 
 d4 44,,Y 

The4rspe4sfo 
 inrese 
 44' temployme 
4 4Q,.4t: 4'4 4'" '4A''4444'4~.n,44~'~'4'~o go 4 " b'''""''I 4 .jC's' pa tl 


atate to Swzln.Srosuepomn'e 

nvtbe unesther 

c~p~ s io ~~ t '~f i of er co sis ~ er~ 1e s~~'s'dis~nd ta
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radical change i n economic growth or employment Stutue 

-Employ~ment and wags are'discussed in 'mdre' detail in'Section,2.6i 

1 1 .4'*. Land ownership 

_-f-the,-tQtal-an reof- Swzln -(r-7365 ha7 per cent'TP :v(10620ha i wz 
Nation Land (SNL),'and 40 prcn osssoindiv1.dual tenure fa~is (ITF) ,~ either,freeho& or concession leases. 
1SNL is held in trust ,for~the nation by the monarchy-, 1and i n6reasing '> '2~Iv1~'slIF lnd

"'IlGovernment. 
s puirchased: and 're'.designated under a scheme'financedUKVf While mfl.1t of,1the ,ITF land is bytel~

owned by companies and1 ,:::foreigners (some of them abse'ntes),lan increasing amouint is being pur­chased. by Swazi nationals., Of 320 individual tenure farmis (IT!') recorded
k~ as "in use" in,,1980/81, 61 centper werefowever, 21 large farms 
less than' 500 ha. in~extent.~H- ac'counted for 58,5 per cent o,' h T ra
 

The SNL is divided into RuralDvlRDs),oc
 
Deeopment Areas (DIi)
'*" 531 808 hectares (50,8 per cent of SNL); 

ocpying
n-Rs'(bot30 per cent of,
SNL),, and "other' land in trust" which includns Tibiyo land, National

Trust Land, and other'government controlled land. 
 I 

Within SNL, arable areas are farmed by individual homnest'eads by customary
right allocated by,local chiefs. 
 The grazing areas/are used on a communal
basis. 
 These grazing areas' occupy 80-90 per ce f~the SNL. 

1.1.5. 
 Land Tenure 

- ' , 

In studies of land tenure, it has been shown that there is a hierarchy ofcommunities, each of which derives somle of: its rights to land from asuperior level (Hughes, 1972). Membership of the Swazi Nation confers aright to use land, but this is realised through chiefdons.. The chief is
responsible to the King for order in his chiefdom, This involves the right ~to accept newcomers, and~the right to banish wrongdoers frseriousoffences. 'The 'latter' is an essential elemen ofsca-otoadi 
aretibui~nby te lcalcommunity,,rather than by the state.' 

Within th~e chiefdom there may be sub-groups, whether with a recognisedsub-chief or nlot,'which' are defined areas and an a'ssociated group ofhomesteads. The actual apportionment of land betwenhomesteads may be
dlone by s'b-chiefdom heads, though they do not have' the uhriyt&'~'V~' accept newcom'ers or banish. atoiyt
 

ir 2 A further apportionment of land is made by the homestead, head,2: allocates land to each, woman who'
for food crops. 
 There is also in practice'
 

C' ~3 'I ~ ' 

la<u:
 

2 
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V 

Moblit r~ot.f.'g oarrving .'whc menahy a,p~tly be ause o Ahplot' oneyear but are
th e ne,x asn t mobility of~homesteads.I e~bsf a~1use aIptvl
ar
ea coniue t yare1 they canf land eficieyrt oto.
 

bso t.and tenue' 2whichhas~se i~tas a, main obstacle to' innovat ases5 te pontjtat agricultural'development initiatives~ c~d adso
egisd'byoul %ad sooba
as 1 as by the~sdual-groups-with~-gtst- ----x i sue--fso -in ',,:yndiiduls."Th re
wel", s ineent carried out u 'dprogramme has been'consistet with th~is approach, Ah~j

anzd it is a'featuresome'very' sinfc~ dvlpet in range "mngmet 
of y 
h
group as a wh~ole and no',niiulhomesteads'"which poss 

inei i 
h~~~jtt


pasture,'only group Initiatives can make an .impact. N r 

7~The Rural Home<stead, J)N~ 

The homrste a .. athbasic group within y ich~crop proucto 
management' of herds arerganised.- Tehaofte hoheedo th etionad!ail'ho-e t' dwegI

alle'
~giance to a chief and obtains the right to graze animals'in~th echiec
dom an the right to bealctda parcel of land'o 
whichi to grow crops. 

Hometeadaredisprsedeac 
 nex toand normally up-slope from' its-ma~iVins~~aeipre~ahnxtarable plot.. ,The
tankjs
buildings

and a 
niormally consist of'a number4 of dwellings, somemaize stores or 
 kraal. In most homesteads there i~s a'sdinglemarried couple and their depen'dants', and the number ofdelnsi~i~ H lmtd' .-Iowever, 
 there are many in which. the 'head has two or more wives, 
or a4 " 

:rried son 
has built his ho~me there, 'or several married brothers have theirl
families together, 
 In ths ae h oetedcnb 
 sv,,
~and-may include 30 or more-people. The mean homestead sizeofautne
 - ~ ~ persons is large compared with many other societies. 4bui 

composition of a
SThe hom~estead reflects the marriages of its members,.andthi pattern of post-marital residence. In the past 'it'was apparently.morcomonthan today.'for married sosadyounger brothers to re'main~----attached to their fathe1, or brother's homestead,, and'as-a result theiho e-.steads~ee larger. 4',No t ise comn for a ,ouple-to establisha' separate.Shomestead at an earliersage.~ The.timing of~salsmn fasprt-l/homesead refect th 
 property held ,by the homestead iembe'rs'._ Thus eari e
independe nce~ almost certain ly refIe cts' the growing imotac~lonrnagricultural nom'e ,in :the last generation or so.C ~ 'dependenip In, the, pasi thegreater,,,on hand I abourjor c Itivation an'd oncattle for,~': ooldctu aio ofsvngs-md itNmore',difficult to obtain independence.~ilowever, todays sepa'rate, homest ads'close inare~oftengruped in'a 
4 Aocality, Iand mutual assista nce ,remafns, important."' 

-~~WhIi a homestead earh womapnflas seaat' itch~n, although the neals a,"betkeogethc-ras,a'group- 'The production of..maize and other food cropC:suhas bean- 'and 
Upk dolne by each' 6iwoan on a :separatepoand the hrvest s±stored ~irdepedently. ' In this _sense the crop ~dc 

4 
 4 



my'be upderstoo bet mn the basis ofec co p mption~ groupo~r 

sveapeswtithe herd, that' although i t, i s penned ina single~krasi an~d is'identified wi th outsiders as the property of~the-household~,e ~,,it istin fact, better 4pderotorod as, the' 'aIimals belonging tothe-mnebersofeac coesold, 'wit others belongin t the head fimself, Women ain w 

- asa e~a-.unilateralv decisi n 1 6b61l or transfer.,ssa anr animall'bumust-refer'to -the 'Other indvdual'or,individuals. Wh6n hoshl arates 
jfrom ,others to farm a ne n nml we yismmesfrLseparate herd.~ay~rml ond yismmesfr~ 

'Itwould be misleading, howeerto consider, tIhehomestead as essent ally(' a farm ng group.- A"'drvey of, married woe in1978 showed that' 70'per.,cent7~or: them had husbands inY wage emiployment, 'most of thEmi absent A(Nxuialo, 1979)to then~origr Rural Homestead Survey 1978/79:(.de -Vlete,'981 ), four -outof~fivehom esteads hd at l'east one member in wage, employment,: ei ther locally,Wi-- rr'at'adistance On aerage these w moetas'hvabsent.embersonly a.:minority were recorded-as having no members 
Th

earning wages,.,an even 
-~some o-f~the migiht have received' eitne 
 Overaill
*--on-'average accounted for 46 

?ags-and remittances,per cent of income. in cash and kind, wie crops­
wer 1en ad ivstckwere 26per cent, inluinan elementpr

~~appreciation in-valu. f r.2 The balance consisted of about 8 prcent from~ non-y<farm horne-based'activities and 9 per cent 
 s(erV
ot e puc et r 1 8)

S It should be enmphasised.that these figures a're only indicative, because j-earnings were treated differently when wage earners were resident.'or absent,~only homiestead heads were interviewed, and the sampling was not closely,~ '- supervised. 

' 

47 -1.2. OVERVIEWOFTHEAGRICULTURAL SECTOR
 

1,2.1. Introduction-

Th'o m ri lsub-sect'or (IFT) mainly~p o u e rp~ o export,, particularly,

-suFar, ;citrus fruit and products, pineapples and'cotton.- Incontrast,'.theI'ismallholder sub-sector' (SNL),mainly produces subsistence food'rp,~i~ ~~ 

- X"'-~some cash crops (particuiarlycotton and 2tobacco) ,-an.hsiprtn6ol 
gof cattle and goats. 
 The SNL is heavily overstocked, and'erosion-is~evideRt'
 
k.generally' 


thought. 

e l n , ' 


~ Agriculture's impoirtance~to the economy ''" 
can be, measured ,by its~contrjbution­:~<ot GDP, which, was, 25 per cent'in 1981,,bu-~of this'only,a thi.rd damefrom
<4SNL.'<Agriculture contributed '47 per cent of exports in 1981 mrainly,,.sugar,
~cannpd fruit- and citrus fruit. ,The sector aloprovides'bu 4 0.per$'cent
''of'paid employment, 
but this is almost all, on ITF.' >-_~ 

~'' V''''- '' A 2 1,' ,' P-"W V4 ' ,51'' 
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pepl hto' o,pero' 


ion c'~n eo mprois teIli-r1culI-, i stnar iflviga- , rae prod puctiononeN. , 
':-,tha) ,he epe"re, andt'wra ,51hmsead 22.69,epl'-a Thri')eof8.epe per hesteadn.oe eai, Chpe 

2.2.)--)eleLan sg~;~fGovernment, S~p i 
ltherua 

nNL
 

~ ln.,SNL about, 9,7 per~ centj.is .classi ied 'as "'crop]and"'(Ann~ual Statistical Bulletin 191 8 ,pe 'n~a "grazing 'lan' , the remainder ha'noath~er, niscellaneous,'uses. 
 Itdis notabl e ,that.about,one f ifth of ITF iseV~i'iiir uinused or is~used for smal1holderiagriculture. 

Te1981/82 Annual' Survey of Swazi .1~ion Lad(CS)gie more rcnifrainwhich~indic'ates' a'slg more inense~use~frr ropping of'

'. individual holdings inttheI RDAS"(82 per cent) thna o Ds(79 percen.Th proportion offallow, 11-13 cninDsadnery16


Per cent in non-RDAs, indicates-.that 'pressure on available land is not4 yet intense. Th dfeec§bewn.Rs d'non-RDAs may. be"due tothe inherently greater prdcto poenilo thlfrm 

, 1.2.3. Crop production on SNL:- -

On SNL,, in the highveld anid middlevld,gonprhomest~ad ems 'omnaeao rpwas 0,5 - h-ot'mN~ee rthsgrown per l~,0 hectares in,1982/83'Nvrhesthere was a -wide distribution ofr~pe araadi0ayfDs'0 2 

50 per cent of homesteadthnwoscrop more t'~~ectares. .' The smal11~odal~* cropped area is ,a reflecin'o ,h ednyt etitpotcint~4 1 subsist'ene requirements.~' 'Cr~oppedjiesi~ ree'll'e g er'Ily
larger, probably Qrel Inore. extensive 'subsis'tence cropping' andf 

~ The dmnn N,cro is mie(0prcn of crp Obaej)1 :Cottonis the min~cSNL crop,,rw thmainly,'"
'4'~aj ahcrp "rwrminyin ~th owveld' (7. per~rcent of thecotton area~ Tobaco Adairk' ai-cufr&J), t7oidits,beajns and sweet-potatoes~are other~important dryln crops 'O0n sallirgt schemes 
th mi crop are' vege2 a 'es, '~'4 4 . 

1..-Livestcj k' 2 "j"'' 

Livestockare also divided between"4smalholder and comme~rcial sul sec or;5. 

44 ~ 
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e. -: crcer yjarge.,nubers of~sc 'and enera y' ow,tdy., Livstock accountfor'about 40 p'r,ernt o agric~
,pyt.12 per, cent atf GDP, adabout 'four per, ~nt 0f_ exp r 

ecattl-e populati1on incr-eased frmhl-mii
 
tnna1Y 660 090 in 18, butthe 
 declined slightly.~ bu Oc~ o he national herd almostt
all~ on SNJ reao
 
mpor kur 


yeas-.- try numrs sh'?o 00v 
dncase i1av twenty3O~Ooo to .700 GOO o'ver the' same,.'period. Sheep, pigs'arnd equinles are kept,~bu~.tnot in significant numbers,
 

O'Nincreased :pe'sije ton graing areas has resulted fromrising
livstok-ppuations~apd larger,,,cropped areas. ,-On the ai~er. 'wiz'terreserves, have:lbe6me iadequate. Ca tle~productiiy tne~,dcline, wiith- calving and' weaning rates often lesta'3 'pr'1offta e of about. 12p n. Thelo cnt -includes deathsiand local slaughter,andreucs he. sa es.outside SNL to a smallproportiojn.­

.25. Infrastructure and servicesV 

-General 
Thu ,i s l ia
i n i a 
 r c l u a ' 'l.4'' 

Theangement- or ru~ral and ev omnti
 
.{'Swaziland Are complex because there are two~atoi-e;th raii a
SAnd modern. The former includes~the monarchy, the Swazi Natioznal.Council,
 

er cldestheCabnet-thMniury
Agr~iculture and: Co-operatives,(M~OAC),<and the Cenitral- Rural Devlopnn
of
Th~ Board ('CRDB).. Seea~ovrm jV
! g i are dir;ectly' involved in:'r'ural~


,~development, including,~ the~Mi itries:.of, Health; dcto;WrsPower adCmuiain dthe,"Department of Economic Planning 

ment Co-ordiniating Committee, has been' es ta'lised under~the -chairmanship4' of he?rIncipa4 Secretary 4of MOAC. '< ' 

The~~ ~ofArcluean 
 ~ ~ oo:aie ~Miisr
~ 42 

The MOAC,,has Departments dealing .with'Agriculture (includingfthe RAManagemIrent.Unit'Soil4 Testing, Seed' Develpment, Extension Service,; Farmer
!Tann Cenre,-rrgai,.Mechanisation, Grain Storage, Rural YouthDeve Iopment ,~For ryaHom 6 Econ s EearchanPn ing(Land'Use'Plahfriing', nc1ud gLand "evelo"'4 t'"- anal > 'nnalysis and. Plann ni ; Resarh' Ecnoic.' "Co prtv' 

±nAniml'1 keih 

'4
'eterinary Services,.1(n~l dcin' :Me' Hyiee Canedrding Stations, Sisa''and Fattening R~anches).~~ 

Crdtand inu 
supplies4i4-

4'~4 

Agricultural 4 . credit Js provided4 through the Swazdland Dvlpetan aig 

7, 44 
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Bank 
"SDSB), the commercial banks, and 
input suppl.ers, as well as some
co-operatives and processors. 
 Small scale farmers :n SNL receive almost
all 
their credit through the SDSB Small Farmer Schere, through which
seasonal credit 
is offered at subsidised interest rates. 
 Input supplies
for SNL farmers come mainly through co-operatives, which are organised under 
a Central Cc-operative Union (CCU).
 

Marketing
 

Marketing of maize is mainly iP"ormal, to neighbours or from surplus todeficit areas within the country. The Swaziland Milling Company (SMC)
buys maize at a statutory floor price fixed by Government. 
 The SMC also
handles most of the imported raize and does most of the milling. 

Cotton is mostly sold to two;cinneries in Sbu:ta d, ht also to two in
South Africa. The ginor-ry at Big Bend 
 was tenmporarl ly closed in 1983. Thecotton price is fixed each year by the Pinneries, based on world priceslint. In 1983, a subsidy is expecttd to be added 
for 

t:" the Cotton Board. 

Tobacco is sold through the Tobacco Co-o.perative at Nhlangano, which then
sells to minufacturers 
 of pipe tobacco in South Africa. 

The Swazi Mot Corp-ration has a modern export abattoir with a capacity of35 000 head a year, which is under-utilised. Inest ENL cattle are sold toprivate butchers or dealers. Milk is sold to the lairy Board at Matsapa,and there 
are a few collection ctentres 
ir the RDAs.
 

1.3. GOVERNMENT V,.f.Es FOR ROP1A1. 'iFVE!CP__.NT 

The Second Nati: ,l I , v:- r.r !an (1972/7. to 1-7/78) included in its

policies the irtert-jr,:
 

"to prumte thie proressive transfor-.ation of traditional 
agriculture from subsistence to semi-zommercial and com­mercial far."inp, both to create f-o.re oPportunities forpainful employment, and to raise nco-es in the rural areas." 

In respect of agriculture, the Plan specifically met tiored the objectives ofincreasing marketed prCoductir,n of key frod and cash crops, and increasing
offtake of cattle 
to 15 per cent. 

The Third Nattional Develop-,,crit Plan me.itior.s (1978/79 to 1982/83) (p.33),
the necessity
 

"by conscious planning and viorous action to ensure thatthe rural population enjoys in equal - asure the increased 
well-being of the country." 

- 8­
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It was 
hoped to raise agricultural production by 
 ,5 per cent a year, and
to attain self-sufficiency in maize, by measures 
including the extension

of the RDAP. However, the Plan warned (p.40) that: 

"production in the traditional sect:r is expected to 
increase only slightly, growing at a sorn.what slower 
rate than the growth of the population, as increasing
numbers of people are abscrbed into ware c plhyment and 
self-employment in sectors other than <griculture."
 

Specific objectives listed 
in the Plan (p.74) are:­

a) to protect and enhance the 
quality of the natural environment; 

b) 
 to promote the transfer of agricultural land from foreign to Swazi
 
ownership;
 

c) to promote self-reliance by means of increased crop and livestock 
production and diversification; 

d) to promote non-for-a! education for rural living, and to enhance the
quality and quartity of extension services; 

e) to make farm inputs and services, including credit and marketing,more accessible to fa:,e-s and cattle owners, especially those in RE'As; 

f) to "ake basic s.rvic-s, incldirg access roads and potable water 
a,'ailable to ho.:, ir, th, RDAs. 

g) tc increase :eves _f animal fertility, reduce the incidence of
disease, and rake aormal husbandry more profitable. 

The RDAP was see:, by Govtrnrnent as the main mecharism by which r,,ral develop­
ment would be achinved:
 

"to further national development ,,es in selected areas, byraisinE Iels of production and censumption of rural fariiles,
increasing the volume and nutritional quality of the food
producpd, arid at the sam, time rnsuring the protection of
natural resources. By promotinp a r:re commercially-oriented
approach to agriculture and narrowing the gap between the
standards of urban and rural facilities, the programme seeks 
tc tnhance the quali ty of rural life." 
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1.4. PRESENT STATUS OF THE PROJECT AiD THE NFED FOR THE REVIEW 

The RDAP, as described in its Annual Report (1982) was 
initiated in its
present form in 
1970 with four RDAs covering 7 per cent of the Swazi
Nation Land (SNL). 
 From 1977 the propramme was exranded to create a
total of 18 RDAs covering 50,8 per cent of SNL. 
 The original four RDPs
(Northern, Southern, Mahlangatsha and Central) were funded by the UnitedKinglom :n-
 the Government of Swaziland, 
as well as a further four RDAs(NQ'pmpisi, N5yiw n;Hcrcfcrds Ebulahdzeni and Mallini/Mahlalini) in

the expanded progranme. 
 All are maximum-input RDAs. 

The other ten RDAs w,<re financed jointly by the Wor:d Bank (IBRD), theAfricon Developm-.t BOK (ADB), and the Eurnpe-an Development Fund (EDF).The United States Agency for International 
 ,'v lprent (USAID) also
contributed towards the prcerame, and tQ- Gov-rnment of Swaziland (GOS)
provided count-rrart 
 funds. Of these "mu:ti-d:nr" RPAs, (Mahamba/
Zobodze, and Lubombopc lonje"i ) 
two 


are maxi rur input RDAs, and the

remaining 
 eight (Hluti, Bhekirkusi/Mliba, Siphofaneni/ladlangempisi,
Masala/Vikizijula, ard Sip:,cosini/i?.tshane) are minimum-input RDAs. 

The multi-donor furdd PDAP "s planned for five years (1977-1982), butdue to delay in i&T],nnr.nation and sp-nding extended into 193. ByMarch 1983, 82 per " nt of proJect funds had been used, 36 per cent of
spending in 1982/83. Undr-spending 
 was most significant on land develop­ment and cons-rvat n (29 per cent), incremental crop inputs (25 per cent),and project mann t servic,, (50 per c,-nt). The main reasons forunder-spending were: delays in ,btaininp plan approval from the ChDB;
delays in building ln-rs, proj-ct ccntres 
 and other infrastructure; andinitial inability ,f th- LDS to carry out th. ir work programme. 

Approximately 50 p-r c -nt of the1UK-funded project spending has been made.The ,mai. s.hnrtfal1 was in recurrent ilemos, prebably hPcause maintenance
 
was less than ar. ,icnat-d.
 

The RDAP has been an imprtant part of the MOAC's activities, in terms
of both staff and expenditure. 
 The RDA management unit initially created
 a division in the extension 
 service which has subsequently been corrected.
 

The Government of Swaziland and the donors 
wished tc review in detail the
effectiveness of the RDAP, and this study coincides broadly with the endof some of the donor firancing, although other components continue. 

We understand that GOS towishes continue the RDAP, and plans have beendrawn up for the creation VF an udditional ten RDAs. Clearly ruraldevelopment must continue, aid the need for the review is to suggestboth strategy and tactics in the light of experience gained from the
first years of the programme. 
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:.5. ORGANISATION OF THE REVIEW
 

On 12th April 1983, the Consultants, Hunting Technical Services
 
Limited, were contracted to the GOS to 
carry out this review,

which is financed 
through the IBRD contribution to the RDAP.
 
The study started in May, and an Inception Repu,-t was submitted
 
at the end of that month. 
 An Interim Report was subm:itted at

the end of July 1983, and was discussed by the Steering Committee 
appointed within the MOAC. 
 The Draft Final Report was submitted 
at the end of September, and was accepted by the Steering Committee 
on 14th October 1983.
 

The study team consisted of: Team Leader,'Economist, Farm
Management Agriculturalist, Economist/Financial Analyst, Livestock 
Specialist, 
Range Yanagement Specialist, Conservation Specialist,
and Rural Sociologist; and was supervised by an Associate Director. 
The total study time 
was 25 man months.
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT IPENTIFICATION, PREPARAFI'ON AND APPRAISAL 

THE EVOLUTION2.1. OF RURAL DEVEI,OP,,:EI1'T?:,GRAMMES 

2.1.1. Before 1970
 

After the Second World War, the Native Land Settlement Board,set aside two areas (near Herefords in the north, and nearHlatikulu in the south) to provide land for settlement ofSwazi people. LIKgrant funds were also used to purchaseadditional foreign-cwned 1; nd. This scheme, which lastedabout ten ycars, is regarded as a failure due to theenforcement of stocking rates and crop rota" icts, and
lack of involvement of local leaders. 

In 1964/65, shortly before Independence, a RDAP involving eightareas (average size 4 8,0 ha);Nkwene, Madulini, Sipocoseni,polonjeni, Mahlanatsha, Ebulandzini, Bhekinkosi and Sitataweni,
was started. Emphasis was given to improvement of dams, roadsand fences, villaPe centres were developed and domestic water
spplis improvd. Thine initial are.as were probably too smallto justify project centre and decertralisation of extensionstaff, and the programme -s thought to have had little impacy.This may have been due to f-ilure to intensify extensionother se-v'ces and as in 
and 

the earlier scneme, failure to involvethe ccl people and their 1,aders in planning and implementation. 

In 
1969 the Hcbbs Commission report was published withreco r,rerdations for land distribution and u-e. In essence, theCommission concluded that: rural pe,pie wre precluded fromobtoining a r,-asonable standard of living from ;arming on SNL;that the positier, was likely to dcteriorate as a result of theincreasing pFiation; and tha. there was ar,ed for rapidtransition to a ,ore balancd ,,id iniensive system of farming,and a c ,-siderable reduction in livestock nurbrs. TheCommission reccmmerded the purchase of 960 000 acres (388 500 ha)of ITF land on a willing buyer/willing seller basis. It alsorecormended a F,,:ve!,' n Corporation to acquire and subsequentlydev-lop the land ,nrn -d, and that a form ,of conditional lease­hold title b,- used .s a transitir, from the traditional system. 

2.1.2. T'he 2970 - 1977 F,DAP 

In 1970 a new Rurail Dw-v.-1 print Areas Progcamme was started,with financial a-sit--nce fr- m the British Overseas 
Develcproent AdM r,r. tration (ODA). 

The project consisred of four RDAs (Northern, Southern,
Mahlangatsha, Central), 
now classified as maximum-input RDAs,(see Table 2.1). They were chosen by IMOAC on the basis of 
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Table2.1. _4JralnPel',11pnt Ar-.s 

Ecologichl Flnancial 
 Sta,-tin

Na.e 
 Abbre iation (2) Sa


Supports Time 

1. Northern 
 N 
 M 
 UK 
 1971 

d )


2. Southern~
 S N 
 1972 


3. Kahlangateha 3. MahlanN ansho 
 f 
 1973 

4. Central c N 
 1977 


5. MNawnplal(s Ng H 1977 

6. Nayiaane/HeretordR 5 


N/H N7. Ebulandzenl 	 197'
N IQ77 
P. Mdul il/Nahlal 	 ini K4 
 1977 

9. 
 o 
 M/Z M 
 Multi-Donor 
 1977, 

10. Lzbom.o!Mpnlonjeni L/M F/L 
 1978 


11. Ihluti 
 HI 
 M 
 197A 


12. 	 8herikosi/M| b tl/N (
4 ) 1978
13. SiphoFanenl/MNhob 
 i SIMAP 
 L 
 197q 


14. Sithobela/M,dubcni 
 SIMAD 
 L

Q 15. Sank-enl/Luqnleni 1979 


Sa/L. N 1979 

17. MNala/VikziJu1an(6) 

1980 

17. 


L 
 1980 

18. Sipoccsint/Motihmon,, SINOT 
 H 1980 


(I) Adp e 171-o HD)AP Arn,,al Re|.urt Int. 

(2) H- High-l, M n Niddl-.,l, L lo-veld. 
 P Luboebo Plateau.
 

(3) 
 F'ocerly called Mpnunu-,,,leztzeq
 

(4) Adlnnlstratively m.naged with Madulini/MahlaalJ 

(5) Adninistratively managed with Ebulandzini. 

(6) MaNla/Vlkizijula 
is includes 
with SIMAP ror admlnn. purposes.
 

( 1 ) 
(RDAs) 

T)pe 

Mjximu 


Input 


M1n1nun

Input 

Project Manager/ 


E-in-Charge 

E Ngwenya 


A Nagongo 


C Msnan& 


0 Dl.nlni 


B K-.nene 

G Khualo 

G Khumlo 


A Magongo 


E Chiya 


D Khu,.lo 

P Th-zla 

i NasAngro 

L D1 minl 


P Shabaoga 


C Tsabedze 


J Simelane 


L Dlamlni 


J Dlamint 

Total a(e)
 

(h.) 


14 570 


11 255 


1 25 


22510 


18910 


32 780 


26300
 
5 11 


6tO0 


19 810 


q5 590 


32450 


27230 


24990 


3F 170 


3831-0 


2 -'"t' 

225Q0 


11100 


t'7 770 


71
 
o.eteads 


(no) 


1 658 


533 


664 


1636 


1894 


2 389 


with S 

2 844 


3417 


1 73o 

2013 


1 660 


1 252 


1 449 


1 166 


with 13 


1 232 


25556 


Population
 

17050
 
170
 
11 370
 

6380
 

11450
 

19310
 

18210
 

with S 

113680
 

32 200
 

20620
 

16 '10
 

11590
 

9170
 

20430
 

5860
 

with 13
 

8880
 

227 "! 0 



agricultural pctential, the interest ,-f the peo;.Ie in
 
development, ecological homogeneity, and population
 
density. The agrerate 
area was 72 9i,5 ha (7 ptr cvrnt
 
of SNL), embracing 33 600 pecple in 4 000 homes teads.
 

The project entailed irttroductian :,f"minirum-input
 
packages"; imprcve'-,ent c,f extension 
 services, construction
 
of offices, stores, staff houscs, Input sheds 
 and dip tanks; 
land use planning and raticnalising arable and grazing areas, 
establishnent of controlled grazig arsa-s, I-stocking through 
gcvernment f.,tti.ninr roaches; and tractor hire pools. Social 
compcenta, such as schols and clinics, wre rnot specifically 
includ,.d in the projt.ct. 

The UK G, '.':;':ent finavncial asistance was for: mar,ag'-ment

staff (incudi.,: an FKA (>-r dirntor in M!AC, and Frciect
 
Managr-rs In (ach RIA); infrastructure, pr-licuIarly proj.ect
 
centre cffices, housi 
 g,, and i nput -p. and vehic2 es
 
and ecuip-7er~t.
 

These first four mrxirum-inputs PHAs pre:ted a concentrating
of attenti on and c-ffort irto rural d volo~mt-nt and were 
penerally r'carded as beinp successful. Co ,sequc.ntly in 1976 
a multi-donor V oject aiaed at f'xt rnp the pro,-ramme
 
was prepared, and the UK Governmvnt decided 
fn as;sist additional 
FDAs. Whi Ie there ,re stvral corments in the project

dr'ciments referrirIg to the success 
 of the early PDAs, we have
 
four, no fo'rmal assessment or evaluation 
 of their success. 

2.1 .3. The 1977 REAP 

In 1977 the PDAP was exparded by the addition of 14 REAs to
 
ccver 5C r,-r ct.rt :f "N:. 
 Sf the new .?DAs, four maxlmum­
input PEAs (!;werpi, viwaro/erefords, Ebulandzeni and
 
.adul irii'. hl alini ) ,:rf financially assisted by the UK,
 

which alsc o ntCr,u-d t ffirnca :a assi stance to the four
 
or i o. nr l IAP . 

he ,,h. Hr.A re fin:rcially ;assisted jointly by
the 'W,r d -2ank (IBRD), the African Deve1opret Bank (ADB),
and the rar ' n Eeve ci'ment Fund (EDF). The United States 
Agency for irternationa l Developvent (USAID) also contributed 
to the pr',i- (altho,uh outside the multi-donor project 
docu;c.nt) rnd the GCv, rri-,,nt of Swaziland (GOS) provided 
counterprt fu'cs. 

It was pr.,,-.d th.t dev,-tnt of the 14 new PAs would be 
undertkt- in . 

a) l1r7d u-se ;]i:. rt. ard 7nvstr' t planning; 

b) prreliminary devlcpmert (project centres, services 
and inputs); and 

c) intensive developmorit (soil conservation and land 
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development, land cor'c idation an. resettlement,
livestock 
dveleprnt Ind prmviic:., of full agricultural
 
and scial services).
 

Both projects, 
the four m:ximar-input 7As 
for assistance by the
UK, and the ten malti-dNn.r finranced R:N were, identified and
preared initially by the M3AC; the laiter with assistance 
from the IBRD p-s:dent Mission in Past Africa. 

The multi-doror pr-gramre ins aprL-0- by the ]8RD in June 1976and the Appraisa E,eport (11R Nc. 13 S;) formed the basisof the loan rm-nts. The pr.ject was due to become effective
in June 1977. but due to delays in .btain-.ing key staff, andother cunditions for eff,.c:tiv,.ness, the AiP and IBRD loans 
were not Fi.'nre ,t January '197. 

The Appraisal- ,prt inc-.rp"at-d a rimb.r of amendments tothe orili.al MDAC 5ubr-jssicn. Those werr primarily concerned
with phsing of ivestmr t, land ie.&l0;--nt proposals and
projv-t ranC-rtLnt and arr np,ted in S-ction 2.2. 

Apart from Mu]rjni, the MY)%C submission formed the basis
of the aj:-',.t for the four ew UK-tssssted maximum-input
FDAs. The Mb:in-n for Ebulakeni wia subs:quently amended
and incorp,rat.-d in the proje.ct. 

Although !ran An.rr7-nts '.ere 'ij'ned
work 

in 1977, no new development
c, .-.- : .d ur.t l 19'.8 duf to delays in approval of plans 

by the C'8. 

2.2. GENERAL FSCP OF THE_IPM1ON RAP 

2.2.). . 

The main ob-ctiv, of the RDAP, as state:: in the submissions
by the .,-,AC f:)r r'v LT an multi-donor assisted RDAs, is"to i r.roe t,.' icume and erwral standard of living ofSwazi farmers and at the same time to protect land resources."
While objectives are not or, ioned specifically in the IBRDAppraisal docum-Nt for the multi-donor project (IBRD No.1306
SW), it was anlicipated that the project wc'ld: 

- iprc,: roral infrastructure and survic(s: 
- strengthen rural develoTunt manaerent;
 
-
 increase the prolectior, of arable and gra'ing areas 

against erosion;
 
- and generlly lead to icrrased production of crops 

and livestock. 

In the Third Nati ,nal Development Plan, the RDAP was seen asthe main mechar isr by which rural dev-lo;7ent would be .chieved,and in addition to raising productivity and protecting natural
 
resources, the Prngramme was expected to promote a more 
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errgap be te e 'a dards o _rban ;ad:,rral
ia1 es. 

A~~ I h om cassobjectves~r mpl r ath"th 
sta'e' thee~s li~Ittlhoubt a t etGovenntoSwzld 

and-'t e' fundingag 1.i'sf ee agreed on three fundamn~etal
ojecies 

i- - nc epro ucton of-- -o crops and livestock;
 
ompovethe living standards of rural people;


to protect the naturalesouarcs 

2.22. Er2ie;t~Coniponlents ' 

~ ~~~pThe main components of' the maximum- input RDAs were: 

lan'
'evlopen,'and conserv'a'tion w~riers,':credit services, andincremental farm inputs, soil-ifatutr, ehia 
v''assIstance with'nanagemniailn, oitrn~n auto 

anvarou coslanis
 

SThe minimum-input RDAs towere receive only strengthened 1 i~~exiension-and credit services and~cmstructure.'as under the smenagem ent ' the maximum - -T anned inuts forJpuL-nu.R.±n rPI ~ 
Sthe RDAP are summarised- in,'Table 2.2 

The mairpdifferences between the M'OAC project:,submissions 
and 

Sthe 
the ']BFD Appraisal; Repor wereAtat the,21tt&rredguced
amount of terracin a'nd waterways, e mntd-rvs
 

* 
for :ortho photo mapping, included,:sixdiptanks ,reducedL,­
the amount of -cerig.de,,bsn ndvhce
AAfor agricultural crdit services and aded clinics, ambulances,
 

2'and 
 more water' sup Ash~­s.' 

-TeUK-funded RDAs 
1 

had-similar components'to the n1Ati wdonormaximumnn-nhp..'4t adto fpulr iti iou RD2s 
2 7't222227,,e 

1centres,,but xcludedthe''agricultijra credit"and"rijral -helh ~~ ~components,C\ 11A2A1~ , 22' 2224 2 

Extensin servicesi~$~2
 

'*;22>A2' The -RDAPaimed to increase crop2 ndlivestoc podction by~

'' ~ 1'2strengthening'the extension ServiJ6es',Fuind were provided~7, ;":~Y> 'for sal res, hiousing,~ veh'icl'es fie o in nmtf'
 

" '' staff~an i
frthe Certificate traing>c uiseat the. Uiversity. 2 

2 ~ The staf'f provided were:~ Project'Mnag~ers (2) "A icultural"and'2Livestock Extension Officers 1(ii)~ tFieldOfcr"(8 

~Domestc Science Demonstrators (10) , and 'support -stff, 
74 includin drivers, watchmen,I clerk/typist~,-rtias,
'abourexrs,A~2~' trco drvr-apd mechanics.4 

''2 2' 4~' ~~ 7 22227 ~' 2 24222v2i 



ret 
"PI",r-o fi 

$or 
e 

~ 
id9 inppralatnin 

Sno 

e ni qa ter , no 

WE~~~~ ~ -

former-, 
~ ~ ~ .11 

w k'<J "n'''
1 ) '~ h ' 

it?? 

Submiisun Reporzt 

LA 

A1 

'2 

't-t-n3-2 

'10d 10 no 
1 -124101 

21 2 0 ~ 2 0 

~S 

38 

38 

7 

R!mji2rtnR t 

prta 

? 

322 

7 

All? 

_ bmi o n' Report: 

A * 

3 

47";,7~'~ 

11 

1 7 9 A Q 2 

1144t 

7 ' D~9'itanroveaent 

trco nom 10771" 60 

1po 

-

2 

- Vu~as 

-hJ~Ogsl 

rip 

esln 

r e nt&re.lgn 

and plroug in 

he''no 

heno 

1'2985 7W 

-

00 

7.50 
9
A 

- '&rehbiitaio' ~ ' " no-
~~u~~yerts~67-- ' n- --

5 
' 

''44-" 4' 

-

% 1jivtto development"s ~' "'2 -­ ' I ~~'',~ 

PAourw impro v~tent ~ en11 he ~ j'~'r000 "9 

169 



~dr~ I iseIa ~ ~ 

prv elth salaie for tos~ i ifun 
r'e~anho e rof - nd 47 

c qyip e Was tenddt bafoutr-wn~~oi 

~aI x~enio 


'and~ mrinu u multhUKI
 

AThero viiogo e n sevcswa' ate i ateun 

cal4~ ~ py. RD s',1~Othes wasctihveai eet prd 
Lives~tockt tdrghvimrovd mnaemet
 

Ths opnn a pnt
onecto bprde ofarntinal~ e
 

~' '~"~Wprogramme wich~soha eirit.he ad , io of ie 
 p ans a
fbs~laig fro8rmo ci
ito ~t~a~ ~~~~~~jc ve o~ 600 ha to 
.~~~thugh~ u ioretn,efot~twat eopmnf- n haat
fdrand eeig nc' thrbue1 jcaps. A tereto urd er 

, 

cattle' tr uks foa rt it~ital..bedinu DSg progrmm, cj.~r raise her
 

Thmae mrovticdnor fundea'co'lta provie fordtienstoc atern~''
 

RDAS 

and20 

The bushfcnedrng kceivde-lm 1Ig and ninecatte trucks,

stock ateras.,.1h
6"mao ning 19ia'otha MOf,510ro 

4pastue 2 50 ioufhn clerigimprvement atankso1 ' 

reu tir 'a e'o'uh 4nh 

>4Land 
 and
thevexlp ien. w6bllcmp'
 
tw4aiu
for the', -nu
/ '>~~~~~1'4~D~s wihe tht-dnrfnde~rj,~oi
efrw fullio~o steveang
 

cattrelne tucs'or
grs~therips om~nptR 
s' The5Oproj4cti
ays6
marehabilita 
 in for cons ltac o~tdi'v* ~:'areig 

imp
pastur rovendt 250h ofbs- le inf"ve ,in1 "stc 

'4 i. ~ "'The jcth
muli dno furnded prjo N0proiedt'for.,msfull~stere.in 

.,on~ ndrdcd terracing00ha ireovl ha;n2or 460h,
srip rsn'124 500 a; , ysartifical'water 

2 000 oe ~ siit'.t'ad s er ret~r~02ste Th ors 
 ~ito ohe 
two aximm~i~'u't'44s
 

The ma4',, n' varaton fro th A project' u 'i4 ioswee 
toreu the 
 4 fro 
 172044ad4ra-erae 
 oeimnt
 

fund Taping
 4444.h-pot

'4'4'''"4''4,'4 "4 44~-'0 

Th 4Kfne RDY had oi i 'fr 
 terracing 25 511
 
4remva of '~grass44 strips,4 on4 2 44,'a 444 'icia',472 44 4 4 w4ys,

le el in ' o44 0 7 6meted si es nd rha il 
 t tin4f_4'
 

95 oas '4 

~ ,~t'4',,'4,,'4',,4 
4 4''. ' ' " >'''""'"1714 

"'4' V'~41-;1i4~''' 4' 

4 4 " g ! 

http:N0proiedt'for.,msfull~stere.in


T t-donor, funded project pro ddfunds~fcr incrementa 
hptquantltls were -'ac 1at fto epo 'etd'

1. crceental 'crp prodcin ­ Theifuds,'wr to be ro
0o the' CCU -and wre' inende','o e'e~vrdf o lesi and,, 

Als' poviedwre' fie ain 'ea s two si ores 

w e re~ ~ ~ ~ ise f o tha m x 

Although not in the 

arviu -i p t 'RDi 

t4OAIumiseit<'O~ ~prvie 

isaedit stahuing vehicles and bcces for agrcutural. 
Appraisaie~ stte thattlack of credit aaiability'

app~ard t'bq<8' significano'sceto increased~uptake.
ofinputs ± ,NL 

"" 

'~ ~9~' 

"p >'and 

~"' 

The UK-,funded project" did not poie ud for ipts o 

A;~ for agricultural rdtsaf 

R1a19development ad iroeet f3 dit
'' Intthe multj donor.funded RDAs, the projectiprovided for 

fouir bridges.W The ~main yariation fromLthe MOA somissions''was tihat the'latter'ained ~to~£~ ve'xist~hr dsngera 
""the Appraisal Report 'also providedTfor new~ acesadfeeroads.") 

TheUK-funded project provided f~r 41km,of roads: and ~' 
36 drifts. 

The project sbiiosdiet not attemnpt,.o justify, the> 
roacostuction," no indicate-'their relative importanceamong other infrastrucPure -_ 

Iriainand CisJh ponds: 

P~Pp~The Apria eo did not seiytenumber of 'Pigto 

woulsmll 

added 
be~7''a 

aftecijh 

Fo 

-Oaisubissgion scee'. 

hs foronntseern 

p ~~ 
dam,'46kmof:canals,_O 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

aof~i'ce 'paddies, 210 ha' of, 
2 weirsg~K25rbiis~and ten fish od 

Th6,mlt-dnor funded prjetiro6id~-i1 new'rural health,­clinics in Mpolonjeni and Nkonjane, asi well as aI extension 

P~ PP 7.'~ 



to the clinic, at Zombodze, 
 Three arbulances were also
planned for 
the clinics. Thtnse 
measures were 
not in the
 
14OAC submissions.
 

The project also pr vided fci 55 sirple gravity 
water
 
supply schemes in r'axirur-input PDAs, and se,,en 
in
minimum-input P.-As. In the MOAC submissions only the 
latter ,wereprvijr.
 

Social infracstruct,.ire was not included in the UK-financed 
RDAs.
 

Technical AssmS:t:,ncCe and Training 

The project pr 
vided key staff to 
manage and co-ordinate
 
developmert activities, 
including: 
 the Chief Project
Co-ordinat-r lxpatriate) and his deputy (Swazi); a manager(ex.alra ; a Financial Controller (uxpatriate);
S'ind m 

a 
+(wozi); 
 and ton ran years of technical assistance 

for cr,p and livestock advisory services.
 

In additior 
the project provided funds for the introduction ofa Certafic ,te level training course 
for extension staff (15
trainees in W first year, ard 10 per year thereafter),
well as for 

as 
piir't farm,.r training .
 

Staff salaries, vehicles and 
 equipme-n't were provided for 
monitoring and evaluation.
 

These prvIsins followed the tMOAC submissions, although theamourt of expatriate t echnical assistance 'as increased.
 

Co-np=-rati v-s
 

it -was assumed that 
 the cc-oprative movement, under the
CCU, would r:anise and distribute inputs, based 
 on projectionsof require e-nts by FFA staff. Input storage sheds 
were to be
 
provided by 
the project.
 

The project documentation d.es n,t :nclude a strong componentfor develpe t of the cc-oporative moveent, possibly becauseat 
that time (197() 
the E-rartr-nt , c-operatives was
the Ministry .f Co-,rce 
in
 

and CW-o.ratives and and was supportedby other aid proj-cts. However, it was pointed out 
in the
Appraisal Rojart that co-operative development was at an early
stage and still r-i -d h-vily on Government support andtechnical assistnce; the CCU in particular was in considerable 
need of irrvl maa,-,afement. 

Marketing
 

It was 
assumed that virtually all incremental project production
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would be marketed through commercial channels.
 
it was intended that the project would assist. farmers

sell crops and 

to
 
livestock by improving facilities, transport
and price information. This was to be 
achieved in conjunction
with the USAID Co-operative Marketing Project. 
 A marketing
study aimed at assisting GOS to idcntify new markets for
 

beef was proposed.
 

For a project of this nature, Jr 
which incremental crop
productio-n was seen as a major objective and the main source of economic Justificaticri, insufficient attention was given to primary marketing f~cilites, perhaps because ofaid fro other projects. Commercial markets existed for themain crops (maize, cotton and tobacco) but only at main 
centres. This loft unanswered the question of how farmerswould pet their produce to these centres, and whether

this might constrain productonr.
 

2.2.3. Physic! lri:2n n i n,. 

The project docu;rents required land use plans for eachto be drawn up by the Land Planning Sectior, of 
RDA 

MOAC (nowthe Land Use Pl-nning Section). Essentially, the plansdelineated arable and grazing land, location of honmesteadsites, and project centres. Although not stated ex-.licitly,a "people's plae" was drawn up eachfor PDA in consultation

with the local population, chiefs, and the 
 local RuralDevelopment Coimi ttee. This was submitted to the CP.DBfor approval before implementation. The approval process,

however, caused delays of up to two years for some RDAs.
This was not anticipated 
 for the multi-donor project,
despite consideradble delays for the original 
four RDAs.
 

2.2.4. Seltction and location ofPDAs
 

RDAs were perceived as 
arias of SNL chos-n for concentrated

development 
on the basis f agricultural potential, 
the
interest cf 
the people in rural develo-prent, ecological

homc'e'eneity, aid population density. 
 A population of about
15 000 was considered optimal (although r. reason was given).
The RPAs do 
not always conform to administrative 
(District)

boundaries, but 
this has 
rot caused any problems.
 

Man 1. shows 
that some PDAs have -ry awkward shapes causedby intrusions of ITF. Particularly if they develop onmulti-sectoral a
basis, boundaries may need to be rationalised,and where sellers are willing, thes,: intrusions and

neighbouring areas shoul d be purchased. 

The 
siting of proe ct centres is important, as they will
probably become growth centres for each 
area. This is 
not
explicit in the pro ect documents, and an apparent deficiencyin the planning process is the lack of emphasis of thegrowth centre conc4,I.t. Provision of a rcad, a water supply,and in some instances electricity and t-e'phone, 
are obvious 
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attractions for agricoltural activities (e.g. milk collection,

poultry distribution) and non-agricultural activities (e.g.
Women in Development, training centres, banking). 
 The loca­tion of centres should be agreed at 
inter-Ministerial level,
to 
take account of requirerrt.nts of health and education planning.
 

2.2.5. Orpanisation and manpfement
 

The entire RDAP, including the early UK-assisted RDAs, 
was to
be directed and supei vised by a new RDA Mnagement Unit (RDAMU).It was envisaged that the unit would supervise directly allextension staff working in the RDAs. This awas divergence
from the MOAC submissions w.hich expected that extension staff inthe minimum-input RDAs would fall under the District SEOs. 

Extension staff would compromise: 

Minimum-input RDAs 
- crop and livestock generalists 

-
 Domestic Science Demonstrators
 
- Assistant Co-operative Officers
 

and Sec/Managers for Co-ops.
 
Maximum-input RDAs 
 - as above, plus
 

-- Veterirary Assetarts 
- tractor personnel 
- crop and livestock specialists. 

The appointment of key staff was a condition for lcan effective­
ness. 

Project staff were to maintairn close liaisn with chiefs,
District Officers (in Local Admiinistration), and Rural Develop­
ment Offi cers (of the CRDP) . Liaisn bet-een Ministries wouldbe effected through the creation of a new irtcr-ministerial 
committee to assist in project co-ordinaticn. The committee

7 includc senior rejr(scrtatives of relevantt: 

Ministries

anrd :r-, w.s to,t 7- t twice a year to act on
all ,:ut-tdiqp Cr: 
 !eju. ,bly th:;se involving policymatters -r r'quirnp itr-111 teTia] de:ision, and to assess
 
proect "in 'r s
 

The CRDE, represented by Rural Developrment Officers, was toapprove 1and use plars and to cve rsee their implementation,

ensuring that development was consistent 
with Swazi tradition 
and reflected "he wishes of the people. 

The Central Transport 0)rganisation (,'TO, now CTA for CentralTrinsport Authority) was to be resucsible for procurement andmainterance of vehicles. However, it was envisaged (IBRD,
1306 SW. p.26) that servicing could be carried out through
the private sector if the CTA did nor, perform adequately. 

The R.AMU, with the Economics Section of MOAC, was to submitannual work programmes, both for GOS budgeting and as a basis 
for discussion with donor agencies.
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As will be discussed 
in more detail later in this report,
the creation of a managimerit unit witnin the MOAC to deal
with roughly half of SNL inevitably cause: a division with­
in the 141inistry. This should have been f:reseen, and an
alternative structure might have been de'.ised, for example
separating agricultural extension from rn-agricultural 
functions.
 

2.2.6. Mcnitorinr and evaluation 

It was intended that a special unit wooA be set up in
 
the Eccnomic and Land Planning division the
cf Department
of Agriculture. The unit would be strenEthened with an
 
Economist/Statistician 
 and a Sociologist. to evaluate data 
from four tear, s of enuerators. 

Specifically it was intended that the ,-it would: 

- measure effective nss of project activities; 
- assist in the establish, ent of realistic 

project goals and ictivity schedu ls;
 
- inform GOS about charqt, ar-irinp frcr the p;-ject;
 
- enhance kncwl edpe f rural
the dovulo -'nt procoss
 

for future planning;
 
- continuously re-,ppr'aise 
 the project bh-nefits and 

costs;
 
- measure ch nes in economic and ss)cia: factors. 

Particulor reference was rade in the App: sisal Report to
 
the need for cc-ordi nation hbten activ'ties of 
 the Con­
tral Statistical Office, which should ha. the principal
respcsit-lty for pr Jucticr, ,o, noon!, Economics
 
Section of the 
Ministry of Agriculture. Surveys were
 
intended to prvidn practical pgu.ida-jce .- :r project manage­
ment or vffictlv,-ss of "tensoion pr-
 r -:res and of exten-­
sion staff.
 

.2.7 ict csts and fundjino 

The total planned cost of the expanded RA? (1977-1984) 
was E52,7 million (US$60,6 million the exchangeat 
rate at the start of th, project of E I ,C - US$ 1,15).
These rosts n',: surwarised in Tables 2.3. to 2.6. 

The multi-,onor fumnd project cost (197'7!78-1981/82) 
was estimated at E 14,9 million (US! 17,1 million)
includinp the GOS co,.Ep j'ent. 

The MOAC submission for the multi-donor financed programme
estimated costs at E !2,0 million (US$ IT.? million). The 
main reasons for the higher cost of the project detailed 
in the Appraisal Report were the adlitic. l components
noted in Section 2.2.2. There were o-lsr some differences 
in unit costs, which were generally higeher in the 
Appraisal Report, 
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Table 2.4. 
 RDAP 	and USAID project planned costs
 

(a) 	Multi-donor RDAP (1977/78-1981/82)
 

IBRD 


AD5 


EDF 


UK 


GOS 


Total 


(b) 	UK-Funded RDAP (1977/78-1981/82)
 

UK 


GOS 


Total 


(c) 	RDA Infrastructure Support (USAID)
 
(1978-1984)
 

USAID 


GOS 


Total 


GRAND TOTAL 


US $ 0&0O E 1000 

4 000 3478 

5 367 4667 

2875 2500 

345 300 

4 520 3931 

17 1C7 14876 

6 990 6078 

6 415 5579 

13 405 11657 

17 146 14910 

12 943 11 254 

30089 25825 

60 601 52 697 

Note: 
 US dollar converted to Emalangeni at the rate of E 1,00 
= US$ 1,15. 
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Tablc 2.10. IBRD Appraisal Report 
_Projected yield increases 
(percentages)
 

for minimum-input RDAs
 

Highveld Middleveld Lowveld 

.--------------Prcentages ---------------

Local maize (Yr 0 to Yr 5) 67 60 96 

Hybrid maize (Yr 0 to Yr 10) 86 

(Yr 0 to Yr 7+) 72 
(Yr 0 to Yr 6+) 

57 

Cotton (Yr 0 to Yr 6' 83 60 

Tobacco (Yr 0 to Yr 6) 83 

Potatoes (Yr 0 to Yr 6) 100 

Field beans (Yr 0 to Yr 5+) 40 67 

Groundnuts (Yr 0 to Yr 6+) 67 80 104 

Source: IBRD Appraisal Report (1977). 

-V3
 



Table 2.9. IBRD Appraisal Report: base and Maximum Yields Used in Yield Pr -ctions
 

Crop Category Yield Highveld Middleveld Lcwveld 

- kg/ha 

Local maize "passive" base 810 900 460 

maximum 3000 3000 2000 

Hybrid maize "actively base 1 944 1 944 910 

extended" max imu:., 5 400 5400 2 600 

Cotton "actively base - 600 500 

extended" maximum - 2000 1000 

Tobacco "actively base 600 600 -

extended" maximum 2 000 2000 -

Potatoes "actively base 10000 - -

extended" maximum 30 000 - -

Beans "passive" base 400 500 300 

maximum 1 250 1250 1 000 

Grondnuts "passive" base 450 500 345 

maximum 2 500 2500 1 5C0 

Source: IBRD Appraisal Report (1977). 
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Table 2.8. Projected crop area increas,,s (h.'ctiros) 

Hybrid maize 


Local maize 


Total maize 


otton 


Tobacco 


Potatoes 


Groundnuts 

w 	Other crops 

Total cropped area 

Multi-dcnor funded PDAs 

Yr 0 Yr 6 Yr 10 

(ha) (ha) (ha) Avorage 

1 064 4240 6 710 (20,2) 

24 686 18608 13 890 (-5,6) 

25 750 22848 20 600 (-2,?) 

1 	540 3183 4 418 (11,I) 


162 940 1 562 (25,4) 


12 188 318 (38,8) 


1 9.3 2313 2 557 ( 2.9) 

4 594 5088 5 313 ( 1,5) 

33971 34560 34768 (0,2) 


Source: MOAC project submissions
 

Figures in brackets are annual rates of increase (%).
 

Yr 0 

(ha) 

(ha) 


1 160 

19603 


20-763 

168 


168 


-

1 397 

3614 

26110 


UK-funded RDAs 


Yr C 
 Yr 10 Yr 0 

(ha) (ha) Average (ha) 

(ha) 

4 537 7034 (19,8) 2 224 

13208 8822 (-7,7) 44 289 

17 745 15856 (-2,7) 4t 513 

823 1420 (23,6) 1 708 


1 485 2152 (29,1) 330 


12 18 (111,6) 12 


1 913 2246 (4,9) 3 310 

4 693 5353 ( 4,0) 8208 

26671 27045 (0,4) 60081 

All 

Yr 6 

(ha) 

h)(a
 

8777 

31816 


40 59i3 

400f 


2425 


200 


4226 

9781 

61231 


RDAs
 

Yr 10
 

(ha) Average 

Wh)(a 

13744 (20,0) 

22712 (-6,5) 

36456 (-2,4) 

5838 (13,1)
 

3 714 (27,4)
 

336 (39,6)
 

4 803 (3.8) 

10666 (2,7) 

61 813 (0,3)
 



Annex, o t s sosMOA pro C abm butino nf 
e. ppraisal Repor. ver', e'mtodology,"#, te''.oA sbm sioans -ult ,''~or~ e""d 

as-aop(d, ~peey n eAppraisal.vepot.- We have 
-,a ~ ti' ~ Tal~ iho.aio~ ~ ; ,eae, whic also 'shows 

,,f te--nnal-ats fiare icrase'.decrease,i he case -of,~oca~daiztai~ ~an en-year-4peziods. 

,~ a n'n ml per en ~ge rates of ncrease in crop areas 
inhTable,2.8w are optimiti in spec of hybri V

'paze-9~itobac'o,'and pot'to'es, if.e. tip 
extended'I crops. Although' these rates of increase are~technically achieveablete are~eenatupo a-ee
 

raldesreon tepart of farmers to extend their areas
 
4of crops anid commit }additional labour'to achieving thiis.
 

2..2 Expected changesn4 yields. 	 <'' 

J.. The rationale- used for..projectin~g yield increases -was de­talep th.'A sbmisions and adopte 'mlty in 
Appraisathek77 ' eport.p itarted with 'tecocet f 

'' andyield levels were as.s Inedt i aea result of "' 
4''''4.ipr'oved' extension se -vcsa nut'v blt.~>'~~'>444'444~ put levels were inrrease&d.asia percentage4 of-re4 conniende 4

~levels for each' agro-eco16gic'al "ione. ' These' recommended,

Ieves however~ 4at'vlwereen-from the pulcto "Fiel
 ~ 44"W7~ ',Crop, Iiorticultural and .Pastiure Prdctio eomnain" 

444 '4,''4'4 ',' Bulletin No.l'J' ,UBLS,, 1975) - '~~4(Advisory ­which4 'h'ad the~de
ficiency4 of being based on ax'esearch programnme essentially~
 

Soriented 
 'towiards'large scale comrca 
proucrs
 

'--'-4-4'"'-'''Yield levels were44expressed as percentages of-epected

maimmyields attainable w.hen 
 inputs ,were applied at ~ 

~~~'reomene"'"""4' le-"'vel. Thease yields anld maximum4-yielIds'2
ar~son nTible4 2.9. T b~ yiedsapea t b

reasoniable 4in rela ton to~ limi -nfmto abu pre­
44.'..valing average yields' i'nSNL. However, ,the' maiu 

yiels 	 .e too high 'even if atrial 'inputs are 'use'dat 
recomendd26bls ecaue ofth iportarice of oter 

technical'cntans(~.si 
aii ,n ubnr,
 

-'~77 mi~stic maximu
4 , 	 yi~el'd 'levels was -an 4 over-estimat~e of ~ 
yield ~increases. 

4 ' 

For"-the'maximum-input""RDls yields were'-projected tincrease 
ata faster rate han~ in minimum-input kRDAs, byai ceam 

ein i~l e hn per cenit by Year 6.''~4" 

4 ' 4''- 4 ~ 4 "', 

1 W444 ~ - 4 4 4 4444. "'" 4 '4 4 ' 4 4'~ 4 

http:technical'cntans(~.si
http:Table,2.8w


2 CR OPRODUCTIO AS 

Th nga I k-rftne d RDA s 'were a'ime at'lnreasing,Frnfed cropb throiu~h -an'd c6n '11' de t~ 
~ syo datinip 0on,, proved 

era, tractor~cultiva~tln) rand 'ins i tutiona
'. rtiengthenig (bothh overnmnet~ and 

an" 
f~mr''aisat on~, Tax'ges

fo'.n ,sdpouction eitherthrog inrased yieldsorexpan­
s n the area of crops grown werejnt~specifically stated. 

4The M ti-donor *u~nded RDAP appraised by the IBRD, adopted the ap­proach used by the,,'MOAC inpreparation of its submissions' for ex- ~ 
pas of'tIh:programm 1.1 976. In'these. submi ssions a comp' -ter m ela sd to- icroae:thnalnput/output relatin­'4 ~~shipsinput costs, product prices, 'cropped area and credtutk

Krates I and to~carry,'out comple'x~calcula ins whichi'would generate.estimates, of, incr sed 'crop and 1ivestock prod uct n. ;.Te crop

foiiri/otpuago-cloi areas andmataine 

identifiedthree crop categries 

."Actively extended crops" (hybrid maize, cotton, tobacco, 

A~"Passive crops", benefitting from~ increased input avail­4ab! 1 ty,. and,.generail extension actPit,t not~activly~"h
prmtd e&.'rudnt,,bas and ]'ocal maize). 

"Other 'cropsl~i ncudn sorghum, pmknadjugo. '& p
beans (Bambara nuts), which were assumed to be unaffected-'
 
by the project. v
 
Frtefirs',two categoie-boe inut/utt L 

, orth. grs~ov, op lvels.were assumixed,to~increase-as azresult of extension effort and increased~nutc
availability.. 
Input cvels were expressed as a percentage of. the,V recommended level foie6 Oupte swerc Pei

th'xpected maximumn lee fil productionattainable 
-. when inputs,:were applied athlrcmed level'.
 

2...Expected chanes inareas of crops "4-"'35 

For ' actively ,extended' crps(hybrid maize,scotton, tbacc 
poaos t~e:rjce cro ara 
wr based on 'uptake 
rae' whic were5pr elated tohe nuber of4 extension worker',theinmber f, farmers 'that each extension worker is capable: 

-. ~(i'7of3 serving,.n th raoV rp grown per, farm. Teaveri 
3.age" number os h'ectares crpe ne hf~mws s~mdt

4
5js54~4 as, f~ni&ssarmrandeprecei r~ ap~tc


lar crop These assumptions' varied for, "ach. RDA according­
ago-coogcal 'area, -num~ber- of'. farmiers,, and nub a­

ear ~ The proje tions 'were made. over a teny.44 period. The results ofths prj't were appi 'e&_.. 
to, 'poetd y~ield increases t 1cacla' 'incre'menal -produc-Z 
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Sa ~a1~~an~d; ui~pment for C -peia y"a i,aize (UND. FAQ') 

ac eeprovided at,:ourte or 
INtorage .az 

~ fie C~o~t 
orealb~ pa' ticu1angrp~ with ~ c y4inMahlangatsY a,'and~ ~ dge~s~ih2Oa'QUality-contro1 0'tne capaci yvresp$et'vely.,an npectio eq im entstf.were trained. om p r'Prvddaj 

24 percentThe pro of th
~or the 
ec, Was prt'~ A ion Programmef Prevento of FodL 
 i Saiad
 

CIO-oeratives and Marketingj 
Pjec (USAI
 

maaemn safto the' CCU,, midemng n'ff to far 
C~)Slanie o-ooperative rutrconsltanie's training frcloeai staff#;"vehcles :housing,


stoprge.',' te and limtded b'dtha~h supret' ouldTheetotaltco 

LivetockntPrdutiowarintd
E tension 'p ero'w 1UD/O
t d-,'-read 

The object.~'4~ves of this project Were toincrease livestock',
productivity, reduce slaughter ag diceslofaeprin the SNL, 
 The approach included;. advice ondev~'6ntY' 
strategy, strengthening~the Animal HusbandryiSection retn
an extension service,' formnulating an-mlmetn~ 
 ,catle~.

breing poiy grzn'aaeetsystems; intensive,feeding'4'~with 
 crop by-products, develo'pment of dairy potentialC
'(including assistance in RDAs), and 'technical assistance.~ 

' 

The project operated from 1973 to 1978. '.Th'e origina'll',~somewhat ambitious 'measureswere cut ,1back, partly. due to' shortagep ~ of funds,butsoi progress Was made with ,breedingprogrammes,
'bush cl~ariig, pasture tri~als,,'and dvlpeto 
h:Aia
Husban~dry Division. 
 , evlprntoth irIlk
 

DarDvlpment Programme (CIDA,,-WFP)"-"Q
 
The~project (2976 
 ar pat
Zeoiie '1 9 8 3 )incluied a 0,itehua ' relocation feednmil ~Al prograieof the. Da ryL:Boro' ics n our man yea~sotechni ca1 ' stance'? , 'P' r~ e k ,iikpwe ad~obutter, fat'over fiyve years, anyr

Funds'.dervived from sales of these
d yproducio&nc(mainly


",-p'-, RDA~s)' irn'lding: ! credit forcosinu*,dr in'nax'izn 
bl e.
 

P rogress has be _nsl.ower than~ anticipated.­

t, e, ,-, 



paric larli -important in the I RD P0gh
t rovid solutions, 0 th Prbes f"mlfarrer:

and apPr pri t' messages, for, theetninsrieo 
use. e~~esQnsriet 

, an 
19Th3 
Skcoqtribuuion 
. ThLeco.UNro 

E 1
A

0
iu~et was USr. S, 5e 19 h 

a 
-070 
 The 'poec a tezrminatedath~e half way stage, althogh the work has continued ~with ~ 

2 
the USAID-funded CropngSstmT pi~~Syten~Research and Extenson~ 

,roppingC 
 Systems fles arch a Eltehsion Training Project 

The project supports GOSj polcy ~ . .to reorientate agriculturalr
2Kyesearch towards smnallholder farmers-on SNL, ;ttre 
n
 
198 adn iiesa~eview of past eSbase-line study, and survey of;ren&di

r~s 6rch, d&i~,"ononmicptT~s a
vpractices,, The-approach is based on CIMMYT pr 
 i~ 

< training component provides courses at the, University, FarmrTraining Centres, and the research station,''andjiii servicetraining f'or extension staff. 

Over its six year, life''(198?-
 1987) the project 'should make a
4valuable 
 contribution to providing 4informnation necessary~for'~
formultitng agricultural development strateies oniSNL
.
 

Smlhle Credit 'and Marketing rjc IFA ).J 
g ProectADB/FAD0

The aim of this project,whicii is expected to beconeeffective-' 
in 1984, is,to assist achievement of basic fod self-sffc ny,"Oand improve farm incomes and living standards The eans-"wiflbe stIrengthening credit anid marketing services, inciase
 

-irrigation,4 and iproving. theMOAC tractor~hr~ol 
A lean 'of U4S $ 6,'2 milio'wllbe'provided at4 perceflt~ ,~'r ~intei-est over 20 years with a grace,peyiod of' five 'years.The total pr~ioect costis estmated at E:.9,5ill~ion and 

4,.,.will be dimplemented over five"years. 
 '~~ .i%' " 

Assi'stance in,Maktn o ua evlpet(NPF
 

The objectives are~to' 
 ' '4'e-mrke~pliy-f'mla'or; 

V'.~4&~"i. .4')''.> . 'Advsory Unit was set up, inthe !Depart'mijo ~~ac n 

Depatrfenopoent and.arketing and
~>CCU: '-'. wo associate "experts the' 
are att ached tothe latter.' 

44 4
 
-- j,- f'.- "r ''28,
 

>4444,.~it 
a 11,' 4' '. -2 
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7 f4u ndUKd oponent- (1977/ 1981/82) 'was ja ted 
J a34m'lon ,U h, same coist-tha't 

Th USAID compnen te InfrastrucrSupot-i
 

Teewere slgnificant differ eaiihpaigo~cs able 2,, TeApia Report planned a tenthof~v spe-dihg in Year 1,with tie remainder spedmoeo 
lessA
 over Years 2 o5. 'Athouhtiwaan'vr 
optimistic~pF~jection of implernentaio asanb ovetdiigh.S early years of -the poetit atiosgicn theaailty dung


MOAC~tubmisaSon whichforecas V one -t*d o6f-sed~in th~ firt year, rainl'obidns n ~e
~ ~P~ojected spending, on Ahese wsSprea evenlyt -w5s m~ore ­

ove th, ear
fve inthe'Appraisal' Report,~ 
The over-optinism of project phasingIn,-ri ~is discussed in Chapterthe Context, of> impl mn ation:achipv~ 

~2.3.2 COM~PLEMENTARY PROJECTS ; A. 

- Since, the:'inception of the early UK-assisted RDAs, 4seve,r.al4.projectsnhaveolved-invo 
 roviding ,es.S'on SNL.,,Two of these.projectswere aimed at farm systems and ~ 
- agronomic research, three ,at improving maktigrciie

4
and services, and two at promctilng the. lives ,tock'-industr~y~'
a~nd, dairying.- Five of these projects. (one agronomic~~y. ,~resear'ch, two mark~eting and two livlest c4)ha-enwb&~rV e
4and4w4(am stems4.reseaP'ch 'an marketing) .are cuarrently ­
in oprtin Afrhe akeig-roetha be prepared,and is expete,,effectiv in 1984., 'Allof, these 

- projects ar a'imd at supportig far'ers.nr'the SNL and'tia~Y should increase the effectIins "o teDA-'- fIt is-noti~ 
Spossible P however, tp attribute,, enef itsi+to oe.o other 

*e-'e 
 ave-bee
~'4 not h iti<u therco
,d4 
 se compieentary- projects.is ,oabl<' It. ha t -they' cover toareas:: farm systems.,reseac7

(' and marketing, which received lltle-e '7'si, h'~ DP, 
-~~ project'documents. l~mhssi h ~A 

Th eght projects are des6ribe 4briefly in the following 4
4 sections . "4:','4'-"' 

'~ ~ Research for Rudral Developm~ent 
,<. ,,, .4, ;-

The manoje of"'r es v th pot was to create an agricultuiralr~ch system (related to the nea 
. ea't inres 

, ds of S .Lfarmers, to enable,
the project involved so~cio-economic and techniiar ee~ 

4~ .reor, ierted toX1the needs of smrall farmers. This was be 
r 

se i o b'47 

7 
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Table 2.6. Swazilad RDA Jnfrastrutture Support Project (USAID) 

USAID US $ '000 

Grant
 

Technical Assistarce 

E 910,9 

Training 

660,0
 

Construction
 

435,0

Commodities 


140,6
 

Loan
 

Heavy Equipment 

10 000,0 

US $ 17 146,5 

GOS 
Equipment Support 

12 228,6
 
Salaries and wages 


460,0
 
Other Project Support Costs 


253,3
 

US $ 12 942,6 
Total 

US $ 30 089,1 

Source: USAID.
 

Table 2.7.. Phasing of project costs ( 1 ) (percentaes) 

Yr I Yr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 
a) uti-cnnr r 7,p',cect 

MOAC -'i~i, r, i 7 7 c,r 33,3 19,2 14,7 16,1 16,7 
AnpraislP.r-pcr't 10,2 21,1 21,9 23,5 23,3 

b) UK-fur.ded ,r.ject
 

MOAC Subission 
 15,3 18,7 22,5 
 23,3 20,2
 

(1) Including physical and price contingencies.
 

Sources: 
 MOAC project submissions and IBRD Appraisal Report.
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Table 2.5. Project costs for mul ti-()r,,)r fundf,d RDAP. 

Fore
Tota 

jn
Local 

otaltotal 
Forein Total 

% of 

cost 

0-------US$ '000 
Projert Camponent 

Extension Liervices 
ard Infrastructure 

Livestork bLvel-.pnent 

Land ;evelopment and 
Soli Conservation 

Agricuiturril Inputs 

Agriciltur;jl Credit 
Ser'1ices 

Access and Feeder Roads 

Social Infrastructure 

Central I41anagement 
Services 

Technical Services 

Total 

1 726 

298 

277 

88 

281 

525 

171 

184 

51.1 

4063 

1533 

797 

621 

462 

233 

890 

2B3 

525 

682 

6027 

3259 

1 095 

898 

550 

514 

1 415 

454 

709 

1196 

10090 

1984 

343 

318 

101 

323 

603 

197 

211 

591 

1672 

1 762 

916 

714 

531 

268 

1 023 

325 

603 

784 

6931 

3746 

1259 

1032 

632 

591 

1 626 

522 

815 

1 375 

11 604 

32 

Ii 

9 

6 

14 

4 

7 

12 

100 

Cortingency Allowances: 
Physical 

Price 

Total Contingencies 

T,,".I Project Mnt,, 

Source: IBRD Report No. 1306 - SW, 

405 

1133 

1 739 

1, vof' 

Jan. 1977 

603 

2444 

3047 

9 0"4 

1 009 

3777 

4 786 

14 06 

467 

1532 

1999 

672 

693 

2812 

3 505 

1o 435 

1160 

4344 

5504 

17 10/ 



The rates of yield increases for "actively extended" crops

(Table 2.10) 
were even more optimistic. For example, in

the middleveld, over 
five years, maize and groundnut yields

were projected to increase by 60 per cent, and cotton and
tobacco yields by 83 per cent over 
six years. These projec­
ted yield increases were 
clearly unrealistic, and were not

based on evidence of performance in the earlier RDAs.
 

2.4.3. 
 Expected chanes in crop production
 

Incremental crop production was 
expected mainly from yield

increases, but also from greater areas of crops planted.

The Appraisal Report projections of incremental crop pro­
duction are summarised in Table 2.11. 
 This table illus­
trates the large increases expected as 
early as Year 5,
and huge increases by Years 16-20. The Report does 
detail the cropped areas which 

not
 
cn incremental production
 

was based, although these are 
given for individual RDAs

in both the MOAC submissions and have been aggregated in
 
Table 2,8.
 

Table 2.11. IBRD Appraisal Report: Incremental Produftion Estimates (tonnes)
 

Year 5 (%) Years 16-20 (%) 
Maize 
 12 900 
 62 
 17 000 
 82
 
Cotton 
 1 177 124 3 000 316 
Tobacco 
 517 
 457 
 1 665 
 1 473
 
Potatoes 
 1 964 
 1044 
 6 535 
 3476
 
Beans 
 369 
 100 
 653 
 177
 
Groundnuts 
 553 
 76 
 1 322 
 153
 

Source: IBRD Appraisal Report, 1977 (Annex 10, 
 Table 10).
 

The expectation that crop production could be increased
 
over a relatively short time by improved infrastructure,

services and availability of inputs was 
over-optimistic

and had no 
foundation of achievemcnt in pilot or earlier 
programmes. Issues 
such as the inherent characteristics 
of SNL agriculture, competition for SNL farmers' labour,

and the availability of alternative employment opportu­
nities 
were not discussed and must therefore have been
 
ignored.
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While the deficierncies of the extension ser:ice were
recognised in the Appraisal Report (and the documents
it succeeded) and provision was made to strengthen it

and provide an 
intensive closely suptervised service,

the rate at which this could ne achieved was again
over-optimistic. Furthermore at the time of prepara­
tion of the programme appropriate extension messagesadapted specifically for $ L smallholders were notavailable, nor had 
a smnllho der farm. systems research 
programme aimed at identifying appropriate extension 
mressages been prepared. It was inevitable that this
situation would have taken some years to improve.
Six years later, although there has been useful 
progress the problems are still there. 
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2.5. LIVESTOCK,RANGE, AND PASTURE PRODUCTION GOALS
 

The livestock programme of the early UK-funded RDAs had themain aim of reducing grazing pressure and developing livestock
 
production on a more commercial basis. 
 The second phase (1977­
1982) for the original four RDAs overlapped the earlier plans

so that targets 
(e.g. for fencing) often cannot be distinguished.

Reduction in numbers was 
to be achieved through discussions with
 
the 
livestock owners, chiefs, the CRDB, and technical staff.
 
The three fattening ranches would take surplus stock, and a

cattle truck in each RDA would assist with transport. A major
component was 
fencing and grazing management within an overall
 
land use plan. Improved pastures were 
to be established, and
 
bush cleared (in Ebulandzini RDA). 
 New dip tanks were proposed,

funds for acaricide were provided, and stock watering dams were

planned. Promotion of s-rall dairy units was also planned, andbreeding camps where improved bulls, provided by MOAC breeding 
ranches, would be used.
 

In the multi-donor funded RDAs, the livestock programme was
concentrated in the two maximim-input NOAs (Mahamba/Zombodze
and Lubombo/Mpolonjeni). The objectives and the main compo­
nents of the programme were essontially the same as in the
UK-funded RDAs. It was agreed that adequAte technical staff
would be provided, including specialists in beef, range manage­
ment and extension. In the minimum-input hDAs it was hoped to 
promote some stock reductior, through extension advice, provi­
sion of a cattle truck for ich RDA, and supply of improved
bulls hNr mijor d'st 3cki;g efforts had bee, made. 

2.5.1. Cmgp_ irnd 'uctivity rzduction 

Production Co-fficients 

he technical eCsti.atus and prcjections ir the project
submissans 5nh,,ed a considerable lack of uniformity
between Mfs. The approach used in the original four 
UK-funded RDAs do-s not conform with the iater system
used in 1977 for the 10 multi-donor funded RDAs, while 
the additional four UK-funced R)As of 1977 are treated 
:n yet a different manner. Details of these submissions 
are included in Annex D. 

Project submissions were pr-par,,d infor Mahlangatsha
December 1973 and for Northern, Southern and Central 
in February 1974. 
 With the exception of the Central
 
RDA, the grazing and ]ivestock development sections 
of these submissions were limited to about two pages
of generalised objectives concerning destocking, 
in­
creasing offtake, improving calving percentqge, in­
troduction of improved bulls, improved vela 
management

and dairy/pasture development.
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In the submission for Central RDA, the results of a sur­
vey were presented to show the herd structure and domes­
tic livestock population for the 
five chiefdoms included
 
in the RDA and the ITF purchase areas. A production pro­
jection for the cattle herd incorporating progressive

mortality, calving, culling and sales rates for various
 
classes of stock covering the period 1974 to 1982, was
 
also included.
 

The initial calving rate for 1974/75 was estimated at 45
 per cent. This was projected to increase to 50 per cent
 
in the following year, rising steadily to stabilise by

1977/78 at 65 per cent, a rate approaching that which may

be found on extensive commercial ranches under sourveld
 
conditions, and thus an 
extremely ambitious objective in
 
a four year period with traditional management. The ieavy
 
cow culling policy envisaged in this projection should
 
have led to a rapid change in the cow 
: calf ratio, resul­
ting in 
a 20 per cent rise in calving rate. While the
 
asc'mption that such a culling rate could be achieved
 
might appear naive in retrospect, it was anticipated at
 
the time of preparation of the submission that 
a controlled
 
system of stocking could be maintained on purchased land,

and the authorities could dictate 
the numbers and classes
 
of grazing animals which should use 
it. No basis was shown
 
for the estimation of the 
initial calving rate or mortality.

The latter appear 
to conform reasonably well 
with the trend
 
in the SNL herd, i.e. between 5 per cent and 6 per cent
 
overall. However, the calving rate bears little relation
 
to the surveyed herd structure.
 

Expected chances in stocking rates 

No specific objectives were given for stocking rates and
 
optimum carrying capacities. The development 
 of such 
parameters wis ap parently to be a responsibility of project

staff, in liaison with specir.lists from the MOAC, as the
 
RDA activities progressed.
 

The 1976 Project Submission for UK-funded RDAs 
includes a
 
record of stocking rates 
in the original RDAs as at the
 
end of 1975 
(in which the optimum stocking rate is assumed
 
to be 2,65 ha per LU). They are difficult to relate to
 
the data on either total 
area or grazing area presented in
 
the same document.
 

Tn the case of the submissions for the earlier and later 
UK-funded RDAs, it was 
clearly stated that destocking

would be dependent on obtaining authority for compulsory

culling and control of stock numbers on 
the purchased

land. 
 On the other hand, as an incentive to continue
 
destocking, improved bulls were 
to be introduced to com­
munal grazing areas 
where a major effort had been made 
by farmers to undertake a destocking programme. It was 
conceded however that the achievement of optimum stocking
levels would riot 
be feasible in most areas.
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The 'with project' herd projection for Mahamba/Zombodze

clearly demonstrated a significant fall 
in the total LUs

of 18 per cent by Year 5. In the Lubombo/Mpolonjeni RDA,
divided into four separate sub-areas, falls of between 2
 
per cent and 28 per cent 
were anticipated i.,three of
 
these with a 3 per cent 
rise in the fourth.
 

Herd projections
 

Projections for herd Structure and production parameters
 
were limited to the 
two maxineun-input RDAs. 
 The system

used for tnese projections was shown but not the basis

for calculating the parameters. 
 In essence, the objectives

for 'with project' anticipated a rise in calving rate from

40 per cent through 50 per cent 
in Years 3 to 5, to 65 per
cent by Year 6; 
a decrease in mortality from between 5 and

12 per cent to between 4 and 9 per cent by Year 5; 
and a
culling rate for cows 
and oxen which would rise at unspeci­
fied targets in excess of 10 per 
cent.
 

Offtake numbers and 
incremental values 
were separately

projected to match the herd projections, while the bull/cow

ratio overall for the 
same year was set at 1:25. Signifi­cant rises in the proportion of immatures 
(0-3 years) were
 
projected e.g. at Mahauiba/Zombodze in Year 0, 
5 700 imma­tures 
(39 per cent of total cattle numbers) and by Year 5
 
7650 (over 50 per cent).
 

These projections ind parameters were 
based on similar as­sumptions to the UK-funded RDAs, 
i.e. that there would be
 
a high level of cooperation from livestock keepers, and
that the necessary authority would be obtained 
to implement

the desired destocking and herd rationalisation.
 

Tn retrospect, the-rc would seem to have been an 
impractical
degree of optimism about the rate at which anticipated

changes might take place, probably because insufficient
 
notic was 
taken of the investment value of cattle and
 
complex ownership patterns.
 

It is also surprising that the system of herd 
structure

classification used in Swaziland 
was not seriously questioned

in any submissions. 
 In particular it 
was then, as now,

patently obvious 
that any system consistently showing the
 
2 to 3 year old group of immatures at some 40 per cent
greater in number than those of 0 to 1 years, must be a
misrepresentation of herd dynamics. 
 This should have been
noted at the time of submission 
as can be seen in the herd
projections (both 'with' and 
'without project') where the

numbers have been adjusted after Year 0 to remove 
this
anomaly. 
By following this method instead of rationalising

the classification in the first place, a completely false
situation was created in the projections which implied alevel of performance which would be difficult to achieve on 
a well run 
extensive commercial ranch. 
 If more realistic

divisions had been used, the herd projections would havebeen more in keeping with possible trends in small SNL herds,and with a less ambitious approach to 
improved production

parameters, some attainable targ'-ts might have been set.
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2.5.2. Fencing and rangemanapement
 

In the multi-donor funded naximum-input PDAs, 690 km offencing were planned (fencing was not planned for mini­
mum-input RDAs). In the UK-funded RDAs, 1 619 of fen­
cing were planned. Although it would have been better
 
to have expressed these targets in 
ter!>-; of hectares as
 
well, the lengths of fencing were within 
the project's

implementation capacity. 
 Unfortunately, this component

of the RDAP had negative effects on 
livestock and natural
 
resource 
objectives (as descri.bed 
in Chapter 4) and thus
 
diverted funds and management from other more useful
 
parts of the programme.
 

2.5.3. Pasture ir.;rcv,-r.ent
 

Eight thousand hectar:s of pasture improvement were plan­ned for the two maximum-input RDAs in the ulti-donor 
funded RDAP, and 19 510 ha of land preparation and seeding

of pastures in the UK-funded RDAs. 
 These were to include
 areas of "green belt" for late summer/autumn grazing be­
fore crops wtre harvested. 

These targets were beyond the impl-mentation resources 
of the RDAP, even 
if the areas had been already identi­
fied and agreed. For example the annual target for 
Lubombo/Ypoloreni RDA and Maihamba/Lornbodze RDA were

each 1 000 ha, whereas the ttal ar-as ploughed (for all
crops) in , by t!e tractor pools were ha428 and 
:126 ha r.spectively. D.-it-, pilnt trials under the 
Livestorck Producticn and Ext..nSior, Froject (Section 2.3.)
no practical s had h.n larnd about large scale 
range s.-d:in: tr warrant thi s ar.bit'ous prceramne. 

The plars dil nct r'_o,onrse -or,ic foctors, such as
the li'gh cost ,f pstire e stablishr.nt toin rt-lation 
the low lels of productivity frurm existing livestock
 
systems. This aspect is 
discuss,-d in Annex D. 
 Budgeted
costs for p-jsture estab]ishmert ranget-d from E 8/ha in
3
1977/78 tn E 0/ha in 1992/83, rcup.hly 10 p-r cent of 
actual costs (excluding land clearing). 
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2.5.4. Bush clearing
 

The multi-donor funded project planred 4 500 ha of bush
 
clearing in the two maximum-input ?PAs. 
 The UK-funded
 
RDAs planned 2 500 ha. Although these targets 
were
 
within the implementation c3pacity cf the project, 
the
 
plans did not recognise the technical dnificulties en­
tailed, particularly maintaininp 
the clearec arEas

frer of moroac-ment As in th& rae -f pasture irr.­
provement, 
tne costs of clearing ,ere not weigheo against
the likely returns from systems characteriscd by low 
productivity.
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2.6. ANALYSIS OF P O:Y?'T0N AND PEVEL0PENT ASSUMPTIONS 

The fundamental acsacption ir; both the MCAC submissicns for the
 
RPAs and the 1bPD Appraisal Report, -z s that giver 
 the highpr

levels of Inuts and technolt ry mad- more w:delv available by

the RDA programme, the pot-ntial returns 
 from farming in tie
SNL wculd stimulate greater interest and hence greater

deployment of rural 
 labour in farming activities. This increase 
in labour usage, estirated to be on average around 2 500 man 
years a year (600 000 man days of ircrer-ntal cbcur by Year
 
6 increasing steadily to Year 10), 
 "as in turn expected to be
reflected in ircre.sed ;reduction of crops arising primarily

from imprcwvtent in yield and to a lesser extent from the expansion
of the area cu tivated (Section 2.4.). Although an analysis
of farm labour availability had not boen carried out, the 
Apprailn-, 1 ,.pc rt c, -,irn ted that a nurb r of studi, dava ii. ble
 
at the 7iy, indica1ted that ,-xisting farr labour 
w: rgrificantly
under-u ilip- even it .. k ssos of hWrv,.ting and planting.

it wis thus ''Fsr-. d h thr e was 
 no corpetition for farm labour

and that the 
 in rr, tl labo-,ur required to raise ai'ricultural 
production 'woud be vailable. The corpetition for farm labou,-,

particularly c{ r 'ibuty fAtrs 
 such as the availability of
alternative off-Krm c-1 lo ,iit opportunities and returns to
 
labour from far:'ir 
 , -i'.'pared with the levels of
 
off-farr w thr.c 
 ,r f,-s th principal issue examined
 
in this section.
 

The other , i .ue is livont,2k productivity and
 
a cou parlx:n of :'0t r.,'e fro- in.,st-.nt ir ]ivstcck with
 
othM i' r,V o- t aIt rrativer. 

Table 2.11 W a.s .,t gri.th of w,:.: - 'r.-nt for the
ten yprE 9-0 d
Wt 9 IV2. ToW e-cI(yment has 
r. .- ' ,he c ,with, -5 C0? rw jobs 

an ncr ;.r c i,, havin - boon created. In 
ad ricu rtrt an! !c try, h a'-vr, t,.r. acre almost 1 000 
fes-r -,' s in, a r; in I'- S1. 30s a avriculture and
 
forestry rcsu b..t. -n 
 192 and 39n,, fell during 1976 and
 
1977 then rose n'ain 
 from 1978 to 1980 before falling
markedly during :96! and 1962. Ocer the same period labour 
recruit .2 d for th' is in the2 PzA rete from 7 200 to 
20 7(0 b, tw'en 1912 and 1976, then declined steadily to 
just ever 11 00 in 1981. There is increasing evider, 
that the gro wth in total off-form employnent oppor' aities 
has recently slcw-d down; Jhatindeed it is estimate 
betwe-en 3 000 - 5 000 jcbs have been lost in ti,- last 
18 months as a result of the eronric reccssio,, and an 
outflow of investors. The building .ector has no new 
large projects and activity at Havelock Mines and Usutu 
forest and pulp plant is expected to be reduced. 
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Table 2.12. Privte .uId Public S'ct,,r Empl,,y-n'. 1 id1 *' .W''-1982)((1 

(1) 
'A' 'B''l'a al PlidAv ,~tiZ, ,,;,r lns, males (E/ruth) 

P i (I mr- ym o-nt min.,,ap­
r'rnj''i j(privaf-(puli 

public) 

in
akriculluro& gr-iu tuy 

, forostry 
(privt t- & 

%'A' 
;4 

of 
rin 

f(,r
P"A 

m irs 

-tn.
Atrici ilur-,, 
( u.nki i ed) 

For,.? ry 
(un.ki 1 I d ) 

All 
indun tri fs 
(unki IlId) 

All 
industri ,s 

sskilled) 

labourr 
in building 

and 
construction 

pub 1i c 

Tni)(M) (%) (- -.--.-.-.------------- - E/m t. --------------------­ (c/hour 

1972 518C6 24 332 45 7 215 15 22 2-3 208 it 
1973 57 032 23-C,5,5 41 8 OCO 20 24 25 204 11 - 13 
1974 62 ()61 28 029 45 9 574 n/a n/a n/a n/a 13 
1975 64 60,4 28666 44 17004 30 43 49 283 13 - 18 

1976 66 215 28520 43 20 743 40 45 51 315 18 

1977 66 225 26 377 40 15 491 39 48 53 345 18 - 20 
1978 71 256 27152 38 14 284 56 55 71 404 20 - 22 
1979 73870 27664 37 12 451 58 75 78 477 22 
1980 75124 29958 40 10 870 79 105 100 n/a 30 - 33 
1981 79 739 26 745 34 11 048 86 112 108 515 33 - 37 

1982 81 854 23491 29 95 

% inc. 
1972-1981 

% inc. 
1972-1982 

48.1 

52,0 

9.9 

-3,5 

53,1 

n/a 

473,3 

533,3 

409,1 

n/a 

369,6 

n/a 

147,6 

n/a 

236,4 

(1) Excludes srsall Swazi traders and employment by privute households. 



Comparing the estimated total nu-ber of homesteads in SNL
(47 000) with the current nurber of jobs in the formalsector, public and private (82 000), th re are approxima­
tely 1,74 j'obs available per rural household, a level of wage erplcy-ent which is rach high0-r than in most African 
countries.
 

The Rural Hormestead Survey (Social 
Scie:;e Research Unit,
UCS 1978) indicated 
(Table 2.13.) 
that twa-thirds of

haesteads had obsentve wa,.- 'arrers and of these the 
average had two '-rte waPe arrm,..rs per homestead. Thesurvey also inCitated that n-arly 40 per cent of homesteads
had ,Oen-b d wige ,rrrs (c:mut,-rs) and of these theaverage nurher of wcrkers was la4 per homestead. Eighteen
per cent of hmrostads hid neither a commuter nor an absen­tee worker. Combining thoce tuo estimales gives a mean of1,89 wage rr-,rs per ha:-stead which cumpares closely withthe estimate of 1,74 w.e ,r-rs per ho.stead above. Ascould be expected, TOP P,13. a' indicates that off-farmemployment is generally hih.r in peri-urban than in rural 
areas 
and supgents that it iQ slightly less prevalent in
RDAs than in orF-RAs. Althurh the 
 latter may be coinci­
dental, it could possibly be a ref,.ction of the increasedpctential fnr riaisigr farm incomes brouht about by the RDA 
programme. 

From the infr~im:nion av.iiable it is clear that off-farmemployment opport untien have been available throughout thepast dcale and -arlier, and thi y hr ,e attracted labourfrom hormeste.a.ds thrcugho-ut th, 5t . There is little doubtthat this has 
affectd th. 
avallaility of additional 
labour
for depi' ent 
ir for 
in. pctivti,:s and ultirmately constrai­
ned the i-mot of th- r. ra",- prc­r' aericultural 
duction.
 

Average -'r-n s for uq',ki!:- AP w.rkersf'_.,-'Fjg ry ,rd: .1jj l j, - ir,v 
1 in agriculture,.. :- . :r- .T.r,.j w*ith wapes f'or
 

skilled 
 ,r in 1i t ra in Table 2.12. Over theperiod 19"2 - 1932 ,oas for th, u' rki ld workers rose
much morm: r'pidly than 
 fOr the sk2lied. The rapid rise inwages for the aukkil!lpd w- s partly due to increases in thegazetted riram wies, deterrm.ined by a wage council systeminvolving r'prrtortativ,-s of emplovers and employees, and
partly due to tha Wrd created by the increased econor icactivity throuthout the ridde and late 1970s. The latter

has probably 
 born particularly irportant as average unskil­
led w:r-s have incr-,'s-d five-fold between 1972 and 1981
while the gazetted minimum has trebled. 

2.6.2. Rturns to I;abrur and farm incomes 

The returns to labour from farming activities were determi­
ned by assumptions about levels nf inputs used and expected 
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Table 2.13. Incidences of absentee and home-based wage 
earr.ers in rural
 
homesteads
 

SNL Rural Rural Peri-urban Peri-urban
 
REAs non-RDAs 
 RDAs non-RDAs
 

Homesteads with
 
absentee wage earners
 
(percentage) 
 67,6 61,2 70,0 
 63,0 55,0
 

Mean num.ber of
 
absentee eearrners
 
( Jn homnesteads with
 
absentee wlpe earners) 
 2,0 1,8 2,1 
 1,9 2,2
 

Homstt.,ds with: 

home-based g earners
 
(percentge) 38,6 34,0 35,0 51,6 82,0
 

M,-:an numbe r ',f ho~me­
baIsed wage *:rrnrs 
(in honest(as with 
hoare-base-d w
 

1,4 I,1 
 1,4 1,4 1,9
 

Mean njmtr, a!bsen tee 
and h ,e-b '~ed e 
eaint-s (Ir all rural 
homesteads) 1,89 1,48 1,96 1,92 
 2,77
 

Source: Rural Homestead Survey, SSRU, UCS, 1978
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io, crp he Ia F. bdgets These' 

rrenptra3 3 a eprV 'adu~ nedt uts and' te targets cbnta 

nutyed rt a t onships 

ofeinp'us use ad expectde 4~ wedt~jd 7 
dt'a exten- at, whch reerh cojnendat inn 

Hortic itural 3n1d Pa tu re .ro du at-~ Rc -. (,dt~' W~otldbeaopted,by Carmers t Rs 7 ereowedonrte
 
an ent of 
,t~ ad expected y ids'' re sumarised in 
AnnC. 1 e Appraisal Report however, 'on y detailsth 

mntions that average inputs and outputs "weessundt 
-a, simia,inc~r a s i n .~ he,,
atz-e r i gbec ase i but L hiZ~e t e"j Aflc et 

cosrvt 
 r e,s 1 I . w .areihtti could log' cally
b.expec ted., 'we~ canno t coment o, the ratts assumed sin ce they'

aentpr etdithe document. 

Our' main commnt ne ntotut~ reaiosisconcerns: 

of he A
ttanabe yelive 1ia sor-"Bletin ,1 .1tewere n~etccs piitc The Bulletnnwas,strongly.

orenaed oadcmeca farmers on :TF' n~d and~was iot~diet- apib to S11L farmers, 

Rese'arch Report No. 7, publish*--J n 19,t, nA-vecdnexes B,and C-)which su inarises maize t4rials carr~edccuunder. SU- ccnditlons,would probably have prvdd, mr!apprcri't bae~po h c,~~''~ >inputhutput relation~ships (for maiz a least).-could have 

f rc ntt c,) 4as Alimite d 'des'pite, the, e vidneaiObet

the -,izneA t~rspcnses to~A~ 

"
 

Oaaf't~zr ec eue 
~ a ~kdho.av been recom nernded b~caulse 6!- the-'.-C to,~
nop,~z it i 'the S01 and 6ccause' of, aidfyg

effec Geeal the target rates of cop p fotilie
 
re high and those of tpdessing (LAN) too low.'
 

~CropBuidgets'' A~~~ 
Table 2.14 summarises crop gro~s. mrin (dtie ,in,_AnnexH' 
for~ range of~sx cr'ops., The gross margi'n clculated 0o
'each.~crop include: 

,X~ 
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-
 Appraisal Report, Year 0 input/output assumptions at
 
1976 and 1983 prices;
 

-
 Appraisal Report, Year 6 2nput/output assumptios at
 
1976 and 1983 prices;
 

- RDAP Review estimate based or, current (equivalent to
 
Year 6) input/cutput levels at 
1976 and 1983 prices.
 

Ratios of incremental benefits to incremental costs between 
Year 0 and Year 6, usir. assumptions in the Appraisal Report 
are 
included to indicate whether additional inputs proposed
 
were justified in 
terms of additional yield anticipated, and
 
also to provide a broad indicator of whether input cost and
 
output price relationships had deteriorated, or improved in
 
the farmer's favour. 
 The yield levels on which the estimates
 
of gross margin are based are given in Table 2.15.
 

Maize gross margins are calculatvd at producer and consumer
 
(retail) prices in order to compare the value of maize when
 
grown as a comrercial crop for sale, with its value to the
 
farm family as a subsistence crop. As labour has been ex­
cluded from the production costs the gross margins can be 
used to indicate returns to 
farm labour. 

Table 2.14. indicates that using the IHRD Appraisal Report

input/output relationships, all 
of the gross margins are
 
positive, with potatoes and 
tobacco far exceeding the other
 
crops. Hybrid maize is next if 
valued at consumer prices,
 
followed by cotton and benas. 
 Year 6 gross margins are
 
generally 60-70 per cent higher than Year 0, with the excep­
tions of: 
potatoes (150 per cent higher), lowveld maize and
 
cotton (around 100 per cent higher). The ratios of incremen­
tal benefits to costs clearly 
indicate that the additional
 
inputs could be justi-fied econorically so long as the expected
 
increm, .tal yields ar-
 achieved. The comparison of these ra­
tios calculated ut 1976 and 1983 prices also demonstrates
 
(since the 1983 rPtio's are greater for all 
crops apart from.
 
tobacco) that 
crop returns have probably risen more rapidly
 
than total 
crop input costs (apart from labour) and that the 
economics of crop production are generally as favourable or 
more favourable in 1983 than they were in 1976. 

Our estimates of current gross margins are 
derived from actual
 
levels of inputs and yields recorded in the Third Annual Report
 
on RDA Cropping 
(1983) and earlier reports prepared by the
 
MOAC extension services. Since this is the sixth season fol­
lowing signing of the Agreement, these gross margins can 
be
 
compared with the Year 6 expectations in the Appraisal Report.
 
For all crops they are significantly lower (sometimes less 
than 50 per cent) than the IBRD Year 6 estimates; indeed they 
are generally of a similar order or even lower than the IBPJ
 
Year 0 estimates. It is unfortunate that both the 1981/8: and
 
1982/83 seasons have been regarded as drought years with
 
significantly less rain than normal. 
 This has undoubtedly
 
reduced the estimates of current gross margins.
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Table 2.15. Comparison of Crop Yields (kg/ha)
 

Local maize 


Hybrid raizo 

Cotton 


Tobacco 


Potatoes 


Beans 


Groundnuts 


llighveld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


l|ighv,'ld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


Highveld+Mi-Idleveld 


Highveld 


Highveld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


Highveld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


APPRAISAL 


Year 0 


810 


900 


460 


1 944 


1 944 


910 


600 


500 


600 


9900 


400 


500 


300 


450 


500 


345 


REPORT 


Year 6 


1350 


14,10 


900 


3 40 


3240 


1 430 


1 100 


800 


1 100 


20000 


600 


700 


500 


750 


900 


705 


RDAP REVIEW
 

Estimate for 1983 

Year 6 


878 


907 


632 


1 815 


1 367 


1 045 


725 


591 


319 


12000 


214 


541 


200 


421 


376 


384 


1983 as a % 1983 as a %
 
of Year 0 of Year 6
 

108 65
 

101 63
 

137 70
 

93 S) 

70 42
 

115 73
 

121 66
 

118 74
 

53 29
 

121 60
 

54 36
 

108 77
 

67 40
 

94 56
 

75 42
 

il 54
 

Source: MOAC project submission, and Consultants' estimates.
 



While the 
increase in crop productivity resulting from
 
increased use of inputs and 
improved yields anticipated

in the App.-aisal 
 Report might have beer, achievable by 
a
 
minority of exceptional semn-cor.mcrcial farmers, it is
 
unlikely that 
even with favourable rainfall 
they would have

been achieved by the majority of farrers in the PDAs within the 
time scale projected.
 

It is also worth noting that although potatoes have the
 
highest gross margin of all, they 
 are unlikely to be 
widely adopted by small 
farmers uder rainfed conditions.
 
Input costs of over 
E 1 000/ha ge-,rally represent too
 
high an outlay (particularly with the high degree of risk
 
attached) and 
are 
beyond the means of most smallholdr-r farmers
 
on SNL.
 

Returns to labour
 

Table 2. lE -,um -­rises the net returns (gross margin) per man
 
day derived by comparing tLe gross margin 
estimates in
 
Table 2.24 with the number of man days required to produce

the crop. In most cases the 
latter bears little relation
 
to the length of the 
growing season, nor 
does the analysis

provide any insight into total 
farm or family income. It
 
does, however, identify those crop which will 
be most
 
attractive to 
farmers where_, the availability of farm labour
 
is at a preoiurr or whether there 
are competing opportunities
 
for dleployrrnt of 
the farm labour. 

The crops with the hignest rt-irns ]aboLto r at current prices
 
are hybrid r. ze (ccnsumer prices) in all three 
 agro-ecological
 
zones, 
 be-s .n the middleveld, and potatoes. Returns to labour

from cotton, tob-,cco, local maize and grouninuts do not compare

favourably with the current minimum urban wage of 
E 4,50 per day,
pa:'ticularly when the length of the grcwirng period an' uncertainty
of crop yields 2re taken into account. Cf the three crops which 
are co'- titi , hybrid maize is prcbaby., the most attractive
 
to the c'allholder farmer.
 

Farm family :ncomes
 

Farm family incomes for typical 
subsistence and semi-commercial
 
homesteads in 
the three main ecological zones have 
beer, examined
 
with the oblective of comp,,ring the incore 
in cash and kind that
 
homesteads are likely to 
derive from agriculture alone (semi­
commercial), 
with the income from a homestead where potential
 
wage earre,.rs were in full 
time employment (subsistence 
homestead). The analysis considered 
twc farm mcdels, comprising

homesteads of nine members, including two potential 
wage
 
earners, and compares total 
incomes from: 
 subsistence
 
production plus wage earnings by two 
family members with the 
value of subsistence plus surpluses sold produced by the entire
 
family. fe.ttails of the 
homesteads are surmarised in 
Table 2.17
 
and 2.18. 
The gross margins used are based on those in Table 2.14.
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Table 2.16 Comparison of Pe tirrs 1, labur (VE'rc day 

A I'_ A I!Al. REPI PT RDAP REVIEW 

Y, r ,) Year 6 Estimates for Year 6I 076 '1€, rij, I , Pr i,'a 19,76 irircos lq3 Pricos 1976 

Cotton 


Tobacco 


Potatoes 


Beans 


Groundnuts 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


Highveld + Middleveld 

Highveld 

Highveld 

Middleveld 

Lowveld 

Highveld 

Middleveld 

Lowveld 

Source: Confultants' estimate dftad 

Pric..; 1983 Pric,,s 

, 21,26 4,55 12,54 1,56 4,20 

4,89 13,06 7,50 
 20,38 1,79 
 4,80
 
2,47 , ,80 12,98 1,23 
 3,29 

169" 6,35 1,96 6,83 0.67 2,27 

2,3 7,61 3,50 11,58 0,88 
 2,81
 

1,19 3,79 
 2,30 7,48 0,59 
 1,90
 

4,50 12,28 15,59 42,33 3,24 8,88 
4,71 12,14 16,37 44,17 2,62 
 7,13
 

1,88
'-2,08 5,16 6,53 17,92 5,70
 

1,80 6,40 
 6,49 22,53 1,18 
 4,35
 
2,01 6,85 7,37 
 24.,38 1.07 3,71
 

0,6- 2,40 2,56 
 9,15 0,78 2,82
 

2,06 4,25 
 2,82 5,82 
 1,66 3,53
 

1,79 3,72 
 1,99 4,17 
 1,74 3,78
 
3,39 3,03 4,36 
 4,00 2,13 1,11
 

24,91 
 38,54 39,83 60,68 10,26 15,30
 
1,31 3,25 
 1,29 3,25 
 0,84 2,01
 
1,56 3,87 
 1,53 3,83 3,44 
 8,46
 
1,32 3,27 
 1,45 3,63 0,73 
 1,74
 
0,65 1,72 0,75 
 2,01 0,83 2,18
 

0,69 1,82 
 0,82 2,18 
 0,71 1,87
 
0,55 1,45 
 0,79 2,08 
 0,73 1,93
 

. 
- . U 

Local maize 

(Consumer 


Prices) 


Local mziize 

(Producer 

Prices) 

Hybrid matiz, 

(Consumer 

Prices)
f-n 


Hybrid m;,jie 

(Producer 


Prices) 


Other crops 


Highveld 

Middleveld 


lowvel d 

H ighveld 

Midd level d 

Lowveld 

Hlii.hvld 

Middlevt-!ld 

Lowveld 


Highveld 


Middleveld 


Lowveld 


Producer Prices
 



Table 2.17. 
 Details of typical homesteads(i)
 

Highveld 
 Middleveld 
 Lowveld
 

a) Subsistence 

Area (ha) 0,75 1,00 2,00 

Number of people in homestead 
(de facto) 7 7 7 

Number of wage earners present 0 0 0 

Maize consumption (kg) 1 400 1400 1 400 

Maize production (Lg) 1 025 1400 1 400 

b) Semi-commerical
 

Area (ha) 
 1,85 2,25 4,35
 

Number of people in homestead
 
(de facto) 
 9 9 
 9
 

Number of potenti:il wage earners 
prese-nt 2 2 2 

Maize consumption requirements (kg) 1 800 1800 1 800
 

!-aize ;.oducticn (kg) 2 590 2820 2140 

Surplus (kg) 
 790 1 020 340
 

Note (1) : 
Based on data presented in "Crops 1982/83 Season", MOAC 
Extension Service, and "Farm Household Theory and Rural 
Development in Swaziland" (A. Low, 1982).
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Table 2.18. Crop .....p1rrrtf,,rt 'Ic h t 

A. Subsistence Hi di r-

Crrp f Area 
Highvel d ioca] maize 3s 
0,75 ha Hybrid maize b7 

Beans 3 

Grnundnuts 2 

Middleveld Lcl ma ze 34 
1,00 ha Hybrid maize 59 

Beans 5 

Grourdtuts 2 

Lowveld Loc-I maize 28 

2,00 ha Hybrid maize 52 

ot( nf 18 

B iars 2 

B. Semi-commercia] 

Highveld L'ca1 maize 25 

1,8E ha Hybrid naize 65 

5-2an s S 

r,-,undnut s 5 

Middleveld ,cj] maize 25 

2,25 ha Mybrldnaize 55 

16 

anls 4 

L.wveld ,cal maize 15 

Hybrid maize 38 

Cottor 45 

*,eans 2 
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Table 2.19. comparer the net returns from crop production on 
each model. The ircremental net return from deploying two
 
additional membei-: of the homestead on farm work ranges from 
E 250 in the high- and middleveld to around E 530 in the low­
veld, roughly doubling the net value of crop production. If, 
as is pcssible in the subsistence situation, two members of
 
the family were working full time, their combined gross in­
come as un:skilled labourers would amcunt to 
an additional 
E 2400 per year assuming that their wages were similar to the 
average for unskilled labour (E ]0C; per month). Even if the
 
net disposable income (i.e. after payment for board and lod­
ging) amounted to only 50 per cent of this, 
the additional
 
income to 
the homestead would still be considerably higher
 
than that which could be expected from adopting semi­
commercial farming.
 

Alternatively, if the 
area of cash crops that would have to
 
be cultivated to proauce a net revenue of E 2400 per year is
 
considered, at least ten additional 
hectares of maize (the
 
most likely cash crop) would be required. Clearly very few
 
homesteads are farming on this scale and few would have the
 
capacity or inclination to expand their cropped area to this
 
extent.
 

A similar analysis (Table 2.20.) has been carried out. using
 
the Appraisal Report Year 6 target inputs and yields with
 
produce valued at 1983 prices. The incremental income from
 
adoption of semi-commercial farming ranges from E 424 
in the
 
highveld to E 740 in the lowveld. Even at 
these optimistic
 
assumptions the incromental income is unlikely to compete
 
with the alternative of wage employment.
 

It is concluded therefore that so long as 
off-farm employment
 
opportunities are available, they will almost certainly
 
attract labour from homesteads in the rural 
areas.
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Table 2.19 Coripariszn cf net returns fror; crop production at Current
input/0utput leveis arid 19Q3 prices 

Hichveld Middleveld Lcwveld
 

Subsistence Homeste-d
 

Area (hp) 
 0,75 1,00 2,00 

Net value of crop
prcducticn (E) 283230 
 427
 

Semi-Ccmr-erc a! H_2,-st ad
 

Area (ha) 1,85 2,25 4,35 

Net value of c:'­
product ;on (E) 493 516 961 

lncrr.-se in net value of 
c rop prczict ion from 
semi-cor..erc i , I 
hoestead (E) 264 236 531 

Percentage increase 115 84 123 

Note 1: Maize in excess of consumption requirements has been 
valued at producer prices. 
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Table 2.20 Returns from Crop Production assumir. Apraisal Report
 
Year 6 Target! at 1983 Prices.
 

Subsistence Hoirestead
 

Area (ha) 


Net value of crop
 
production (E) 


Semi-Commercial Homestead
 

Area (ha) 


Net value of crop
 

production (E) 


Increase in net value of
 
crop production from
 
semi-commercial
 
homestead (E) 


Percentage increase 


Highve]d [ Middleveld Lowveld 

0,75 

387 

:,00 

507 

2,00 

540 

1,85 

811 

2,25 

1 081 

4,35 

1 283 

424 

110 

574 

113 

740 

137 
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:lv­

h 
ira
g ,,,tro6gh desto'cking.-", I as p osed a, th scou1'bdoeb promotn -theveopentQ,'o-ecommercial y'basedut on sysems ich 'wo d encurag heeesa 


un lici te, ivestoc pr~oposalis-was the. asum'tolt 
ivesock ownexrs wold'sell stock atthe appropiate s ageainda the oa;me real'ized cul d ot neces ylbe reinvestlivestock but instead be 'invese nsm l'naieivs-:ent'oportunity-.e~.''oi~~t 
ntv ~~ 

In the following paragraphs we 
xamine~ th~e recturns which could
be expected from~ investment,in livestock either in a small,,erdtypical ofSNL livestock owners, or, by )'Urchasing stock for'til5ng" on'a Government atnngrnh and copare themSwith 'the most likely alternatives availjale" 'Another relatedisu which we havEconsiderea id~ 
 level to. which stocking
intensity *could increase, o~ore the retur frmlvestock -were~ 
'" 'reduced to a rate wic isCopjal~ h 
prvailingrates

from investment alternatives.~'" 4' 

'4 The main returns from 4investm'ent in$ cattle come from: 

eo <a)' natural increase of the herd,;'* -"44" 

~"u4c) ,increases 'in'cattle prices over time, enhancing the~ 
vau f() and (b);~'44'
 

'4 d)"''products (maii ) meat, milk,; anid manure~' ';~? "4 

.e) daught-powe (subtittin for labour,~~~""4'4or mehnia 4 

The returns from' 4natural , incr~ease, prdcs n price increases,
 
Y;eursfo~ 4 gains and price"ind'eascs 2ai'e stimated,

then ' o~6'weight gains from cattleon fatteniingrace. 
4'These analyises ta-keno account of the soia vau oratlandhs
 

we"he no audmnr and draught power.~ ''' 

~The $tyical small1~h'rd '" "& 4< 
V ' ' ''4 ' 

The flown asupin hebeen made:'4 

18. head of'cattle;, the 'SL .average, 3s7?categories andvalues all shw n Table 2.21. 

.30'-3bt-er cent weaning rat~e resulting in'-wo calves per yea 

'z,one mature. an'imal' sold per 'y'ar fo E 200 



Table 2.21. Typical small herd(nubers and values)
 

No. 
 Unit value Total value
 

(E) (E)
 

Bull 
 1 250 
 250
 
Ccv's 6 200 1 200
 
Oxen 4 250 1 000
 
Immatures (1-3 yr) 
 5 100 500
 
Immatures (0-1 yr) 
 2 -

Total 

E 2 950
 

say E 3 000
 

Source: Consultants' estimates.
 

......--------------------------------------------------------------------------


Table 2.22. 
Weight gains and values of steers sold 
from gcvernment
 

fattening ranches
 

Ave. length 
 Ave. total Ave. monthly Ave. sale Ave. Ave. Mortality
Ranch of stay wt. gain wt. gain wt. price price
 
(rths.) 
 (kg) (kg/mth) 'ko) 
 (E/hd) (E/kg) (%) 

Mpala 16 
 89 5,6 287 
 233 0,81 2,9
 
Lavumisa 12 
 111 9,3 
 315 302 0,96 1,0
 
Balegane 
 21 161 7,7 
 355 293 0,83 3,3
 

Mean 16,3 120,3 7,5 2,4
319 276 0,87 


Source: MOAC.
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at. 

aadfa 

i 

ed 

maadeathper year; on 

o moribund'animas; 

average E 50- orh:f 

- 11 tres: of -ii, per 'cow peri year, valued at' 9/ea' 

- tehd:ub rem n 
Osa e and oe deathW. 

thae saMe (2 caly' year,jreplacing, 

,e gross retunon the 'total value 6fte hei-d (E3 (DOO is 
ES0ya~ asI 'cos are' egigible, ,but ne 'reurns, are 

ncrease niCattle pri'ces over the last decd o -14percent 
Table 2.23. results in a total return of 24 per' cent,~' 

Steers on fattening ranch k * 

The folli g asuptions have been made, and are based on~ 

onester wrthE 173 (199 kg x EO,87/kg) sent to,the 
fattening ranch for16 moth; q ~ f) 

averaxe7weightg 7,5 g/month; total weight gain 
1y6erx e7weigtgain27,,5 

* average price E 0,87/giiveweght, .therefore gross
~vaueo~weght gain= EJ04,40; 

- ranch fee E0;65/month~for 16 months E10 40~ & W V 

Str ansp'ort and selling costs E 20; -

m>fortality,5 per'cent. W 

"iPS' Thus, the net-return from the weight4-gainof the steer fatt(:ned 

~months, r,4cent/ if.Adingte verage increacattle~p ~esof l'4 per cent;(Table4 2.2sf.) results i1na tota 
return' f )1Oerx &1ent. 4 ~ * n~ 

~Q~~The ,true cost ,of>the fattening ranhes i's abou~(t EA/head, per
W94 .mothIfaIi~e ~~'rged th "net.,retuii n ould be E 5/yea r,

i - '.e 3 per 'cent'.. when .the average iincrase in 'cattle prices is 
addeth tota reun-s1 ' -'cen4'."-4 

Alternatives4 4 to11iv es tock '4 2'' 'W~K 4 

The- "4"enav'. investment oppotunity fori the SN1L 'farmer is~c'4 
al'avn "acutl61' depos ita-ccou'nt at a commerca1bank>or-­

p4revaiing:'in4SoUth Africa,"and, f ucuted between 3,'50 per~ cent 
*n 50'4~'"',-r :6n intepro, s auary -1974 to' 22nd July98
(see T'ble '2.23'.)Y. - Thereafter,,interest. rates on rsavings account

'rose: to7,0 per. cent,'in:'1982/83, but 44declined slightly afte" 
15tMac-183 ,1Interest rates on one-h~year 1depositaaco unts are

generally 3jto 3,5.4per' cent abo~ve4the savings account level I 

_ 

jp 

-'(7.4 



Table 2.23. Interest rates, 
consumer prices, and cattle prizes (1973-1983)
 

(1) 
 (2) (2) (3)
 
Percentagp 
 Savings Time Deposit 
 Percentage

!ncrease 
 account 
 account 
 increase
in consumer 
 interest 
 (one year) in cattle
 
prices 
 rate interest rate prices
 

(W) (%) 
 (%) (W)
 
1973 11,6 3,5 7,0 
 25,3
 
1974 3,5 - 4,5 7,0
21,0 
 - 10,0 57,4
 
1975 4,5 9,0 - 10,0 8,1


13,3 


1976 4,5 9,0 6,3

6,5 


1977 
 16,6 
 4,5 
 9,0 -15,3
 

1978 
 10,6 4,0 - 4,5 ­8,5 9,0 7,0
 
1979 
 36,4 3,75 - 4,0 ­6,0 9,0 12,8
 
1980 
 18,7 
 3,75 
 6,0 36,2
 
1981 20,0 3,75 
- 6,0 6,0 - 10,5 35,2
 
1982 6,0 - 7,0 10,5
10,8 
 - 11,5 7,0
 
1983 ]5, 0 ( 5 ) 


6,5 - 7,0 9,5 - 11,5 -17,1 (4 )
 

Average annual
 
rate of inter-st/

increase (%) 16,1 
 5,1 9,5 
 14,2
 

(1) Year on year Deember level, "all items" 'B' Retail Price Index 
(low ware 'arnjnn ls in Mbabane and Manzini).
 
Source: CSO Central
anc Bank. 

(2) Interest rat -.yiable bank dpositss rn .n Swaziland.
 
Source: Ccitt ]ank.
 

(3) Averave pric.- it )cal sf:ies, quoted in Annex 1V, Table 3 IBRDof
Agricultural S £vit-w; auctic.nE:r and sale prices at three MOAC 
fatteninp rmchw. 

(4) Average for January to June 1983. 

(5) Estimate.
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When compared with consumer prices 
 Taflu 7-.23.) interest rates 
on institutional investments are very disappointing. The "low
wage earning" consuner price index has rarged from 6.5 to 21,0per cent in the period 1973 to 1982, i.e. ruch higher than sa­vings account interest rates and, except in 
1976 and 1982, higher

than one year deposit account rates. 
 Thus, an SNL farmer who
saved with a bank or building society would have seen 
the real

value of his savings de:iine significantly over the period.
 

Table 2.23. alsc compares the consumer price changes and interest
 
rates with cattle prices. 
 Apart from 1977 and 1983, when cattle
prices declined, they have increased at 
rates faster than the
savings account irterest rates. In several years (1973, 1974,
1979) the increase in cattle prices have been much higher than
 
time deposit account interest rates. 

Conclusions
 

The typical S7111 
SNL herd provides r,atcrial returns 
in the form
of sale of ]Iv( a7r17 0s, meat and milK tfor hc,,e consumption
sale), manure, and draught power. 

or 
Usinq prevailing low production


coefficients, the 
estimated returns arc 
10 per cent a ,'car, com­pared with 1, tc 9 p:r cent a year fron. savir-s r fixed deposit

accounts ovcr The last 
decade. 
 When the average annual increase
in cattle prics is addtd, the return from the h:,:-retead herd isestimated 
to be about 24 per cent. If d,:stockizg was implemented
and productivity i provd, returns fri tr rltionalherds wouldimprove further in comparison with altvrnative investment opportu­
nities. 

The gOv.rm-:nt faiLv4ing ranches seem t. provide high returnslargely be ,r .rn:ing fee is sub--onoic. If a fee based
 on costs was charryd, the rclurns wriiji substantially,
thu.h. ... pr;ce ncreasr-s :e add, they would still
be better thr in fr ins tituti_,nal invstr*rts.
 

These .-Yparisrc 7.nlir, the wid.sprad bi f Ohat cattle are abetter iv, ,n than institutiona p itis, uite apart
from the s,:iO 5..-fits thay prcvidt . H w7ld 
 therefore be dif­ficult and unr*en:-able to persuade cot , Whin to dispose ofcattle in favour V alternative investrvets. Any arg ments would
have to bp P-e r improved production. 

Reduction in 20a .­ ight airs wit. increased stocking intensity 

The analysis carr:-d out 
is hased on research in Zimbabwe byKennon (19P,9 Corn. (1976) and Jones and Sandlnnd (1976) who pro­posed that the relationship Letween stocking rate and live massgain per head is linear (negative) once a critical level of
stocking irt-rnsity is reached. At lower stocking intensities(i.e. lighter) tI,, is no effect on live mss gains per headwhilst at hij-h-r stockin, intensities the live mass gain per head 
per annum d.cr-%s-s rpidly. The relationship is embodied in theequation Y - 4?.,?7 X - 4,129 (where Y = the live weight gain/head/annum and X = the stocking it.tensilty in ha/LU) and is 
illustrated 
in Firore 2.1.
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rt:A.rm. t btft n. LwiW Voin pr Uvahfock Untw4hectare= We Livewoo LIk 

Y 

110.MO.

90.
 

00.
 

7QOY 4,387X-41,129 

140. 
30.
 

20.
 

II ' I ' I x 
2 3 4 

ha/LU
 

Stocking rate in hectare per livestock unit
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e x 'm 1"e.u s --a 380,'g steer 4~-5 Yeais old) , alued, t E-33Qssu' g ar.,~ p cen .,nterestyrates r-o a~ternti£ einvestets te cretu. Trom E-330 wou d'b ,E-23,a ,E33 repCvy.
seintun
~r erequ a~n to the jvalue.rj, e eitgai 

a e ad38,26l eg ar /~h-ea -per, ear.-Using the4r'elation­
se 


,6 ha 'LU. olTus.nve etf i 

-hpaoeweight ,gains- ou Id be "hiev' idat-71,4 1a/ LU -ad-, 

tFinpe i
s~k g i~tnsi ~ , ha LU an 16 :here 'returns 
-rn btiv e-,v 'st-m-n t re percent, and l Oper-.cent- re 

pec ive y.,I 

This-crude, alysi5_is based on the' only' qu ,ntitativ' ±nomtion..currently aviafdb'M wh~ gt appro xim tetowa rs conditions­4found in Swaziland rimiddle. and gaigaigve~ Its dc 4 i
oly and a'suchshould be, treated with 'redt cau tion particularly,since, the .res',earch work on.which sit' is'based may pot have encom­

pas~ c~ing,'intensities4 or poor l e vels of range~
s~n1.rI)~h 

management found in'Swaziland, 

2.6.4 '(tonclusionsk
 

The assumption that SNL' farmers would -readily-adopt a more -oM--rcial attitude toad~friSand h'ence. ,increas phi
ro­duction if given bet~ter access.to inputsand advi ce 'ws r ably 
unounded, primarilybeaue:~ 

There -..ere altentv.opruiis!frSLhmtad 
to epoy'tei lborentreP the& ep 'aio, ofage em-,~ 

plomen,ir*',entencedin most SNL.is' fami Iies. As" 

ast.iwothirdsAt~I of4'SNL ho-rne~s> 
in6 I< abut4 per cent ~had:.hone bs~4 

membrsof' femployment..,in
o26f homesteads ha offfar wae anes

'Overa11, 824per cn 

c Job in fomlwg mlymn oesedl throughout'"
S the 1970.s 'With 2600nwjobs, an-increas f> 52 per~cent0"being ,created. (This~ha recently' slwddown ,and it is~ 

el taetma~ 3 000 00jobs have been lsbetween an 
du o teconomjc recession in the past18 months.) ~" 

'd)" 'The availabiiy of' 0ob and willingness of.'farmers~to takeS'them ~up has constr'airne 
 the avaI2abiIity of additional labour 
4,1 ~1~'for deploymient in"-farming activities.
 

e) Wages for unskill'ed lIabour increased fivefldIduigth

miiiurn wages 'trebled) reflectigja~rapidly increasing demand­

f)- The ant cipatej yields' and returns' were not: beingilachiev d non-were theylkl ' ii~e 4 tit heime scale 
projfcted .' 

13 ­
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g) 	 Maize clearly gives one of the highest crop returns 

farmers' labour, and 

to
 
areas 	of maize are unlikely to be
 

replaced by crops such as 
tobacco, cotton 
or potatoes

(the latter mainly because of the high input costs and
 
risk).
 

h) 	 Deployment of labour in 
wagf- employment is 
more attrac­
tive in terms of incremental family 
income than moving to
semi-commercial farming 
even if the optimistic targets

assumed in 
the project submissions '.,-,p achieved. Further­
more for semi-commercial farming 
to become attractive it

would require significant increases 
in farm areas, beyond

the capacity of most farmers.
 

The conclusions from the 
livestock analyses 
are:
 

a) 	 Returns from investment in livestock, whether in a

typical small 
herd or simply in purchasirg steers for
fattening, are sinifically boter than returns from 
institutional investments, the main alternatives 
available.
 

b) 	 Investment in livestock is still co-mpetitive when stocking

intensities are 
increased to 
about 1,5 ha per livestock 
unit. 

C) 	 In these circumstances voluntary destocking should not 
have been expected to happen.
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3 

CHPE , IMPLEM4ENTATION,2 

I.NTRODUCGTIn
 

, th is-I he achieveuent ,ofithe,RDAP i' .
Chapter., rs I' _e yic~

-_targe s76nd pI' i s
ns - jt'ujn- 'the ,Iprojects bmi~i as he:p
epox~
sal are reviewed, Greatest attentio 
 sgepo 4,.~l
rfujnded progammwe, for~whc or~~pee

avalib e ,."particul~arly with irr to
oxe d ie eodeXi~ture,: compnent1records7 of 'achievementsn disbrsementof funds 

costs,
Unless stated
 

prgam 
ahrta oteetire.prorame

UK-fuded RDAs, 

w ich includesth 

Oteriseby th n h hsemsef h moratnrsrcu. 41 
haben successfully copeeatog,,ei' ceue
 

3.2 EFFECTIVNESS AND START-.UPS'
 

2Tleprogramme. was or'lginally scheduled 
 to start' in June 1977 buJ2t did 

not Januaryl978.; 

7,
:Pbecme effective-untfj 
 The 21BR
effecti'veness stated ini the<Aprisal document were-
i1~b la
 

<AUBconditions. fonefciees
 

b)2~
b2Signature of the EDF fncigarentndfulfilment

~42~ ~,4?of'EDF .conditions of effectiveress. ~ I
 

c) A42~~ppointment of, key project-staffL (Projc Coodntr 
2222,Pojc.222odiatr
~~12~~ Sie Financia3 Controller andor RDA Manager) 22~2 . 4 

i g d',' ~ rt1,,7,4an -,l 

Apartfrodte reqirhentha
h'&ein vmdua don ch theIButi~ns b'eeerf d 
'222',4222' 
2242 t 

IBRDI lodoa s.2 ,'. pofoveffectivenes 
fulfi
9 7 "' 2~ 1.d,2"2 t eD di n oid2
a, ee z~ .ipp' ar 

6'2 

222'?'2 .2;44! 



C:nditions (c) and (dl did not delay start-up. The Certificate 7raining
Cr-urse began in 
March 19T27 
 and the key pr- ect staff were i:) post or, tine. 
,ne Project Co-ordinator was simply transferred from SRDA where he hadbeer. the Project Manager under UK t.chnic-] assistance, the Deputy ProjectC:-ordinator twa- a Swaz seccnded frorm an,:ier departmert within MOAC, theF-nancia] Controller was in post in July 977', and the Senior ODA Managerwa: a Swazi who -was trar.sferred from htK.A. -omp.lying with the conditionsc: effectiveness was nr, a corstraint t-. E -,art-up and the actual delay toJanuary 1978 can be attributed to the n-r,-] ad- iistrative orocess

s-ttir up the project. For exa.ple, ,- ad to 

in
 
get ea] advic andclearance fr,-r, the Attorrey-Ge.ner-al before the various Icons could be ac­

ce;ted. This too,,k l,,rq-er than the pl,j:;:, rs ha anticipated but in viewCf the fair,, tight ti :-rquir-ed t,) pw t th, prco);rar,oe underway, delays!-n 

vere probably inevitable. 
 The fact that four s,'.prate donors as well as 

S ere ccrtribu ,ang to '.ndhdor:h- ,gr-:r. pr .. the dlay. 

Tne IBRD loar prvidtd f..r U? 10900C tht r.oold be used retroactivelybefore tne loan bocar-c -'ffective, to .-mploy "n- key project staff and
other preliminary develcmP-ent activitif.s. 
 This money was used to set upRDAPTe manage ,-ent unit, purchase of vehicles and equipment etc. 

With regard to the UK-funded R[As from 1976/77 on, no delays weree:.er erced fri ful fi .rin ny condi tioris of z'ffectiveness as this wasc7ntinuation and exp-nsion of an -xistir,-g programme, 
the 

and the administra-
F--r.roc(durt-s hod a I r, dy be- n stt up. 

T te Swaziland RDA infrz.structure support pr,.rmm- funded by USAIDG was signed with ' ICvn S-'[tember 1978 
and 

but the. beginning of actual 
w erent on wa':s r 'uVe fo six-about mcr.ths until early 1979. Thepr-: cr-ar-me .xgp, riersCd d-:.s in the arr-'a 0f heavy equipment from the

-iteo States of 4cm-ric-- and delays ir, h ielion of TAthe staff.:.ese delays s;-;fficar , tc. th. cc-.r:iity of the p-ogramme tormirtain its schedule o. rurt,,aled s,-v,_ra] important programmes. 

REVISIONS T('I THE ?AP' ATES .F LCI",'ESS 

N: major changer- were mc,-. to the programre after effectiveness. RDAPm-nagement did not trink 'hat any chanp,.-s w--, necessary and, apart from 
t:-e ninor ad usct-.qt .2 r--a-octic:tn 
-:rt was fomlr d .,rs in the Appraisal Re­:r ]e-s as it stood. The LEiF increased its grantE 120000 fr-om E 2,5 E-liionL:- tr. £,'.2 ]!? 'n -inItember 1982 to

th- frni,'f o the C-rtificrate r-r ,r-se for another year. 

F -,q Allo c ted for -, c tle truck s;r -; irist-ad for the purchase ofMoor cvcles. An adit 1itnai 55 low-cc',t staff houses (rondavels), top-rvid- storage initially ' nd l-ter hosusing for t-emporary staff, were con­
tc.--5, and r-:tra bicycl-s w-re purchased for -xrension staff. These ,s were financed out of savings or EDF financed extension staff 

In the minimum-i:-iput RLAs, brourht about by the staff establish­
t~nt feeand throuch saviips on vehicle operatinp costs. The latter 
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arose 
through high vehicle down time because the CTA was 
unable tc
repair vehicles promptly. All these changes were made with approval

of the donors, and they were necessary because the for
need extra
low-cost housing and 
extension staff mobility had been overloc4ed
 
and oritted in the original plans. 

Unutilised funds which had been allocated to 
-and development and

incremental crop inputs were switched to the technical services

section of the prograf-,:e to finance training 
and studies. 

Out of E 525 000 planned for incremental crop inputs, E 191 000 

spent before a decision 

was
 
as rate (at the request of EDF) to stop


funding this co'pInert. t co:uld net be 
 prt'ved tha t therc had been
 any incremental us- of 
 crop inputs, ' d the -e was dissatisfaction withthe operation cf Vatw.as ner.nded to be- a rev,-lvin fund. Specific

use of the funds could not be is,: ated 
 frr ,ther C(U spending. With
the agr enert of EC, th. ir.rs u:,jns nor- Qlnat-d tc .ther 
items.
 

Surplus funds -mnunrting to, E Q10000 orivi:.ll a l catd to land devc­lopmernt 6ore transferred 
 t, fu d t.chnic, -' s jcnr.su.tancies) at1BRD's sa- sti: b...,.e it was apparent QAI th ,rocrame would beunable to use all the funds avai'able duo to t'. lays in getting the
fully operatiqnal ard the over-ambitinusLDS wok plan proposed initially.These funds were var.mark-d to be used to finarnc the Unatu and NgwavumaFiver Basins stufy sb'-bquern tly carried out by consultants, but becausethe study r [ns


the funds were not m-re d and 


was not or as expensiv, as anticipated by BRD, all 
as a result around E 0, 5 A, II i on was again

not utilisod. 

Two o.diticrno, sqdfs 'arried out by -":.- anIs beenhave financed bytAe prvgrramcv.e. 7h- firt nos a of ckstudy ­. nd Eatprou-tion carried out by ,.rc,-ec. Although 01- p was'rt considered 
t: pr.'i'e a co, background description of th, listock sector in
S~azilnd, its cnclusiYons an recomm-ndr.-. strtegy for development
ure not ac.-pt-d by M'AC and no further oictrn his boon taken. 

:he current !983 review of the RFAP was ni so financed out of this
 
SCompon;en t.
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34. -ACHIEVEMENT OFPANN 
AR 'TS"AND'~JNPRV
 

T e y&~i ic pe ati awere lp3 nned-t obegin'frth
doa t ded ,DAs' and t acx al 'year,,inwhc ),Ydivid a3 J-X""iart e 	 ',jare..shown,, n TbIe -. 1. cThe eff "'A e'RA

-I~~~~the:~~ z ~ tart, eoz-a 	 aef.ie e -xce ~ b /a0zews-mae ro 	 t~ i'~ 

The 	 6so t imporant contributory. factor ,to th e slow-progrsjn,,getg ;sunder waYlwsthe'delay inobtaiJning p~i
frc~m'he CflDfl-.paticularly ,for the s i te. orte r etete
 

ihut hi s approva.l wor7k on building the project bufidings a d
hoising 'forstfcol no)tegin and the plannng ats as ,sedo te an'nual work programme and budget cold rot be~met~ 

The mos eiu delay was for Lubombo/Mipolojeni maximum input. DA.. ,where ,the approval~for th iefor'the.project. centre was not .­given 
until],February 1961 when this was~o~~rl scheduled t o bcbu0 It 

The CRJDB approves- plans for rural development, resettepet, etc','on~the basis of~an individual' chiefdom An an33yi oI h aest

CRDBCRDB repqrtannual showing the vears'sYAiwhich develomn Van, -in­cih
iefdoms within.'RDAs eeapo~~ 
nt I August191hsbe

carried-,'jt' 'and i's given riniiex~G.For Md l 8lMhlasbn

S phofaneni/Maphobent, 'Sitho'be'aMdb'iad;aaaVkz~~~there, does inot' appear_,to be 'arecord of which'areaswiintse Ds 

dly:
The 'ti&''pca o RDA plans could have been~forse'e4uring-h-rprto of thner
m Iicsbsionsbcause, 
' 	 e, lpemen ation' *of th oina:fu Kfunoed fRDP I' "-ben~defayed "for the' saie, reason. It1!would1havbeen bet o " i 

alowdfo a initia3'!planning period or pre-nv tsrnt iseto-ikOv'e 'etimeforxthe -RDA,project centre' sites and RD'panq to''beprv( Hwvr ernesadta CRDB approval of RDA" 
io onerhditious,


his'ss probably; because the 'RDA concept is,,wmore widely 'unders ood 
tdby the pol n hi e r.
 

"he-other maj r esn yteRA 
 wasrork programmre 	 f6~i~
iui6 eto neet 

~ spanndwas' beca6use he' LDS o 1 
DU 

.. 
n__t ia I I yhaethe capacity't oPCt 	 al the onentst 

* . under'takerb&y-t - (rcading, terracing, et o gh. f.unds 
- -~5 

'a pl a' al e the LDS~was unable to do the' work' ~ani~]~a of1tonldifficu It ie's a c experiencedsata hg pir
fmeti ,1, n'edown medeat mechanical 'bb adcw a sver ely, h'ai­oeaions duein- he first ye' of he rb mane. The 

'iPe'ti on of extra h.aye ip ment f rom USA ID, a daboIseer n he 

i~avy
 
4 lv T 

~ SWM4 



Table 3.1. Planned and Actual 
Start Years for Multi-donor funded RDAs
 

RDA 
 Planned 

Start Year 


Mahamba/Zombcdze 
 1977 

Lubombo/Mpo]onjeni 
 1978 


Hluti 
 1977 


Bhek inkosi/,' iba 
 1977 


Siphcfa-neni/,,.,phoveni 
 1977 


Sithobelai/M'dubeni 
 1978 


Sandleni/Luaolweni 
 1978 


Nkambeni/Mad Iangempisi 
 1978 


Masala/Vikizijula 
 1978 


Sipocosini/Motshane 
 1977 


* (ProJect cenre site approved in 1981).
 

Scorce: 
 MOAC Project Submissions and RDAMU.
 

Actual
 
Start Year
 

1977
 

1978*
 

1978
 

1978
 

1979
 

1979
 

1979'
 

1980
 

1980
 

1930
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Land Use Planning Section 
 ith TA staff has enabled the LDS tc over­come many of its earlier shortcomings, and by thu end of the pro­gramme it was in a position to carry out 
most. of the work planned.
Delays in 
the building programme could also be attributed to the
inability of PATLto construct the full number of houses planned
although funds had been warranted to them and the sites were ready.
in, bility of associatedThe Ministries and r(Fartments to respondto 
the increased workload resulting from the RDAP was 
probably in­evitable and it was unrealistic to expect them to cope immediately. 

3.5. ACHlE,'EMENT OF PHYSICAL TARGETS 

A complete inventory of th,. physical plans and achiev-mnts for thema ncr infrastructu-al :omrnents of both the multi-donor funded RDAsand the UK-fund-d F.As has b,--e assetbled and the sunnary of detailsare provided in this section. B-ause a correte and comprehensive
record of achiev, - nts of R'the was not kept, the schedules havehad to be pieced together f'o. several sources, notably: an inven­tory ledger ef physical p~roy s kept by the RAMU at the beginning
of the FDAP bjt ufrtrnatvl.y discotiued, and the work programmeand budgets from ]951/,2 onwards and the 1981 and REAP1982 AnnualReports. The records have boen accepted at face value and recordedachievements ho.e not been v,-rified by a visual reconciliation. 

Achievements for the UK-funded PAs have been analysed for the phasebeginning in 97'6/77, but this analysis was conplicated by -,ork and
infrastructure that ha d been copl,-ted dring the earlier phases.
A further ccaplication is 
Oat some buildins and staff housing thatnad be, o - by agsxxiated proc.rarm-a such as Conmcnity Development
has been accredited and rc-crded as gart of the REAP achievements,
when in. fact it was a separate proj,_ct. Scht-dules for each RDA
snowing the .ark pr-p:sed for 
 each item in the project submission orAppraisal Fe: rt, work p anned in the annual work prc-Eramme and budgetand what was actuolly achieved e h yt ar unt i March 19e3 have beenprepared and nh-,- ar. incIuded in Annex -. 

3.5.1 . Su,,mry of t rahi everfrts 

A summary of the planr, d infrastrurtur:, development and the record ofachievements to Jue 3 for the i-nor funded RDAs and the UK­funded FDAs from 1976/77 is shown in Tables ?.2. and 3.3. 

Overall, the FDAL, in relation to what was planned, has achieved allthe buildings and vehicles, bish clearing, dip tanks, most of theroad construction, homes-site levelling but Iess than half of thefencing, water supplies and irrigation devel],pment. Achievement ofsoil conservation and associated work, pasture improvement, stockwaterdams has been less than 25 per cent of that planned. By the end of theprofrarmre ma)st of the important infrastructure development had been 
c:,mpleted. 



Table 3.2. Summary of physical achievements in multi-donor funded RDAs
 

Item 


(1)
 

Building( 


Vehicles(2 ) 


Terracing and Soil
 

Conservation (3 ) 


Artificial 4aterways 


H-_esite Levelling 


Dncra Rehabilitation 


Pasture Improvement 


Bush Clearing 


Fencing 


Road Maintenance 


Road Construction/
 

Improvement 


Stockwater Dams 


,iTtanks 


?ural Water Supply 


Bridges 


Total Planned Total Achieved
 
Unit in 
 to Percentage
 

Appraisal Report June 1983
 

no. 173 
 187 108
 

no. 72 71 
 99
 

ha 7 600 1 880 
 25
 
no. 44 
 0 	 0
 

no. 2000 964 	 48
 

no. 44 
 3 7
 

ha 8000 108 1
 

ha 4 500 5746 128
 

km 690 330 
 48
 

km 3000 226 8
 

km 1 190 789 	 66 

no. 10 3 30 

no. 6 12 200 

no. 62 17 27 

rho. 4 1 25
 

Notes: (1) 	Does not include additional low cost housing not includei in
 
Appraisal Rep,rt.
 

(2) Does not 
include bicycles or motorcycles substituted for one
 
cattle truck.
 

(3) Concept of full 
terracing later changed to soil conservation.
 

Sources: Appraisal Report and RDAMU.
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Table 3.3. 
 Summary of physical achievements: UK-funded RDAs (1976/77-1982/83
 

Total Planned 
Item Unit in Project Total Percentage 

Submissions Achieved Achieved 

Buildings no. 120 128 107 
Vehicles no. 36 30 83 

Terracing and Soil 

Conservation ha 25 511 3057 12 
Road Construction ha 431 367 85 

Artificial Waterways no, 72 7 10 
homesite Levelling no. 4 027 3074 76 

Donga Rehabilitation no. 95 2 2 
Domestic Water Supply no. 75 55 73 

Diptanks no. 19 20 105 

Fencing ko 1 619 722 45 

Land Preparation and 

Seeding ,f Pastures ha 19 510 390 2 
Push Clearin, ha 2 500 726 29 

S*cckwater [irs no. 20 0 0 

7rrigation Dams, Weirs 

and Reservoirs no. 47 21 45 

Fish Ponds nc. 10 0 0 

Sources: MOAC Pro, ., Submissions and RDAMU. 
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*. 2 Ranned phasin icorn ared wi th~achi Ivements 

ctual o'tt' hs tical ach ivement, for thle most, important,h.et s '-com"pa're d'-- t h pa nd h' hUt1-2 u r at d 7 rf-FIg reS 

Th e.-min',featur~es are-s ummarised in the following paragraphs~ 

Both'the multi-donor and theJK fundd projectsb t~i 
ceiij more ,buildings,( ect re-,soe' 
.'tan was originally~iplanned. This iwthttakinginto account. 
the additional 55 -low- cost houses (-ondavels)-bujilt'i o saig
on EDdF- tem 
 As no accurate inventory::oIcompleted buili2
Ings was 
 ept andbeci.Jce the,projecttmanage ent eddt ul-etahue a 
 to deman without ~conformang exactly to thet
poroject plan, 'it'
is-not surprising tht'.extrai'hbuses 'were bui' t. 

:,Te~uidig'poga'- e wascompleted ,behind schedule.--The mainr-easons'3,or.is wee'hiiildly ngtigapo o
 
ro c
cnte ste,~frmCRDB,,and the 'inabilityicpw toicop :­wilth !the ,work. a]llocated to them, -The building programmne managd by:~>itthe PMs was also delayed; largely due5 to their-inex~jrience in 6i 

Aehicles and equipml 

The phae of these items in th ut-oo uddRDAs largely~'-'entas planned."~ Any delays in procurement compared to the project~-~A
pan was5deiberate as ~vehicles 'were bought-when they were- needed,-'~A> 

cerracing and soilI conservation -­

Temulti-dono funded'R~ achieved about-25 per5 cet n th ­funded:.RDAs 12 oer 
cent. .Almost i'othiin twachie-- -i theirs
four years-.-The fuu Itracing ,orignl-,p scheveds'inte frl~t'-g

to 5a chnepts o If,rdu d, te . raI ihg,' the-refor' 'chie"i~ Sar(. ex.agper'ated conpared to' the origi~a~ls 1 6ludd.n1n~e 

,work, wast '~ce ioi of sartificial: wate:7.ways - n o eaiiain 
.~ ~Lssthan 10 'ezrcent of the-t ite~'fr-th wasn~iacieved-

RDs theand'-' qurtr of nube plnnd -h foteU-uddR 

as iZrstld'n h ut-oo uddR~ ammu~ddf rd
 
tage
- ~ ure mdtrete numb estte fortheut situed evelis.Most~e cfm~td the-oe~iachieemnt I'
 

waswasea delayedunit~eproject', Rde' .teas t wo years'ofo LDS's 4.imited capacity-and a lack o'f approved.
 
resett IY5-e plIans. ,,
 -5 

73:g 
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Bush clearing and pasture improvement
 

The implementation of planned bush clearing has been relatively

successful in the multi-donor funded P:As in that 30 per cent more was achieved than was 
planned, although in the UIK-funded RDAs only
 

a30 per cent has been achieved. Only regligible proportion of the
planned area of pasture irprov.mnt achieved. 

Fencing
 

Overall the RDAP has achieved about half of the planned lengths offencing, although the considerable stock of fencing materials onhand at the end of 182/83 will b,:.ost this fiture once the fences 
are erected.
 

Road ccnstruction and iprcveent
 

Over two-thirds of this work is 
recorded as 
having been achieved at

the time of the review. Most of the work was 
carried out during the
last two years of the project. 

Rural water supply schem.es 

The multi-donor funded RDAs had achieved about 27 per cent of the

planned number of schemes while the UK-funded RDAs had achieved 
77 per cent. In 
so-e cases the achievement was m-asured in kilo­
metres of pipe laid rather than the actual number of schemes so the

recorded achievements could be 
a rrisrepresentation. 
 Once again very

little was achieved during :ne fi rt four y.ars of the project. 

Dip tanks
 

In the multi-donor funded RDAs twice 
as many dip tanks were built 
as planne- id in the UK-funded RDAs over a 100 per cent achieve­
ment was , . ned. 

Irrigation development, fish ponds, etc. 

A major component of the UK-funded RDAs was the planned development
of an irrigation scheme in each ?DA. Ten fish ponds were also pro­posed. Although the multi-donor funded ROAs allocated funds to

irrigation and fish pond developrent, the Appraisal Report did not
specify the number planr;e. 

In 
the UK-funded RDAs, one irrigation scheme out of the seven planned

was constructed and overall about 45 per cent of the dams, weirs,

reservoirs and fish ponds planned, were completed.
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Figure 3.1. 
 Planned Phasinp and Achieverrnts : mu]ti-donor funded RDAs
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Figure 3.2. 
 Planned Phasing and Achievements mu]ti-donor funded RDAs
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Figure 3.3. Planned Phasinp and Achi,"vimrnts : UK-funded RDAs 
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Figure 3.4. 
 P]anned Phasing and Achievements - UK-funded RDAs
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3.5.3. 
 Realism of oriiLna] p-ans
 

Figures 3.1. 
- 3.4,. demcnstra:e quite dramatically h,w the criginal
project plans expected too muon to be doie too s--on and did notlow for al­a more gradual build-z:. 
 Toe fivP yea- phas-
and it was toc shortis significant that 
in Ye,-r E the actual achiev-ments foralmost all 
of the major .temsexceeded thcse planne- forduring the any yearfiv,! year phase, jemonstratinS that 
onre the project had
got underway, 
-t had the .a~city 'c ca:ry 
out the A"ork. 

While the plan--rs were aware 
 f t-, 0 imprtance A S ,.i tradition
and culture arni 
made sme allowance for 
the CRY B plan approval
pro'ess, the t me alowed for preparation, modification and eventual
approval was u.realistic. 

3.5.4. 
 Work -,r,:ainine to be dne
 

The amount of 
 -. ysical infrastructure 
illustrated in 

and works not completed is
:ables 3.2. 
and 1.3. 
by comparing achievements with
 
work planned.
 

Components witt the hiCcet shortfall were land devel opent--terracing,donga rehabilitrtion, artificial waterways, ho-rite leve:lling, androad constructi,- and maintUnance where mor 
 than 57 per
work remaiLs to cent of thehe dune, and 'h- ivstock devvoving fencing, c;,.nt coponent in­pasture irrprcverent and stick water dams.H< per 1 Oly aboutcent cf Ire rura water su ,ply sch,,eS in the ruhti.-donorfundvd FDAs were completed while most
plo-med fAr 

of the irri-ati- n developmentthe 1-funded RDAs remair towhether be dcae. Th- question ofccmplti,: 
of o-tstanding aork is 3ust]fid, is ocussed 
- ter. 

3.6. PROCUREMENF OF VEHIIC 
 PLAN?ANY-EQUIPMENT 

Compared with Far.y countries Swazi-rd ;s 
in a favourableregarding the supply oosition 
of # rd 
 and .ervices, in that most items canbe obtcinrd Aih the 
sini-ur 
cf v,ay.Apart fro'- the lead timeinvolved in 
cpyi,'g 
ith the tnd,rin procedures ofdonors, the variousth RtAi ,'-terd n7 roNt ms or setbacks due to theproc-re-eet 'f v ic1 -T, pant and "Jipm--nt. 

F MWr-m wtr(:Dpr"OT re
 

The long p:"curwme;t prceure was probably unavoidable.the tenderin procedure could not be set into motion until 
For example, 

capital allocations for afte- thethe RDAP had been confirmedin March, th in OOS estimatesbeginning of 
the financial year. 
 Draft tender documents
 

- 79 ­



and specifications had 
to be sent to Nairobi (fcr ]'RD) and to

Brussels (for 
EDF) fcr Ihe donors approval before invitations 
to bid could be advertised. 
The advertisecnt had to 
run for

sixty days before closure and the t.nders we.e then 
 opened atthe Central Tender oarC in Swaoibnnd. The Finvrci:il Controller,
in consultatio with CTA in the case 
of vehicles, decided which

tender to accept. The bids and the 
 chosen offer wcEre then 

back to Nairobi or Brussels for 

sent
 
the donor to apprcve the selec­

tion. Foilowing donor approval 
 the hid was retu-ned to the
Central Tender brard and a contract to supply ws, drawn up. In

the case of vehicles the supplier 
would hav to furnish a bankers 
guarantee to cover the vehicle nraintenance period, When all the
procedures had been completed satisfactorily payment was made tothe supplier, in the case of EI';F direct from the ELF office ir

Swazal;,nd, 
 and in the case of ,FRP and A.DB p oyment.as made by

GCS an! incluien in the 
 clair, fr reirur'sa.-nt from the donor.In some cases there would t z- h, a dr-lay ii, delivery especially

when spec:P 
 .-qu pert Law t 0,- p.rchhsed or when modifi cations 
were needed, e.g'. fixing ". i:-n ramps onto the cattle trucks. 

Although the l:cedures were lerthy the RDAP had no difficulty
in followirg 
them. No charps to rroctrement procedures were
 
requested 
 from the donors. 

Standardi sation 

There was 
a mall delay due to standardisation of equipment. 
 CTA
 
have a policy of rationalisation and rightly only deal 
with a

lirrt d 'a.e of models and types of vehicles. 
 In some cases the
loest tender was for an unsuitable typE and this caused some delays
when ORD queried he selection of a higher bid. 

Cm.parisn of procm, ent . tn aia .w'toert 

The histogram in Figu-r 2.1. Fm.w3 the phnsir of vehicle purcnases
as planred ir the Arpraisal Vp-rt car, red to the actual achieve­
7ent. 
The EDAp h,,ght v'hiclos when they neuded them, and almost
 
all 
tne items were procured in tha same year that they were included
in the cwrk plan and budget. If anyth ng, the programme bought

vehicles and materials 
 too son tecause they did not anticipate thedelays in impl entitin that wo uld be caused by the delay in plan
approval by CRDP. 

Local and foreir, c,:,p'ents of F.rocar d items 

No details we-e kept by the RDA'4U of the breakdown between local andforeign components of procured items. For some items, particularly
fencing materials, better utilisation could have been made of local
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r$sour'es' 'instead' o, u i' ng imore copnns Fecs4eecosr ed 
f C,6den 'corner Posts-te st,' ard and wire netting. By usinsga 1

woojise' mer th nee to use imported' ' steel cotuld have bee rducedl-and a local Swaziland fidtry suport~ed 

<3 .'7.,'~
ANNUAL' WORK PROGRAMME AND BUDGETS, Z, 

~4Thc 'ppra i al Repo'rt4stated that ,the RDAMU' would prepare an annual work~7 pr '"amm-,a budge inc-prtinwt 
 h Economics Section, of~MOACA
 
A'4randA the Ministry of Finance, as p.artof the GOS budget process, "and that2"~~4 

Sthe.'doc(iment sh~ould incluide IBRD,' ODA, USAID and other directly-.related~
ativities'.' GOS would submit a draft programme to. IBRD by 31st August''a'ech year for tsrveand concurrence. The work prgam to '"'J;Y~rclude full cost information distinguishing various donor-financed ac-< " 

,'':;ti~vities-'and 
 inciuding modificationta rjc nesmn rpsl

whereim
lee'n~ation experience warranted it. 

SA work :programm'e'and budget was prepared 'on schedule by 'the RDAMU 'for
each year of the project starting in 1978/7-9. This document was care­fully prepar'ed to 'the guidelines stated above and included full cost,
informa'tion distinguishing between donors, related RDAP a'ctivities, andnecessary 4changes to the: original implementation 'schedule.'S 

In the lateryearsi talso inclu'ded,'in a summary fo)rm, details on theAphysical infra-structure 'and implementation showing'the total 
' 

that had been originally~~ planned, the amount achieved so far, und the amount included in the " 
previous work plan."'''
 

The Economic Planning arnd Analysis Section of MOAC and the Ministry of"'Finance were not directly involved in the preparation of the work pro-gramme and budget, although the Departmen~t of, Economic Planning and 
"'s% 

fWStatistics were required to give final approval 'to the document. ThejMinistry ~of Finance used the programme and budget. in'preparing the draft 
., 

estimates of the capital a~nd recurrent budget for MOAC for the coming
financial' year.
 

A deficiency of' the work programne and budget' in our view is 'that it did". "not contain' an'y descr ption of tne annual, work plan for indiv idual' RDAs '' " so that the managers could use the document in planning their year's'
41'~~~. activities. Apparently suggestions and contributions were solicited

from the RDA managers but the response was not satisfactory and the docu­ment was prepared regardless, so that it was more of the listing of'A~ 
,items and their. cost without any rational description of how the' workwould be done by the project 1 marigers or the timing throughout the year..
For some
4 items the amounts budgeted were unrealistic in, light of what'had been achieved so far. Pasture improvJement for example-was 

S 

consistentl 

""'i' 48iJ
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budgeted at 2 OC ha a year when actual achievement was only
54 ha in the most successful year. It would have been muchbetter to have in.oluded a realistic attainable area that the 
Ps could use an a basic target and make arrangements for
 
seed, fertiliser, cultivaticnr, etc. 
to br available.
 

It is surprisin7 ihat 
this shortcoming was 
not recognised

dring the rvi_.. cf the workplan and that project super­
vision by donors 
 did Not insist that th, FDAMU give greaterpriority to the formulation of more realistic plans that the 
PMs could use.
 

Success of irp e.-ntation in relation to work programmes 

A measure of th- success cf the irpir.-ntation of the work programme is ianicat-d by the to tal achevement for various
important compor. ts expressed as a percentage of the total
 
amount planned in. the work programme and budgets over the

whole programme n!though this could 
 alsm ,ean that the
work programr ant buiet p~ans were unr,:alistic). A igureof 100 per ctnt . ns that all wereite.s -chieved in the
 
year that they w-r- planned 
and did not have to be repeated

in the fol owinE year's work pror'a:,me and budget.

Conversely, a Ic. p,-rcentage means that there was a high

amount of r.petition due to carry rover of 
 w-rk planned from
 
one work progrT-. and bud,(et to the 
 r.ext. An analysis,

based on the sch- ul-_s cf iropennntatic and the- analysis of

the work Ire ra=-s and budets in Anex G, is shown in
 
Table 3.4.
 

Irrplementaton Pf plans for vehicles wa' excellent; for

buildings, r-ad ::r.tructicn and 
 bush clearinr was satis­
factory ; and for :tbhr itcs was rc.asonabl], .- cept for
 
pasture 
 i-p ,'-o., and t-rracir, and soil cornservation.
When another de:rtrmt or agency was responsible for
 
actually carrying 
 out the wc.rk, such as the LDS for road

constrjtion etc., ,r - '< for 
hst cou.struction, it
difficult for 

was 
th- PA;U to ensure that the waswork done 

on time no matter how weI intentioned the work programme. 

Reporting 

The Appraisal Fe.rt stated that the r,;,orting requirement

of the programme .wouldbe 
the annual wrk programme and

budget (as discussed in Section 3.7.), audited annual accounts,

and a quarterly reort which would include, full financial in­formation, disct, sion of principal achievements, and progress
of project monit 
ring and evaluation. 
 An annual report was
 
not requested.
 

- 82 ­



17 
additlo , the EDagreement included a cc d r hta nulepcrtI be produed~at the end of :each~ inc rial y ; ~rpr~w 

Lrenan:-h trndnproouction'areasas yields~i Jetc;care ~ ' 

S 'arrangements and plans for th~oming year; 

tesate~of progress on vaiulnetenteworks, 

, ProViSonofinvestment plans for.the cofling 'year. '­

iActal reporting by the project has included a quarterly financial report
I'that was produced for all the donors, an annual\ statement of accounts, and 
an annual report which for 1981 and 1982 included a financial summary by'
com'ponent and by donor with details and discussions of principal achieve­ments .In addition a progress report was prepared for the half yearly

donor review m-eetings. This report was assembled from recent reports and 
incorporated the quarterly
.f. 
 hapal-summary and comments on the progress

of the project. :Monthly .reports- have also blen produced but these were 
for internal circulation only, althouigh summarised they formed the basisof the Annual Report. A nid-term revie, of the RDAP was also produced by

S RDAM'U in 1981.-


In terms of the project plan the requirement for the quarterly report was 
not fulfilled as the document produced did 2
not include the required discus
sions of principal achievements and the progress on project monitoring and 
evaluation. Separate reports were produced by 
the Monitoring and Evalua­
tion Unit but these were 
surveys of individual RDAs or of specific subjects
and were not part of a systematic reporting of the RDAP activities. 

The Appraisal Report gave no clear indication of which section of the RDAMU
 was to be responsible for the production of the quarterly reppt, and thislack of a-clear understanding together with the failure of thO supervision

by the donors and project management to ensure that:the rePorting require­
ments were 
complied with, has meant that adequate record of the project
activities has not been kept.

. Although the financialita were' exceptio­nally well recorded in an
 accessible form, a 'comprehens\ e record of phy­
sical achievement and crop production data was not kept.k As nentioned inr
 
Section 3.5. several atte-.pts at maintaining 'a record of piysi 
 achieve
 ments had been~initiated but none of these provided acomplete cture over
 
the whole programme and the data had to be assembled from severa., souxc'es.Forward 'planning is difficult if past achievements ae not adequate'y re­corded; 
the importance of a good reporting system therefore, 
cannot be over­
emphasised. The Monitoring and Evaluation Unit'could' logically have been
allocated the task of proiucing the-quarterly report and ensuring that an4adequate 
 inventory was maintained., It'is surprsn thttedficiency


'a
ntidentified in the early supervision by donor 'representatives and
review of the project.. 

e4. 8 . 

. '- ., " -. , ... 4' '", ' '-.'' 
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Table 3.4. Achievement as a percentag- of work planned
 

Item 
Percentage achieved of 
cumulative work planned 

(%) 

Vehicles 

Bush clearing 

Road construction 

Buildirs 

Fencing 

Homesite levelling 

erracing and soil conservati3n 

Pasture i!r.rovrament 

100 

77 

55 

50 

40 

33 

22. 

1 

Source: Consultants' Estimates. Annex G. 
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C)ATR 4 0OPERATING PERFORMANCE 

k ~ ,~. -

INTRODUCTION,
 

-eobje tive --Ofioases h ta operatinperiform ".......fe
"o-hproject irnire37ation toachieyement oft. stated' objeties 

tinrese pr~oduction of, crops and i vestock;,~ 

'' todmprovethe living standardslo rua epe 
 n
 

-- to~
protect *the natural ,resources. 
 ~ 0 A~. 

Recommendations, for changes in'strategy' and improvipg 
 oeaigpro 
mneare made in Chapter~ 9. I>A I4 

Ver litlemontorngof the project has taken place until the, last three
yer.,osqety 
h availability of useful information on apreas 'aTi-crops grown, -'yields, and production;' and oh~ ivestock ubrs rduiiadproduction,is t
limited. Equally,~}available on 'there isthe changes in, living standards litle'*r no'inf-jmation'of 'rixral peopl'e, or, protection$j>of natural resources. 
The reasons for the lack of monitoring'are discussed
4inChapter.. 

"Annual Suirveys of SNL" carr~ed out bythie Central Statistical-Ofice(S)
> v provided a time series'~bf limited data. The sampling method used 's'eems~toover-estimate yields, and no distinction was,mrade~ between41 RDAs 'and non IRDAsuintil 1980/81. 'For the' last thr'ee seasons' (1980/81 to 1982/83),,the MOACextensionsev
sevce 
under th~e dirctonofthe 
nior Field Lii'n&fcr
has-.provided more detailed informationfrom alarge sample of farmers ~4n
RDA's,(and non-RDAs in 1982/83). 
 Unfortunately the last two seasons wgre'
'~.~~atypical due to drought,' 
The Monitoring and Evaluation Unit of IMOAC carried


', out-some detailed Farm Managnn Suvy 
A 

f ecificl.RDAs, hut these, do not
* -­4$"rovide a time series,~and results since 1978/79 which have only recently
'beenanalysed are, being checked by the Unit.'s 

IIn~Chapter 2. we 
concluded that the assumption that the majority of SNL far-Wmers would adopt a pattern of .semi-commercial farming, 4 leading to incr-eased1 
crop and livestock prc-duction, was unfounded.. 

Scipated yields and production were not likely We 'also, concluded that:~ anti"­to be achieved wi'tbii',hieW""~' projected time scale. :In searching for data to assess 
changes incrop and
S livestock production,'iwe have concentrated on the original foUr UK-funidd~'~ R~swhich formied the basis for the,expansion of the RDAP in 19-77. ,Ifmeasurable changes had occurred, they were most likely to be,found in theseL
~RDAs, 
 By 1983, Northern RDAhad b'een operating'for' 12 years,~Southern RDAI"4pfor 11," Mahlangatsha for' ten, and Central for eight.''
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Although the UK-funded RDAs in 
the expanded programme started fairly quickly
they have been operating for only 
five years. F~r reasons described in
Chapter 3 the multi-donor funded RDAs made a slow start, and several of themhave been operating for 
less than three years. Overall, it is too early to
expect easily disc.rnible char.Crs in production from the expanded phase of 
the RDAP.
 

The attention and efforts of R[A rnn -mant warp initially concentrated oninfrastructure, such aF building staff houses, offices and sheds, and corse­quently less emphasis Aas -iven to extension activities. Despite the con­centration on infrastructur,. th-re were nc.tble delays. in the UK-fundedPDAs, out of 20 she2ds (main d.pots, agricultural stores, and farmers sheds)plannEd, by 1980 only 8 had tifen built. In the multi-donor fundel HDAs, of20 sh,ds planned by 19S0 none had beer built. By the time of this review,
the main depot at M:haha/?_Zbo.ze (a m:aximum-input PDA) had not been built.With such delays, discernible prgrws would rot be ,xpected. 

The comparison of chbr:s in production in the early RPAs with changes innon-RDAs is ccmFpirato, by the fact that RDAs were selected on the criteriaof having high inh.ret production potential, and people with an impliedhigher than average interest in improvement 'Section 2.2.4.). It is dif­ficult therefore 
 to determine whether differences between RDAs and non-RDAsreflect an impact from the programme or simply higher inherent potential. 

4.2. CHANGES IN CROP PFODUCTION 

4.2.1. Cultivated area 

The area of land incorp-rat-d within the RDAP has increased from 76 745 hain 197E/7 to tO ? in 1981/8. Available data suggests that the pro­portion of cuinvaied lAnd within 
th, liAs increased slightly over thisperino from 1 i per cent to around 13 per cent (Table 4.1. ). Outside theFL<As tle cii.at,.d Jarea fell frum almnst 10 per 7-nt to just over 5 per-evt. The RVA: .ere s lected on the basis of having greater than average
production potential. Although, this may be sufficient to explain the
differences indicatod between HDAs and other SNL, it could also reflect anincrease in cultlvat.d are;a response to the progrre.as a 

Table 4.1. P.rc.ntae oflaNd cultivto.d -n PDAs -excludinz fallow) 

"NL non-FrDA RDAs 
1976/77 
 9,92 9,7' 
 11,14
 
:980/81 
 9,56 S,61 13,31
 
1981/82 
 9,30 5,24 
 12,69
 

Sources: CSO 
and MOAC.
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from ~a dives ty of >sourcs ford the 5 four original- RDAs i's summarised 
a l,4..nd m.listhat:,he percentage of4land cul.tivated hascreased by about :n p'r, 'nt',,pr anu' cmetsold~e consideredhowever, in ithe:I det_cent per$ims~ lght>56t' 'rA&l hul
 

rate nd 
.oal- veeopeop le from, other areas. -'~~>~ 

4.2.2-____-____________Maize. 

Are p la t ed
n '-

> ~ , 5 st . . s s>v> 

inreaspaed 20prcetayer ndta 5 

ting would decline by
in the total 

6,5 per cent a year. The net effect woui sbe a dec> linep~area of maize of, 2,4 per cent a year. '55 

:,In fact
K~s 

the area of maize grown on SNL has declined from an average of> 45j82000 ha (1969/70,,- 1971/72) to 53 000 ha (1980/82 -1982/83). Thre declinrig4 'Atrend rate over the last decade has > been 2 600 ha a year. In the last~three 
*5.5>.~> seasons, while the total, RDA area was constant, maize plantings in RDs-'fell tfrom 38 150 ha in 1980/81' to 34 500,,ha in 1982/83, i .e. at a slower rate tlian?in non-RDAs. Detailed information is given in Annex C. Table C.2.1.' 
 2> 

The predicted increase in 
area planted to hybrid maize has taken plaq~e, >'.exceeding RDAP targets (Section 4.3.5.). 
 The estimated area of hybrid maizein RDAs increased from 12 000 ha in 1980/81 to 22 000 ha -in .1982/83. As therehas been a decline in total maize area, there has been a> corresponding large
decline in the area of open-pollinated maize.> 
' 

Yi e.1ds
 

The Appraisal Report projected rapid increases in yields of both local andhybrid maize (57 to 96 per cent over 5 - 10 year periods, dependi>ongo 
ecological area).,
 

Trend analysis of maize yields on SNL indicates no significant change and apresent level> of 1,3 t/ha (Annex C. 4rable C.2.1.). Yields fluctuate iwidely ' from one season to another (1, 7 t/ha? in 1980/81, 0,9 t/ha. in 1981/62), >mainly due to rainfall quantity and distribution. s 

RDA yields, particularly in maximum-input> RDAs, are5>higher than inf
non-RDAs-­
5(which may reflect their higher sproduction potential) but also show ncosignificant trend (Table 4.3.). 
 Average yields in the' four orgnaR~over the period 1980/81 to 1952/83 were 1,6 t/ha, 36 per5 cent higher- than-S average yields -in<the new RDAs, which> may indic~iite positive resu~lts from. "45~>
extension and 5 other components of the ROAP, or may :be due ito higher inher'ent i,'j4 potential-in those areas. > 

A . - > >5>5 5 555-5 
5 55>'' > 



Table 4.2. 
 Estimated proportion of land cropped in the 
first
 

four DAs (percentages)
 

Cultivated 
 Cropped 
 Fallow
 
1976/77 
 5,6 
 4,7 
 0,9
 
1977/78 
 3,0 
 2,6 
 0,4
 
1978/79 
 7,5 
 5,7 
 1,8
 
1979/80 
 3,0 
 2,5 
 0,5
 
1980/81 
 10,5
 

1981/82 
 10,9
 

1982/83 
 9,7 
 -


Source: 
 MOAC.
 

Table 4.3. Estimated Maize yields on 
SNL (1970/71 to 1982,'83) (kg/ha)
 

(RDAP taret yields in brackets)
 

A]] RDAs 
 Max-input RDAs 
 Min-input RDAs
 
1970/71 1 588 

1976/77 1 730 (934) 
1979/80 1 185 (1225) 
1980/81 

19R1/82 

1982/83 

1 475 

1 145 

1 16R 

(1 344) 

(1489) 

(1601) 

] 617 

1 236 

1 216 

(1 533) 

(1 694) 

(1799) 

1 269 

993 

1 080 

(1045) 

(1169) 

(1297) 

Source: MOAC.
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Pro st Pr e t d n i
 
.Apraipal 
 Jeport p.,o Ceanicrase in production of-maize of112 900tons by~3~ar 5 '(1981'T82)' and'~oo tonne 'by1700 gefondap including th K7 funded ~ax~_''0re.ach 8QOto'nne.b'yl£980/81 

RDAs-' routin";i
-6 3 000 cne 

nfact on SNL miaize pr-oduction4is decllining at, an average rate oft ab,o3,380 yea~r.3 tonnes a As yeldsare satic, this decline ~ssalei aeas paned. Adjustingin the resio 
"present _ 'h~ tt seonSNL Prdcini u~n~or. droughtsintels- thabout 70"000 tnnes,,wi~ich--is 175 kg per perspn,H~evr,~ oean,podutir~appears to-b over estimated, because the additicn 

Wofl; PiportsconnFumption 'that, is, much higher than" _qeol~'expected,, ~ " ~ I
 

~'~ 
 tSN mie sproduced,.in RDAS', based on the reslt
the Idast three seasons. ,Therefore o0the trend ro
tngfrte recent droughts i.e s:than 50 00: naan thus -we11 b'fd "'110~"theproject target. tone ' ' However, produc'tio,of' maz i eRDA~s had-
taSoe rate than inl nofl-RDAs.Y ne 6 " 
haVelie
 

Conclusions 
"' 

M'~v1aize
production on**SNL,'~t RbAs and'nnr-RDAs, 'isdciig
smaller areas Planted. Yields are anydet
generally static, 'but-are'ajpparently h~igh er4VV''. In the 'older RDAs.
 

The main constraint t6 maize productio

''"" is the relatively abve homestead subsistne'e'e'lslow financial return from bur'plus maize. This maizeifetches,,
a 

~, 

price which is determined by the consumer subsid'ised selling 'price, OfMaiZin~the RSA, and returns compare unfavourably. with those from wage emlymn
(eton 2.6.). Telte also 
provides a
seasonal fluctuations.'"" regular income, not subjecito 

SFurther constraints have~' been availability of sial"~ tme 1ak of relevant nusa h~ih
messagestanlc
extenseo suitablen 

ktoutlets, but these 

meslsacd ak of 5uit'able,.primary, mar­aegdulybeing
overcome. '1
 

~,,yAlthough maize will remain the most ipratsbitnecoi-su

S that surplus production for sale ie 
'"''prospects alter 

will, increase unlessVdelng employmentthe present, relationship of, returns: to~'1abour. & ~4 

'V 
'V 

~ "WV'.'" 

4 
2(VVV'V"+"VV.K~24V489 

'4' 

IL 
] 
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4.2.3. Cotton
 

Areas planted
 

The project submissions and Appraisal Report projected that the area of
 
cotton grown in RDAs would increase by 13 per cent a year, 
to reach
 
4 000 ha by Year 6 (1983). 
 Allowing for delays in start-up, the area
 
planted should have reached over 3 000 ha by 1981/82 and nearly 3500 ha
 
by 1982/83. Details are given in 
Annex C. Table C.2.5.
 

In fact, the 
areas of cotton planted in RPLAs 
fluctuated corsiderably
 
over the last decade following the trend on SNL. 
 Cn SNL, the area of
 
cotton increased steadily from 3000 ha 
in 1970/71 to 11000 ha in
 
1974/75, then declined sharply to 7000 ha in 
1977/78. The next three
 
seasons to 1980/l 
saw rapid expansion to 23 500 ha. 
 In the last two
 
seasons, 
the area of cotton dropped by 60 per cent to 9 500 ha 
in 1982/83,

the lowest level for five years. The area of cotton grown in RDAs fell
 
from 10000 ha to 6000 ha 
(i.e. by 40 per c-rnt) over the last two seasons,

but was nevertheless hiph,:r than tas projections in the project submissions 
and had been at a much higher level. 

Target area Est. area planted Est. area as 
of target 

% 

(ha) (ha) (%) 

1979/80 
19dC/81 
1981/82 
1982 83 

1 990 
2 590 
3 020 
3 480 

4900 
10170 
7880 
6 240 

246 
393 
261 
179 

Yields
 

The project submissions and Appraisal Report projected yield increases of
 
83 per cent in the middleveld and 60 per cent in 
the lowveld,'over the 
first seven years of the programme Year 0 to Year 6. 

The data available for 1980/81 
to 1982/83 are presented in Table 4.4.

There seems to be no significant difference between RDAs and non-RDA
 
land, and no significant increase in yields 
over time. Maximum-input

RDAs average 808 kg/ha, 31 
per cent more than minimum-input RDAs, but
 
this may well b2 due to their inherently higher production potential.

Over the 
last three years the yields achieved on RvAs were 89 per cent
 
of the target, but two of these were drought years.
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Again it Is of interest to compare the four original RDAs with the newer
ones over the period 1980/81 to 1982/83 for which yield data was
measured by a comparable methodology. Average yields in the four old
RDAs were 934 kg/ha or 36 per cent higher than the 
new RDAs which averaged
686 kg/ha, but much of the cotton grown in the 
new RDAs is 
in the lowveld

where the yield potential is lower.
 

Table 4.4. Estimated cotton yields on SNL (19a0/81 
to 1982/83) (kg/ha)
 
Non-RDA 
 All RDAs Max-input 
 MWn-input
 

RDAs FDAs
1980/81 
 527 777 (689) 825 (759) 758 
 (620)
 
1981/82 
 941 630 (760) 727 (833) 590 (684)

1982/83 
 444 872 (909) 498
617 (832) 


(748)
 

Source: MOAC. 
 (Target yields in brackets.)
 

Production
 

The Appraisal Rep,.rt projected incremental production of cotton of 1 177
tonnes by "Year5 (1981/82). However, after allowing for delays in start­up, and including the UK-funded RDAs, 
the target for 1982/83 was nearly
3 000 
tonnas total production. 
 Actual production in RDAs was estimated
to be 3 850 tonne;, and had been much higher in the previous two seasons.Because there ha-
 been no discerr,.'bie trend in yields, production changes
have resulted m3inly from 
 changes in areas planted. When cotton produc­tion from SNI 
 is ccomared with pioducer prices, 
there is E strong corre­lation, particularly 
in the period 1969/70 to 1980/81 (Annex C. Figure C.4.).
However, the rate of Production increase in 
1978/79 to 1980/81 (57 per
cent) is faster than would have ben expected from the price increases
 
over the .ame period 
(27 per cent).
 

The sharp decline in production in the last two seasons is contrary tothe rising trenJ in prices. 
The main explanations
and yields are that areas plantedwere severely affected by the droughts, which were most severe
in the lowveld (where most of the SNL cotton is grown). The main parameter
affected was 
the area plan-ted, which was particularly low in 1982/83 and
this may also have been due to the mourning period
Another factor 

for the late King.that possibly contributed to reduced plantings in the lasttwo years was the cessation of credit availability from smalltheoperatives co­and the S.aziland Cotton Cooptrativv Society. 
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Conclusions
 

Despite the investment in the RDAP, and other aid programmes in

agriculture, cotton yield increases have been insignificant. In
 
the terminal report of the UNDP Crop Production and Extension
 
Project, the "weak points in crop production were identified as
 
poor input supply and a weak extension service." However, tnese
 
services have been to a large degree improved, by cooperatives

in the RDAs, and by increased quantities of extension staff

(although the quality of service may still be lacking). 
 The MOAC
 
extension staff are supplemented by agronomists and technical
 
advisers with the ginneries and the main input suppliers, who
 
concentrate their activities in the main producing areas.
 

Most of the SNL cotton is grown in the lowveld, which has shorter
 
rainfall seasons and greater drought hazards than the middleveld.
 
The popularity of cotton in this agro-ecolcgical area has been
 
attributed largely 
to the lack of alternatives such as maize

(which yields poorly), tobacco (which is even less suited than
 
cotton), and sorghum (which suffers from bird darage).
 

We have concluded that cotton is a promising cash crop for SNL
 
farmers in the middlevpld, and can be grown in the 
lowveld with

production costs related to the lower yield potential. 
 It could
 
also be a valuable summer crop on irrigation schemes.
 

4.2.4. Tobacco
 

The project predicted that the 
area planted to tobacco in RDAs
 
would increase from 330 ha in Year 0 to 2 425 ha by Year 6 and
 
3 714 by Year 10, an annual rate of increase of 27,4 per cent
 
(Table 2.8.).
 

Unfortunately, statistics 
on tobacco production are scanty and

unreliable. 
 Over 90 per cent of Swaziland's tobacco is producea

by about 4 000 small growers with a mean and modal production in
 
the last two seasons of about 25 kg. There is some evidence
 
(Annex C. Table C.2.10.) that the area planted in RDAs has barely

reached 200 ha, less than 
10 per cent of the target area. The
 
area planted on SNL has fluctuated over the last ten years between
 
300 and 600 hectares.
 

The Appraisal Report projected yield increases of 83 per cent in
 
the middleveld from Year 0 to Year 6, from a base yield of 600

kg/ha. In fact, the average yield on SNL over 
the last ten years

has been 340 kg/ha, with considerable fluctuation and no apparent
 
trend (Table 4.5.).
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Table 4.5. Estimated tobacco yields on SNL (1979/8 to 151/82) (kg/ha)
 

Non-RDAs 
 All RDAs
 
1979/80 
 571 415 (784)
 
1980/81 
 340 432 (881)
 
1981/82 
 300 389 (979)
 
1982/83 
 348 
 n/a
 

Sources: 
 CSO and MOAC. 
 (Target yields in brackets).
 

Adjusting for delayd start-ups, and including the UK-funded HDAs,target tobacco production from the RAs was 2 453 tonnes by 1982/83.Howe'.er, actaa productioDn from all SN!, has not reached 200 
tonnes for the 1 a t. re' seasons. 

Much ext r' iotd 
 rh ads.. tobacco, includingan FAD ex,.r! in ih- :I.e 2970s. The ] st cr r-parted the ereralconstraint of por retirns ronpred with wige employment, andadded: the cost f cri.g barns disimaces frm huying points, anddisatisfaction with tho h-i in saranee scheme. An internationaltobacco company hisce- u the facilities of the tobacco cooperative
and will encourae prorluctior in 1983/84. 

4.2.5. Grourd!;ut s 

The RDAP predicted that the area planted to groundnuts would increase
from 1 913 hoLin Yeur C) to 4803 ha Yearin l0, an annual rate ofincrease of 3,J per cent (Table 2.8. ). Area estimates are summarisedin Annex C. Table C.Z.13., but are not very reliable because ground­nuts are of, -n, r,4-1nJr, mixed stands ith maize. Estimated areasplanted in RIAsm e 84, ha in 291/B2 and 1 859 ha in 1982/83,i.e. well beow thr t-rget of 3 250 ha. Trend analysis indicates thatthe area plant, 0on W is d,clinirg by about 3O ha a year. 

Yields 'er. prc, jo tord to. icrese by 67 per cert (highveld) to 104 per cent (cwv .ld) from ear 0 tc Year 6 trom345-500 kgo, bie yields of- r ac' :_,nolcicsi rt. In 'Table 4.6.estir uted avr.-e y-ds rn -NL are i-qp-,d with RDAP targetyields, incicatling, the latter are now outr-"aching actual 
yields.
 

The Appraisal Pport predicted incremental prodt tior of 653 tonnesof groundnuts by Year 5. Adjusting for late start-ups, and includingthe UK-funded REAs, wretet production was 2405 tannces by 1980/81and 2 795 tonnes 5y :?- 87 . No information is availaole about RDAproduction, but SNL production wos estimatrd to be 637 tonnes and
481 tonnes in those to seasons. 
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Table 4.6. Estirnated__-_undnut yields on 
SNL, compared with
 
project torget yields (1975/76 to 1981/82)
 

Average_.SNL yield 
 RDA target yield
 
kg/ha) 
 (kg/ha)
 

1975/76 
 477 
 573
 
1976/77 
 563 
 494
 
1977/78 
 n/a 
 521
 
1978/79 
 563 
 540
 
1979/80 
 464 
 592
 
1950/81 
 426 
 629
 
1981/82 
 289 
 703
 

4.2.6. Potatoes
 

This was an 
 'actively extended" 
crop ii the RDAP. The area
planted was projected to increase from 12 
ha in Year 0 to 336 ha
in Year 10, an 
average rate of increase of 39,6 per cent. Yields
 were projected to increase by 
100 per cent (in the highveld) i.e.
from 10 to 20 tonnes/ha. Production was expected to be 2 780
 
tonnes oy Year 6. 

In Swaziland potatoe*o are grown mainly under irrigation in thelowveld as wintera crop, often in rotation with cotton. About
two-thirds to three-quarters of the production comes from ITFland, and 20 per cent from the Vuvulane scheme. SNL production
increased from 164 
tonnes in 
1978 to 535 tcnnes in 1982, but
RDA production is thought to have remained unchznged at about
80 tonnes. No iniformation on yields is available, but an
average of 10-15 tonnes/ha 
 from SML seems probable. 

Thus, potato production from RDAs has fallen well below the un­realistic target of 2 780 tonnes by Year 6, and yields 
are
prooably well below the target of 20 t/ha. 
 The relatively high
production costs, particularly seed 
(E450 - E700 /ha) are amajor constraint to increased production.
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4.2.7. Conclusions
 

a) It is still 
too early to expect to find definite trends in
 
crop production resulting from the RDAP, particularly in
 
those designated since 1977. 
Dclays in starting implemer­
tation, and concentration of attention and effort on inf'a­
structure, have made it 
even less likely that discernible 
trends would have been found. 

b) Comparisons between FEAs and nor.-RDAs are clouded by the

inheruntly higher production potential of the RDAs, and the
 
greater i5;terest of their people in prticipating in change,
which vere criteria for selecting these areas. 

c) TherE is soe evidJ.,,ce that the of.rop criun cultivated 
land in RDAs ha3 increosvd f-incc 1976,'77, in contrast to 
non-PDAs, wherc the proporclon hi s declined. This may 
reflect rLsporse to the RDAP. 

d) Maize productifor is declining, i;, both FDAs and rion-RDAs,
mainly as a result of smaller areas !anted. Yields are 
generally unchanged, but are evidently higher in the 
older RDAs. Although raize will retrain the most important
subsistence crop, surplus production for sale is unlikely
to increase while- wip e employment offers more attractive 
returns to labr,ur.
 

e) Cotton is a ,ror isire cash crop for SNL farters in the 
middleveld, and can b,- rrown in the lowveld with production
costs rare fully reated to lrw<,r yield potential, it could 
also be a v-iluable suTxter oncrop irrigation schemes. SN4L 
prioducers have r spond d quickly priceto increases. 

f) Tobacco prodiition i:i RDA, has not shown significant change
for seve.ral years. PReported constraints include: the high
c(,sc of barns, dista:,ces iom buying points, and disatisfac­
ti :I with th'e h 11 insurance scheme. 

g) As we concludtud ot the end of Chapter 2, the project assump­
tion that SNL f:ir:,ers would adopt a more commercial attitude 
to crop producti r, wAs probably unfounded primarily because 
returns from 'WgemrnhC y:2er,t have been more attractive. Maize 
gives tnh hi ',.t :,urn to labour amongst the main crops,
and is unlikely to b, replaced by cotton, tobacco, or 
potatoes.
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4.3. INPUTS
 

4.3.1. Introduction
 

The RDAP objective of increased crop production was to be achieved
 
in part by greater availability of essential 
inputs. It was
assumed that the cooperative movement, under the CCU, would distri­
bute inputs, based 
on projections of requirements made by RDA 
staff.
However, as noted in 
the 
Appraisal Report, cooperative development
was at an early stage, relying heavily on Government support and
technical assista,ce, with 
 the CCU) in considerable need of improved 
management.
 

The RLAP prcvid.. , tillionE 0,8 for ir cretal inputs, of whichE 1910C w020s -d in 2977/76 to l979,80. Pecause the funds, which
had been prvid-,d through 
 the CCI, were rot recovered, the remain­der was dt echrAcal services (Sect'ion 3.3.1.).
 
The -AP mSumed
eso that credit for inputs would be made available 
by the SDSP, which -;as r-:eiving ,ssistace through other projects.
However, th- Appri sal P.p,)rt not,.d that lack of credit due to"iristituti .n h ck:C-s was a sii ficant obstacle to uptake of 
inputs.
 

In trr7.s -t i by fr r th, ',p c rtrnt ir,put used in SNL25 fer ii. " -be .1.7 tt r, tie q ntities of ferti­
izers r;id rcrop, rct ct-or, ch.-,icnls s,:,ld to MStL in 1971/72 and001'F ­ a sed o',ari mouri of ertit 'r use.d has more than

dub'--' "r t . rtci of , 2 (22) has increased. 
The ,!:,Dunt of cr p pr,.,t..ctio-1 chumi als has ir'creased more than

',.r,_Y f(11], -. ,!11Y du,- to, the Klri1r ole ,f cotton grown on SNL. 

'r,.dmticr.As with p b-ts, riput use dta for RDAs is extremely scanty.All that x : t.- s r c breakd,:wr, by RbAs for 1980/81 col'ectedb-y th,-< t.r:i r,[ .P .ce 

Th- ,,-r, ,iral 1882 and 1982/83 da:ta have riot yet been aralysed.In additior, es,,:7,,,11ta are avoilable for individual FrDAs in thevario-.s ...... t rd Evaluation Unit surveys. it is consequently
rarely tcCciet M,.ke a direct comiparison between input use in 
RDAs _r, , 

The -prar, t-tvncy betwen ircreIsrd orinput use and staticreduce-d (in *he case of maize) production, can be explained by:larger areas of c'ttn and vegetables, and more intensivc maize 
production (hybrid maize on smaller areas). 
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q,Table 4.7. 
Fertilizers and cropin--SNL--che
 
~~~~ 4 ~ (1971/72 and 1982/82)>~ --- 4 

4.,971/72- 1981/82" 4 
J- Change

44---- (t nn-) -c- e4 

4 Fertilizers " 2:3:2-(22) 42 334,,, (51,1) 8442 +(917~2 6 1 , 
444 Other 24-231 236:
-4 

2-(89 (20"g)~ 

f6~~ ~ 246-lO,33
 

>44> chemical DD 15,8 '52~ 55 4(55,2 257 (r6 6) +1529 
Other 12,8 (44,B) 361,0 (58 4),,' +2,7
 

Total 28,6 (100;0) 618,5 (100,0) -it206 201 

Sources: CSO and Marketing Advisory Unit, MOAC. p 

4.3.2. Distribution of inputs 

SNL farmers, both in RDAs and non-RDAs, can, obtain their crop inrputsfrom three main sources: 
the wholesalers (mainly Farm Chemicals,,and 4-'4'Swaziland 
 Chemical Industries); the retailers; and the cooperativesand farmers associations. 
 The latter purchase from wholesa'lers,
directllr or through-the CCU. 
 Very little information is available
about the proportions of inputs used "on SNL purchased through these
 soures.
In"Fertilizer Marketing kin Swaziland," -(Marketing
Advisory Unit, MOAC, 1980) it was avsumed that 6 000 tonnes, of ferti­jlizers were used on SNL, all thogl 
h C, although the report
-also r'~cognised the direct purchases by SNL farmers-from wholesalers. 

TheCUnwetmtstaitupplies about 70 per cent-of SNL farm-inputs-through cocei'atives. .The budget for the 1983/84 season
E2,1 million, of which 63 per cen 
is ­

(by value) is fetlie e
2
cent is maize seed, 10 per cent is crop chemicals, and 2,5 per cent 
 4
is animal feed.
 

4- .44Our enquiries have indicated that the wholesalers are willing to

deliver to -- '4

rural areas only in bulk quantities (say 5-tonnes or more)
which would require considerable aggregation of. ordersby smfall,
farmers. 2 Retailers are 
generally not interested in supplying4 theSNL
areas. -Thus 
 the cooperatives are a sensible system for ensuring4 inputsupplies to SNL farmers. -They, have pr yed 
r4~ 

a valuable~part- already 4in
Sthis respect, and should be fostered and developed in the future. 
­

444 44 ~97 4 4 
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There~appears to be an inraei oa-et 
 -s fb 
600,oo inSwaziland, and '250~ t/yeart/year on~ SNL~during the Iat~­~ten yearaurg aplcation'rate'.per cropped hectaeaehetae haspincreased average ihon SNL', Particularly fm 178j79't6 1981/82 when cot-~
~on expanded. 'Int areas 1981/82, appli'ca'tion,rates were higher 
i Dsthan in pon-RDAs'%(see Table 4.8.). 

. 

Anlsso'N s rm17/2t 967 and in 1981/82 ahows&.. thnat h einld~tbt of fertiliser application vas as"~
Sfollows: 'highveld 39,7 per~ent
lovl,1,4 per -. idel 4,prcn;
et;. Lubombo 1, e ced 
,3 e et
 

Althiough hr asbe. significant increase in~the proportion
of.higher nutrient content fertiliser in Swaziland, this has
occured mainly orn ITF.K 
The proportions of 2:3:2 (22), 
 LAN and
444Superphosphate used on SNL in 1981/82, are shown in Table 4.9.4
 

Table 4.9. Proportions of fertiliser types used
on SNL in 1981/82
 

2:3:2 (22) LAN Superphosphate
 

SNL 
 79,2 7,9 
 5,7
 
Max-input RDAs 
 72,1 8,0 
 6,2
 
Min-inputV RDAs 
 85,8 1,5 5,5
 
Total RDAs 
 79,4 4,6 
 5,8
 
non-RDAs 


'478,5 
 4,9 5,3
 

Source:,. M'OAC. 
' 

"~4' 

It seems 
that In 1981/82 at least 79 per cent of'fertlsrue4
 
on SNL was 2:3:2 (22). desn
Overall the RDAstise used~ls~o 


in hei
fetilsermixthan norn-RDAs but niaximum-:input 'RDAs 
used
a slightly higher proportionlof top dressing thn flcn-RDAs."4t Salesby the CCU ar'e showingan increase in relative importance of ' 2:32(2)and 
a decrease in LAN. and Superphosphate. 1
 

~'4'
 



Table 4.8. Use of fertiliser (tonnes) 

National 


Total (t) (kg/h% 

1971/72 21 291 
 241 


1972/73 28 5.2 167 

1973/74 24 t9C 156 

:974,75 31 678 187 

1975,'76 E66.7 180 

'7 28170 184 

1--7, 7 24 16F 125 


1976/79 33 233 n/a 


19 9/80 30 724 162 


i90/b! 46 445 
 326 


1981/82 n/a 


'a not available.
 

SNL RDAs 

Total (t) (kg/ha) Total (t) !kg/ha 

4522 45 

5113 44 

3589 35 

4409 39 

4 117 38 

5281 54 

e000 44 

6300 58 

n/a 

n/a 6074 91 

10 E78 128 8132 144 
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Ovete prid 9 7 1/72~to 198C0/81, the average feril <used per
hcaeon iall czroPland'in Swaziland is estipiated'at 178 kg/ha, for~SN h vraews4 kg/Jha and 505,kg/hakr IJTF.~ 'Over' 2the sameperiod 85per centof ertilizer,tonnage vias used on ,ITF.andl5.per'cent'on SNL. It is estimated that on SNL'67 peZ 
 'rhret~ie,,

is'used oni maize 'and, 15'per cn zcbin\h prop"'io~ofRD­
' f.a m'ers using' fertilizer decreased from 61 per cent in< 1980/81 to 62'
lper cent in i9a82.a- (< v ~44~~
 

-- ,,-,able.-4.10.-presents- data
-

D~, op~aedwit -cottont 
indi'idu I ~s ~c~o e ava ilable- for- simated rfertillzerus in-if ,.

v 'ua lht 
te tota trget use ,for -maizecttn"'~io~'o and groundnuts had-~the 'target 
areas receiv'ed thetg~~
fertiiisation. rate" foterle tya of operation-of each RDA."'
 

S Generally, fertilizer use has fallen~ well below target,"whihi~aty

areflection of the~below target cropped areas. 
 hC~~rl
 

L'ime"
 

Th ee r a ap ee aclr s nt eo i
15 tonsayarfo th n at o n a u s e of f9172t,18/1.N i m e a o ut rn s paeti 

rtee arecearlto benadeclite evn the ntioa 
uhrems
oflime ofm as -..­
150ysi ofnna
a'ye from~ i/72 to97/77 Nhow thnd ise
apregntionl
 
ditiuino ieapplication waesas~cpe 
 coutr
hca folothe whe el pe~fr.-<
 

Thisesditibti~ot 10 kg andea wgespeuldtexect, Thet 
onme figure
avalile orcthesoils
4 as ahwihoer inuiallaent to. kg/ha. These 

ratliesare plericy
to evfren-on ET wherton so te.i a 

Th4IA naysi o doNoL om
cusel9ol7th t and/7
show tht the regitsoa 
cemn;a ideeld leve,5 pher cent is runnie a 6 cell-lmnt,e promct,.
6,4n percnts fro th E 
 opnn osbiis h rnpr ot
 
(This diatruton 
 oul 


acdsi It 


h cott h arer) epcroset lime to e 4'1
 
schees 7'5 Theka RA.pli tontned extgend raifal aditinain
 

farmrs 00,i n 193/84and
198/85
 

may birith
lMm
 

uselfr
 

http:able.-4.10
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Tablc 4.1]. f I I (Li,*.C 

Na. t i%:_I , 
1971'/72 ? 05 43 

1972,!73 0113 

1973/74 1 895 108 
197,4/75 2 54! 769 
1975/76 234? 44 
1976/'7 .133 294 

1977/78 1 40"1 

19 F/79 999 

9 '0/8. 1 024 
' 199, el 1 1.15 
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The r~esults f rom the l92/f3 tral s are o biFanlsd.Pe 
were3 #, to ,9,and ver~.Z imeappl icationsofabu

tha raised~pH1 by ab(*6t 0, 5 . , jApplicatiorns were delayed until November, 
ar~itwaanatpia~been s5omfe difficulties i n'assessing yields' H~1oiever, ,there. has beer pno difficulty, finding f,-rmers 

' P4*..Hybrid maizee 

-,Probably the~ms oal ehooia hne in SNL cropping in recent 
'years has been' the rapid uptale;6'f hybrid maiz'e seed, which ha s exceeded~

'AyJ~*DPtargets. 4'This uptake ha'8occurred in both RDAs and no iPsa 
abu~h sm ae According tothe Third Annual Survey (Crops) of theRDAP (OAC, Junre 1983), the proportion of farmers in RDAs growing some 

.. ., ~ '-	 hybrid maize has increased from 55 per cent in 1980/81 to 76 per. cen-in~
 
1982/83. In'thelatter 
season, the survey showed that roughly' two-thirds-'
of the maize ar-ea was planted with hybrid seed in both RDAs'and non-RDAs-' 
Table 4.12. summa'ises i tecent data on-hybrid maize seed use.'<i 

There has apparently been a change in-the cultivars''Osed (Table41.
awayfroth lon sesonvariet 'SR 52, towards the shorter, season~~iI Pioneer varieties. This Wa atmarked in 1982/83 wheui tie season 

started 	late. -- ,-- . 

Hybrid maize has consistentlyou-ile peplintdmzensrvy 
conducted in the RDAs (Table 4.14. ). This in-itself' would account fora,Mincreasing uptake. 
 Some of these surveys recorded labouar use,' and iindica 1Ated a slightly lower use for hybrid maize,probably because the f~armerS* 
growing hybrid maize used more machinery, particularly hir~ed tractors.-

Thus,, the returns to labour are higher from~hybrid maize. Takenfin~con-Y
 
junction with wage earning opportunities, this would make thecrpme

attractive thar local aize.crpnoe*
 

It is very' likely that improved availability of seed through the coopera­tives has played an important part in the increased uptake. In this Q­
respect, the RDAP has madea sipnif icant contribution, both 'inRDAs'and­
non J4DAs, ~ ---. 

-, 
C-­

vi''- -A 
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Table 4.12. Use of hybrid maize seed
 

Proportion of 
 Proportion of
 
Quantities
ean 	 Area farmers using area of maize
Swaziland 
 RDAs 
 some hybrid 
 in RDAs planted
 

maize seed 
 with hybrid
 
in RDAs
(t) 	 maize seed
(t) (ha) (%) (%) 

1978/79 588
 

1979/80 624
 

1980/81 671 333 
 12 235 
 55 
 44
 
1981/82 683 364 
 17 930 
 58 
 47
 
1982/83 616 450 
 22 075 
 76 
 65
 

Sources: CSO, and 
 "Crops : Season 1982/83", IMOAC, June 1983.
 

Table 4.13. Proportions of maize types used (1980/81 to 1982/83)
 

1980/81 
 1981/82 
 1982/83
 

(%) 	 (%) (%) 
Open-pollina d
i 	 38,6 
 29,7 
 25,3
 
Pioneer (snort season) 5,9 
 9,3 
 39,2
 
SR 52 (long season) 38,9 
 31,3 
 14,1
 
NJPP X Y64r (sh(.rt season) 15,2 	 21,8 
 14,0
 
Other hybriji 1,4 
 1,4 
 2,2
 

..........----------------------------------------------------------------------------


Table 4.14, Estimated Yie]ds (k/ha) ofhybrid and open-pollinated maize in RDAs 

FDAs Surveyed
Year 	 Hybrid Open-pollinated
 
(kg/ha) 
 (kg/ha)
 

1977/78 Ma.langat.sha, Central,
 
Manarba/Zcmbodze 1575 
 1 181
 

1978/79 Ncrthern, Southern &
 
..aJulini/,Mahlalini 
 1 049 791
 

1979/80 
 Norhi-rrn 1 140 772
 
1980/81 
 Most 
 1. 205 874
 
1981/82 
 All 
 1 604 
 932
 
1982/83 
 All 
 1 372 
 806
 

Sources: 
 MOAC, Mcnitoring and Evaluation Unit, and Crop Surveys.
 

.........-------------------------------------------------------------------------­
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4.3.6. Crop protection cher.icals
 

The available informaticn aboat the use 
of crop protection chemicals 
an
 
SNL is sumnarised 
in Table 4.15. This refl, cts the very large increase
 
in chemical use described in Se:ction 4.3.1., mainly due 
to the larger

area of cotton Lrown on SNL. 'The quantities are recorded in "k'gequiva­
lents" in the statistical records, which has the 
disadvantage of aggre­
gating different formulations of active 
ingredients.
 

Table 4.35. indicates thnt the raximum-input P[IAs u m.,rtre crop pr,.tsc­
tion chemicals than miniam-in ut 
R.OO and ncn-RPAs. 
 Fhis was despite
the fact that the aximur. -i uP RVAs had a smallier area nf cotton than 
the ether two categories. In fact, use per heotar Of raizie, cotton,
and tobacco, was much higher in thE c',xiiuc-tnrut R'As. This may be re­
flections of both greater ext nion effort and rat,-r availability of
 
the nmaterials.
 

Table 4.15. Crop Irotertion che,*,cal use on SNL 

Year Chemicals used Chemicals used/ha
 

(kg equivalents) 
 (g) (1)
 
1971/72 
 28 595 
 430
 

(NOize) 
 13 899 
 223
 

(cotton) 
 14 591 
 3710
 

(to:acco) 
 05 
 341
 

:973/74 
 44 78K, 567
 

1974/-5 
 159 214 
 2193
 
.97./76 
 83 296 
 1 182
 

107E;77 
 63 133 1 012 
1980/2 
 E18 433 
 8719
 

(Non RDAs) 224 398 
 8918
 

(M.ax RAs ) 298 135 
 11 453
 

(Min RDAs) 95 910 
 4860
 

(All RDAs) 394 045 
 8610
 

T') Expressed per hectare of maize, 
cotton and tobacco combined.
 

Sources: CSO and MOAC. 
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CHANGES IN LIVESTCCK PRODUCTION, AND4.4. RANGE AND PASTURE IMPROVEMENT 

4.4.1. Introduction
 

As described in Chapter 2, the main objectives of the livestock componentfor the maximum-input RDAs were to reducc cattle numbers, achieve higher
productivity, and 
improve the quality of marketed animals. Culling mea­sures would be used to reduce stocking rates to acceptable levels, and the
introduction of controlled grazing, with perimetei- fencing and paddocking,
was expected to increase and upgrade the 
fodder source. The latter would
allow improved breeding measures, enhancjng 
 productivity and 
quality.
 

The RDAP has achieved a considerable proportion o2 the plan.ned infrastruc­tral development for livntock improvtere-it in the mnxioum-in;ut RDAs
(described in detail 
in Chapter ?). 
 New dip tanks have beer, built, Ianykilometres of feAcing erected, and man-y, hectares of bush cleared.
 

As in the case ef crop production, monitoring of the prog:ramm, has not
beer. adequate. Evidence of change 
 in livestock .umbers and productivityis very difficult to find. 
 We have concentrat(d our attention on the
ea'ier (UK-funded! maximuc-input RVAs, where it could be expected that
mere progress towards the programice 's objectives 
would have been made. 

4.4.2. Ch.nqs in cattle nu ,rs and productivity 

Some valuable records V livestock po-,ations '- been kept at projectcentres. 
 Some of :Vs, niv. r-cently been ccllat iard analysed in theM."P Annual Reports for 
19EI and 1992. Table A.16. has been prep-,red toirdicate trends in cattle population arnd her( structure. Three maximum­input RDAs have been cmpared with notional and district trends for 1974
a.ni 1979 
to 19H2. Northern, Central, arnd 
 / ahlInnatsha RDAs were chosen
hezause they are larger -stablished HAs id had been recorded in 1974.SMuthern FDA had 
t0 be eXcluded becauce records for Madulini/Mahla ini
 
-A had been added at a later stage.
 

Table 4.16. shows livestock population estimates as total bovine livestockurts (TBLU), bulls, cows, 
and oxen, and 
includes calculated coefficients
grouped for comparisons. An anomly icc'ecdiately apparent is the steeprise in RPA cattle populations from 1974 
to 1979. It has 
tc not been prssibleobtain population estimnat,s for the intermediate years which might havefr-vided an explanation in comparison with district and national populations.

The potential inaccuracies in the data are discussed in Annex D.
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Table 4.111.. Compari.;on of cttle p(,pul-t ion gro h, bul I/cow rat:ios and proportions of mature animals 

117 1979 198 1981 1982 
SNL rate of increase in TLU( ) 

3 RDAs rate of increase in TBLU 
SNL bull cow ratio 
3 RDAs bull cow ratio 
SNL mature ani,,ial shar- (,I- TLI 
3 RDAs mAtur,. aiimal shar', of TIM 

;-) 
(5'.) 

(%) 
(%) 

n/a 
n/a 
1:10 
1:8 
67 
66 

, 
7,2 

1:10 
1:10 

68 
67 

0,7 
5,4 

1:10 
1:11 
66 
65 

-2,9 
-1,0 

1:9 
1:11 
66 
65 

-3,7 
-4,6 

1:9 
1:9 
67 
GC4 

NHDA r te f iricrase - ,-r ('rnt. TBLI 
Hhohho, District rate of increase - per cent 
NRDA bull cnw ratio 
jhehh , U)J: tn t't bl I c w r t io 

NRDA moture inimal share ,f TBLD 
Hhohho District mature animal share, of TBLIJ 

TBLU 
(%) 
(%) 

(%) 
(%) 

n/a 
n/a 
1:5 
1:8 
67 
67 

11, 
4,2 

1:9 
1 :8 

64 
67 

5,2 
2,1 

1:8 
1 :.3 
63 
67 

-2,1 
0,4 
1:8 
1:8 

66 
67 

-3,4 
-0,3 

1:7 
1:7 
73 
67 

CRDA rate of increase - per cent TBLI 
Manzirri District rcte of inurease - er cent 
CRDA bull cow ratio 
oanziTri District bull cow ratio 
CRDA mature animal share of TBLU 
Manzini District rmature ;simal share of TBLIJ 

TBLl 
(%) 
(%) 

(%) 
(%) 

n/a 
n/a 
1:8 
1:10 
64 

66 

3,2 
-1,5 
1:8 
1:10 
70 
F,8 

4,3 
3.2 

1:11 
1:12 
68 
67 

-1,9 
-0,9 
1:12 
1:11 
64 
66 

-4,9 
0,3 

1:10 
1:11 
68 
66 

MRDA rate of increase - per cent TBLU 
Shiseiweni L~strict rate of increase - per cent TBLl? 
MRDA bull cow ratio 
Shiselweni District' bull cow ratio 
MRDA mature animal share of TBLU 
Shiselweni District mature animal share of TBLU 

(%) 
(%) 

(%) 

(%) 

n/a 
n/a 
1:12 
1:8 
66 

68 

0,8 
0,7 

1:17 
1:8 

67 

69 

6,9 
3,1 

1:15 
1:8 

63 

67 

-1,3 
-3,3 
1:15 
1:7 

65 

66 

-2,9 
-1,8 
1:13 
1:8 
65 

67 

(1) TBLU - Total Bovine Livestock Unit. 

Note: Rates of increase under 1979 are annual rates since 1974. 

Source: HTS based or, figures drawn from National Livestock Census and RDAP Annual Report 1981/82. 



The comparisons in 
Table 4.16. reflect the mair, aims of the RDAP livestock
 
programme, i.e. destocking, reduction 
 in number of breeding bulls, andrationalisation of herd struc ture. Unforturately, it has not been possible

to abstract comparative coeffikients for offtake, mortality 
 or calving rate 
at national and district level. Except for the rise in TBLU between 1974

and 1979, there is no evidence that the thret, 
RDAs have deviated greatly from 
the national 
trend in either bull:cow ratio or herd structure. There is an

indication that numbers were increasin at -higher rate from 1979 to 1980,
and decreasing at the same rate from 1980 to 19'2. Comparing individual RDAs 
with their associated districts, a notable deviati,,n is the bull:ccw ratio 
for Mahlar.atsha RDA. Th, rat-s cf , r"-se in 'r91U frm 2!80 to 199j2 are

faster in Northern and Ce-ntral FDAs than in their associated districts. On

this evidence, it aTpt jFS 
 tht th, RrA livestock prograr.me has had no signi­
ficant measurable impac¢ .n prodactivity or stocking rates.
 

Except prc sibly in the period 1e17 to, 1979, the evidence of interchange ofcattle between PDAs and particulaly son-FK'As,in the last twothe ar.ilysis 

RDAP Annual Reports, is insufficient to conclude 
 that there is any deliberate 
movemernt of cittle into dist inct-ts from that occurring normally between 
different areas cf th, ry thro,_!h sisa arid lobola. 

Table 4.16.1a) sh<'AE th t there are no sigr, ficant diffe:rences between maximum­
input RDAs , rud rir.' 7 -!-r,,t ;,,As ia. production coefficients for calving, mor­
tality, and local sl.-u"h tr, during rectnt years. In Annex D it is slown that
there has be:en little a',i *r in p pulation trends for the same nine RDAs. 

4.4.3. Fattninp nd siso rrrhes 

•ecords of numbers, f catT, from RLAs ,deonpa*ched t. fattening and sisa ranches 
are not suffic:et tc a-ses tnr extort to which they have been usec. However,
it is apparent th,,t they have not pr'ided the market outlet that was antici­
pate d by the RLAP. A rci.t e. m1, inwas MahlanLatsha RDA where, after two
 
years of ncc'., i.n t,<hi., 
 areed-a to limit cattle numbers to 15 head 
per homestead, on t ,,tn that surplus animals could be moved to the
aq,prpriate ranches. H,:w.,,r, thoy wi-re unable to do this. The fattening

rarches had lcw r,-'tics ,' n,,hpit 
 rainly because unsuitable animals were
 
.per, ding tc omuch ti:,. n .
 The cattle o.,wn.-ers in Mhanfatsha had to find 

Sd-r d that dlusion. ,re now in progress Lbout changes in the 
manaee nt of ths, r aches, nd the breeding stations, which might introduce 
a More cc m.erial -q'pr,-ach, and greater efficiency in their operation. 

4.4.4. The fenrinro r'r' - and rane manaement 

Fencing of s,.mfm,-r era:irp a-,is, visionsubd into paddocks, and rotational
grazing, were basic c,,reuts of the HDAP livestock programme. It was 
expected that range c,,,dit ion and carrying capacity would improve, and that
cattle populations would be rduced. No specific management proposals had
been made, and no target improvements supgested, cxcept for Mahamba/Zombodze
and the Tikhuba area of Lubmbo/Mpolonjeni where carrying capacity was 
expected to increase by 10 per cent by Year 10, 
which would have been very
 
difficult to detect.
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Table 4. 16. () IritirV.-I ; lving, mortl;J i y ;HId nicthtr r;tte. fr IIhAsri ni;T 

RDA 
 Calving rate 
 Mortalit.y rato 
(%(%) 


1980/81 1981/82 
 1982/R] 1990/81 
 1981/82 


Maximum-input RDAs (1) 

Central 
 49 56 
 44 b,9 7,8 
Mlahlanpatsha 33 42 36 3,8 6,2 
Northern 32 27 
 44 4,6 4,2 

South, rn/M/.1 61 
 28 49 
 7,5 5,6 

Ngwempisi 31 31 13 5,5 5,7 


Lubormbo/Mpol onjeni
(District) 
 53 52 69 
 16,8 9,2 


nptut RDAs
 

u 
 45 35 
 37 16,1 (2) 8,7 

Bhekinkos'i/IMliba 
 22 29 29 
 6,3 5,0 

Sandl-eni/Luqolweni 
 31 31 28 
 7,3 6,2 


Not,.s (1) Representinp three old and 
throe new maximum-input RDAs.
 

(2) Separate data 
for mortality and slaughter not available.
 

Source: Consultants abstractod 
from RDAMU dot,.
 

O - 1983) 

1982/83 


8,3 


5,6 


4,7 


4,6 


4,8 


7,1 


17,0 


6,0 


9,2 


1980/81 


6,4 


,1 


5,6 


7,0 


6,2 


-

1,9 


5,2 


Slaughter rate 

(%) 
1981/82 1982/83 

6,9 9,2 

3,0 2,8 

5,5 5,9 

3,4 2,9 

6,3 6,8 

7,2 

4,4 5,3 

1,2 2,8 

4,8 7,9 



he lti±-donor: fundeddRDAP 48 p~ cent~ r and~cn ~s~eea 
4per cent in the' UKfuddRDAB2' Uf~ 

mjonito~rig of. theeffects of fecnad soitdrnemagement'xcept 
forsOM0a'at~nsof ras, ields jn' rested scamps 7 

'ent
Quant.itative meai'" of botaniacopstn-sI mledbysaourg
the tudy but. evJ.dence o:f reduced range6 condtio~s obevdinnin e~e 

Sare '(~~e~espoutvgrasses and unpalatable herbs had rbecome dom Inat.,
 

The principal conclk~sons frm eiwae	 ,r 

'So~in ra ,sgnificantly in the fenced: areas.' aJ 

b). 	Range'vcondi ticnhs if anything, deteriorated within; th~e fenced ~ 
Laras,,,comparced wi'Lh unfenced grazing areas.' 

c)Theehave been.n ecre benefits from rotational grazing. 4The
 
4 practice appears, to have been confined'in~inly to'lighitly stocked 
"group ranches".; 	 '~' ; ;f;a 

The maini problems with the fencing programme were: 	 ' 

*a) Imbalance betWee1 the eight' months of summer grazing on inherently
less productive land,a and four months grazinig on thejarable areas.AA" 

b) 	the attraction of fenced areas (because of, reduced herding require­
ments) has tended to concentrate animals into' limited areas dun 
the summer with nio overall countervailing destocking. 

c) 	Diversion fprjc funds and management from other strategies, which, 
at't~-might 
 have included: fencing of arable areas, specific bush4.or~shrub~ 

encroachment control, erosion control in grazing areas, and re-see ding
and fencing of fallow land. ' 

A infcn activity in.the RDAs has,'been the 'demonstration' or 'groupi,~ 
ranches. Their location and features are summarised in Table: 4.17. Entry".
of limited: numbers of cattle to the. ranches is subject to 'the approval of, 
a committee of herd owners. In some. cases 'herding and veterinary fees! 
are paid by th"'r. (Further details are given in Annex F. Chapter' 3)."' 
Thry deost'ockin~sg) ranch is :at Magojela in Mahlaflgatsha RDA where volu-' 

tar ,.'sasscitedwitdestokin us oftheranh.Unfortunately, h­performance of'/he cattle using this ranch, and the range condition, have:,"'~,not 	been ,moni)red..4' 
..' '4 

on 	 .,, 4. 

4.4.5. Pasture improvement4 	 a 

,' multi-donor RDAs 8000 hectares of pasture improvement were~.In'the funded~~~~~d :and 19 510 hectar es of land 'prep'aration adseigi 4 h U-'a" 
f6'n~ddeRDAs. As discussed in' Chapter 2, these plans were clearly 'unrea­

* ia'"listic. .Of .the former only 108 hectares (0,1 per cent) were implemnented,~
 
-4anof the-latter 390 hectares (0,2 per cent). '44 

N .4 4 

"4.4-.4 'a 4 .4 	 4 44 "~4~'4 4 
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Table 4.17. Range Demonstraticj and Rreedip Ranches 

Name 

"C-: tra] 

RDA 

C.ari£q 

t 

tart,, 

t ' 

A-rcxe I 

r- Eberof Nur r of(C7r,-rsE Lietok 

20 720 

Ar 2' of 

ag (ha) 

1<4 

Description 

r1Olg 

zm s 

-K 4 pr~s 

Mrnyar i f" 1916 14 42 76C 370 

4 
"r. gms 

oic°ea t 1982 48 00600 ' 
I 

__4 C 
Jt 
' s*' 

(, 
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ArFFFasFo Lill., o es F t cr,smaIIItdd havebe 

t'euto ssfu pnd past ore s e b too ...... tchave ied y ed p anted mh 
eei etO pa rod, A objectives. D6t ofasome of thes eareas concu tA he suethat if tracartcaF n eo i tems e l .rctavailabl,: s and imp etsare 

ca be succes ann D h-gni at frtlir inputs, pasture establishment FA 
. oweve , without m n e tn inoc bno snmet arspaapidly o ty detereththro grazing o' ad competitionlu from invading grasses. Presentdo licy.v 

baling equipment is
ad...erodet avdarabe s...too.far...away. ,: ­7-77-7. 

P ANo evidencewasaseen of successful range seeding, but there is littlel, ,,,ian
ikelihood of success without conitrol of grazing intenity 

InIn eral, sall enclosed pastures on hin aswit dairy cattle were

Fused as holding paddocks, and were severely 

1F 

Nver-grazed. Others are re­ported to have failed and w 
 ploughed up.
Tere Some small irrigated areS
Fhave been used to produce winter green feed, such as oatsi, as an alterna IFtive 
 to the usual vegetables. F 

FFWe conclude that the 
| 

pasture improAiment pr oramde,F. F>F,,,FFFF> F , is still in the' 
'Fdemonstration F+FF Vphase. Management plicies have not yet been establislded,
particularly in economic terms. 
 Details of costs and returns from pastures
are given in Annex D. Chapter 7. Cost for successful establishment are
gtcnerally 
too high in relation to modest returns from traditional livestockF
 

""F :""-
systems, 
 However, t3F s should not inhibit investigations intolow cost
 - . establishment method, 
 as 
part of a lorg term programme to improve the*grazing value of fallow lands, and for soil conservation in abandoned 
ercded arable land. c 

4.4.6b. BuhclearinR
 

A total of 720 ha has been chain cleared in Ebulandzeni on purchased land 
 F
in 1981/82, and .3700 ha were cleare-d with chain saws and brush cutters in'IMpolonjeni in 1978 to 1983, of which about 300 ha may have been cut twice.F
Further small unplanned areas were 
reported in Northern and Southern RDAs 
and some minimum-inputROAs. The , areas oay not reconcile with the
 aggregates in tables recording RDAP implementation, due to descrepancies 
in
 
F therecords of areas.. + F 

Bush clearing with a heavy chain pulled :by 
bulldozers is no longer considered
satisfactory or economic.. 
Large trees are removed indiscriminately, and'F~~
smaller ones are either unaffected or are damaged and subsequently coppice. 
F~FFFHowever,Fone 
 successful 

' 

area of chain claigwas acnieved at Lavumisa

FFFF
~FFF (outsideF the RDAP).. 

.F FF 

The area in M.polonjeni cleared with chain saws and brush cutters has not 

F Fbeen mapped or measured.' Planned resting and burning has 

F4S 

F out. not been Fcarr~iedSample cuts have shown increased gasyields, but sampling methods (
and ohrfactors pre~cluded saitclanalysis. The generalF impr~essionis that vigorous coppicing of most opecies has occurred,; and that resting
F4F FFF and burning should be carried out.
9 This method of !,ush clearing isprobablyFFF.F justified only in the densest bush areas, possibly i.,cojFFFF.FoF..FFFF
 

F F FFF*arboricides FFFF FF F 
F-F
 

F 
 FFFF.FF 
F ; ++++m : FFFFAFFF+' !+++ ++?+++ : F; +;+++ +' . +"+m .. F++++++ .. F . .. '++++'++F 

F 
F' FFFFFFFF1FFF+ F+fFmFF . ++ + + FF F FF+ FF' F. + ' , + ++ +F+ +:F F F F F" FF

4 



4.5. CREDIT<'
 

( , .withiextenio'stffarnd persone oth~eDepartment" o Co-op eratives.;:iipally, ntroduc stitutional blockaones, .... ' :be a s i 
inceased upta ofnciant obs crie e assumein SNL.d t P s iwolb ehIediu ...S m, fwh eainsono c e nstoffunddredittfcrndtpesne of sin closelythe De. ten...C-praie 

a6eeesers 
 RDwos.
 eine 


"hemapisrfor SNL farmers have been the Saziland 

Development and Savings Bank (SDSB), the commercial banks, input, sup­pliers, cooperatives, and some processors,' (Annex B). 
 At 31st March 198,
the SDSB had lent E 10,9.million to agriculture (37 per cent by value),
to 5 846 borrowers. Of these, 4 687 were SNL horesteads borrowing forseasonal inputs, an average of E 250 each. 
 Under the Agricultural
Advisory Credit Scheme (AACS) these loans 
are made at an interest rate
of 7,5 per cent, subsidised from a breakeven .ate of over 30 per cent.The role of the SDSB in distributing credit is discussed in Section 6.13. 

The SDSB Senior Credit Advisers at district level, and: Credit AdviserEat RDA and sub-district 
level, work closely with MOAC staff. 
At RDA
:~p project centres they share in the office complex, and project funds, 
were used fcr housing and vehicles.
 

Starting in 1975/76, an increasing volume of seasonal credit waschannelled through the primary cooperatives, and 1977/78from particu­larly through the Swaziland Cotton Cooperative Society (SCCS). Thesecooperatives frequently failed to adhere to regulations regarding
credit-wcrthiness of applicants, loan limits, securities, and documen­tation, sometimes due to lack of training and experience among those
 
administering the credit.
 

In .980, credit from the cooperatives effectively ceased a as a,resultofdirective from the Commissioner for Cooperative Development which isstill effective. By this time they.were generally severely in debt and
their normal functions were jeopardised. 

4.5.2. .. Relationship of.credit to inputuse and.prduction -

There is no recent data available by which the relationship of'credit
 
to input use and production can be established. However, thi' RDA'MU
Monitoring and Evaluation Unit conducted a study in 1979Mahlangatsha RDA Credit Study", Study No 6,'1979) which aimed toexamine "some of the inbuilt assunptions'associated with provision of"
credit in the ROAP project documents A random sample of 76' credit 
Lsers in Mahlangatsha RDA were interviewed during the 1978/19 season.
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The 'study concluded ,thapu chae' ps"t 1 

1hybrid '6eed.were usual ly made' with ,cash resources 'andcredit 'wasno
necessar<to; initiate. purchase. Hw er'thmaiednkieby 
browers for tzsing',credit' was to increase input appicain.,h

suryey' ound that.tover, the period' 1976/77' 78/790,r
97/9,loan's to fa'mrin Mal~~asaRAicesd by E 36030, but the yalue of inputs'"'V'sold'fromtkie cooperative: increased by ony 67 

r eIncrases, 'the7 qUanititf7 increase wou'J be, proportionallyz er. 9The same' study: showed ithati,44 per cent of credit-using maize farmers',.
'1~, 

that they were subsistence farmers using ~j 
tsold no crops,' suggesting

~ '.'~rdtfor labo -saving (hybrid maize seed, tractor hire), an~eayn~, 

loan~fro-"w'ge eployent
 

It is probable that credit is often used as a substitute for cash re­
sources wh~ich 
are theun used to finance non-arclua reur mn
Credit can overcome 'apeak cash outflow at the time' that crop inputs) should be purchased. The availability of credit at subsidised interestrates, and at negative rates in real: terms,' will'tend to encourege the,,~Suse of credit instead of cash resources, as long as farmers are'willing"
tb pledge their cattle as security$ with no certainty of .increased useof inputs, ':In this context, sons and'daughters dare not obliged to'
include' their cattle in the hypothecation. ' 

Unfortunately, no information is available about the oumofcei
 
i""'~ distributed by cooperatives in the period 1975/76 to 1979/80' The,total amounit,,as probably ini excess of E4 million.: The only direct

comparison of credit ustoiPuue that can be made is between
credit'given by the SDSB and firtiliser use in SNL (the latter being
by far the 'most important inpu~t) for. the and 

<' 

seasons' 1978/79 1981/82! 

' SDSB Credit:' Fertiliser sales ,'2{
%small'farmers) tu SNL 

SSeason 
 (E) 
 '(E)" 

1978/79 ' 9 800~
 

1981/82 1560270 
 "2 ' 242380. 

.In'1978/79 cooperat~ive credit and crop protection chemicals probablyadded to the above amounts. However, by 1981/82 cooperative credit ' had,,ceased and the'co'tton area had.declined. 
 Allowing for' these

differences, there is evidence that fertiliser sales have increased' 

'''< 

1 at a~fasterrate than'redit.-

.'"'"" 
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4.b.3. Comparison of credit use between- RDAs and no-R~ 

Asfhicnothr hasmpares no mP$9Poionitor/e'auaktion of credit~.&wihcmaeuse between RDAs and non-RDAs 7 

Senior officials~ of;,the SDSB have told us that there~ is: no' discrimina- 2'V"tionbetwen' DA' and riRD'rcie plc 
repo threr bipe 0h~a~a _._ 

EATaemreT acesb~,adbcu hre-are more' exteio'irs'tf f ' filth .rei dvsro 
assess the abilities and credit-worthinesif~theborrowe. The RD ame a generally, rec a rdtAv~roS SD$B branch-mo'easil'y, than anon-RD~A farmer._Hwvr; hr isno
ciidct ta teRA has had an~y 'impr i' c 
dibr ee"to crdi throgh the,"SDSB. The assistance provided forstaff hosnad eils hs been~usefuldbu of minor "propor.tions.:The mainK'impact of aid on t~eSDSB credit to SNL ha oefo h
l'
~.ow inerest' USAID loans which assisted the subsidisation of the AACS ~ "~4intei~st rate for-,which there is no evidence of~ justificatiin, 
Because there were no baseline studies -nor on-going monitoring of'
 

bredi'tseh inSk 
e asked the SDSB to extract datfothe PiggsPeak bacto compare current credit use' in the Northern RDAwith'.surroundin~g non-RDAs. 
 This information is summarJsedI in Tabl:e4.181.,and'iricludes Mayiwane/Herefords' RDA, 
 ' 

Table 4.18. Credit use'in two RDAs, compared with non-R~DA (1982/183) 
4.' 

Pigg6,Peak .Northern Mayiwane/Herefords. sub-.district 
RDA RDA' (non-RDA) _ 

No.'of homesteads 
 1660" 

No. of loans Acs 1 ' 85259
 

1 1 950 1 250 

Wof homesteads borrowing' 4,9 2,7 4,7 ' 'jC 
~ Total value of loans (E) 37 302, 212 26000 

Ave.' value of loans (E) 455 420 
 441 2" 

~' (1) Agricultural Advisory Credit Scheme, less than E 1000.~ 

Source: SDSB.'
 

SThere was 
no significant difference in the proportion of borrower,,nor>
Sin .the average' amounts of the loans, although these were somewhat, lower''
in Mayiwane/Herefords,,than in surrounding non-RDAs. The' propo'tion of,' homesteads borrowing from the AACS in'these ares ismc lor I''


the overall 10 per cent indicated by:total AACS lending. This might be
~~"*aref lection of the relativ.ely small amount of cotton grown in these ~
 
"districts
 

- "j Y,~~~"~~ I'* ' 
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In ~the longer term'it would be' advisble~fo th DBad h Ct 
monas n-'stdy ncrdt s adt monitor regularly.". ,This ~2

P relatively easily by using a. computerjto analyseY>{
lisbursements. A' code. could be given to&h che 
n the loaapp
o:~ ctiofom which'in turnoudb relat~d~o theSAs,- and if iequ re~o-g -e61gcP Add 'ini'coss­

cding-coul pupbE-6 6a'nrland~yy uitW oan~ Thusfi­
;~ending,l rec ,oveies', Eind defaUltS',, Could be a aIyse iariety of~ 
fatr o lSS~edn to7 SNL farmers-l, 

4.5.4. 	 'Distribution of loans by size
 
A' ~.,y
 

The SOSB apparently; does not,analyse lo~ans by size in respect of, SNL

farmers. 
 We tried to analyse some computer print-outs but the codes 

v'did not distirguish between SNL and ITF for thei loans over El1000.A~ 
S In 11SDSB Credit to Small Farmers"', C. Mercey (1981) loans to SNL 

cotton farmers were analysed for delinq~uency. The r-esults are 'shown 

'nTbe4 .19
 

-- Table'4.19. SDEB lending to SNL cotton farmers (1979/80)
 

Small loans Large loans
 
(less than El1000) (more than E 1000o).
 

Number of lvanS 
 ' '329 	 217 

Total amount (E) 478000 360000, 
Avjerage amount (E) 360 3 659 
Delinquent loans (no.) 	at 30/6/81 460 
 10
 
Delinquent loans ()'35 


.60
 

Source: "SDSB Credit to Small FresC. 
 Percey (1981) 
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4, SOIL CONSERVATION ~ ~ ~ a 

One of the 0bj~ctves of the RDAP iscnev'in'f aua- eorls
mathat tha pro4 e~t,criijecte't6 
 n jstifications
for~ the USAID zfunded'Infrastructiure Spot saic~yupotPoi,4 M~n~-'re"-Mou ,r~ ctw - o s a 
' 

mssions'V _ lanned 42 800, ha,-of tzfrracig niithe expanjded (l97 1982),RDAP,,remov~l; .ire-'ih6 .. 'aan aifmn o ~s strisAo39 400-'ha,,16 rsewtras'h~elmti o 1~39 4dohgas.,The­
44Appraisal Report~reduced the quantity.'of~e~rcni tei ti-Joor,'funded RDAs:from -17 290'4he toi2 600 ha 'of full traigad''o'a:o

-Areduced terracing>j rafgad5OO4 ao'>A 4 ~, In fact, there is not much erosion taking place on arable lan lagy
 
~.
7as,,a rsult of the excellent conservation work in the past (Annex', E,Chapterj).- Erosivity of rainfall 
is not as high as might -be.expectt
'~erodibility 
 of Sw.Nazlland soils is generally low, th'epr1,ci'ple of~notI ulivtngste slopes is Well established, I' lpe~ran '' earyIly'.


alws" broken with grass srp rcanltrae.Atog
~cover on grazn rsan a been~reducedbyIovergrazing, 
 erosion ais~
-serious only at-cattle traistwaengpns 
an di'. 
'""~llies
 
alhogsetclar are generally stable or enagigs'lecp

for~omeassciaed ithcattle trails. Erosion' caused by thecof access roads ha's increased.'- network'4 
-
 -
 - -. A''' 

$ Before the RDAP started, conservation mneasuires had been iinplemented'withtechnical expertise-and enthsam patclali 1948 
fl 

1956 a'nd '­soeoodeterracng was put into, the original four RDAs, notably Southerni
RDA. Hoeeacivmn in the second phase of the RDAP (1977 
 '4-3)
has been very low, only 12 per cent-of planned terracing in the multli-i ,44donor' funded RDAs,- and 25 percent in the UK-funded programme. 'At present:~
there is-a-little- conservation work~ gcirg on in the maxiiumlC'input ,RDAs,.but none elsewhere. 
: 

Thoiyo eoa fgassrp and replacing them with graded "- 4-'channel terraces did not take account 'of the bench-terracing effect of­grass strips which4 have been in'place for a lonlgtime,, which wouldinstallation of new lines 'difficult an 
make 

expnsve 
 Nor did the policy,~4~4~,4
recognise the difficulty of providing safe discharge from the channels,,'~
and of maintenance of both -terraces and waterways.; 
 4 ­

4, Insufficient use is being'made- of soil conservation 'technology avail able~~-4 4in Southern Africa. The-present approach is too much linked to heavymachinery for mechanical pirotection.'7
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7yLAND5 DEVELOPMET 

~A
 
The Larndpevelo 'nt S~t LDS) a en mainMA aec o.

ysical ,developmntactivities from__________ eDAP.
taken-the--LDS-beyond th ag-aat~e suaa -associated with-a1jnistry of Agi tre-and dLir ing the latigh~e h mhssothe section~has 'changed from"soil' cOnservat~, tsn'ar rod anwater 'supply schemes 'This was justifi ~ he-RA ~i1~beas 
1.,te3~t~components,
lierd an'dvlpet
 

an A~sfillin a: vacuum 
 left by: other' JMiristries. ~~ 
Early in the' RDAP' !USAID acceptedrespasibility fo nuigta h
DS had' sufficit eqiJnto

2-jnaveat eqimn.' I 91 aheav loan lof $"2,2 was provided for~4,at-moving r;74equipmient, followed inl1972 with.ad,granltof $ ,9.-~ 4 mixlion..for11 'workshops and tec nicai assistance.. In,the ,second phase. of :4tDA loan of $ 5;, mi iionr'wasr prov ided for'e purchase of equipment, 
,LDS ,and the LLJPS.' The.GOS contributioi asteeuiifn of Smnilli-on. . In 1979 USAID cbontriblt'ed~an additional loan of, $4,6 milion'~~ for equipmnent',~' 

impementtagto'n o thD 
opoet a never been' close tq the AppraisalReprtargtsnorthe work plan tar.gets (Cha'pter 3). -I \ care ofterracing this m~ay 'have been due, to orlack of plans equipe nt- but. alsoto doubts abouit the, wisdom of replacing'.grass strips with 'terrlaces. In sthe riulti-donor, funded RDAs only 25 per cent of 'teirrac g' was, implemented,no waterways,, 48 per cent of homesite levelling, '7 periTcetofdonayrehabilitation, 3O per cent of stockwater dams, and 27 per cent,'of4 watersupply scheme~s. The bes 
 proportion of tare adiid' 
7%.'was'roaconstruiction 
:66 per cent. 


- 4'4" 

The present fleet of hieavy machinery is seea'ie 
 i'ge~haAs
"~''4-~>necessa 
 ryaand is not well matched to present taFsks which, havechan ged.'~-~Someequilpment was incorrectly chosen, e.g. lar~e selfpropelfi'ed graders­for bildin~gterra'ces when, whee rctr ol have~beon better2to standardi,se'has been a majo~r fault, Failure(Annex' E.' Chat"r2.).'" ~ 
Teuse,of,large-,units with-a variety of eqimn 
 a'b'niefceta'ndlow utilisatiohn'has raised unit costs. 'An "ases.Imn1 t n, 97soe.75 per cetutilisation, co'mpared witi'60 pe "crtt' foria7"easonably

Sefficient commercial,'per-ato'r 'A' 1982' US~Govern7 eht'asessment showed~per cent- use, -and~eou ownv (Annex E. 'Table'E.2.2'),'shows m~'ean' rates>
-4.'2~'Ol25 to' 
 cn-dpding
n~e 7 on equipment type. -'SnCetne USproject 'becameful staffed, there has been, much impr~ee inmnae>477-ment., Nevertheless, 7 Maaaw~orkshop'is overstaffe, and lacking in,c~.htols~t,,Thestore
seto al'drorgansation' b'Field maintenance 
- eficxency s hampered by4government regulations'ad should b'e decentra­

1ised7,7,.,.4774747747 

7 4"'7 
47 ~4'i7~ , 7 '. 7 ' 4 4 4 * ~74% 

I 



The LDS was allocated E 2,0 million from 
the COS capital budget fcr
1982/83, and E 2,3 million in 1903/94. 
 These sharp reductions from
the E4,2 million a!location in 1981/82 nave severely 1irited the
capacity of the LDS to operate efficrenily. Recurrent expenditure,

mainly for established staff and cverhtads, reached about E 0,2

million 
 in the early 19BOs, but has bee, reduced to E 163000 for1983/84. In the latter year the LDS has taken half of GOS capital
funds allocated to 
the MOAC, and 4 per cent of total GOS capital
 
erpendi ture.
 

Considering the budget allocations 
to the LUS it is surprising that
 no analysis has apparently been made of actual costs incurred,

including operation and maintenance costs, until 192/83 
 (which have
ict been added up). Our cvn analyses fr"om the l mited information
 
available 
 art, given in Anniex E. 

4.8. LAND USE PLANNING 

A central component of thn PDAP was the assessment of available land resources by the Land Use Planning Section (LUPS), and, with the&-pproval of local people arid their let.,-rs, the preparation of land use plans for all RPAs. After initial Jel ys technical assistance andtr.aining for the LUPS has been provided under the USAID grant of
S 7,1 million (also used 
 for he LDS). Abot two-thirds of the LUPS
 
work is for the REAP.
 

A major achievwer.nt of t. ,IDAC, and K r.r- ",srjKations irvolves, has
teen The rerarkable syst, of plarninp land use and nnfrastructure
which emphasses plantnin 'by the re,-Fle, for the people' ResrttIE­
.ent has gererally been crried out in a very positive way, with


little conflict 
 , ri thW coss ar, ir,:onvenience. This has been
attributed partly to the 
late King's proclamations that people must 
expect to be resettl.d. .h, prsp,ct of better access roads and water
supplies are. incentvcs. Greater vrvv.rent of the LIPS at field
 
level shoula be enc-urnge:.
 

Eespite the assistance of the USAIP project, 
the LUPS has been
chronically short of prcf-ssional staff. The expansion of the RDAP
in 1977 resulted in a d.--nd for plans which was beyond the capacityof the section, and it is only within the last year that planning has 
caught up. 

The value of the LUPS planning is questionable because the plans areseldom available or used at PDA level. Land use planrig is usually
oversimplified, and range management plans hardly appear before 1982. 
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4.9. rHE TRACTOR HIRE POOL (THP)
 

The main reasons for exterding the use of mc-chnical power on SNL were
 
non-availability of farm labour, and 
the impact of mechanisation 
on

improving the quality 
 nd timeliness of primary cultivations. It was
 
conceived initially as 
 a limited operation which would demonstrate a
role for mechanization, concentrating on primary cultivation (ploughing)
 
before eventually makin
 , uay for private? operators.
 

Despite a 
number of anticiprated di fficul ties the c-peration of the
scheme has been succi sful aenera]!yd it has proved an effective partof the REAP. 'This, can probably hc ittributed to continuous and consis­
tently hig;h quiility carat- ,..rt
 

There are cur:r-nt-ly i( pwls, one in Pach of the m.irum-input RDAs,
operating 
 tc:] ,of .9 tractors, of 'hTh2? ar- due for replacement.
Although the oriira poli-y ws to -,p'-.te a sa g,-nod,, fleet, the

fleet now ircluJ-E, 71 
 Mamey !ergusur, i4 Britisb .yland and 4i John
Deere and the tc-k of prouri no and mainta rin an Adequate supply of
 
spare parts is u, 
 ' t c x a nd expernsive, 

Because opera tions have b,,.n iti tid wrirar i ly to ploughing, transporting,
and discing and secding of rnwas strips, the selection procurement and
maint.nance of "uipr. -n been str-, htforward and cdrried cut effec­
tively.
 

'hrouioit the nn 
'- of o -raition the 'tH' has beern closely monitored 
And gc..d nt is mailabi] -a hours w rk-d, areas cultivated, costs and
 
income. in adli or, t 
 r.-, ser s of ann,.jal r' _rrts, reviews

MNcluding ar v 
 &.ion uisc.lla,:us ror it s from the Mechani­
zation Officr. r,-
 ovai-labl mo, a
. -:f-atimrates 
 t.anv ro'wth
in the artivity of 
t IOF. Drpite a Yiqtht dicline irn efficiency asmeasured by the .r ,raor rf usfA] homs t. total hours riked, efficiency
is not a causo for conc -v-i, sin t, 
 is generally batter

than could - 'xn ect-oi. The avrhpe ,urbe7 of hours 
 worked per tractor 
per year is 
.uLt ov.r W& while the runb-r of useful hours (working on site)

worked per 'rict-r nor 02., an .i'fOicioncy of 7( per cent. 

Th-, pr'snt *r. .;r opair and ,interarce i.e. a centra! work­
shop servicinr -11 pools, arnd limited capacity for mairtenance at each
 
pool, is adequate- for 
 he prsunt scle of -,peration bjt could not easily
cope elfectivey aith 
a Fr,-ter numbe 
 r more p,.rr. phically dispersed 
pools.
 

The constraints ahich have linited the elfici ency of the Pool are mostly
associated with trying to run M nit is essentially A business within Govern­
sent 
and the restrictions which government bureaucratic procedures places
 
on it, including:
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Since drivers jobs became Government establishment~~~7~~ 
S yPOsts!th 1e.freedom to Pay overtime, bonuses-,andy ­

ncnves:has bee6 lost or 
" 

an a-acns~ec 

4(wor ~ ked pr 
tractor has declined. 

Dependnc~up'nCTAfo :tanpor. Or' managers;~~ ~ the servicinig-and'maintenance record sbd that. drin9 198l and!l982 only' heo'fu f .;~~Q 
"'4'~ ~ suple" 6?thina."' to the~P'ool were 

long'.delaysii the urlaliy of the Leyland tractors and 
4~oc~as~onalunwiI
og prs;'ulshortages and
casoa 
 niligesO Suppliers t'odo business ~'with Government.
 

'A'its ince~tion the agreed princpe 
 ht"a t he THP should operate ' as a,,financially sound service to allow fair competition fraom the
private sector and enable' a real'istic rpaentpolicy to be irnple­jimented. .Instead ope'ratedthe THP has at-asteadily increasing loss,as h Government has :consistently declined to raise charges toa level~h' hwould eliminate subsidy. 
 The operating loss asaprengeo

IJ operating costs has varied between 23 cent, anpr 74eenwihaeight year average, of 51 6 per cent,.n,44 

7prcnwt n
 
~The fixed costs (wages, salaries, replafeinent allowances, transport costs,buldns ereitin and services) in',' 982 amutdto E 15 per tractor,Vjworking hour or E23 per useful tractor wo"-ing hour. Variable costsS(bonua payments, fuels lubricants tyres spares) were E4,15 per working

4hour or E7,50 per useful hour. Of the total cost, the fixed cost element
has varied between 71 per cent and 88 per cent, with an 
project life time
 
,average of 78,6 per'cent.
 

SHire 
 charges have remained constant since 1980 when they were raised fromE9to E16 per hour (80 per cent increase) and are well below the estimate: cost of providing the service. Because the large inraein 'charges >in
~, l980 not reduce utilisation, it is not~expected that a further 
-. 

S in charges would lead to increasea decline in tractor use.
 

t ,~~44L 
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'410 'IRRIGATION 

~Irntroductin.
 

MOAC~~meb'teMOAC~dsthat'salfl sumssos(n
ad :IBRD'Appraisal Report scarcely, m~entioned: irrig.atioin,~ 	~kb~t~ot~dthatl~mt''d pumber of irrigation schemes and'fish~pnswudb 
Aevlop s, ebeing mall(1o...l this componeta"$mutformer 	 ha). ;F r 

of.E-.'72 0001--a addedn, ,arount 
. : provision wasmadefor sevencdams 46 km of canal, 30 haori mdie 210v haloflevel i ng'1 25 reIservoirs, ~eradtnfs ponds ricelaliely 

-'little of these components were implemented (Chapter 3). In+.ntrast'toith&e­deelorost e 	 pqnus woulda+
RDAP , other 'projects took 	 e a .more Positive view of~irrigation potencial.-2
 
Further information is given in Annex C. t 0
 
Ther
are19 irrigation schemes inthe- RDAs (Table 4.20.),'oalig
,-h,
 

withh577 farmers, and ranging inesize from 2,4 
t ha. 'Averageholdin
sizes vary from 0,34 to 2,78 ha, but the modal level is ab'out 0,5,ha.In§
 
addition to these group irrigation 'schemes, some individual farmers irrigate,;,

usually~pumping water out of a spring or stream. 
 There is no inventory of­
these individuals.a 

Ofathe 19 irrigation schemes in the RDAs, sixteen fall 
 inder
RDA management,
~,~ and three are technically assisted'by the Republic'of China Mission. ,Seven

of the schemes have. Farmers' Associations or Cooperatives, and in some cases
contribuations hav~e been made towards development costs." 
In 1978, the MOAC''decided that farmers" should be encourage,' '-establish theirown'committes J1,and funds to cover maintenance costs. ;ecimne cag 
 n 

2 	 . 1981,+" beenbut has not 	 those omeslevied on sc, maintained by the MOAC.e 

Production and management 

The most commonly 'grown crops are vegetab~es (mainly cabbages, tomatoes ~and,

'onions) and green mealies. 
 Cotton, rice'' and sugarcane ar grown on a few
schemes.; The consensus of project investigations'of irrigation on SNL~h&ak
+ hag .n+communea E15hbeen 'that small-scale schemes should produce vegetables. Estimates of gross
margins are given in Annex C.''
 

Because land ' lctin r theprerotieo 
the chief, it-is sometimes
~'difficult torpaepepewodpo gaitef
i.~ a management committee of farmers c'an 
holdings properly. However,',­-n tim'e, 
 somietimes arrange, the expul1
 

sion of uncooperativeuplotholders The'RDAMU,',in 
-"Irrigation Schemes",:
Results of 1980/83 Season," (Dec. 1981'), recomm~ended that'farming comm,uni
should be closely involved in the preparation of, schemes, 	
ties 

and the choice of1farm('rs, and 'thatRDA' management should give technical ,advice, and guide-the,
'~k' <' farmers associati4.on in management matters.-
 The report als, suggested' that ., 

-' irrigated plots of 0, 5 ha were'too large when they, supplenmented dryland,;."",crpi . Ti'iwi supported by 'the low uti lisation /1fland on exis;ting~--scheme- - In' "Horticulture in'Swaziland", ;JVV"V.VV'++V ' B. Hansen estimated 4zhat, lands 
utiisaionwas 60 per cent in winter, and only 25 per cent insummer''RDAP Annual Report for l982'quotes:an average utilisation of 

The 
50 per cent..V'( 

V-. V j 
. 

'++V'+ 
 . ','Vm+++,, ++. .
~' 	 * V~ I~VV *VV< 1 2 1 ­

http:associati4.on
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Mble14rAMM.":1,.
 
Mtonitoripg and eva]luation"'
 

Afaaswe cart erta n, there has been little~mntrnal an t
ofRDA irigation schem %The~Monitoring-and nd E aEvalatio Uni t publ ished.."Efficiency Indic
ators, fo e'ttlen' Podcino op~mn riato_Schemes.' Northern an'Southern RDA's'" Briefing m'emo".>No. 1llOtober'1980.~
~Thi reportpIree 6nt~oata'fr ctn29farmers and-co eI ded- tha tecpi
ad"eooi ''Prformncis-' goenetm9ent.er upre RDA irrigation schemes 

l of, rine peracknt m draaccorpaniebw a ad at ive of12 utwas y high oppor-

Introductiont ... h e t farmers, with a 

IAneCwhaedsrbdtemarketing :of rp nmr eal nlivestock marketin in Annex D. Tht{Sfoinrnamer fnd th section: concentrates on mare'ting'­perfrmancee thb RDAP in espct f hihimppor­
1.-at alA easeve opme, J ly 1 50) whi h co clu ed hat if S azi~f'4'r 

wered t to pro enc rops for sal outb uce urag ide heir imme iat 
'Astnote 
 costs 2, the RDAPonassmed that vialy l inarelat 

po oelp farmersby i 

information,... in conjunctionrit th ooeaive, MreigING Poet(UAD
aye. tor-

nyAnnex , eave'descid thearktingil of crop iDP1-nor detail, and tliestocvemaenti in 
 Aktnne fa.ilthies secto concetrmuate 'ofaret'ing 4 crors for amers and thceaeperforane ofctheAu haffrAinspghector ti.mp

the publishedgivn lin t pas to primar maktnthtespehp a paper p("Marke g esoaiote
from poets(eton23.)
 

Asi otdCaptr , te DAPasume tat1irua
 

http:m9ent.er


i 

Pr~iin'ofprimary, market Outlets, wil not, by itself, stimulate pr 
opno'aogtm0AC of! tat k'
 

'and the virtually' complete ,absence of, pri'ar~y mnrketing4 
outlets in the' ' past (wihS the' e4 eptio',ohAretd 'to hom steadsles), together W
with our~own,, observatio6ns: and- discussions, isupports 'this view.
 
There-have been soIme pro isin recentq 
 -throghL
 

~ Also, the"'feeder 'r'oad system in RDAs makes~ easier for fariers'to transport their surplus produce. These mea-'2'. 
Ssures 
 have had asinfcnefetoprmrmaktninheDs.
 

uhre remainis more to be dne.' 
 aithRDs
 

Maize
 

This is by far the most important crop grown on SNL. 
 Areas, yields,
S and production fluctuate greatly from one season to another.' Production
is declining, mainly due to smaller areas planted, and is now 60 000­
70 000 tonnes. Consumption in Swaziland is estimated to 120000be ton­nes, and the difference is imported from the RSA. 
 The rapidly growing
population will consume an~estimated 200 000 tonnes by the end of the
century.'
 

7-he floor producer price of maize is set by GOS (on the advice of theMOAC), based on the selling 'price of the RSA Maize Board, which,
"4 althr.ugh carrying a large consumer subsidy, is related to RSA producer4' prices., Thus the SNL maize growers selling surplus maize receive a
floor price directly related to that received by large-scale mechanisedA
commercial producers. 

Many complaints, from SNL. farmers about the difficulties of selling
surplus maize have been cited in survey reports. These centre on the
collection and acceptance regulations of the Swaziland Milling Company

;r (SMC); which inevitably finds it easier to import large quantities of'
maize 'from the RSA than to collect smalqntie(hemiums
 

30 agsof70 SN.
g)fro urvyshave shown that most SNL farmers'4
sell their surplus: maize privately, perhaps to neighbours, or take it
in apick-up to'a deficit area such as 
the lowveld. . 

An important contribution of RDA management and the.cooperative' movement 

has" been 

­

the pilotmaize marketing scheme,' started inMahlangatsha and'
'Ngwempisi RDAs in 1980/81. 
 A total 780 tonnes of maize were, purchased'
by the cooperatives in these RDAs, and were transponted by the CCU ,to 
' 

the SMC. 'A handling fee was included in the maize price for'that year. 

In .18/2(a' drought season) 931' tonnes of maize were purchased bythe cooperatives in Malnasa Nwmii 
n Mayiwane/Herefords,

and a further 291 tonnes ,where
4 farmers"participating in'the Taiwanese"maize project were 'obliged to deliver 20 bags to pay for~inputs. 

", 

The'
 
'~cooperatives 
 (administered by the CCU) maagdto'sellrmaize on'the.
 open market,'where ,pric'es in the 
wo drought years, (1981/82 and:1982/83) 

~>~have been higher than 4the floor pr~ic'e adb'hSndteadlgfelwsologe icudd nthe .price.W
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!, AA ;-1, ;uiln AI9 

ay otheraid proe s, ad sutpported byt DA manageme~t .,"havemade ign'i
anti progress inoproviding primary market outlets for m . 

'TBE : e r
bute tdi ed t e'd ' to o pe
 bsub evy nd s 


a :Iimmf 301paks 6 tcnges are avaitbles d tOppragi'esioe~costiThere ar~e two ginneries in Swaziland, at atsapa and Big Bend (the latter 
closed since 1982), and some cotton is ginnedin the RSA. Allhliis exported" th "th'te.SA Each year producer prices are based on world marke Ap esfortg d 

I -lintRSA riestoecottonseed, and ginningcosts. "n 1982/83 the: price is_!expected towbeesubsidised from levy and STABEX funds. Maiket prospects are
good."7 

I 

"The ginneries have collected packs ofseed cotton from farming areas provided
ii0 dfsaoe....that aminimum of 30 packs (6 tonnes) are available. t price
Opportunities exist for
 
'A cooperatives and farmers' associations to aggregate cotton 
for such collection
An example has been given by the Matsanjeni Cooperative, which could 'be ext.ende
 
to other primary cooperatives in cotton growing areas.
 

Farmers 
can also deliver directly to the ginneries. Because the producer price
includes the transport, cost,they should be paid ElI to E3 a pack depending on3
distance.
 

At the ginnery, the cotton is weigned and classified. We were told by agricul

' tural staff that some farers suspect that their cotton is "under-weighed"
'and/or I'd6 wn-graded". The Cotona ginnery deny this, and claim that 'classi­fication favours small producers. The competition between ginneries would not
allow much malpractice, particularly now that small farmers dominate production
 

*The cooperative movement could, play a crucial role in imnprovement of primadry

Amarketing 
 of cotton. At present, farmers have to accompany their cotton to A
 

*the ginnery to supervise classification and weighing, and' to receive payment.
However, it might be possible to develop a 
system whereby' the cooperative
weighs, classifies, and pays the farmer, 
so that the latter does not have to
travel to the ginnery. Alternatively, the ginnery could send a classifier

the collection point. These' alternatives should be pursued to easeprimary

to
 

marketing for the'farmer. 

. 

*Tobaco "'* ~ ' oac)' 

'"'Swaziads prdcto dark air-cured pipe toac)in the last ten ye'ars has4ranged fromA258 tonnes (1974/75) to 107 tonnes (1982/83)f generally fluctuatini
around'200 tonnes, depending on seasonal rainfall, prices and other factors. 
"
 Eighty 'to nijry per cent of the tobacco has been produced by about 4 '000 SNLW"' farmers, averaging 25 kg each. Yields' appear to be static,asithar'~ ~'planted. 

A"125
 



,TheSwailad Coperative~ Tobacco -Cbmpany Ltd. j(SCITC ) started 'in 1,4and by~ 1lawaltobacco has ,to be sold "to~it, The SCTC paysby',eigh
arid~grade, then re grades, "ferm~ents,' 'proctors' ,~and ba1es 'before 

.sellin~g the toblaccotomanfacturers in the'RSA, 

~The 6rop is very smallj'by 'African and, international'cjtandards (for,
Sexaple, alaw produced 3800Q tofnes of,Burley tobacco'in'lg82/83),6

L_____t_.tnerefore "does pot-attract-attentionfo secf 
h~ y osinet The Swaziland crop is less than oneperce o S rpb egt and the latt'er'therefore de-4terminesiFe Th p.ices offered by. the SCTCin 983vary 'rom 95 

,t 15 /g)epending on grade. 2Aninitial paymentis Mpade, followedb uperenay payment at~the end of the marketinig 'Season, when 
)~thefiic irslsof the cooperative are known. 

RDA management has assisted farmers in marketing, tobacco, by transpor-
U ting bales to' selling points,;particularly from- Northern R~DA toM,?.anzini. As in the case of maize' and'cotton, the cooperatives couldbe the focus for collection and possibly payment. An, international 
I'< tobacco'cprnpany has leased the facilities of the SCTC for 1983/84, andshouId improve the primnary marketing system. 

-

Cattle 

Marketing of cattle in'Swaziland is essentially by private treaty saleand auctions, the forimer beipq more important, particularly on SNL,.where they usually occur at dip tanks. Before 1965 most cattle weresold at auction, but inithat year the SMC started operations buying at,dip tanks. In 1979 pr lvately Iconducted auctions closed, leaving onlythe Department of Veterinary Services monthly auctions at thie three
fattening. ranches, and at six rural sales yards. 

I177teSCintroduced floor p2'ices based on weight, so that owners had t3 wait for payment, in contrast to other buyers~who payimmediately, although the StNC ow uses some mobile scales. There is some advantage for an SNL farmer selling at the dip tank because hedoes rnot bear the risk of reduced paym~ent for measles and bruising, ,and' bears no transport costs. Lacking large numbers,SNL farmers~
generally have to accept the floor price.. "Inthe case of sales tobutchers weights have'to be estimated.'' 

; 

,' 

'< 

" 

' 

,"" 

Comparisons of auction prices with SMC floor prices show that theformer~have''been consistently higher and abou~t'20 per cent'higher
in 1980-1983. 'The r'elativ'el lwr icsofred~by the SMC accounts

forhe issaisfctiot, commonly expressed by' S4L' farmers.' Pricesarhigher in'the' last quarter of the year, when fewer animals are soldt(their condition generally being poorest at the onset of the rainy
Sseason). , '' 

The SM.C and-private butchers slaughter over half, the cattle slaughteredin Swaziland,,h reaidhben killed for local consumption. Of the~former (cmeca)sagtrn,*h SMC accounts for about two-thirds, 
"~and the remainiing third has 'gone~to 214 licenced butchers wvho deal',

~manlywit~ 'Th ~provide srong competitions
for the SMC andtheir share of the commercial market has incretsed. < 

' 
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I nthe rural. areas themost common system of slaughteringisAn the :..
•
 
oopenewithapoor.hygiene. a
There are municipal abattoirs In Mbabane,


MaiziniMankayane andlhlanga 
o and further abattoirs, unider con- :
 
estructiooaed, hiteki,
r at 
 Piggs Peak, Hlati agulu, ,and Lavumisa-


hand s orepaed a (Tshanen ', Big Bend, Mhambanytsi) 

Itesaic project tht, the. sa Ieyards-aarid--ttl-e-trFuck6 po ieiin 
contribute to improvng fftake 

It is doubtful whether the saleyards have contributed significantly.

They were not equipped with weigh bridges, and are at a 
disadvantage

compared to other sales in valuation of animals.
 

Th atl 
 ricshv not operated effectively. An analysis for
 
1981 and 1982 (Annex D) shows 
 that they were working foronly 38
.29 per cent of those years, the main fault being the 

and
 
hsnability of
the CTA to repair and maintain them. When workin', they have rarely


The:-:'lii:!--:-:~ t
at e.itrhe havpes o r t i 
 a t e a n 
n e t e t . . . .. .
 
been used for livestock due partly to other priority transport require­
ments inRoAs, but mainly because both farmers.and responsible staff
have been discouraged by 
the high level c)f Fjnimal damage when trucks
 
were employed.
 

Although marketing outlets should not be allowed to constrain offtake
of cattle from. SNL herds, Jitis recognised that the dominant con­
straint is the propensity 
to retain cattle as an investment and for
social reasons.
 

It is evident that useful competition pvevails in 
rural areas between
 
private butchers and the SMC, with the latter providing a valuable
 
floor prhce. We understand that the 
Lbvustock Development Programme

Study (Hunting Technical Services Limited, October 1983) 
has made
pro~posals to improve the viability of the.SMC, which should enhance
its ability to compete for SNL cattle and ~offer higher prices.
 

<Market information to SNL cattle owners should be improved, with theobjective of identifying marketable animals, and improving the con­fidence with which the producers regard. the buyers (S4C and butchers).The dip tank committees ceuld be crucial inthis respect, 
as a group ~ acon~tact with the buyers, and as 
the primary groupings in the
Livestock Producers' Association. 

a 
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programmeT7e *0DA- has ad'a wide-rangingadgeeal benef icial socialaimpact:,~1y 
-- oca -in f true tue ~,4&epc-i-yd-~ t c~' -water 

4 ommu i,tinovmn nd use planning and > '~"4otherN'initiaivee; in1n
 

~ -4/self~-help 'with :assistance from 
RDA employees,
S'tractors and other resources;4
 

.v~'. direct employmentof officers, artisans, driverQ
. 
-~guards, labourer~s,4 etc.; ' 

-improved access for ocial pur-poses as weilas * 

4 -agriculturalr2 44 
inut an maktig
 

;1equirhand
leabour;r;
 
-tractors to substitutefor han laor
 

-fencing,44~4 ~ which allowed more children to attend 

These can be summarised 4

namely activities


in two main groups, 4 4
iwich may have 

improved the general standard of living, and direct oil indirect social 4 44) 
-vices 

44 

4'.12-1. Social4 
 se vie 

A!4 

Do 
 wa e su.4ie
 
4i 


By4a the4 mos 

oilsric 44prtn rvdd
fi'4be *44oua:ppd doesi wae supie. by..the4~Atta f 2sytmshd 444',­e''
 

compl.e4e4 
 in4 RDsb,4o n f18/3 sriga siae 
 o 
on,4 ad .lmx mmip tRAs.ad a si ae 0 f1 50h e 

stea s: n~um - PDm ni np u s . h es est mat s a e b sed n a av rag " o 
A 644444hoeted4 , pe. scem 

"On.So h U ~lddR~
ia swer 444mxiu-npt4444Aonv c pe e o ______________ ve y 3 p a ne , w i e i h ' 'l i'd o 

4444 

4 

spp)A es
yeaD 1982/8stc ate cmpee in that sinle yer e 44:e4eto 

-Ate44 n4 
. ~ f eM -44 un D s4i ' 5 e ,c n , in t e:m lt - o oRD~~~~~sS m 4 f nt 

seart 

e 4 e 

4n~ 

w re 'b i t ' ,R S ~ r w ~ h R S ~ p ra i n ' i h u p rUK-unin 
 agemet
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Ipoehat -s bee 

V , I I n Considered"a~primary objectiveofpiedwae 
SUPl'ies. owe&r in practice this Is onl ciee'hr:sp''ion}capign sand imrv' aiainhvSat~the s am e jtime, bee~nimlendW :ile thiis Yas been verY actively ' 

as iroement( Bell e-a 

The socialj 
benf its are- more obvious, primarily becaue of te greater
c6.e~e~eof a standpipe.l This allows t~e se of sdrew-topc'onta ners
.W.w~j~i~az
b o~~d~~ awhelbarrowiand'an unanticipated consequence
isthat wate'r is fetched byrnen and boys' as well as' by riimui.
TW1he'saving on nimeandrycflsdersb
 

Gie the socialladvantages it'seems unwarranTed to condemn the water.~~suple for their' lack of purity. The maor proulem~is that water ipolue "at11source in streams, and treatment is"either Vlackig
contiuous Apr r.is not'%rom~ provision of chlorinators, the~"'X-"be to~make main slt on:wuld~sepprate provision for livestock to drink from troughswell:
awyfo hesras 
Localised fencing around the reservoirs isgeeal o effective, beas i mrlforc, d the ctltofndante
 
'~-'~way to the kwater. ~-' 

ncn le 
 bore-wl' would' be preferable in~ many locations
objectione are' the cost offe lbut'the'.s
or pumped reticulated' systems and the.,~ 

Rural cos oproviding numerous hand-pumps' to'serve scattered homesteads.'
 
Rua 
clinics 

It is not cliear why 'this component was 
included in the RDA programme,, an~d,:,j~its impact on the intended areas has been slight. An ex~tensionit the",
S -clinic at Zombodze was built in M~ahamba/Zonibodze RDA,. but'Vtwo-complete"~I

clni builtse fsofr lnjn ad Nkonjane'in Lubombo/Mpolonjeni RDA have

-ultno he sn,'fr nd t seems unlikely -the money, willduvifl be assigned:,giei thu laO prod polonjeui is tjheionefelt th~at"it'would' be to which atninw'unable to provide -qualified staff~or An~---ecessary staff' housi'ng, and there w.as' also dipue loalI"bu he iFrom, the" point ofview'of Ministry of Agriculture'prvdemoneyai had done' foi' 

it felt oblige'on oI~ as~it" The ~ gedpd'onlytip'khad, su.ggest~ed 'that .SDSB. h projc prprtonfinpance 'should, be. provided. for cli'nics 'add ocumentaff housing, Itthe~pjrasaiwa

hwe bee 


A~"~bt notspecific about the.ltter, n n" outo
onesolution
havmight- bent aecmmte lt fu1nding 'earmarked to one complete 

Thefudinprvied fo''ls urchase~ of three ambulances. and -hesetsiof, medical'supplies, which were handedoverto OH; 'As far as-could be
j""'determined these were not used~specifically i n the- two. mul titodanor~
 maximuin jutRDAs. V~ 
 >;i'~ 
'<VV 

'J: 
,' I'<~ 
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4.l. Other 'amen itiesS, . 

The. majo01,eff ect ff road improvements has, een to increase byaccess 
'gtheel diie ,e'c's n 'buses, whr' rv usy -."drive vehicle_, had bee reu~ ' T~is: asmd'tfai .frt
in'vae
e~oymen.tom k' 
 'Is't
or atends e ltt77tK61F'r73FY'aoni eads:a--week~leaastrnlorthly.. soein 16laces footbridgcshave also pro. -'p­

' vi~ded imnproved access Roads are nomlyicue inthe p17o i 
pltnsrw p e'efl~mnee'tlmnand't~' h iin~ac-7;

codwt '16lneeds Cormnte'h~ ha'nylmt novmn
nroad mintenace' bt'this could~be inraei lnigutr 


Inputsheds-p'". 

.I,appears that cooperatives at RDA centres are too remote for, manyRDA farmrs. I By building a shed, a farmers'assoaoni abct 
mea bulk order with a supplier and share the cost of transport 'to, 

terioaiy The'result is that the inputs are, delivered at 'a
~~significantly lower cost. 

'Meetinghalls
 

Some Zenzelte womlen's associations have built small halls used for
l~~i4.meetings and domestic s cience demonstrations. Some are attachcd 
 as 
an annex to antinput shed. 

Electricity
 

I''-rnseveral RDAs assistance has been given with oncigt main 
:tranismission lines, sometimes in association with schools.' Some ,~officials advocate an emphasis on electricity supply 'as a mean's of 

'" Increasing the attractiveniess of rural areas. 

,~- "Creches 
' 

-Dy-c e entres for small children have b'en built at sera RDstol ~­
enable women to attend training under the 'Women in Development ProjecIt'.i 

'~~$The major social impact of th~e RDA programme has been the practical'.~'­
"assistance, it has been able to give to self-hel groups.: The-,assis-.<~~
 
to roc~e ben-mainoy iassigning artisans, 
labourers'and drivers~~
torovideo back-upve corm'unity 'efforts.~Almost allsslf help
4' , olve the mnaking 'of'-concrete blocks,,nd tractorsW'


wihri'r.o omtms atetuk have been 6sed< to- help'Q,.
Stranspo rt. sand and other matrias.This has been Xfl Iectedi" ,he
increase in' tractor'hours use,for' non-agricultral-Voi'k in recent.N~V~~'years.1-1t can be, assumed tha~t privately owned tractors and pick ups ~ ~< 
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oerythe extent of RDAP. assisnc Wa quLestinna rp edewsh rjc-mngr and :extension offcers werel~skedi~wa~way the commn ~it , an d the 'RDA had eccolte to, 
ttt 

social 
rust'cture-programrnes., The'response' showed, clery hat self.or ,-,okt'-assa ~ pprQVe-- iadas-7'~ ~ Cc 6 o-en-nv-l---tem-rr z y- ssis­tac 6r a tr. anda i'tss In 'this wa~y the RPbt 

hs providedhe ecssary sisan'd~ tran~sport' which' the cornmunity,, 

the sureywre not -buffi 'cientl. bycnsistent orcmreesv to~ be ,tauae n i ~:ur such 'activifties 'soldeiclddinruI6ine~ 

j -Ther-role, of 'the, RDA' in this'' is 'significant because offers ~'it relevant 
Sasisane ad i bsed"in"te~rual-anlnager Is 'ane Zo Maintain, contact 

areas. .-In pticlrth project' 'with self-hl rusanca' 
deid onteassistance he is toable provide. The, RiDAs haveaboutP.~"'56artisans,,over. 200 labourers land about 40,tractor driver's sa this1 re;.presents., substantia1 workforce. for',wnich, th RDA itself have Yan 

-litleuseonc th cntre,'has been, cmpl'eted. Theremgtbacs
 

LD unit camps hav pande a 'ddtina suplyofmapoeran
machnesin omeareas,; presumably available, at the discretion of,,h~ unit'- &evisorsandpr~oject managers. 

Bcomparison,jthe Comnt Develo rnent Section appears to'have had'conside'rable pr-oblems, in 'recent year, and has placed, emphasis imainlyj­
or school imp~rovemxent~ projects. Among its problems are a shortage of",~>4~field 'staff, with only 13 staff at Comnte~omn Assitan
level, in 23 established, posts. There is~a~shortage of tasor~t and< 

"' housing for these staff, although B'are at RDA centres.'>.-Another 
hjy problemi is the unpredictability of fundin,~'given ;that warnt~r
not iss ,,ed. until the -winter-is, almost over, and tiishetime'. ' 

pepeare able to, work~. The~percentage of revised funds de~kb~:4~-,was' 'less than 40 per cent. in 6 'years prior to 1l981/82,~ excluding $'S' 4 ­ irge World Food Programme grant in 175/76.' Ex~enditur' was -on 1y 2O 1ercert of The approved". budge~t before~revi'sion. , t appers!: that'Vthe~~e~phais o 'scoolsis, at least in part,.a refletion of th~'tia-~ 
arereay- ade'goups which can be contacted through the hed-~ 

- Th~imre~~n received -in rural areas is tbat~'self-hel'p hasbec'ome'
'/'~ijes~ablsh~; A'suvy 6f'community organisatioir 10'areas 

­

revealed~66comtes 
"' 

aciv in, work, ranging fromschools to dJ p&4-&-'-: tanks (Green,_ 1983). The'RDAs have probably ~encouraged this trend'";ih~iis~bi~ltty o&give assistance "with"a' minimnumf61bureauczratic -

' 

-~-,~procedur-es. "­

"knwt is questionable,,-oevIs the asrion met sometim~es tchat ­

-cL~uit wor is neesary. t help,,establ ish '.an extension fieldo~ 
7offcer~n
h g~i~ he'illser~'~It~should not be necesr o , 

-'rei6force the agriculturaloinitai' frtiswy ~atogh si­
taice in -non-agricultu'ral work is -clearl'y desirable.'F~' 

1 



CHAPTER FIVE 
 FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE
 

5.1. INTRODUCTION
 

This Chapter reviews the financial performance of the RDA programme since it
 
began in 1970 until 
the end of the GOS 1982/83 financial year in March 1983.
 
The broad objectives are:
 

- to compare the actual expfnditure patterns with the project plans 
and to highlight the reasons fcr deviations;
 

- to assess the adequacy of physical and price contingencies, and; 

- to investigate thc effect and the implications of the RDAP on the 
GOS recurrent budget.
 

Throughout the analysis the distinction has been mace between multi-donor 
funded RDAs and the UK-furled RDAs. This has been possible because the accounts 
for the two programmes were kept entirely separate, and is of value as thu fin­
ancial records for tue multi-donor projects are much more detc iled and compre­
hensive. Hoever, wiLhin the limits of the data available we have analysed

the UK-fund<d RDAn 
as thr mughly as prssible. 

5.2. MULTI-DC)NDF PfQL*? COfTS 

5.2.1. Planned expenditure 

The planned costs for the 7ulti-donor funded RDAP were detailed in 
the World
 
Bank Appraisal Report (January 1977) and are summarised by major components

in Table 5.1. A mcre deta led breakdown is irciuded in Annex G. The costs 
in the Appraisal Report we'e not 
broken down into capital and operating costs,

although we have analysed the costs on 
this basis in Section 5.2.5. Total 
planned costs over the five y,ars 1977-1982 (in constant 1976 prices) were 
projected at E 10 r 9. - These were adjusted to allow for a physical

contingency of a str i*ht0 per cent 
of costs per year, and a price contingency
which varied from 13 to- 5 ;r cent nc-r year to 
allow for the cumulative effect
 
of inflation. Includ , these all:
r,ces, the total projected costs amounted 
to E 14 876 00C. 

Trese costs did not include the USAlD Infrastructure Support Project which
 
provided finance to support 
the LUPS and LDS, including a technical assistance
 
team of specialists, heavy machinery, workshop facilities and a training
 
programme for counterpart staff. 
The total costs allocated to this programme
whirh was planned to run from 1978-1984 were US $ 30 089 100 made up of 
US $ 17 146 300 of USAID funds and US $ 12 942 600 of GOS funds. 
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Table 5.1 
 Summaa of multi-dlnor planned ccsts 
(Emalangeni)
 

Project Components 1 

Year 

4 5 

Total 

Years 1-5 

(a) Extension Services& Infrastructure 

(b) LivestockDevelopment 

(c) Land Development &Construction Works 

Cd) Incremental CrcpInputs 

(e) Agricultural
Credit 

(f) Road Development 

(g) Social Infrastructure 

(h) Project Management
Services 

(i) Technical Services 

282 800 

27 600 

67 800 

75 000 

29 400 

231 430 

100 200 

155 800 

264 900 

965 000 

196 800 

194 600 

100 000 

149 100 

258 730 

132 400 

138 200 

197 100 

750 600 

309 740 

213 550 

125 000 

145 400 

268 630 

87 300 

138 200 

197 100 

705 800 

2,-!680 

209 950 

150 000 

95 000 

313 130 

56 000 

138 200 

269 100 

554 900 

279 020 

212 100 

100 000 

94 900 

343 460 

68 000 

138 200 

268 100 

3 529 100 

1 094 840 

898 000 

550 000 

513 800 

1 415 430 

453 900 

708 600 

1 296 300 

Total Project
Investments 

Contingencies: 
Physical 

Price 

Total Project Costs (E) 

1 234 930 

123 493 

162 577 

1 521 000 

2 331 930 

233 193 

575 877 

3 141 000 

2 235 570 

223 557 

800 873 

3 260 000 

2 228 860 

222 886 

1 039 254 

3 491 000 

2 058 680 

205 808 

1 198 452 

3 463 000 

10 o89 970 

i 008 997 

3 777 033 

14 876 000 

Source: World Bank Appraisal Report, January 1977. 

Note 1: 
 Year 1 coincided to 
the GOS 1977/78 financial year.
 



5 . Actual expenditure 

Exnte by mrproec nomp nt-w er te years -sixfrom 1977/78 tolfro, &1982/83is hown in T hble,.5e.2. Totalexpenditure on 	the multi-donor RDA
 prgrnmme to March 1983ewas E12 234 212. 
 Full details of the expenditure

pattern for each RDA and each donor and component is included -in Annex G. e 

> 
 Acomparison betweenthe plannedexpenditure (including contingencies) of
 

14,9 meillioonandactual expenditurd 

..th the prhe ame 

thaf Es 4-milion T l5.i3) Cshowhaathieved 
 per 	cent of the piannid.total.-ntS, powet
io n fa". 1 mos 1 . i ndndoererexe.-exp en i e weonndinur
 r lyad thetheu
servation (39 
 ercent of planned expenditure), incrementalycrop inputs(25
e
" 	 p"ercent) andeproject management services (50 per cent).ly twa
ponents, extension services and infraOtnug 

Po .
 
exaeededplanned expenditure, albeit by only a 

lt cdit 
swill per e. 

In the Appraisal Report, expenditure was planned over 
five years from mid­1977 through 1982, In 
the event, actual expenditure was delayed and did
not begin until January 1978, and has continued after 1982. Because of the
 
different phasing,bthe contingency for price inflation 
in the original plan
does not accurately reflectthe effect of inflation on the actual expenditurepattern.	 .' 

:penditre -pa
 

5.2.3. Phasing ofexpenditure
 

The 	Projeq. plan envisaged that costs of E 14,9 million 
(in 	current prices)
would benu.pread over the five year phase in roughly equal 
instalments, with
E 1,5 million in Year I and 
over E 3,0 million per year for the other four
years. Actual expenditure has not followed this pattern mainly because the
programme was delayed for one year and overran the original five v'ear period.
Expenditure patterns (planned and actual) 
are 	shown in Figure 5.1.' Dale to
the slow start of the Project, expenditure has been delayed to the later,
end of'the phase, and due to the cumulative effects of inflation this has
had the effect of reducing the purchasing power of the funds allocated.
 

5.2.4. Actual expenditure in1976constantprices 

To enable a more 
realistic comparison of actual and planned expenditure, ,'showing expenditure in 
terms of its purchasing power we have deflated actual
expenditure to a 1076 base using inflation indices for each of the major
components; construction,waean 
saaisvecloprtgexne,

crop, inpu~ts- etc.-
 ae n aais eil prtn xess
 

4.<0.The relationship between actual and planned expenditure in 
current prices, and~~
actual expenditure in cornstant 1976/77 prices, as shown in Figure 5.2. 
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Table 5.2 Summary of mu]ti-donor actual 

Project.Component 


1977/78 


Extension Services& Infrastructure 17 395 

Livestock
Devlopmnt. 0 

Land Development
& Conservation 0 

Incremental Crop
Inputs 50 381 

Agricultural
Credit 0 

Road Development 0 
Social Infrastructure 0 

Project Management
Services 45 922 

Technical Services 75 645 

Total (E) 189 343 

Source: RDA Management Unit
 

expenditure 

178/79 


265 351 


13 741 


0 


61 	789 


53 	299 


32 	400 


32 	351 


71 153 


107 225 


759 309 


(Emalaneni 

Yoar
 
1979/8C 


462 485 

26') 543 

0 


79 	324 


101 474 


207 000 


64 910 


93 089 


203 340 


1 477 165 


1980/81 


1 	010 226 


162 188 


1 	000 


10 


244 520 


222 960 


166 350 


94 561 


296 249 


2 198 064 


1981/82 


1 596 835 

282 448 


138 250 


0 


191 893 


526 340 


46 738 


83 934 


329 456 


3 195 894 


1982/83
 

1 	584 489 


753 509 


386 480 


0 


185 901 


530 360 


146 003 


119 896 


707 799 


4 414 437 


Total
 

4 	936 781
 

1 	599 429
 

525 730
 

191 504
 

777 087 

1 519 060 

456 352 

508 555
 

1 719 714
 

12 234 212
 



Figure 5.1 
 Multi-donor RDA! 
- planned Cf. actual expenditure
 

(Current Prices)
 

4.0 m AciHJ 

-C F i Ij!Ofm
 

1977/78 am7/7 1979/80 lhAN 19-2/3
 

Sources: 
 -ables 5.1 
and 5.2.
 
Note: N: costs were planrn-j for 19B2/83 as
 

:he progranre Was,- arr ed for five 
,.*ears, 1977/78_1]81/82.
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Table 5.3 Mucti-

ProJect Component 

Extension Services 
& Infrastructure 

Deve I tpment 

La n d De v o.npnie n t 
& Conservaition 

Incr-m,.nt.il Crop Inputs 

Agricultural Credit 

Road Development 

Social Infrostructure 

Prop"c l ernenServico 

Technical '.rvices 

Total 

nrr pkurrw., cf. actual #,xpenJitgJr. 

Planedua)lAtua 
Explanned (1) 

-Expenditure 

4 781 573 

1 661 289 

1 342 65? 

912 505 

757 501 

? 093 534 

646 812 

1 028 500 

1 7%1 635 

(E) 14 876 0,)1 

(Fmilangeni) 

Actual 

ExpenditureOf 

4 936 781 

1 599 429 

525 730 

191 504 

777 087 

1 519 060 

,56 352 

508 555 

1 719 714 

12 234 212 

Difference 

+ 155 208 

61 860 

- 816 922 

- 621 001 

4 19 586 

- 574 474 

- 190 460 

- 519 945 

- 31 921 

- 2 641 789 

Actual asPercentage 
Planned 

MPn 
103 

96 
9 

39 

24 

103 

73 

71 

" 50 

98 

82 

Source: 1DA Manaemrn,.rit Unit 

(1) Physical and price contingencies have been apportioned
equally over the figures rthown in Table 5.1. 



Details~ of actual expenditure4 for each component-over 'the rsix.2years, in 
Cntant976/77,prices,2>and the 

>inlation indicesuseao-.are in Annex..G.<2i 4 '
 

Expendl.ture~in 1967 osan priceF is esimated to be E 7,653 mil~li2n.hW 
Thsanbecompared2 -'ith the planned expenditur~er l 0,089 millioi in~~'"'"'o 

:A2the
 
22Appraisal Report plus Athe2 10 'per,cent for, physical contingenciesof'> ;

E lin.-1*,00 
mi ofAAA.2A9 mi lo.2At a2ep n itr222ta 2,,o-

A tant,Iprices'was 69 per cent o'f planned expenditure in~~constant prices. FromASection 5.2.2. actua1.~expenditure in current 2 pie as8.ir eto 

2 -

t2 

power ducttothe effects 'oftinflation. A2-,j; 12 

,~5 .2 .5. Expenditure divided into capital and operating costs~
 

10,4 Planned and actual 'expendi~ure for eahcmoetav endie no 
22capital 
and operating costs to enable an assessment of project performnance 
 22,7 

1.22>in relation to what was planned in the Appraisal Report. )2 

'	A summvary of 2the breakdown and expenditure t patterns in current prices is shownA~
in Table b.4 and Figure 5.3, (detail~s are in Annex G). 2 212 

For all components except agricultural credit and social, infrastructure the
 
Aratio 
 between capital and operating expenditure has increased i.e. a higher


AAproportion 
 of funds have been spent on capital items and overall the ratio'
 
2between 
 capital and operating expenditure has changed from the 1,4:1 asU
planned in the Appraisal Report'to 2:1 as achieved. In terms 'of project2>>
performance this ma have been an advantage if a higher proportion of the 

2funds had been used in developing infrastructure and assets rather thana had
been used in opterating expenditure.222 

5.2.6. Expenditure by donor22
 

The contribution that each of the four main donors 
-IBRD, 
 EDF, ADB and GOS 
222,2has made to the multi-donor funded RDAP is summarised in'.Table 5.5. andj2
 2~-
Figure 5.4. The biggest contribution has been made by ADE at 39 per cent of~i>>the total expenditure, while the GOS and EDF and IBRD hnve contributed around2~>.the same amount at 22, 18 and 21 per cent respectively. 22'2 

2Considerable 
 delays have occurred in the processing of reimbursement claims "i
 
A by ADB,and as of 31st August 1983 E 370 .750 was still outstanding.. This< has
! ,meant that the GOS has had to provide additional2 bridging finance Until 
 e'~

funds were reimbursed.''22,'2 

A>',> 22, - 137 -
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Figure 5.2. Relationship between planred and actual 
expenditure in
 
current prices and constart 1976/77 prices 

PLAV4ED ACTUAL 

Currirt Prices=ILI 

On4 m f Prices= 

40. 

2.5. ~ ~~~ 
I

lill ' : nili 

2.0-J~~J 

1.5E II 111 

144 

19/7 8 1978/79 97980 19"8i 191/82 1982/8 
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Figure 5.3. Breakdcwn between planned and actual 
capi;tal and operating
 
expenditure (current prices)
 

PLAANN ACTUAL
 

- r --­

197778 97 ,7 1 , !98 0'81 ga98/82 :98/83 
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Figure 5.4. Expenditure by 
donor. Multi donor-funded RDAs
 
as at 31st March, 1983.
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Table 5.4. 
 Comparison of capital and operatinp expenditure (E '000)
 

Component 
 Plar;ed Exp.nditure 
 Actual Expenditure
 

Capita) Operating Fa'tio 
 Capital Operating Ratio
 

Extension services
 

and infrastructure 937 2544 0,7:1 2 732 2205 1,2:1 

Livestock dev1pt 
 1 173 489 
 3,6:1 1 309 290 
 4,5:1
 

L'r~d deve],_,-re­

Cdccr.servaticr 1 280 626 2,0:1 525 
 0 -

Ircrerentol c rop
 

s 812 0 
 - 192 0 -
Agr2culrurail credit 
 210 
 547 0,4:1 196 
 581 0,3:1
 

FC~-i *:V'-e(pr.t 1 566 527 3,0:1 1 439 80 18,0:1
 

:c:-1 fristructure 
 495 152 
 3,3:1 330 126 
 2,6:1
 

22 1007 0,02:1 34 
 475 0,1:" 

Tc.rcal services 221 530 2,3:1 1 381 338 
 4,1:1
 

Totl (E '000) 8717 
 6 159 1,4:1 8139 
 4095 2,0:1
 

Source: Annex 
G.
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T.abI - 5. 5 . l Iti--d nor funded R[IA5 -Dr..'D n , i'uxp,,niitore by Donor 

(Erra lanpeni ) 

1977/78 1978/'9 1979/80 190/!H1 I 9f 11/82 1982/83 TOTAL 

ADD - Claiimed 

- inhiirned 

- [)ifference unpaid 

0 

0 

0 

41 

1 

21 

200 

,,20 

80 

372 

-472 

020 

0,0 

0 

897 )30) 

10 

:31 220 

1 488 40)( 

I 4HO vi() 

7 81() 

003 

200j 

550 

i.) 

0 

d 803 190 

1 41 2 440 

370 750 

1 tid) - Claiirnd andReimbursed 36 610 372 050 413 330 371 840 502 960 683 130 2 1,T90 

EDF - C1;iimed and
R-i mbursed 138 992 210 722 192 058 317 300 473 713 845 012 2 17/ ?447 

GuS - Expenditure 

(lip-id Clain -, 

Totai 1 

13 741 

0 

13 741 

135 337 

21 f,80 

157 017 

499 757 

0 

499 757 

610 994 

341 220 

952 214 

730 731 

7 850 

738 581 

682 745 

0 

682 745 

2 673 305 

370 7°0 

3 044 055 
GRAND TOTAL. 189 343 759 309 1 477 165 2 198 064 3 195 894 4 414 437 12 23A4 213 

Source: RDAMIIJ. 



5 Com~parison in Emalangenjiand in Ioan currency ­

9R-3,'333 3 3 

Thvailble ,RD, of3~ 'US,'3$ 1 nwa - ad 30,'.I loa '4 rw on adiis 

-3,-ote O nte 3e rdcin fcam b," 3se .3 _ for'>"-'3 3q~_fLet 

to S 0,6aTesaarato robhliita exch n ate usedjin thes 
progrs~oamepla S i gan losst ersfthereolte an O i amuto 
t--on i labD, loandd thaton ws usf d ofterfbremnsbKIthDAn. anlyi 
demonsrainthe' xhne ang enmdc~re rafeto 'ith aenflcutosh o 
each yhearegsinne o978 eand oisaincl te nTbe56 

caen the GShsgiedhan 8 1$a'a'5,
As b ul vrl adtiowalU 908t"U

resultofvari h exhane rate italEo,0 eto USth to ed frotm~ thin remus 

fersom exhe 


prodamoerplanrsltia18/ ss Emf't'en 


to1,5.8Duigthe fariato theprotiamm Emra uedinsrth-' 


wagains 3Gas'i teri wekne,
 

the pvlae lroane a
tt niuse durAng thefisto threiyarshsment bthat '~­

moemntran thent wenfeo exchange ratewasumtratfavourable.eHnweadefor 
cumach iyea effct o97andlai ninlueduingtabe puchsngpoe o tefud 

Asxcange seeinsoveal the oSthasgane an ddiinU, 8 8
 

reul friathevariationt Bank eangD 0t S
th aefo8teiiilE 


5 na ou th thebremngfro
$iia1 Drnthafst twonearse fpore tengthilabed
 

andan overamllgion wais aofeeacung 1982/8 ast theClamsatange eADBfor 
agerinstrsthen itwofundapcponhatt,ofailreDS donelar.n onoicly aeve~
 
th pmlanganed poethexpediuredringthe'frtihe year haieattatn
 

moreemoeytwas1,spena wen the exchangbue rate asoevaorae, Howevter 
 thfe
f 
cumulativeaefec os inflUaton inlaeducoingtetoa
pucrrinpoer,ofrthcundsly
 

a expentr wlaseyd has almost3190 off7e
cainlyf all(ofme oforignreat
 
etchang8)avingustindthe ason of 19o3and etben~c-mu
ut sed. 


""3'B. Thlansmiaanalysishassubeen caied outsorthendis ursementm
fromtheaaiae­

timreiratbure of mon,00 pet o AD-udd copoetso96te7.~r d
 

AsintEmaanp an o"teGOS 3iragiifngerbut)o onteyhemny.i-pi A55 oer11 
loabuseaccont w,t) D in ns of a un e inta ovr 

ha d'the 

drAaw down coprdth 


then rate in'197
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c) European Development Fund (EDF)
 

The total funds available under the EDF grant agremel,t 
was 2,5 million
(later increased to 2,62 million) European Currency Units (ECU) and at thetime of the grant agreement these were at parity with Emalangeni i.e.
E 1,00 = ECU 1,00. Like the other donors, finds 
were reimbursed forrelated expenditure on the receipt of claims from 
EDF 

th- RDA Management Unit.Table 5.6. also surrmaris-s the release of EDF funds for each financial yearsince 1977 and shows thb variations in the exchanc rates. Reimbursementsare paid in Emalangeni but debited to the Fund in 'CU at the prevailing 
conversion rate.
 

The GOS has to date berfited from an extra ECU 214 09S of loan drawn downbecause of the extra Eoo anen obtained for the EtF furds. 

For the three sources of donor funds GOS has benefited from the weakeningof the Emalareni vis a vis the currency units, resulting in a reduced draw­dcwn of the loans and grant funds worth at current conversion rates around,
E 900 000. On the 
other hand the weakening of the Erralangeni would also have
resulted in an increased cost of the foreign currency content of the goods and
services used in the kIA., ,nd an increased cost of servicing the loans
that on balance one ifl*.e-'c0 :s probably offspt the 
so
 

other. 

-. 2.8. Reasons for und-r-s enridinr 

Section 5.2.2. sh- 6 t' th-e ilt i-donor programme has achievedcf the level Cf e- 82 per centrpia~.red in the Appraisal d.,curent, and that the mainreason for the unde.-spe-Jing was the delay in start-up and in getting theproorrme "on stream." "ne mair contributory factors to under-spending are
perceived tc have teen­

al delays in ,ettinc arva1 from the CRDB for RDA plans and infra­
structure;
 

b) 
 delays in buildinp huses, project headquarters, and the necessary

infrastruzture fir . ct staff; and 

c) the initial im-rbiv <f the LDS to carry out the full RDA work
 
programme throuh'h 
 ir ack cf resources. 

The original disbir s.t s ',eduel was unrealistic in respect of the levelof expenditure planned du-ring the first three vo .rs of the propramme.was over-optimistic Itto v.x.;ect resources to be marshal led and that leveexpenditure to be ach'eve- from Year 1. This highliphts the possible need 

- 145 ­



to 
include a pre-investment phase of one or 
two years which would forerun
the full implementa,ion plan so 
as to allcw time

planning. to develop the necessary
In this regard the 
five year funding period was 
too short to
implement the full programme, and funding cculd have been more 
realistically
phased over 
a longer period. This is confirmed by the overrun of the original
five year prc-gramme and the failure to spend all the availahle funds.
 

5.2.9. Adequacy of physical and price continoencies and impact of inflation 

A ccmparison of te contilrc.ius use'd to al o fcr price inflatior in theAppraisal Re'ort the atu-al irflai'on of itemsand that relate to projectexpenditure is shcown in 7zube . Ovw,ll 'he Appraisalfor a Report allowed58 per cent irtcrease ir uit cr'sts d,- to pr ce inflation not includingthe straight 10 ier cr-.t .
a . .rlEln odltur also all,:wetdir. the p>an. 17, chr
enFar''.-- r 

rcse i r: all iteos, high incomes)by 70 per c-rT dri - , - ,b- rio the infljation of otheritems inclu.ed in the 'labic r,se by bet'...n 30;per ct-ntarid rainterance chlo-rs from CIA 

for fuel and repair
 

thr 
to ]CC per c.lot fcr vehicle (Landrover)1,sts.
Bearing;n i. mind r!hysi ca ! e,cootrign, then the allowanceinflation forin the Arprasal FRport was r,-s¢,t,] e and fairly close to actual 

inflation.
 

The planned procject crsts in the Appraisal FEaorr werefrom E 11 , 098 mi , 
assumed to increase 

cnonstant 
1976/77 Frices inc'uding the physicalcontin,:nncy cv 
1Cv'-. cent to E million w.1,875when the allowance for pricecontir, ornie. w:-s ,dioid 
 a- r' 
 of ', p-..rcent.
 

The dif,rtnce bet.een *xp,-nditure deflated

actual --xpen 

to constant 1976/"77 prices and
iture in c.rr.rnt prices 
as disc-Essed in Sectioni 5.2.4., was 60per cent (E 7 , : increas--d to E 1in ion) almost twice whatwas frr i s i c.f inflation has meant thatit C"st at last ,as much to ,o th, ,r w ir
in 1982/83 as it wouldhave cst Jrn 
 46,''77. As the allowance for inflation orr a
can unit cost basis
 
a this difffr-ce . most entir-lycumu-ativ due to thef _ of 'n ti n (rn the 
 xperidit tre pattern.,. Also the
ovvrrun rf the proramr,c by orother v-mr t( :9,12/ 8o hich was riot allowedin the price inflati cortin/-ncis irnthe -,ri7inal plans, 

for 
as it anticipateda much higher r-ate 
 xf
:-diture in 
th -ri,- r "'rs
 

5.2.!0. A plir ..f ur0.r-spe-di
 

A statement of funds, f r the multi-dr r RnAP as at 31st March, 1983 is shown
in Table 5.22. 

Of the total loans, grants and counterpart funds of E 14ODA or farmers'contributions) E 12 
521 000 (not including

123 893 or 84
leaves per cent has been spent whicha balanc- remaining of E 2 397 107 which is made up as 
follows:­
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Table- 15.7. 'ornpanrirj -I' pric-' infl'tjiq, 

it1 l'7b/7 1077/78 1978/79 1979/80 1980/81 1981/82 1982/83 

A. Pric, inflaition centingncies 
assumed in Appraisal Hport. 

F oreian oxch-nrq costs 

Civil wr'ks 100 112 125 140 15.5 171 n/a 
Eq,1'pmen t 100 108 108 117 126 135 n/a 
T'-chnicail assistance 100 108 117 126 135 144 n/a 

Local costs 100 113 123 133 144 156 n/a 
Ovrali pr,or<I costs 100 113 129 136 147 158 n/a 

B. Actual cost inflation: 

C,nsumer price 
(high iic,,m-, 

index 
all it.ans) 100 108 118 134 151 170 18 

Salary and wageos 
(}< nera-1 ~p',,n1incr, 's) 100 115 115 129 149 160 180 
PWD H,,use construction costs 10 115 135 144 168 198 206 
CTA Petrol costs including R & M etc 100 100 100 130 130 130 130 
V-hicle (I.andrver) 10) 110 122 150 190 200 222 
LDU R,)ad 1 1{,nstruotr100 100 100 127 127 127 127 
Training (Certificate course) i00 108 108 130 178 177 209 
Ferti I iser 100 104 115 137 159 n/a n/a 

Consumer pric, index 
(transpo-t and communications) 100 ill 118 153 167 192 227 

Source: Appraisal Report, Central 
StaListics Office and Consultants estimates.
 



~~ African Developmen BaIE 101,056 

~ I 5Eurpea'n Development Bank 3~. - Vcrld Bank, >~898 340Im 
Goermetof Swaziland 
 997 761 

S TOTAL E 2: 397: 307' k! 

Tesf n have been committed. The ADB4 ;"4na:-ce their component ftinds wl e sdtof the -RDAP, until Decembwi'l9be sd3 ocotco ne'to4~~ 
%~tobe Ue ttc'L~O~ud te etiiat-Triin5'ore- uen
/The'Vorld Bank balra~ce-is to, be used, to finan~cecosl'nisuh,revie-d,',and the st sGOS funds are needed to fill the breach where ther~e remins'ha 'co1tmet'to expendi'ti~re aft~er donor finance has come 4to anen. 'T 

5.3. UK-FUNDED RDAP COSTS 

4 

5.3.! Planned costs, 
 ~ ~ 

~, Three separate phases can be identified for the planning of the UK-funded RDAP~ since 1970. Project submissions 'for each phase, including proposed capital 
'
 and recurrent expenditure for the major components each year, were prepared,
The three phases covL~red the years: 
'4
 

. 

Phase 1 ­ 1970/71 to,1727
Phase 2 - 1973/74 to 1978/79
Phase 3' - 1976/77 to 1980/81 

" 

I For rzst of the RDAs the phases overlapped with the succeeding project

Isubmissi 
 on, 
superceding, the previous plan before the endofistr.Ahuh

theFD)AP is commonly accepted to have begun in eansti
44 tecr'eation of' the four UK-funded RDAs 

te erm.190swth

(Nor'then nt
511 

mCetal, Southern and IManlarngatsha),some! ,ural.development work had been done in the late 1960s. .Asthis was possibly on a more piecemeal basis, 
4 

it was not wideyI recognised 'asI.*an all-enveloping rural 'development project.
1 

I"4 
We have been unable to f ind ,any.
details of the project plans preceeding 1970/71 apart 'from some-fragetr


4 Idetail s of expenditure incurred in MahlnasaRApirt 
90 A bgetref

smayof the plane costs of the UK-funded RDAs, as contained in the ~4 ~ "varicus project;submissions is presented in the followintals-Amr
detailed' description and cost breakdown is'presetdi 
Anaex .wAmr1 

a)4 1 hs 1907 
' -/7 

4(1414 
7 

1 ~~"I 
I'l'I4~121 W f" I, 



4' x 

s t ir
eff a' ef oiere 
 ti i a t soet ~ o ~ b w 
had iniialyf repredol fo1970/71 the2/ben 


andi fo'N'Cotsi 
 "lw es mts.o hrh'n sie'd'o th 'rth in'Vestiga75 jcos stim!ale~5,8,.h thee" is'te 
 the-b1s9 ra eus orU ud
 
_e. exr R6s10 frm_' 607 1' / 

Fo al~frurP~' al' 4deelopent was planned to be closely tied in 
of Purs d6.lp 'nto adjoilning ITF farms. yThecrchdiase;
pt'aph~'do~ieeratacs~7
th 
 w-a hoped ot
I 

ii heabv estaet' an dh RDsws,-tndd, u 'expenditur- d vets 'apoet- ' a E-l'' o-f Igthe 4uriper -fertic of c )sa7&6' ye toawhieaperiod '' 
;~~ _ . ,I - I. 

,b 'financed2 173/4 197/7 

-'~ oThernscatdMalgt ) intos3,t vrth fiv yea "iod fot
t ~~~~~~n pu9ch/75
787Cnteceofahangatshalohey covereth
farims
~197374 to~9,7 abve etimatne regadrded athe seconde phaer f1tieU- ' 

e illre0o of hisc Emoeto 1,25 mil1ionwas aced by otob i theUKd Hoever, 
 A 

b):~ 3hs
: 1976/77 -,198/79,-
', 

Forthbtidps of thre
agai funded forth riaRDsro
four~ Pas
 

Tot peropsnd- cosantsha 
 th,tover fiveo 

1974/75A tteor197879nding thicso 


inlt 9 were Eper5-ml iod fadromKA
 

"A Malnalthughe rdfor period o h pevent~Aly othe Kfundlcae thR fl E6,8ml"n didnot.A summary of these proposed fromow
costs inhTabe 5.10
 

~~<poEc submissliononshis als1iven
miinTal 59be fiacdb ~ ~ Kand E 1,73A 

Fon'suunrythe t ot le~~~
ale of the UKfundedRA h rgnlfRDAs from97/71 e't 

hy~908 h or.Muder4fc Ehi p50eilio,basi 
 although as diussdit!'~
 
allocaetion uall ureo
ex6en8dmi wasAprobablyof aboutpEo 9,5d colti'oim2 theprjAsumsin 
 is als gie 
 i abe59 

Insm ary 
 th toAl' 
 n cot of theA UKfne RDsfo-17/1t
 

A' AAAAAA 149A 
AI~~~~~~~~~A~~~~AAA~~~~ ~ AAA--A~'' . " ' ' '' ' ' I- k 



Table 5.8. 

RDA 


Ebulandzini 


rah1anatsha 

Sipoccsini 


Northr. 

Central 

Southern 

verheads 

TOTAL 


Source. 


UK-funded R0As, 


1970/71 

9 821 


26 490 


14 E48 


55 2z5 

80 575 


58 125 


2128 


E 3812 22 


19 7
0/71-19-,/75 planned costs 
(Emalangeni)
 

19-1,/72 
 1972/73 1974/75 TOTAL1973174 


6 52 ,170? n/a n/a 
 21 035
 
16 200 8 310 
 n/a n/a 
 51 000 
4'6 9 9, n/a n/a 
 38 902
 

47 £5. 31 200 21 
 i.50 16 300 
 171 725
 
. 55 972CX5 49 250 42 200 
 298 075
 
77 550 54 600 
 250 59 200 299 625
 

2 558 5 728 70 908 
 72 708 457 110
 

247 H18 222 . 191 9418 290 308 2 337 472
 

Department of Ecorcr ic Planning and Statistics Files. 
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51 3. 2. 'AetualI expenditures ~ 

Y Deai1eda' onts for~the UK funded ARDAs h-avene eoen ~e t, so that a
complete' recor3 *of~expenditure by.major ,opnnI-ch i-de~ ot~~exist. 

The n1~~e1~~ t~ nd recUrent' expendi turecmpi ecozd~cf7 tota 1' capital
is.i~ dn the series of; Treisury Annuaier _'o.fgth eid 

To otaina-brakdon ofactual expend ituie 'for 'each,,.RDA bymajor I c'mponentwould invlve-n aelysis of,'the.MOACs and P DO' "~ books re latiig 
Rexpenditure lt ~~ 

A ~:A 
~,Since we have not had the resources to carry out such a detailedaexerc,±se,,,we
have atm tedt build up a time : :,ries of'total exedtueec e" 'from 
the incomplete records available. 

,''Incomipleterecords of expenditure by' main components do exist, for some UK-uK
"'v'funded RDAs, such as included in'the ex-post evaluation~of the fMahlangatsha'4

RDA in 1981, and in the mid-term evaluation of the RDAP in January .1981,but~~$""~ <'hese' records do rot cover the whole'period and are difficult to reconcile~J 
with~ other sources of the same information. A complete record of,the claims 
for RDA expenditure made to the' UK1 up until they ceased funding in M~arch 1981"
is also available' and this is discussed in the Section 5.3.4.
 

A'summiary~of the capital and recurrent'expenditure 1in the UK-funded RDAs
since 1970/71 is shown in Table 5.10.' This'schedule is based ontheTreasury' 
Annual'1Reports where' total 'capital'exedtr each year'is. shown for each
RDA. Ther-e is 
some doubt as to whether this table includes all'the RDA

expenditure for" it is likely that where funds wcre 
warranted to another,body~

' (7 LDS) to undertake work' on behalf of theRAhs otsu.ch 'as PWD or 

were not accredited to the actual RDAP.heDA 
 ts ots
 

'Acomplete record of the'period covering the third phase 
-rom 1976/77 to
1982/83 has'be'en assembled aid' the total' expendit
ture over this period is
estimated ,to be E 9,048'million, 'ma"I'1 
ae oe',9569
up of Mlion capital expenditurer"
~andE 3,355 milli'on recurfrent expenditure. Unfortumnately, with regardsto


the period' prior to17/7Table 5.10 has to remain incomplete. However
 
total 
expenditure (capital~and recurrent) for the UK funded.RDAsfrom 1 6 1/70
* to 1982/83 is estimated to be in the'order of E 9,5 million. 
 ~ ''. 

Recurrent expenditure for, each RDA is based 'on records" of expe~nditure 'us d
'in'-"'' piliir the annual estimates held by 'the.RDAMU. Where, necessary_ we~"~hl tod apotinthe actual1 total recurrent.expe'nditure to eachiRDA~

7'g using "details of the 'recurrent ,expenditure, warranted to each.'RDA. ' T~f2~1was' not p~ssibl e prior. to 1976(7.7. '"' .,tt'"'' ~ 

15
 



2 

5 3 3 . .: Planned expenditure compared with actual~ 

eaeof the lack of data for the' earlier y ears it~has only, been possible
0ocomnpare planned~ expenditure ~with~acta ~t coincidingrwth­

,ase' 3.'976/77.'toj 1980/81 ). This ~ation prsn'i ro ha:be i
1io in Fijure5'.5. f :the -totIal planne&cots~ duri'ng IPhase~ 3 of*,-	 ill 656 485, actual'.expenditu~re* has bee esi'idtbea es ',million or aro'und 50 per cent; of"that plann'di,' Figur 55.'in'dicat es thatthe'bi gest shortfall) in expenditure 'stherecrretex d ,ir Pri

plnned-rec~rrent-6 ~ture-. ncluded -a'generous':alowance for the~'aiteaneofth cptal ivestment in roads, bu~ildings, fencesit is likely tht' e-' ndituir f this a~~a~ _,t n
 
e e 	 a~otriVte~to tnhetat und p ote tolwacthsco


I level ofrecurrent expend~ituJre.2 

~Following the withdrawal of UK funding i n March 1981 GOS has et a
additional E 3.35 million on 
the eight RDAs formerly financed by. the UK

'~
Until March 1983.
 

5.3.4. Reimbursement claims for UK-funded RDAs
 

Aschedule of the 
amount of &6c~y claimed for reimbursement from the UK for~
expenditure on UK-funded RDs Alc~uding land purchase'2 for the p7riod
1970/71 to 1980/81 when the UK ceased funding is shown in Table 5.11. 
 1 
SPrior to21976/77 ,a total of E 473 881 had been andclaimed thetoaamount claimed Phase the RDAP from tofor 3 of 	 1976/77 1980/81 was E 3 600. l35 .~~2 

The claim of E 3 600 135 represents 63 per cent of the estim~ated total expeniur
of E 5 701 000 for this period noted in Table;5.10.
 

According to our. analysis for the period 1976/77 to 1980/81 the UK,Government2approved or allocated a total1 sum 	 forof E 3 562 128 the UK-funded RDAs.
This included an amount of'1P424 798 of unutilised money carried over from2
1975/76. Thus, it appears that the 2005 claim for the same period of E 3 600 135~. actually exceeded the'funds allocated by the UK'by a small amount (E 38 007),* and'the aid-funds available for this period were fully utilised.' 

<1 	 We asked the British High-Commission 'inSwaziland to provide details of theUK contribution to the RDA?. They h~ave confirmed that a total of E 3,746 
Wv~I 

'~million was disbursed during the period i1976/77 to 1980/81. 
This appears
S 
to be E 1[46 000 more thanwas actu.ally claimed, butas more comprehensive 
 4~2!~I details'bofthe UK contribution, to the' RDAs are2 'kept only with ODA in 	London: 
- -it has not been possibl'e to reconcile the e figures. '. 

'Table 5.12., qummarises the UK funds allocated to the UK funded RDAs~since~4~'44
 
1l970/ 7 .% 

2 2 ~2 
"'22 2 '' 2 2A 

2153
 

J -	 2 4" " 4 ' ~ J 

http:Table;5.10


Figure 5.5. UK-Funded RDAs Ecanned cf. actual 
expenditure
 
1976/77-1980/81' Current Prices)
 

FLAW~IED ACTUAL 

Cp1tl 

rJ 3.0 sm Recurrnf L I 

2.0 m,1 
, 

it,' 

IIII 

1976/77 !977/78 1978/79 t990 teO/8 

Source: 
 Tables 5.9 
 and 5.10.
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5,3.5.* Cess6ation of UK 'fundin ,r " 

Th e'UK funding~of the RDAP ended. on 3l'stMarh 1681-. Thi was f r tuIamon of E 6-,077 N420 sancti onedfrth id 'Pa,,o th Kfn 
D~Ashd 
 dsuied, a though-,'the full~ arnontE3.462 146,which had be6 ~ut)oiised for th d- 3'st Mac; f 

n au 
 ~ ~ e eiden ing1t ac19 -was- all1 spert . ~ ~ -- ;-~,~ 2J 7N 

'GOS had expec'ted~the,,UK to ntiu udngteR for anothe innmafter~ the 3lstj.7archt1981 to utiliseth e~iinf~s~ahdbe­
-sntindfor the RDAP based o6n the prjc 
 umsioso etme
1~976 -tAfirmindi'cation ofthe'UKinention'to stop funding was not giv~n

YA unti1>the-middle of 1981~ but m'eanwhile GOS had gone ahead with- plans tJ
When.,he'it became known that the UK were not going to continue, funding, GOS

S provided funds' for tihe work that was asregarded being necessary to comp1eteythe,:eight UK assisted RDAs. 
 An analysis done b ,>the RDAMU calculated jthat;' he 'vlueof these extra necessary works completed betwieen :'981 and,~;r1983.,was E ?2001-155. From endA ofthe the~ 1982/83, fiacazya~ny
small 'amount has been allocated from the GOS'capi"61 bugt soNte ,2million can be considered to~iethe additional cost borne by GbSll'aN4 w.~ result of the withdrawal of UK funding. 

* 5,4. SWAZILAND RDA INFRASTRUCTURE SUPPORT PROJECT (USAID) NYN 

~4l Planned costs-

1 

USAID
 

The~ cosAts pfne~ thi totf whic~ hettldsbreinproec was nfo tifrmNt 4ceul1 

A Detailfuns aod the amut 
 ibreUam2N4ahy n fteequivalent-o
60of Ounds. Aiuayfn­
temlannie cot isail
shon il'able .13
 

~ANNN158NNN 




Table 5.13. 
 Swaziland RDA infrastructure suoport project (USAID)
 

USAID 

Grant
 

Technical Assistance 


Training 


Construction 


Commodities 


Mli2wane Wildlife Sanctuary
 
Conservation works 


Loan
 

Heavy Equipment 


cOs
 

Equipment Support 


Salaries and wages 


Oher Project Supper: Costs 


TOTAL 


Source: USAID.
 

Us $,000
 

5 520,9 

660,0 

435,0 

140,6 

390,3 

10 000,0 

US $ 17 146,5 

12 228,6 

460,0 

253,3 US S 12 942,6 

US $ 30 089,1 
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Table 5.14. USAID Disbursement on RDAP
 

Item 


Technical Assistance 


Training 


Construction 


Commodities 


Heavy Equipment 


Total 


Source: USAID.
 

Appraisal 

Total 

US $ 


5 	520900 


660000 


435000 


140600 


10 000000 


16 756500 


Total to Percentage 
31/03/83 of 

US $ Appraisal 

2 	680 35t, 48
 

153681 23
 

465018 107
 

100201 71
 

7 241 341 	 72
 

10 640597 	 64
 

...............-----------------------------------------------------------


Table 5.15. The GOS's expenditure on RDA infrastructural support
 

Year 	 Amount (E '000)
 

1978/79 	 123
 

1979/80 	 1 879
 

1980/81 	 1 783
 

1981/82 	 3 143.
 

1982/83 	 2 287
 

1983/e4 	 2 300
 

Source: GOS Estimates and Treasury Annual Reports Estimates.
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Actbal expenditure from the capital budget by GOSonteDSathi
 

: .' ,-Sinc.e-.798/.'9when .the,-programme.-began GOSI~s~arudE 00milo
c..,ccital expendituZre 'onLDS.,, This' is in dditio' t&aro~ ' E'150'.00024 

ag~aid~vehedsbudget onstaff -saiaries and. 

v,5.5. FINANCIAL3 ISSUES 
-

3 .L- 5.5.1. -Exte nt of. the recurrent budget 1 i-­

SRecurrent'expenditure for the RDAP is included within the rMOAC s annual",,,3estima'tes
of recurrent expenditure published by'the GOS 
 "A schedule of 2>3 
t
3333 >he MOAC Isrecurrent, expenditure estimates and actual3 expenditure 'for the- 3 

2
period 1974/75 (when the RDAP was 
first shown separately) to 2983/84 is

S presented in Table 5.16. . 

TheMOA
aquied headdtioalresponsibility for research in 1979/80>-~.
- >,---- p'3wh'en this Division was transferred from the control of the Universty,r''PQ,~..and of Co-operative Development and Marketing Sin 1980/81 from th'e Ministry .-..
of Comrnerce and Co-operatives. -The addition of these two divisions has<
inflated Ithe total budget for MOAC. The Rural Development Areas section *.
3
also includes recurrent expenditure for settlement areas (e.g. the Chinese' 4 2 ' 

Schmes, ndin 98283 hesettlement schemes" accounted for E 52 00 orPi
5hepr cntofD~ reurentbudetof '153 00 .In earlier years,~~it was more: for example, in 1978/79 it was 28 per cent. To assess the2-,'~-"­>impact of, the RDAP on the MOAC's recurrent budget and of MOAC'1s budjet on~'Gos's total appropriated expenditure or recurrent budget, a comparison has >been 

" 

compiled as showrn'in Table 5.17. The RDAP recurrent budget did not, "include the cost of the Land Development Section which isahown separ'ately'"
in the MOAC s recurrent- budget. 33~ ~ ,3­

--- To enable a more, valid comparison !'Research" and "Co-bps and'.Marketing"' have~~ 
3been deleted from the .1O1AC's recurrent budge t figures shown .inTable- 5*."6' -''
 because they do not occur throughout the time series.'.MAC's-re'cbrrent:budget
estimates expressed as a percentage of GOS tctal appropriated recurrent,3expenditure estimates has 3remained consistent at around 9 per "Cent si'nce">"
 

3 '1969/70. ' This means that 140AC expenditure has n~ot expanded more >rapidly~ ~33->,
'GOS 

1 
than rthanuG0ent expendituire as a whole.. A sim s~333-33333{~ f - expenditure confirms this k> 3<3'3333-3 

~i-.>)4
~'3~A ,2' >3' 

3' 37, 

3 3 33 N 
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On the other hand the RDAP recurrent budget (including the settlement
 
schemes) has, as a ,ercentape of the tO',:AC recurrent tudget, 
 expard~d quiterapidly from 7,4 per cent in 1974/75 when the PDAs wer first itemised
separately. to 
16,1 per cent in 1983/84. 
 'he bip increase in RDA r-current
expenditure from 1982/83 to 2983/84 
was .. :- -, due. to the completion of
donor funding in the DA', which meant that !-..y items that were previously
financed under the capital budget were transferred to the recurrent budget.'Before 1983/84 the recurrent expenditure estimates related entirely to theLU-funded RDAs and all multi-donor funded RDAs expenditure was included in 
the capital budget.
 

Capital e>:perditure financed by donor aid also included operating costssuch as vehicle running- cssts, salaries and wag-s, etc., which are reallyrecurrent rperating csts ,-nd have been, cr will have to be, transferred tothe GOS recurrent budget at the completic.n of dcncir funding. 

For 1984/85 when 
th- GGS may have to tear the entire cost of ths FAP, therecurrent budget estirate is E 2,017 millic. 
 This means thai i , two yearsthe recurrent budg-et est-maits for PDA hve doubled from one million to
two million and vek this will not cvcr all 
 it,>rs of operating costs
previously financod un-irc r- ,ita]. 
 Th, 
imp c" of this increase would
have been eased if thse djitic,nal rcrr-nt c-o. ts had been phased intoGOS's recurrent bu,-
 "r Cradu-,ly duri:n 
 Ih, procramme. We unjerstand
that a p-cpcsal to tWs .fcl was -d- b' the ' A, but was rejected bythe De tment of En- .1ic an r.p ard Ftatistcs, probably on the groundsthat as aid fu - w,. '"iib ,rywa', t 0,r,. wa tc need to burden GOS.

The ,rr -,c plan (- AI A includ.d 
a i ':.lua1 transfer of operating
costs 
to the G'S; a ; r- sire that hWs 0-, used in rural d.velopr,.nt
 
pr rammes v s,:,Wn r,.
 

E.5.2. Br-nkwn c- awr c ' atinp costs 

A breakdowr: of th, :;AP r,-curr-nt exr:p-nditure, from 1977/78 (when the RDAP

figures 
 were fir-Ft brrk-ni ic'-;) to 19841/89 as shown in the GOS annual 
estimates is sh 'wn in 

Prior to 1982/ n , iture on recur..nt costs related entirely to theUK-funded RAs as thn crp rat rg costs for the. multi-donor funded RDAs werefinanced out rf the capital budget. These have been analysed separately
and are shown in Table 1.19. 
 A combir ,I gummary of the cperating costsfor the wh~cle FrAP unit 1?9./,5 based nn the r-current costs for the UK­
funded RDAs and 
the capital funded operating costs for 
the multi-dcnor
funded RVAs is shnwi. in "ib! 5.20. From 1998,/Vt all of the RDAP operating
custs will be firianced from tic recur-re: t budget. 
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Table 5.18. 

Year 

1977/78 

1978/79 


117/9O 

1980/131 

1981/82 


I c ,f/8 3 (2) 

1983/84 

1984/8, 

Breakdown t, iDAP rvcurr -nt. estim.uteF (. - 000) 

Treasury ('otrol items 
01 ? n4 05 07 

Personne! Tran!;p-rt Servi cos Cor,.umb es Dur:ibl es 

159 2 2 0O 
290 89 2 4 1 
367 72 4 6 2 
493 64 7 8 2 
480 85 9 20 2 
78,1 191? 13 18 0 

1 274 227 Ii 22 1 
I 6) 279 33 99 0 

Source: GOS fstjmat "s. 
Notes: figure:;1. ihgse alson i ncludo the recurrent costs for

settl- n-nt sch mes, 2 per cent of total costs in 
]984/85. 

2. Estinatos prior to 1)82/83 related entirely to the 
iUF-fundod RDAs. 

10 

Tra 'sfers
In t-rna I 

66 


66 

0 

66 


66 


0 


0 


11 

Transfers
External TOTAL 

0 276 

0 452 

0 517 

66 640 

0 662 

0 1 073 

0 1 535 

0 2 017 



Table 5.19 
 Breakdown Of multi-dcnor funded RDA 
 operating costs 
(E'000)
 

.'Ear 
Wages

Sa]r2 
and 

esOptratin,7, 
Vehicleh 

Cnsu, b Ic, TOTAL 

1977/7; 

*97 ./7 -

1979/608"I4 

. 

1982/E2 

32 

50 

480 

653 

771 

2 

142 

209 

265 

345 

421 

0 

9 

69 

53 

34 

226 

34 

201 

572 

798 

1 032 

1 458 

Source: Annex G. 

Table 5.20 Sutr.ry PDAP operatin2 costs (E000) 

7, 

297E/-

9 

29,:>-: 

195,3/8 

1c3/14 

1 4 ' 

PersonnelOt 

Costs 

191 

340 

661 

973 

1 133 

1 555 

1 274 

1 606 

Ttr.s pr 

54 

231 

28 

-29 

130 

6:13 

227 

279 

t 

e 

(C-nsurao 

4 

6 

81 

70 

65 

297 

34 

132 

es Trarsfe-s 

60 

56 

66 

66 

66 

66 

0 

0 

TOTAL 

309 

653 

1 089 

1 'iC 

" : 

2 531 

1 535 

2 017 

Source: Table 5.18 and Table 5.19 
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Seealitesoi~peaig cossin temulti -donor 2 {funded RDAs wihwr
inlddi h rgrmeadpi o outlofcIapital funds have' ~been d'ropped, ' 1 

for,the who]le ­
arlris d'ehicle operating costs fo 4agc Yuu re i' and.ambulance 

operaing'~t& 

-from the recurrent. estimates RDAP, af6~ 928~>hs 

~d~n~ica3supplisf the, social -infras'tructure component.Th~e ..respons Ib1ity f'o-r,these-i ~back _JY to the-respectlve.
Ministry or Department .4' 
 ~'2 

Thsummarytable for'-the.operating.,costs of the whole~RDAP. shows-that 

-the, recurrent b~g~t' personnel costs 2for salaries antd wages made'up around 
2 65 per'cent of operating coots; , transport 25 per cent'and the reminder~W
 
Sinclu6ding maintenance was under. 'others.' 
 From 1983/84 it is estimatedk
 

that 'personnel costs will take up at least 80 per cent and vehicle running
costs 15 ,per cent.2;:, 
 ' 

~The total allocation has been cut back from E 2,5 million in,2982/83'

to around E 2,0 million 1984/85. This reduction has mainlybenath 

' 

expensebof the 
'other' items such as materials and maintenance, 4and

including those components no longer funded under the RDAP recurrent budget
mentioned earlier. ~ 

4~ 

:KK 
It is likely that the amouint allocated~in the recurrent budget for the.
 
'maintenance of the physical infrastructure implemented by the RDAP 
 -, 4.
(buildings,' roads etc) is less than is ac;tually needed to maintain 


2these 
 components satisfactorily. 
-

The first priority has been to allocate,i
4
funds to2 pay wages and,salaries and transport costs.. 

5.5.3. Summary of total RA xedtr 
 . 

Toto] expenditure on the RPAP includ ing the associated USAID project for theK

'period 1976/77-1982/83 is stimrnrised in Table 5.21. 
'This-summary has been~' 

44 Compiled from several different sources, and for someitm(prcual' 
;tercrso Kfunded R~DAs) it has hot been poss'ible to reconci.Le ,different figures from alternative sources for-Zther~same item.4 

Total expenditure on the RDAP since 1976/77 has been around, E45,0 million
 
2'' 4 -4"A~'4and of this te GOS has contrib6"i'ed a total of about E:22,0 miliionofacapital

and recurrent (or almost 50 per cent) while the 'VmainingE 23,0'million7'haS 
4- been funded from~ aid funds of which USAID contributed almost half..In-c182/83 

444.'the 
 GOS contributed E 5 ,'l14 million of whic'h E 2,437 million was spent. on LDS, 
and F'2,697 million on, RD As. 244 

'This 

4high~lights the imibalance in the demands on the GOS finance in th~at the4
 

LDS, which is only one component,,of the RDAP, takes'almost'haif the funds.7j4
­

.' 2 42 ~ ' 2 2 4 4 . . . 7' 2 2 22 4/ , ~ 4 2 ~ ;'16 
~~6~, 
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This is further exemplified by the fact 
that during 1982/83 the Forestry

S-ction in 
MOAC received a capita] allocation of only E 25 000.
 

GOS's commitment to maintain the RFAP in the immediate future will be
 
in the order of E 5,C million per 
year madt up of E 2,0 million for the 
recurrent costs of the PDAs, and at least E 2,5 million for the capital

and recurrent costs of LDS.
the There is clearly a strong case for
 
reducing the scale of LDS operations and making savings in 
the budget.
 

5.5.4. Covenants
 

Several covenants regarding the finncial manspo.ment of the project were

included in the ar, *m-nt 
 bitx, ,' the G0S and the donors and w re noted
 
in the Appraisal - rt as:
 

Foint (c) rela:"d c finarcialIar a" -mert and stated that separate accountsfor tb project would be maintained by MOAC and SDSB and that these would
audited arnual ly t- ifre.-rid 

be 
F au itars selected by COS and acceptable tolERD. Audit.d acc-urts a d beo subitted to 2BRD within six months of


the close of the financial year. 'These conditions were all complied with,

separate accounts tore k-pt by 
 R JAMU. donorsThe accepted that the SwaziGovernment auditors w-"u]d audit the accounts and the RDAP accounts were
 
submitted on time.
 

Point (o) said that GS would ronsult with 1BRD at least once a year on thelevel cf ch prs for prcj-ct vehicles and equipment, and or its vehicles 
and 0 qu:r,tor r;-row-' p-'i'cy. This 1v-1 of consultation has not taken

place althru-h 9P jod -xrsy 
 a ' h, replac.enent c.f vehicles
 
and th, p,.:r .r. 
 : w" - by M A. 

F~.rrt V aid st .i.cr - -'-ar.on
policies f-r- r, ' r' f'rr ­ - I rfigri'-r "Ynning and maintenance 
ccsts for pr( ;- t w b ,J.d c, fir maxirising financialzarticipat- ,: by r in !, ''r i, -,, t pr- raes. 

Formal consltatirr,'- did not rflk i g'. 'ver the principal of
contribution by N ,r'cr,ies in "r-iod by G03 as being an important
aspect of ny Muin- rural dev-Ip rt work. 

Requirement to corriplete multi-donor funded RDAs 

We have estimated that the cost of completing all the outstanding planned 
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physical development work reraining in the multi-donor funded RDAs
irrespective of whether it shc,uld be done ,.r riot (for ty.ehnical or Otherreasons) would be in the order of E 3,5 milion. T'h:s vstimate is based on the level of achievemerts noted ii, Thbl, 3.2. ard ,st 1Oatts of 1982/83unit costs which are cene rally assumed to ,have doubled sirce 1976/77.The major items outstandrnj are terracug2 which coul,J c::sE 0,7E million
to complete, and road cor.structionr irproveent (E !,C (illion).and 

Similarly, to complete 
 the RDAs formerly funded by the UK has beenestimated to cost around E C,t million. Uajor items out-tird-n areterracing and soil conservat in E , mil icr, and road cone tructior E 1,0
million. 

Requiremenc to complete lectOzsary work 

The requiremert to corplete only out.stancding ',rk d-oe'ed to be necer-sary
ased czn the in-'h'pter Four (i.e. excludino physical works


considered to be unuecesFsar-y or iria[,[ropriate), is estimated to cost E 2,3
nil lion, the 
 major items exclulfed are terracing, pasture imprcvements

and artificial water-ways. These cstimates do not include any of the
 
operating costs of thc RLAP, just the capital costs. 

Cost of expanding FDAP to all SNL 

The ccst of exprdinp the RDAP to all of SNL has been estimated based on
the actual costs of the multi-drror funded RDAs. 
 The results of a simple
analysis of the cost per hectare and per homestead of the multi-donor
maF~ximum- a n 
 FzAs, in 1982/83 constant prices and includingthe estimated E 2,3 rillior, extra for completing oulstarding wcr. con­sidered worthwhile, but excluding the PDAMU costs, is shown as follows:­

ulti-donor funded R[,As per homestad (19b%2/83 prices) 

Total 
 Area Number Cost/ Cost/

Cost 
 of ha 
 homestead
 
(E m) (ha) homestends (E) (E)
 

,aximum input 8,31 
 118 400 
 6 280 70 
 1 325
 
Minimum input 5,08 230 580 10 500 22 485
 

There are an estimated 19 000 homesteads remainirg tl,at are outside thepresent RDAs on 
SNL. 
 A simple approximation of the cost of extending the
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maximum-input concept of rural development, based on the above cost
 
per homestead is E 25,0 rillion. This does net 
include the cost of
 
upgrading the present minimum-input areas to maximum-input which, on

the basis of the above figures, could cost a additional E 8,8 million 
in 1982/83 prices.
 

Alternatively, to expanded the minimum-input concept to the remaining
nor.-RDA could cost 
around E 9,0 million. Obviously these estimates are
 
very crude but 
 they do serve to indicate the magnitude of the programme
 
if it was considered.
 

5.5.6. Funds r'.aininr 

The remaining funds from the 1977/78 to i982/83 phase of the multi-donor
 
funded RDAs as of 31st March 1983 are summarised in the statement of
 
funds in Table 0.22.
 

The remaining funds are nct sufficient to complete the outstanding work.
 
The ADB loan agre,:mert is due to end as originally planned in December
1983 and the balance rmaining will be used to finance their 
components
until then. The IPFD loan has been extended until November 1983 but the
remaining funds are only available to fund consultancies. EDF has 

closing date whie 

no
 
funds remain unspent. Their remaining funds are
 

corn. itted to the finance cl 
 the Certifi cute Training Course and technical
assistanc,. The remaining GGS finance towill bo used tc contribute 

the nnpuoiv, comp , tr of thoe prr,qr.mme,.
 

The UK witihdrew fr.m the funding of the RAP in March 1981 before all
their sanctinrned fus hac been used and we knew of no plans to continue
 
their contributiorn.
 

5.5.7, Debt Frvincinp 'or lt--doner funded RDAs 

The GOS's commim,:. t in th' frcsv.abl future, until 1987/88 for servicing
nthe debt with th, Yin dcnr- QAD dr IBD for the mlti-donor funded RDAs

has ben estir.. *, d i hn o in TablP .2b . The actual draw down of the
lnars including tb, VF irant fAds is also shown although the EDF funds
do not have to be "laid. Tn pr¢,,ct-d , annual cost of servicing
the dvbt bas-d cn - r... con%-rsi.,:i, : f th l.]-, currel-cies with
Era)langun is estinnfpd to be al"st E 1,2 milion 1982/B4 and at least
E 1,0 million per yeAr until 2997/88. This assum.s that the available
furds of the A.N, loan of UA 4,5 million will be used fully but that only
US S 2,96 million f the available World Bun.k loan us US $ 4,0 million
will be used. Total debt servicing will decrease slightly each year from
2983/a4 but will still be over E 0,7 million each year until 1997 when
the loans should be fully paid off. The actual amounts will depend on
the exchange rates of Emalangeni with the loan currenties.
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Table 5.22. Multi-don,-r funded RDAP Statement of Funds as at 31st March ' 

Africa Devclopment Tank 

Loan No. CS,'SWZ/AGB77-O06 

Loan drawn 

Balance available 

(AUA) 

4 500 000 

A 344 300 

155 700 

(E) 

4 653 520 

4 499 464 

161 056 

European Developm-nt Fund 

Financial Agreement 2082 SWA 

Grant drawn 

Balance available 

(EUA) 

2 620 000 

2 2O 050 

339 950 

tE) 

2 620 000 

2 280 050 

339 950 

World Bank 

Loan No. 7375 SW 

Loan drawn 

Balance avai:able 

(IS ) 

4 000 000 

2 7"73 754 

1 226 246 

(E) 

3 478 260 

2 579 920 

895 340 

Goverr,7,t of Swazjer,j 

Counterpart funds 

Amur t spF-n t 

Da'. ric' 

(E) 

3 769 220 

2 771 459 

997 761 

Summary 

Tota: loans, 

Expe:diture 

grants etc 

(E) 

14 521 000 

12 123 893 

Balance available 
2 397 107 

Source: 
 RDA 'ar, gement Unit. 

Note 1: Not incILling f"Kor 
farmerst ontributicns.
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Repayment of the USAID loan of US $10,0 
million will begin in 1988 afterthe 
ten year grace period and amount to US $ 330 000 each yea". 
 Interest
charges at two per cent of the 
loan outstanding will 
amount to an 
addi­
tional US$200000 per year initially.
 

5.5.8. Revenue 
to the GOS from multi-donor funded RDAs
 

The main source of direct revenue to the GOS as 
a result of the multi­donor funded RDAs is 
from the refunded customs duties and compensation
payment on the imported components of expenditure, net of the same
revenue because of import substitution; 
lest
 

and tax receipts from the
salaries and 
wages payroll of personnel directly employed by the project.
Revenue coi'd also accrue from 
the direct contribution by the beneficia­ries tcwar,.a the c:.pi tal or operating costs of project components andindirectly through 
the increase in consumption of imported consumergoods on which the Gs collects duty brought about by the increase indisposable income of 'ho 
beneficiaries and 
the effect of the multiplier.
A summary of the estimate of direct revenue 
accruing to the GOS is
 
shown in Table 5.24.
 

We have only attempted to quantify net revenue from the Customs Unioncommon pool and income tax 
from the RDAP payroll. Customs revenue has
been assumed to be 26 per cent of the cost of imports inclusive ofduties less revenue foregone because of import substitution throughincremental maize production. 
The imported Poods content of RDAP ex­penditure has been calculated based on the percentapes used in theAppraisal Report, as explained in Chater 7 (Ece(,,Tic Anlysis) of 
this Report.
 

The increase in GOS tax revenue has been based on an inspection of RDApayrolls during 1983 where inccme tax averaged seven per cent of grosspay. This same percentape has been applied to all expenditure onsalaries and wares in the multi-lonor funded RDAs as actual informationon the tax take for each year is not readily available. The cost of
labour embodied in 
physical construction costs 
(such as houses built by

PWN)has not been includd.
 

We have estimated that 
the G)S would have received a maxir.um net revenue
of E 670000 in 
Year 6 when project expenditure peaked but that 
'rom Year
10 on the net revenue 
flow would be negative by about E 25000 becausethe loss of revenue through the import substitution of incremental ma_*ze
production negates any increased revenue from income tax and extra 
customs revenue.
 

A comparison of the direct net revenue 
stream with the financial cost of
servicing the multi-donor funded RDA debt as 
discussed in Section 5.5.7.
shows that the GOS is likely to have had a positive direct revenue 
for
the first six years until 1982/83 but this will become negative (about
E 1,0 million per year) aft r 1983/84, when the grace periods on the
 
loans have expired.
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CHAPTER 6 INSTITUTIONAL PERFORNIANCE ,,ND DEVELOPME1,T 

3.1. INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this ,hupter 's to 
assess the effectiveness of the
 
institutions involved in the RDAP, to 
identify their achievements and
 
ccnetraints, and 
to suggest reredial measures. We have reviewed the
 
institutional issues 
in project formulation, an whether recommended
 
changes -w'ero made, including staffing, traiirng arid the use of counter­
parts. Institutions are descr:b-d in 
 more detail in Annex B, Annex P
 
(Department of Vetenrinary Services), 
 trnx E (LUand Development Section,
 
Lan ,! Use Planning 
 Section, Trictr Hire toc,.l), and Annex F (Cominurity
 
ar-d Social S-rvices in the .- A2).
 

T, z- IBRD Apnraial Fa-trt oonc -trate ci. attentior, in respect of 
i..stitutioins cn: the raticnal itt.;tin particularly the
 
Cer.tral Rural Devel¢pmr,-nt B5._ard), the Ministry cf Agriculture, 
 and crcJit 
institutions. 1r:id1in to these lr,-tiutioris, we have consi6ered the 
co-operatives whirc, t.' rd an irriptrtaint role -r, the RDAP, and will be
 
increasingl i r, the future.
 

The AF,;r :4sa! Pep;rt ,-, that the. Ministry of Agriculture would cc­
ordirnote 
pro.ct ip. caon relying on existing staff arid irstitu­
tions (e.p. Sp2P trd CCU). The us- of the ,rOAC as th main imniplementing
 
agency 
 hd -n t- yiscu sr with the GUS. The project was to
 
be adri srd y w , .mt 
 r.it (RDAMtI), and an Inter-Ministeriul 
Ccmrit'e- .­ iratior with ot'-,,r ,inistries and institu­
tions. i",e nf th- R21A-, And subject31A of c-1-ordinsation are
 
also discussed ir, rs rr
 

6.2'. ,I AND01MA1.Pu LTERE CC-:F FRATIVES (MOAC) 

At the time -of the Apr, i :l r.poDrt (1977), the MUAC cormprised only two 
departments (Agric ulture md eterinary ,%-r,.ices), with other sections 
reporting directly tc the ferr-nent Socreiary. ,e-orgarisation of the 
Ministry as under 7'.cr,ctsecuently too, place. The Ap­' on, 
praisal Report radf cb -rvatior abnut the Ministry, but noted the 
neirl ect of aniral pr'tiuct:,or w'nk, arC lack of trairing of extension
staff. 

The p 'esett Structure cf th, Yini-try ,f Agriculture and Co-operstives
is i'l]ustrated in ..Lgre T-e rair change since prodect appraisal
has been the addition of two new departments. Fosponsibility for cc­
operativrs kthe D[epartment of Co-op,:rativ- Developmert and Marketing) 
came from the Ministry of Cc,rmerce and Co-operatives in 197-. The 
1cpart,-ent of Resear ch and Plarni,i g was created from the separate sec­
tiors of Land Picmning, Land taluation, and Economics, and from the 
Research Division, which had oeen with the University Colloge of 
Swaziland from 1971 to 197&. 
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Figure 6.1. 

MINI.,TRY OF AGRICILTUIRE AND COOPERATIVES 'MOAC) 
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A major organisational chanpe that has occurred during the life of
the project has been the unification of the extension service. This
followed intensive discussion within 
the MOAC and became eff-sctive
with the Permanent Secretary's Directive No. 1. of 
1982 (25th June 1982)
which stated that all extension matters 
(crops and livestock) would
fall under the Director of Agricultural Extension, either directly

or 
through the Senior Agricultural Officer (SAO) Extension. 
 It also
stated that Senior Extension Officers 
(SEO) at district level would

be responsible for extension staff in RDAs 
and non-RDAs. The
Senior Field Liaison Officer (SFLO) and Field Liaison Officer (FLO),

expatriates provided under technical assistance with ELF funds, 
were
to operate under,and havc cflices 
close to, thL, SAO (Extension). 

Suggestions for chane are given -in Chapter 9, section 9.3.2, based
 
:n detailed considJerations of ccmponents of the MOAC in subsequent

sections. However, at 
this st-ig(e we can point out the scope for

rationalisinp 
tne large nu<tbr of sections,particularly in the
 
epartent of Acricuiture.
 

4.3. PROJECT M.ANAGEENT THE RPA MANAGEMENT UNIT (RDAMU) 

Functions
 

The Appraisal Report envisped that 
the new RDAMU (in the Department

cf Agriculture) would have a dual 
role:
 

a) 
 to plan and irpl' rnt directly, through sections
 
of the MOAC, sc-ver-. prciect components notably:

cricu t ~r-] extRnsion, lnd dcvelopment, and
 

liv,-sock 'o 


b) to 
r b Iii -,n cc- rd ra te activities of other 
u,,itE, b th ithin the MOAC and in ,th,.r Ministries,
 
not a 
 r. p1rr n, nt and Marketirg, 

was also envis a .. the H1AW would supervis all agricultural
staff wcrking in P 
 . in fac., the R'AMU ws exr,,ected to developeffective field ,-xtens
 icr. services in 
each RrA, buildin, on existingservices, but -cxp:,nding and diversifying the 7 to percrit more frequent 
ar foc'ussed contact with farm-rs. 

,':nitoring and evaiutior, was not to be a secific fjnction of the
.ANU but was prcposed as the resp:,nsibilitv of the Econor is 
Section in the r,*CAC. 
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Pi' ina-ori CPC) Dep Y.PqetCo-ordiaor, n~anca7ontr lr,,,Snio Rna appgep ateasutaf
 
o.ePCg v Finpac a onro~.1e , and 

A twaa e t ria~excrop-an iv e ':Spera lPristsa 
ad wiitala CS e epatrrae e-- az't vs'cai caIts 

b s r~~a1 ~p a e 1 b wz who had previousl­~ee ept Projec ~Co-ordnt 'r 98* Jeac 
App, sal. eortIj-~~C-rdra r1e ~ waz ,but- from) Januar ~~~c ~ pii

Wscpe yan expatriate, and subsequcntly the poastJh'sno~
be il1Wd. The effectilve deputy -st or ritua 

At t.time, of this. review, the oly expatriate remiig te
ACnnnrjaf6C', " wh'has a-Swazcounterpart. Th Seir il 

L'' Fed Liaison ier~now *report directly, t7the SAO (Extenion), and are therefore 
not part of' the RDAMU.J9.
 

The mxm-input RDAs areaimanaged by rjcNn~r~(~) ~pl
~' ~ grae~dua~te). In th~e UK -furnded RDAS some of thePMS'1 
were expatriates but were gradually repace'd by Swazis, the ,last in a,~a Y 81 Each miniMum-RDA is managed by an Etnso
 
Officer in-charge. * 
 >'~ E 

ManagementAA~ ~ ''A~ 

SItis,.evident from the project sumsin~h ;h donors intended,
SAALtheA 
 RDAMUA to be a cohesive an~d effective manaP )&ent~unit tolplan-drAi

implement th'e"RDAP.Ifat
~A~A' t
impemen,. In act;it has biy, 6"usno. plapning capabi tA ~asiJj2~the'Land Use Planrn±ng Section and the Econ i'l n g~nd s~~l~~ Aecto~are part of anlotherA department dResearch and Planning),< 

asteLand Devel pm nt Sectjgj'~

"IThus 
in practice;I the RDA4U, Mostly mobilises and co-ordinatesf­

~~~~the title'of the head ofjthe~Ui&c~f,
ProjectCom-ordinator. Neete es, te ceto - -- i~~p~'t
untws utfidand itsA onihnuation is'recommded iW hptr9
 

In view-ofth 
 invitab-'- 7 A, ,AAA' A"A4~~ 

th M A' it'ould have been more effective if'it had Lbeen housed in)temainMOAC :fie. understand~that 
A~ theA'~ We this was not poss,,4-, jphySical ~separation 'must have made coordination~ more djrfiCU 1t. A 

'It would Asee 'that'!there has been a tendency for the,,1 Duz',in general
and he project_,managers i.nparticular,:.to cnetEtthe nmngn<2'"metaio inrsrcuepssby 
 h xes of 

'A e MOA hasben aar ofA prbebt;eelsA""' tatth nr 

Arcu wr a 
bee necessary and valuable and' h~a'~i
a r~espect ankd st~atsinrura areas. A' 
saf
 

A'~'", 
''179
 

'A" ~~"A' 'A'A ' 'A ' 

A R 21.' 

http:particular,:.to
http:RDAMU.J9
http:onro~.1e


t Q' :gea - ana 
& 'p-a- ~ot -caued.any'dfficulties.w't~c iiie 

U, I pt uon,ca 
.fl ~Y* t irong forap~~ 

he FMsB ave . a ygeat' dal of, a"tonomy 'd'7 ~ ~ ii 
,,.if astucture Ornpo~ents o siethir training~'a ~ 

a 'on ac ievement'showed that -hswasno~t a ser' 
robi n-advan age was' that the PMs becme closely invo yed wit 

1the r1 .
 poect havebeen exc lelnt, and the~f±DaJ~pfa1
aj~ag genera Ily :appropri'a te An Poeet I pa, 
,ng7would'have bengreater discretion in allocating funds to indi-'
-vidial RDAB ~hich is now happening.Y 

.eods of, physical infrastructure, have not bee adqaetruhu
the life o thepject, but could very easily be improved,' .
 

6,4 EXESO THE' EVC 
 I HIEATETOARCLU
 

Inroutio
 

~p~Etension was-a key component of the JWAP. 
It, ws to'be thie'most~'important means of ',inreasin crop and livestock podiction q'The
main itesof fu~nding~ for thscmoet ocre:,6fcs.n
staff uigvehicles and incremental salries,'.which have ac'­

~~counted fr about 50' per' cent. of' project costs so far. if 

~qThe struicture of the' Extension Service as illustrated in: the -<~~~~~ifi.~prasa Rpot asunclear and did not reflect the divi'si'on whichw'

iL"dveloped'betwee) 7 RDAs and non-RDAs (Annex B). The relationship: f;AA'W~ f tension staff in RDAs to district SEOs shouild have been clarified
 

~'~> n the' Appraisal !eport, and'disicussion at>'t at stage might have 
 7<''<7Spr~vented~ the,7 division 7that subsequently had' to1 be by .the;corrected 
rncpal Secretary's directive. 


7 

:777~AAuctions i 'p~2~ 
f 

E
rxtension, workers sh'dld sek 
onkipoeet 
ygvn people~.4'

neWiea'. motiv.es ?ad kWnowledge',.and'b oraisn thm'o"asi

tingthem achieve improvements.,,: This normally-eni~Ils transmit-'"ting 'infori,,,tiov em rging. fromn the, riesearch' programmnes,- and fromi 7~~ f.>~f~finnovative farmers,and' assisting farmers .to' adp 'p roe methods7'"~j'''and materials. adp Amrve ehd;'_0f' 

xtensin7 wor~rs h'ave assiste fres i'n cmuasel1f7~ 
7help pro- ­, frjects, ,which have~often been, of,~t~- f'lua~'tr.n
hasmaemprtntcotrb hs<i~':to their 'acceptance by th ocl.comnte.',I.i autj t''oneti
~copuni&~s~,i' ~s 'so etisi argued~'tha~t It increases' teir credi.- '~<­

Abi3Aty~~d~Ca~s, 'hec acceptance. of.:their. advjc. lIiog' 7~thsayb true 7t
thie iit~sy" e iportnt hatxtesio mesagssould'be'~appropriate 'and, b'ceptable' n*.their1ow right. 

,' ' , i~i~ "i ' '' ' ~ 770, 7 V~fh if f7~18 

"kf 7ifff 

i 

http:motiv.es


terms Q the Perm'annt.Secetary,~Dr cief' ,1
staff 'crops and live'stc ar nnrt~ reti~~rci e 

sef lto' the SAC (Extensin) Eac 'oft fustrict as a Senior~ Exenio b- s oOfficers ave 
,o Officers in~ charge, 'Th

!Rs ave, ECs ude prjt aiUger,2rn t~iim 
DAs-Te-lwest- IeveI-o -ex~p omWjke;s7H7FJe -76ffi -Ce7tn 

categorised, together as -nsion Work aliss (EWSP).or 4
Extension c rer 'Gene"ral-sts 'Terne a(~ge fotind~nainly~in 
the uma~ii-1nput RDAs, although they' also work outside RDAs .Staifing :is described ,ip~pore detail ~in-Annex including the bui up of ~ 
tdrained5 staf, wh1-h doubled~n',number btween.1179 an~d 1982'. 

Tepresent extension staffing in the RDAP is given in the 1982 RDAP 

16) Extension Officers,,
 
73 Extension worker pecialists)
 

-- ii- ~ 112 Extension workersg: erlits 
1 

201, Total
 

~42~,I~lor
2566 omeseads th 
 1982~was one Extension wrprker'­(Field 'Officer) 'for 145 hmesteads compared with 1:175 in-19,79."
~If the specialists a'e excluded, becauise theya 
o work outside the ~~>SRDAs~and confine t , r advice -to specific,(often small) groups of- , -

-. ~~farmers, the rati8 is one, Extension worker-, (generalist) to 237 Ylome­steads. This ratio varies from on RD~c nte (ROAP AnnualReport, 1982) With a range from~1:139 in Southern'Nadulini/Mahlalini ,-­to'1:343 in Lubombo/Mpoonjeni., 

~~ypManagement-

A,~great deal of comment as been made by observe'rs,, and by the' RDAMLKI~ in its ;'self-exa~nination', about the quality of the extension ervice.K'These comments fall 'h catgr~ of: orgaisatiolIn manage­r~ent,~h 
-nc 

rk-- bala~nce between specialists and generalists, the extensionI
msage' 'and trainin. 

a) Ogns;ion and anagement. 

Altough the,division in 
th ~ exesin sevccue 
ReDtPRDs o.ofiilycreterms 

-yte 

of-~rv ln di fferentiation~b~t RDeos dnnRA ntem fmanagement, funaing,: an<7JY rastructure (priual ofiead housing),_has 'meantthat~ 
-- I
 

-is, planned by' h'MA,-l N is diid hto.RDAs, and'ifra.\4--- structur becomes Jre aive y.uniform,,-the oi.ganisatio sl~ructureK' 
can easily; be1 simpli~fied and management w$ill beeasfer *v ~~ 

0 ~ , ~ I1 ~-' '- f l ~~ 7 4 ' I ~ J - V - VV~ V ~ 
- w 

4 

http:EWSP).or


'W,' 

apFss 
BliS~aa~~a~aa.~ ~ fli~asagneralil-,' 

B~~~~a ace ed eealiss,, 

Stendency .for~thm tobe tr.ct' thiractiiies 'to their speciality~to
ethr topics. 4Although this is amuch'-Aebat'edsub'je~ in _'azilan ?:A 

___eseh'r incte, oin,'Swanz or it:bette and:o~f, eaUcU I____.,_._ hoea'wt ino 
esay;-sc-as, Io- meting or cf ic dd4o6ii'Vi-tiory 7. 

ori speia some"'prb ' rsn 

In urd~susn th itCwas'clear thatthey recognised' a'"'sting':imbalance betee sec'ialistsaj gnrlit'ad'iI~ ~aato Correct, it. 27a ' ' 

ac) Cotcswt homesteads 
aai I 

,Te-RDP Annual Report (198?) showed thata'132 686 contacts'had been~a , 
these; 47-735' (36 per cent) were visits to indi~vidu~l h~omestea"'

Sand4th rem~ainder of A~contacts wereaat meetings\.and iiitlod demonstra-' 
aa7 

tioPns.' In the average t:.onth, the;Yconducted l meetings (average 
;~aa 

attendance 30); 
 2 method demonstrations (average:zattendance 6,6);'

alanda34,6'visits, 
to individual homesteads,. ~~''' 

a~1 

27d) ,"Extension messages 
aaa 

,I J 

, ? aThese appear to have been lacking, largely Aue"o the long period~
ofreercj,6iettintowards 
C 

JT lagescale commiercial farms,~Ths ren~io hsnqwbeenv corrected, (Section 6.5.).This rient~tionas.However,,
Hwvr ~there is cons' clerk\ le scope for developing effective extensi'on ~jaaV aa~ messages from exfli~1g research, information, Technical aspects of '4aaaaextension messa,gesare discussed in Ane 
 .Chapter 3.
 

'Ti~airing ~ 

Inthe past, there has been some 
a2 ~foaatraining anid 

criticism levelled at the facilities, aalevels, of'training of extensiojn staff.a TheAppraisal ;a72a-.

inlt~eRepot proos-Is for continuing the Diploma Course at' th~e 17 CaSUniversit- an&:instituting a new CertificateaCourse. These measures 
r a 
- a a CoptedC and have 'increased 'the availability of trainied saf 

4P ~terosion of staff to the private secto.,,traiaaac
can'abe, argued that ihcy ar'e alhoghit a*''2aaanot lost to the agricultural sector. 

Ca 

Preeninsev c tainin see~ s~eems to be inadequate, but there areesrsbeing

the atakei~to improv'in-service training,azincludinga~oin n ofaietnintraining specialist under', thaU i
 
kfinanced Coping,System R~esearch and'Extension Training Project,)and
~trai 1 ,pn-gsessi'ons held by the SFLO. The Crop Production Unit a Is 

a 

o'ho Ids a-i'-aa
courses aand field exercises.a 
 ~aa>2 
~al a. 

Iif 
V 2",' " 'a~a~a 

Ca ,C~~182
 I~a 



ICcard' 6 list th"6th~er intttin, patclrl.D and CC 
1 ntacts,-:, This ,ccordin ion ;sold s2tregthened weee
poss a a~oud 	 rbe enhanced~by furt~her' traW'~ '~e 

of thse ohe, intitutions by MOAb <~ 

Rcmendatlon,,frstuue and organisation ~ 4 

Th recommended structure for the extension service ibse onthe 

asuqpboW tatadJiiona1 RDAs~ are createdto.'coverv the, eane 

­

of SNL 1 givig tta of. about 28 RDAs, 'sy see ''~itrc, 

This strufctue irfpustrated~in.Figure 6.2; ~ 
In,
.essernce there would be a Senior Extension Officer, who should b 'e~ ,graduate,(Grade,20) at each district office (this post migkbtte 

.be'deighiatpd Principal Extension Officer).T EachWRDA would have an"
EOQ whohuldibe a Diplomate (Grade 16 18), who would'be'in chrg

of a'tem ofg Ineralist extension work(ers, the numberdpndingon"~

th'e'ntjmber of home~steads in;the RDA, communications and other lca
 

factors.;
 

~ The-proposed struc~ture requires only~niinor modifications,,from th~e
existing 	structure., 
The SAO (Extension) could be designated"Chief

Extension 	Officer, i.e. above the SEOs. 
 The main ck iinge wouldbe

the re-designation of specialists as generpilists at field level, and

the concentration oftrue speciali st 
district level (~
Figure 6...'hsmyrequire.additional posts atGrdseean
6..' 
 hhsmy 	 tGaed1 n
* 20, but fewer posts'at, lower grades. > 

At each district offieO there would be a specialist (Grade 18 or'
 
<" C~ e.g. for 	forestry, crops (all types),, livestock, and irrigation-.

(Gae 14 	ores
16) ric speihlst wool be supportedby1 adepty,(Gad of14 1) h would bsiet te 'pcsition ofrooint 

-~'%~~' 	 district specialist. These specialists at district level would fa1ll

adninistratively under-the district SEC, but they would be techni-
71, cally supported by their respective senior specialists at headquar-, 

4- 'ters (now the 	Crop Production Unit in Manzini); 
 -

6.5.. THE RESFARCH DIVISION (IN THE DEPARTMENT 04 'RESEARIADPAN~~'
 

ofesac an Plnig 4 M4s 
 ofteRsac 
 fie ot
'~ beearhl was-noticlued t Timere
'in t Rat' th'e ofee, 
fs4,4 crvp n couteorarch wo ,Rsac h naycsrpacred outrn 
-
thug'en rturnd
4;A ad' b 1978et totescaC,comrcial'farming"thDas rtm'ent 

unegneatmorr 
 eio44hits4Ane 
 )
 

0feerhad nng o h eerhOfTr~s~~~~
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wh Jkta 	 hstme hxhdb~nQ
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Figure 6.2. Recon.rlded structure for the fexte'nsi n service 
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TheR es e a rW rxerefourlDvelpmnt Projec t 
 0UDIFC,19J80-82)ad
'1r as orr-rinaio fresearch~ towards small' farmes
Whi eento be op nL,,h'ws' 5particularl1y important in the light~of RDAP activite to-provide..S~outions to the problrems' ofsmallsprpit messa~cgs ,,fr the extension service. Trhis 
faj'ers 'andap-

th 
, 

waps follo 

basted on principleeseiandY'Staiting it ' wr- JCIMMYTD eto
 

5,C, 

Researchi capbiit
 

SSfices1977,',staffing~of the Research Division has undergone 
severe dfSZ4<ficulties, with the result that the researuch pjo;grammerilyri. has been 5temipora­'interrupted.Of twelve disciplinessonly four have Research Officex-s~
~e
i l ,post, the remainder being under training courses overseas. HIowever, ' ~ by948 the'research programme in all'disciplines shouild become fLully2.5operational. 

J. 5 V. V5 ' --- ' 

In the context of the RDAP the main problem has been the lack of researchinformiation specifically oriented towards small farmers. 
 The deficiency-h
has already been recognised, and measures 
have been takien to rectifysituation. the 5 ,Of0particular concern is the lack of research on new-varieties
of maize, cotton, sorghum, and beans, andlon 1cost effectivenes's of inputs'

-and crop husbnadry:practices. 

' 

M~aize 
5 

By 1977 most technical problemns in maize producdtion had been well researched
although they had notben ptito extension messages prpit 
o'ml 

adotedatHoeerhvstessed the 

fas
Crmers.enpuin-sppoiaefrnl1s
 

use ofhybrid seed, whichadpe'*Hwvr has been widely<there is need fbor continued testing of~quick maturing
compposites and synthetics under S'I'L
management conditions, particularl ~r
heirt'~ ability to tolerate acid soils and low fertilisation rates. 

Cotton
 

.11e-< 


.

-ery

~j~--> 'bee 

little cotton research took place between 197, and 1982, and thiis'h'asj­amtter for concern in view of the levy contributions made by proJducers'
Acotton.entomologist was posted to Big Bend inNovember 1982,1 and a cottonj-breeder should be in post- in October.1983 

' 

5, 5i , 

4

( 
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4 

As~in the~case of oth rc q psf,recen re e rcfa 
:,I:-ted." i-owever,,t-wissk id not have been a serious p'roblem'because of '''­the availability of releLnto information from Z babw e, Ma awi, and RS 

ReHcommendations 

-'~' ' ~-

Because the Croppin~g Systems Research and Extension Training Pr'roect is
wnow, in progress, alpd withou.t a detailed study of the research p' gramme ,~­we have not made specific recommendations about research. 'However,general, we suipport 7Lho measures being taken by GOS 
in 

(with USAID assis- ~' tance) to re-orient and improve the research programme.
 

""' 6.6. THE LAND DEVELOPMENT SECTION (LDS)
 

Introduction 

-The 
 LDS is a section within the Department of Agriculture, headed by theLan.d Development Officer who(LDO) reports to the Director of Agriculture.'The headquarters 'of the section is in Manzini, Detailed information and dis­-cussion 
 about this Section is in Annex E. ~ 

-

The field organisation has six 'units', each of which has 
-.-

a Unit Manager"with from four to ten pieces of. heavy earth-moving equipment and supportingvehicles. Each Unit works in from 
bac.e in one of the RDAs, 

two to five RDAs', and has a semi-permanent
but not at RDA headquarters. Technical- supervisionis provided' by two construction engineers - onefoth rhrnalo,the country and., one for the th
forher orhrnhlfo
 

Since 1972 the Section has been supported by a USAID'project' with 'a strongTA component,. By the1979 expatriate staff' and the equipment had ob'dand present strength is GOD employees and a larg fletuuingove20
pieces of equipment., One of the objectives 'of the USAID-fuhnded Projectwas to help design a' management system suitable for, the increased scale.ofoperation, and a seri'es' of proposals. have been made -to achieve this. Thesharp cutback in GOS funding for
and p'romipte~d thj&LDS sgetofra 

fiscal yea'r 1983/84 was knowvn in advance 
lmd7own'opertion which,,"would~have fewer proecs,rprojects,lestistafor ' 'plsst an lsim'~oequipment"-,ad~e. Efficiency woa--Alimproved ~by: closer monitoring, tighter: supervision, better' equdipment 

ol e 
main­tenance ,,'and better co-ordination with LUPS in"pannThat~proposal~ h work program Ime.­has 'been* submitted to 'GOS"'and"'wll'inoStogether~with the ,two

doubt' be considered-
0 'durent rei u does 'not 

I 

prblmof co-rdinatin.between offer asolution to-tneLDS and LUPSreutnfomf aettinfauthority.of. This has been a recurring theme in earlier evaluations, anidco-ordination. could be improved by reua meig between the heads of 
" 

''-<'LD)S,' 
the LUPS, and the RDAYJU 

-1 '1"5 

~-' 
g o 

vp- " 



Staffing and Training 

Institution building and 
trainivg of Swazi staff to rkplace expatriate
TAs has been identified as anrimprtant componrt of the UAD project.In spite of this, very little has b.o achieved. in the early years ofthe USAID input there awas rapid turnover of expatriate !As. The fullcomplement of five US techniciats have only been in post since Januar

1932. The present bDD went to the 
 US for graduate study, and one man isdoing a SS now, but this is not at. adequate base for th future.
 

Most of the Urit 
Managers ho :ode practical fi-ld experience of handlingnachinery, but need trainir, 
in sail and wa'ter p:erin, ard in mynae­me.t, which could '"sily P achieved by - h-r* courses of one ox twoweeks duration which could be arrn,d at clAck priod.s. There should alsobe mre exprience-s-,arirc with uthr c,,,.r'' in Souther Africa, parti­
cularly Z iTbabWE, qbia a' ,,:,e , 


Technician trairinn at 
 'h ,-,;- orknho,-p hs an 
output r-,bably greaterthan is actuilly rqiird byOF, 
 but it is in the interests of thecountry .r a 'h l,- t p, i, l., p ol fl a dn rolac,ha:.ics wht-ther 
or not they ry-' 
 ." - .- by L .
 

The [LDS acunti'n 
 rr h recoriJ, only the hare ossentials, and _anc r t U c- !," 'CCtin, nf ''r''r,, wmeh coild be suppljed by acost accountnt, sr.,r-t, initai.v by a TA. 

6.7. THE LAND It,1S!P'LP',,:' __:', __NIVL...-


The LUFS falls sit! in W '-p.rtment of osearch and Planning, whileof the other sctj-n Ir',,- and 
most 

whoich ir, invclved in the RPAP are within
the Department of P'rPu rv. it :s us.-'ally aco pted that planning inisc:lation is . , A t , it h.-uld rbe lc ascr iat J with puttingthe plan into ,p-r,, r ,Ovalutn; it. t-is-
 r s,:-n reviousreviews of t-. .:A: h v n.r 117. s ,r-;:F, th Q,e LU S shouldbrcught c 1 or Wte, th -tr i:.rs p;artiularlv 

bt-
W, ,id efforts are beinr.maze to str-:t- c', 
 n.nt t.' u t - JI r ind the LTS. 

Ste ffini c nd - r n,., 

The s >Ab-: r' ... ,- -- '' 'pic±t.,dIS TAS, a r, 
by the large input oftP,-,rrily occupying pcsts which will be filledby the staff ow trin'r:F overseas (Annex E. ) The US staff in residenceare a soil s'rvyr; a ra.., ,rap-u-rt sp,,ec ilst, three engineers and ar-sourre -cona-- ist. The -hre UU' S lHf't- rS w:rk closely with the twoLPS constrc, 'n -'L: .,r-, and in rffect, opirate as a design and
 

construction !,am.
 

In the e-rly ,.rs, 'of t'h ' ID pr ,ct there wr- sev-re delaysappoi.t.g exp'-triat staff, 
in 

ad rApid urcvr. Th-r. wore also some
delays in Swazis p' ,r for traxining to h I. . This sa<ns that it willnet be pcssibl, for the re t'.rirp offir' to work alorlrside the TAs andotake over fr m thim as pim-red in the trainin pr'-rarrw . A further pro­blem is that the Vs iow in pcst are mostly wrI ia without counterparts,thus losing the oppluniuy 'o trnnsfcr thir e-xprience. It 
is to be
hoped that the USAI ;'r'oject can b- e;t.ded to r-7r tan the original planof TAs remaining after th rehn of t,, Swazis now trairn thein US. 
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Shas~a strog elemnt 'ffra riig s-atoionbild byrac7ssoa ticsI'ouldsio g goal
y motat- Th b scene pan a of r aI taining hud'e:fut and use planrnina k 
",i eration o0 thes e andA the ability.t~tapi~totrolaeplns onpaper i a­

:tegrounurequires oth.ertf j~on s il Ia~ogwhace be
experi.enc e. Tactics 'tc ensure that tIs practical experiepce i's obtaind 

68. TH MOIOIGA~iVLAINUNIT b(N THE ECONODMIC PLAN1NG AND 
ANALYSIS:SECT'ION)%~ 

SSection 2.2.6. we described the intention of theRDAP to set up a 
special unit, strengthened with technical ,assistance,'to mesre. e 

99 

~~'effectiveness of project activities, 9re-appraise benefits an ~ , arid 
measure che~oges in economic and s~ocial factors. 

V~TeMlon,
4,torling,and Evaluation Unit (MEU) was set up in the Economic'.fla4< 

~, ing 'and Analysis, Section, initially wah,expatriate technical assistance:.4wUnfortunately, there have been several, changes of prfsinlsaf-n
ittle'continuity9 in the Unit' s mnget.The Unit, now has two giultural. economists,a field team of' e'umerators and three micro-computers.9-.~~

'An expatriatqcomputer p'rogrammer/analyst9 I'ft i~n1983, and has no t-been,

replaced by. a traine cou9nt99part. 

.9. 

tThe Appraisal Repc'.t noted the: need for co-ordination with the, 'Central,,Y2F
Saitcal Of fice (CSQ),' which hlas conducted an annual~survey ofSNL 

9 -9since 
9

9 ). 1971/72, essentially for the purpose of national accounts. Tt 
'~hsthree field enumeration teams.99 

999) 

, 9Sncl9 90/81, kxtengion workers in RDAs (and 4more''recent'i......,.....,~s 
'-under the guidanve;;of the Senio~r Field Liaison Officerhave-c'ollected~ 

9 

~ (~~y uefulnformation on cropping patterns,, input"use "'anareas~.
a-nd yields of :,the t.,ainj crops. -Analysis, of .cattle nubr rcmd tank'7, 

'If;. j. o'erds were also mode, similar information had been kept ~since the ...
 
t:arl'y 1970s, this reiiew of the RDAs would have been able't6o reach'.mor-.~ 9precise conclusions cr changes in crop and livestock produ&&io Utunately, the last' tht'ee years' contain two atypical drought1seasons., ~9 949 

9- 9~9 14 

)999-99.9 99 9- 9 9- 9.9 .99 9,9-999 

T . 999 9 9 99 9. 99 

9999.9.9 9 99 9-9 ~ .. 91 879
.99,999.9 
99 99 9 

http:teams.99


'r ~ ~ ' I gt, IS 

ce rat Colection o frm maaeet data., A sei 
suvyRpo ts h~v bee published for sinplD ri
C fraino farm~andfield zses, 'home­eas a o tp ameupetonr 

s L' s eh Q ncm'adependiture adn eqpm1 0' 
ar S ompa.sons wee mad wth othc epotsi th_ s'er is. 

fotuately, ,teesurvcy ,dd notproie a qcntinuinpg time seriem
Cs O st ads,, or even the sae PDAs whi~ch would have 

£ ca 0 n-np and~ esd 
,~a~~5~d~e ato teed and analytsed were'too 'detailed Io,ag.neral, surveyseries. ;It 1ould hve been more us~fil -if thie MU hiad-4

tconcentted n acotinin tim seieof dawi two r iuI r, aimis:' 

.,a)'to mauecagswti kRDsover tdme; 
b oopoeconditios RD$~wit no--~
 

n, 1: th fEVUpoposed samples offarner in DsadnnR but didnotus 
 "'>paprochN~o. -ports were published in 198L;' Th eUco 
mitwsstudyifig oversea- ad the pct was not occi d for 'eea j

SMonths ~ - ~~ ~ ~ 

'k In ddition to the Farm 'agentheMEU 'carried out specificr ~srveys an~reported on stubjet suha~rdit, maize~mar etig,. tracto
uW 
 ~te\Tees reports wer onipetent-
'td-attle. snd
ue 
Te' ret-an 
 isefulbut Ghould~i-i've.Abeen rxygarded assplmnsto the bsic 'information on achieeetof 

r~ ' e betvs Nevertheless, they did poiesome,insights into'"he
organisation of-smallholderfa pmovldo
 

.('*~ne~of'the sinfcn~eiiniso the monitoring was neglec,- of thL;2<~ ~,Jeffects of infrastruictureim31enented by~the RDAP. Thepprdu~iea
Ssocial infrastructure were impoItantcand expensive conponetSrof.Cthe Vr,,­*4-~ ect, 6ii't ',.the ifndivl'dual RDA surveys .provided 'som in-ormtioalthou' 

~te pactIof th
h. Im e-mea sures was~ not regul~rly ,monitoIred.P 

Teextension service was noc c 
s ~o~er key component of; the RDAP a'C tng'or4~{~half its costs. 
 Again, the effectivenes f extension4 wa~s 
not monito6red.,
Withi
1 the resources aviailabla itshould havbe~'o be toss Ie
 r . u ice, betwhie ossibletwassess,'~iv


-pro~portions and',categoriesof, homesteads 'whcadie;asbnggvnr
o-thesubectavic, ow it asreceived and wh'ether acted'upon.- nly ,,- 2 n"ir n:te1ast three years has acomnprehensive a'nalysis ,been lmae"'f {Ihenubr:of'armers contacted throug metn,,n ~~~ h dmosrhmtigs~met od' dmn tiorsr and,
~- Iid.lK4is 

SPaxrticu a y cking has been -a measur-e of the, 'without~ proj ect'ui tiuat~on ;',.e.the -~nRDAs, as 'a 6baseline- ainst whc the achievements ,intihe:DAs-.c~;$ou ld be measured. -'This wouId have .been pa'rticularly'valuabl. frum:1970,for c~~jfomparison' Wilth the$ origiJforRDs' dsi bueio~n
 
o fo~RAs' 'has; reduced the opportunities to fir d'1wii u po~t' ape o 

afet b ' e, RDAP 

~" '~ 188 



HIE''PARTMENT~CJ)I VEER AR SEV 

Unti June .'82 theDepartmn ofetriar Servces heale ya~' 
Director otePicplSceay OC'ecmpassed~~~repnil


all. 1ivestock' actij s through two',divisios: Anima.ea l ,an
 
AnmlHusbndryhae' c_ivybv anSAO' and an
1 a SH h
 

fomr0r:aLaimal healt aciiis uha 
ngJ-h nrlrecords, -quarantie 

mea aboatoy,,vacinatiorn .treatment 'io',inpecF~to~igicl; 
etc. whldh lte ar sp'onsibilhty , for. govepr Iment ranch land~dairy mngmg an~d"rpasture' tivi 1~~~-,development, 

' 

; 2 

1hanu9,,recorrentA budget, foi,',;th~is :department has' been int'-order of'S35 pen cent to' O'per cent of thd taiii.'hMA Ann Dx-~
 
a pt.keono up by~sta f costs, re­l'ectingkthe 'haigh nlumbers of' anima' heajth'vstaff required t~o'service .
 

t _It has been calcuilated that-the free' dipping
,te. ipping~programme. 

seIrv~c,e'rinSNLwill cost GOS E 6,30 per~head'of 
cattle -durin~g -1983/84
w~hile. corpNersioxnto a more effecti e 'dip could increase this figur~

""to~ 10/h'ead. So farr the ,capi tal budget has:been allocated largely "&
"to r nch development,,whieth 
 RDAP(has financed must 'of:th~e new C
'dip construction, but the general intro6duction of a more'expensive


S dipping, r ateria1 would, require a'rapid conversion.,cff'many ;tanks to

'~~~'the I ower Ca'Pac ityr of l16'000 "1itres and 'a larger bu~dget.I 

~'Kdec~sion'was madeA in' 1982iwhich transferred all~the' livestock exten­4'~iisionperson~nel into a unified extension service. ur~der the Director of~
 
'Agriculture. This ar'tion did not affect the Animal Health Division
 

&but~it made serio's inroads into the staff striucture of the Animal
 
Husbandry Division which lost some established posts to, the' extension I
 

service.'
 

6...Animal Health Division , 

~''This Pivision has had little, particular invol1vement in the RDAP, except:
 
. i ting~ anJdedsigri
1 of 'new,,dip taniks,' the inrjtoduction of 'more eff'ective,' 

II acricidhin aximnum-input RDAs, land the1 supervision and control of new,'i'rn araso purchas ed lan~d.i In gneral the' Division has m& 5l'< 
-andits 'long standin~g function of controlling diseases- o' ~ivestock~~
 

~ wovement.,,. Itwas expected 
 that th~e. Division, would assist RDA Pfsl,to,~~ 
conro mvemntctlefrm dip tank ara.Howe'ver, there~i 5 io ' n'nRA 

4 is someevidence that full: control of1 inwar Movpment has not been IIj~ 

'II~ Adequate staffs evels have been man~e ,.-n moeefive ipin
Imterials have been Aintroduced~at'the 

I 

nim1er dip, tanks.Yle~ IIn.
frao'fo.tedip tank'egisters has not'.always 'been madea ailable.Ai to RDA staff 'for' terr 'hy eunt IW Ah RDAIMU, 'n more -,ffe iv 

~~r ecting arna analysing this:,information'shoul eldeised~4" 

(A Liio.,~we h eterinary, Assistan'ts exenionlI~IIn 


C891'~ 4 41I
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mnir.a6. 9' Husbandry Uivision, 

s iv$ hadciy he Senior Animnal Husbandry ffcr} H~ has
prvd,' 11' the speiveitoc. extesion staf r the.RDAP(n
-ldng range_ maatet adhsb ,rsosbl 'for teoeaino

le. attening ad. 'sis'a ranches 'Fi "threenstablishe Lies'tokEx
 
OfierLC, osswre transferred adiitaivlt~hIDepar~tmentof. griculure& l'982 (but o toits establishment) . The
iainfunct ions ofie ~LEs hav~e been: advising' on aimalry6band


!S,011ctig,.ip arKrecord statistics,
ad census supervising-bull camps,d~nst oranches, C _:ran}§hj t4nwhhe'acquisi---j

Qi1proved-,b'ls,'-organising' the movementofY of, cattle to ateigorsia ranches, an dieU dairy and pol, aaeent~P 

Although~some~vstc exesoeokto
(1970cketesinwk
197)ookt 
 place during the firstph~ase~~(190-177)o teRDAP,.the 1l974 -l9'78FAO project "was supposed to, developthis-activity. Unfortunately the projectA was severelycurtailedi'.particu­

l4arly in respect of, extensionriarid itraining. This Division has fewe~umtrybers thanithe AniMalrHealth Division anddhas been addedA d
 
'cnanda
~structure already restricted for housing , 

b en d tfaA
office'accommodation,anidt
 

pot.Teerqieet were provided by the RDAP, and omm'm'et of.o
 
NA plannhedp numbers of exten sion stafftto~the RDA s has been 'ade.­

1 re hLOposts were adiitaieytransferred to they Departme~nt ofA

i~Agriculture inv1982, the staff were 
 not always clear boutt their lines of~responsibility andocommunication. Aministratively they came under theARD PorE, but also un#de'r' the dsrc E, whiletechnically. theil 

look-ed 
A,, 

to the senior officials in the Animal Health Division. Theyean
,.~within th~e establishment of the Departmient of VeterinarySevcs 

At field'extension worker level, specialisaion for dairy and poultry has ~ dbeen introduced. 
 This has created a situation where .-he specialists haverelatively few farmers to avs,'u-a be reluctant to bacome involved
 
in working with other classes of livestock.
 

Ranfch and Pasturej
 

,The Department of Veterinary Serv~ices has Ath'ree toe thnaemena And 

,,and the ote~w in theA extension service (one at:Manzini,'-the other-at-~>A 
','hagn) h, lowr lsl with the SAHO., Their functions areA to4d2'.jA

pOrovide advice~and undertake surveys on rage4and pasture. A'Their 
 dutiesA>.
 
incudth 
 RAs, particularly the maximunm-input RDAs working throughzthe~A~~
P~srandDE~s, Th.R also provide tehiaadvice~ to~the LUPS a~nd'.Ran'.Delomn OfEis.rspartacularly on agred l'and use Aplanscadr
 

set Yement Moniioringo 
the ,effects of hARDAP on range 'and.:pastureAAA
ndit1 n6 A unoruntly-a o een'a iprat'ucino the,~ RMO .\ AA'A 
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S:im, efR~t h e RD A range anid hp~u 
ightT. ''They av r~st oa~cover, and. hvei a eael' y sYoPe IasI p~ ter training overses. 
 o teefj4


0 fh AP componets, has no een adeuateah~i 

progra7e were not. tdo
er' Cerex eIpconsed ate on.~gc 

4heR DA maagers,. extension stfand RMOs, have Sonte.nfiso 
re ucedaolng~o grouap ch~1es .*This is,a'si t reed 
 j. Peas

fetr-f(h
i~~~ ~ iisoi ork 'which detre' gratrem' 

6.10. COMU NITY AND SOCIAL SERVICES IN THE MOAC~ 

6. 10. 1The' ommuni.ty Develo6pment Section A 

.:This section ofrthv Department of-Agriculture-has the function of motivatingcomnte to organise drvelopmnt, a'nd 'ifpos&iL e to 
supprt. moat cases, this work 'is reLited,'to&sc l nd clinicsAI al'soinput storagelsheda-aneetinghlsadwtrupy schemes. 
 The Se ' 

Stion 
 works Iarge~y through ,the.District Team~s;~whereppans; areT ,co '6rdinate-with other~ agenc es, fo 1nfrddPiinal claasrooms are ~caxm~, 

-6ordinated with the District Education Officer' 
 Plansapoedb h
 

Disric tems
arerefrre~oHeaquatessta f or 
submi' t1o~th Depart
ment of, Economic Planning. "­

iThe'Community Development section would like to 
emphasiase education, ,Water 
--- supply aznd sanitation, b'Jrt the progranme dee&o h''omn yIs rirt 
'ConCotributions are notrnecessarily cash, -'and may. take -the ,wrm'6,.ksII±ed' 

artPins to back up unskilled laorcn iue 't -To, an~sincreasing extentrthe saaprach> is bifp adopted for construiction of~4,social infrastructure.~For example,' when/the..MinistryL of Work Power and
~'I-Ccmmnic'ation is building a rural omuiy aje-ogn dt
~provide cnrlebok 

somejunor taff arelhoused at RDA project centres :but~there db'es'riot'~fI'appear to be aysgicntdifference between RDA'and nnRA'ciiis 
~'''Access to transport ismentioned as a problem restrictinfild activiiAes.
 

Also ~atlprese't'there' are m'ore Community Development~ 'sistaints~o 
 svaa":'
~iW W than -there-are staff in post. The shortfall is attr'ibuted to th'e lack of a~ training course' at present 'in Swaziland. ~ 

,' ~ , , 1 , 
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102 R6'ral Y hDvl~ t(-S Youth 'Movement)' "­

-4-S yout clubs~ were startdp 1b975 with the objectives of 
(farming4and h~me economilcs in particular), 4and inculcaing~ot

-;th desirability of beingself reliant,,ndirespon--ibl'e :( ,OAC,-l94L
-K e~tp~r~ ~u&OOelus ~tha member-hip' of; aboutlo10o,00W~osl in rurai primary schools. M'eet ngs.-areoogan s''dbytce , vaswels y hesmall staff of 5 field offiFr -I suevisor a;,senior officer in 'the Rural, Youth 'Develop ent Seciinf Depart-. L

ment-ofl-Agniculture U srens e'whichasisac is pr'ovided ',for~fencing and seeds, and for girls 
fo 

rf'i-- ­knitting, crochet,- sewing and cookeryas wel. 
Some cus a'eab
~ and poulty Sae of-pj~/roduce are us ed by! some'clubs toriefunds'. 

Tnhere are-similarities between the youth clubs and agricultural educ-a~~
tion: under-the schools agriculture project but most clubs are~a' i.schol which have not yetJindh project. 

On'infcn.eprmn involves 10 school-leavers who have obtained~
 
-a 
 plot of land with periission of the chief at rMotshane and withu
Caadian assistance started a' croppi'ng'enterprise.
2 

It is unusual~ forLinridmnt obtair land, and what rna~e 
it possible in tlhis instance ' V 
T" ster dniya a group.­

6.10.3. Women in evelcpment project,'. 

,.This 
 project has trained rural- women 
in skills they cans use to generateincom~e, 
and to help them have' time to work. It is involved in day-care
centres for children and improved domestic technology. -'Between the
;start of th rjct in 197 5 and early *1983 a total of 566 wiomeni had re-
Sceived~training, most at the,4roject centpe at Ntfonjeni~inNotenRA 
'~Tiree new centres have been conplet'ed aCkhagthMhmaZmoz

n'SitJhobela RDAs. Thus,
and, the -RDA cpntres have provided:a focus for pro­~jject activities. 
' 

-'.,ssisanceand part.of the funding were prvided originally.,Y NDP, but now seve'ral agen~cies are novd 

The pur~iose of "the project is '43intfegrate -imni h ainldvlSment effort. It stresses womenls eeon8ic role 
 in:thferintaidneing

4in incOme generating activities to fo~ster rlf-elbyd soffe-srearn*.
 

strssng gou . 7tranisation and c-operation tl'srough z dctioin-~~and marketing groups;-,and mnaking use of~existing comnynewr: 
rescurces. b-"'~'~~ 

1ncome-generating is espect* llyi~otn bccu of'the 1~ ' 

~of womenj dpneto 
I'~'aittances ron~husban or, kn i n wa
~School uniforms 'and.women s clohing :havc.66i h 
 ucst1poutf Ip's 


'but is trying to increase"'t self reli 'a 
 t~ nalei.e I has ee
foud tatmost~wmn pr~etotwork In their spare time, rather ahn4'-a,' 
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~.THE CENTRAL~RURALT1DEVELOPMENT BlOARD AND TRADITIO"AL INSTITUTION 

ThAppraisal 
4Report commenited on the importance, of-traditional government,aruary,,o1 matter~s 'affecting"Swazi NatoLandianIdtepsbltyfdelas i -mnd:d~1ys d .,~th~osite
~!deciiion 
 'king,4which m~ight a: ect, -the 'implementation ofth 
TheCRD ot striCtly'qtraditionall~fnstitutiop,.'ath Igh a be 

incudei thiss';'cion bcaueof its relati'onhipto h DA'mlena 

The CnrlRrlDvlpetBoard '(CRDB)7 

SThe Board wa's formed in 1954 with a chairm~an (appointed by the King,~~
eeen members representing sub-districts, seven Rural Development~

qfficers ,(RDOs) (ex-officio members), and a secretary (ex-officio me~beri~2.An indication of the importance of the' CRDB' is that the present Seretarythe Deputy Prime Minister. The Boar'd falls withinSis the MDAC, and the'RDOs a're on the Mlinistry establishment.
 

The CRDB.'s main functions are to consider and approve resettlement and
other agricultural projects, ensuring the involvementof local people'and~ '-2their leaders. The Chairman submits periodic verbal reports to the King
about the state 'of natural resources, and recommends action for their' 
preservation. 

" 

From' 1976 to 1979, including the first two years of 'the' RDAP, no resettle­
",", ment and' development plans were approved, by command of the King. This wasy
because: the' Board had found no s'gns of physical and social improvement; 4'',resettlement was not in accord with plans, some homesteads remaining in the"2 

-original l1ocaions; grazing areas were overstockced;" and new people, were 
2 being aditted indiscriminately'to development areas. . Furthermore,, boundarydisputes had arisen betweeri "chiefs, triggered by the developmen~t measures. ' 

During this period-the Board held meetin 
 o
o'ensucurey
_, houhu land cund ct sthtnproved~, plans conformed to priflc3J 
 es of pr6pir ln s n osr
,vation, and that the sketch "poles 4 Ins"' bore the sintrso h he
 
2and two'of his committee members. 'In' May 1~979 pla aproalsrote cgin. 

Rura: Development Officers (RDOs) ' ~> " 

The-, fucin of teRsre to esr that the RDA p.Ia~ngandimple'en 

tain conr with hefsurmetso the CRDE. Ths.4"cheedb-' einpand iscssins ithchifstindvuna, ad'imisu~mphe: ' The: Rb6s'"aofi'r ewe ' ' ,t~hese "people 'and'G00 officials'. iri~Olve'd :in rua:dvlpetl~'"They subit"monthly and, annual reports, on, the status:.of, ongoingArural' devel'pmerit' rojects, sand the state of,natural resoUrces . The ORDE has 'reported'that trarnsport' or th~e RDOs has, be en a "e~na.problem.'("' 

p1 en3 a
 

2 "<,' "A 

http:status:.of


j 

Ch~dm r eonsdnisi thepolitical andIadministrative~systemn. 'The:chief4 is',respo'nsbleto_ the King. for o~der and, welfare~J4of his~ s?{bjects, as weli as ~for. the caion of land. Boundaries
have frequentiy been ,disput d, partiularl~ where ITF land has beenpuirchased' The ACRDB ,(Annual Report 1980) .hs n~oted that thesej dispted, have-,continuied to be the bigest singi6 delay'ing factor in
resetl ennt'prgrammes.. IThe Board'.has also commnted thut someSchiefs have used' Pphrd-ukhon tisays em,--a 1-10iqwi upl nehcmstadt sait U'-'n -nuiabeplaces(?.g, aiongmain roads). 

Rstlement Committees (imisumphe) are formed of elders in thecomnt hass i" h preparation of plans, using theirspecial nowl' dge.. Also during the implementation~ stage, they haveasitdnlasnbtentcnclofcr and local people, and.have ensur-ed that plans are followed. The imisurnphe also ensurethat funds are collected for the maintenance of infrastructure 
(g.fencing,' dams). 

Attempts have been made by RDA management, and by the Ministry ofHealth, to increase the awareness of chiefs and sub-chiefs aboutruralv~development measures,;by leadership co' ses, and workshops.These are 'reported to hav~e been well 'attended and 'generally success-7
ful. 

< 

~ 

YConclusions 

& 
As r~pted in See~tion 4.8., one of the'great strengths of' the ruraldevelopment process in Swa-ziland is the degr-ee of involvetaent of 
the local people and thefr leaders in th-:process, of planning andimplementation. So ofter. in other countries, this process isthrust on~local comminit,.es by technicians from urban centres, or even from other countries, usually with bad results. The CRDB seemsto be an effective mpeans of ensuring that the commendable procedures
in Swaziland are nir,tained. 

'' 

The CRDB h~is noted its :-,st important") problems as: 

. ., 

.; 

a)Failure by. I ~cal commurnties to euc 
livestock numbers to conform with 
carrying capacities. We have, considered, 
this'prcblem'In Sectioi 144. 

~ ~>-'~ 

b) Failure to adhere to agreed land use 
plans, apggravated by indiscriminate 
1kukhontisa. The CRDB is probably the 
most effective means of dealing with 
this problem. 

Ament 

'),ABoundarydisputes triggered by resettle­
programmes and general 'lan sorag. 
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~6.12. ' 'THE CO-OPERATIVE MOVEMENT, '~'i 

~ Irtroductiaon 

'Farmers-.co-opera tves~-have --opeirated-in-SNL-since-1963 -as-agents7-for:-= 7- ­~ suppyooinput and cnsumner goods, and la~er for credit and narke-,. 
A'hre-ie structure evolved, with the Central Co-operatives


SUnion (CCU)'at the'apex, four district unions in the second tier,''~
 
and-primary~db-operative societies of which there are about 
130, with '%2;
~roughly, 6'ooo members'' (15 per cent of SNL homesteads).' Further infor'­

r
Amation about'co--operatives Is given inAnnex B.
 

Partote multi-donor,RDAP infrastructure programme was the provi­
i-sion~of< "depots for inputs anid marketing of producfe." A total of
 
<nine fertiIiser sheds (E3O00each) and 13 farmers' shieds' (E200ec
 
were planned. .Incremental input costs, in the form of fertilisers, ?~~
insecticides, seeds, and other materials (EO0,8 mrillion) were al'so ' 2
budgeted~ The CCU was to be responsible for organising the supply

and di~t ~bUtion,~ and it'.was intended to be a revolving fund., However,

after amo~ints of E50 361(1977/78), E61 789 (1978/79) and
 
E'79 324 (1979/80), had been distributed without recovery,'no further.
Incremental inuswere funded, adteblance of funds were trans-~
 
ferred to 'technical services.'
 

It is unfortunate that housing for. co-operative staff. was not provided
as this probably delayed the supervision-'of co-operative activities,

and their integration. with general- agricultural 

­

activities.
 

Since 1976, significant aid has been provided for the co-operative

movement, including:. technical assistance for the CCU and the
 
Co-operative Development Centre 
 (CODEC), vehicles, counterpart

training, and working capital 'for the CCU.
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wThe Department of Co oper~ative, Development and, Marketing. 

teIn e963'a6 artseaeof C..peratves w a intr.oduced in the Ministry of
 
gruture with 
the ai ofponsorina&frmer cooperatives tosupplSjinputs. The epartm~ent was later taken over 
to the Ministry of Commerce,
 
bt inh.1el977 was r .eturnedtoftheMinistryof Agriculture. Its functions
 
-,e to advise the Minister andGOS on co-operative matters, 
to supervise
raI
aIIdadvise co- peratives and lto develop and improve primary marketing of-,~armping produce.~ 

The Depart men t
headed by rs athleCommissioner for Co-operative Dvelopment
who has ,a Deputyommssione andl two AssistanthCommAissioners (one fore
adm'nistration and one for-:Education), At each district centre there-is a 

' Senior Co-operati Officer, a District Marketing Officer,eand a Co­operatives Officer. 
 At field level a're Assistant Co-operatives Officers
 
(at the same grade as 
Field Officers in the extension service). Thee ACOs

supervise and 
inspect the co-operatives, 
and prov.e advice and education of
co-operative matters. 

Thestaf of the Department work alongsi)e those of the
Agriculture, and there is clclsi liaison between them.some antipathy to co-operatives amongst extension staffbut this attitude has changed. 
 j. 
In late 1976, 

epartment of, 
Apparently there was

in earlier years,. 
. 

the Co-operative Development Centre (CODEC) was started at a '""cost of E 1,36 million (assisted by SIDA), under the Deprtment of Co­operative Development and Marketing. 
•CODEC offers a ofvariety coursesincluding:. an 
induction (orientation) course; 
a Certificate in Co-operative
Studies; specialised in-service courses; 
and occasional seminars and 
work­shops. 
 CODEC staff assist field staff of the Department at meetings withfarmers intended to make 
them aware of the 
advantages of cO-operatives.
 

The;Department is making progress in the implementation of MOAC policy to .rationalis;,the co-operatives into fewer primary societies. 
 It recognises

the need for stronper mangement of these societies activities, and the
COLDEC training, followed by field s~ipervision has done muchlto improve

matters. 
 The Department also recognises the risks of. overloading cO­operatives with too many functions, and 
for the time being w11 conc.ntrate ,-n farm inputs and consumer goods, and marketing. It"has tried.hard< to inte­
grate with other.M0AC activities, a nd there is evidence that this policy is
 
succeeding, and should ultimately benefit farmers. 
 " .... 

Farm input supplies 
 . . 

The primary co-operatives place orders with the district unions, who in turn­
-~ode
33troghthe CCU, which has credit facilities with major suppliers, and
a line of credit with SDSB. 
 Some of the large primaries obtain their sup-.
 

plies independently.
 

3, , .: -, . ' - '3: - . ," ; ¢ 
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From 197,3177 to l979/80., the value- of~farmiptsolthug the co­~oper-atiVes"trebledffrom _Z 5:pmi lion to E1 6 mill ion. However,, some of' 

haS budgetedsales~ofE 2'3!miIIi hMM•Zl _ Fg;IaNdT e.CCU now'estimates~thtt s p
ple bu' 7 e,' ntoS, fa nnuttro the'co-oper'atives. 

Tesale, of, consumer goods through co-opcratives has expanded rapidlysipe t1 i-90i~n~n 979/80,~sales were, estimated -to be E 1,0 mil>I­

Sco-ordination -of information between extension staff, primary co­
.,
'~operative staff, the CCU,,Iand input'suppliers, is encouraging, and has 
~~~~ p resul Ited in better availability'--f inputs to farmers and less dead stocl-i 

;;i:;;' ,' { j: '/,, !
 

Iis certatheco-operatives have greatly improved the availability
'of farmi inputs in the RD'As, thus generally ensuring that no constraint,

exists. mie"70
IThere is little doubt that this effect has spilledtheth€on~'dr aineover into' the;'A.

'<' surudn no-D oh'houhc-prtvs and through farme~rs ' 
'~?" ''~'''travelling to nearby RDAs to purchas'e their inputs. 

The Centra..Co-operative Union (CCU).t
 

.,' a 


The CCU) was established in 1971 and hAsits headquarters in Ma 'zini.r 
.an 

S tl to asy intended to organise and 
 the c"-'ppotratives,
 
-- it hat; .bsequn
s become involved in 
bulk purchasing and distribution
 

of inputs, and now hab' ? primary co-operatives in effect a 
branches.
 

The CCU) has been a channelong~nllai: stnificantA hoo ; (Eo for8m ~~ ndamountspromote8of aid, includinig thethe co­incremental input costs for the $-DAP described in the introduction to,

U
this Section. The serious financial situation of the CC , largelr'esul
 

ting from injudicious'distribution of credit by. the couop'eratives, 
 necs­sitated.GOS settling ~the 'accounts of the two main creditors '(E 0,6 mil'.'- '4
Mion) and the SDSB"freezing an outstanading'loan to. the CCU (El1,6 millio~n)'
and providing a loan of E 0,8 milon for the.1983/84 season.
 

The CCU has also received considerable technical assistance over the y ears'2from the UK Government, USAID, the Volunteer Development Corps (US,), andcurrently two associate experts from FAO, Further technical assistance i S'planned'in the ADB/IFAD~project.
 

TheCCisa ecesary..organisation to* .arrange.' iputsupples. ' to the 'iii 
primryo-oeratvesandto make large scale arrangements formaktnproduce'collected by the co-operatives. H-cwever, it needs' technical assis­taneor tsexpanding' activi'ties, particularly for~financial management"'S distribution of conl'.umer goods and market activities, and unless th'IA
 

'-i''roject becomes effectivet soon this sh~obld be obtained from another source.
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,~Conclusion.,ad'Recommendations 

". 

oratived be.'at the
mvemen anctshould ilsti ation of the'''concerne a'nd for their. benefit, '-
There is'som"e evidence (including>
 

"'v'Sm credit and small
nII 
 sfarmerfarmer attitudes towards p- , .o-e .tives,,Guma,' S'P, 
and Simelane, V.R.,' Department of' Economics,, University of

iSwaziland - September 1982).that 
 SNL people h~ave no clear motiv tion
for joining a co-operative, although they, reawaeote~vcsi~­
~,,offersard t 
 financialy. However, this sur­

wassadeewoudibeye the co-operativeobabn er at .eowebb,due.-to.:..a . 
-hutthetreprtblems' distribution of credt, theyservie' it, ... ,:%arisinicfrom a eo

Lnd attitudes have'
 
pcobablyimpove.Thefinancial diffiulties experienced by the priary
"e co-operatives,la.... a s from p 
'cpital, s'ugge'st rg elya su b r ge eoug a iadqte ­
ment of professional (trainedhan experienced) managers. A primary co-

'operative of viable size 

­

ould p'6bably start at the level of the. RDA,­
i.e.. about 25 -30 covering all SNL. Without adequate m eds,a Wide
probabluppy imoved.rrange of ana '1npts~an'cnue
,ivities, including mark od, .Hwvr;~~peii
eoeting fo....
suCceSsfjv"'j,. and credit is unlikely to bel'l1 ­" 

It is generalliy thought that the district unions are'unniecessary inter­
mediarics between ;Che 
CCU and the primary co-operatives, ,ten'ding to add
to farmers' costs, and they 
are now being aishanded.
 

In the conte::.t of the RDAP, the co-operatives have a valuable role in­
the supply of farm inputs and 
consumer goods. However, competition from
conarcial suppliers and traders should be allowed, 
to ensure the'
 
efficiency of the co-operatives..
 

in 
our view, each RDA should have one primary co-operative, preferobly

sited at the project centre distributing to outlying farmers' sheds.

initially, *the trading activities cf the cc-operative should be restric­
tead to the distribution of farm inputs and consumer goods, and marketing
(i.e. receiving, inspecting, and paying for produce delivered).
 
Although these 
functions will requir-e careful management, their peak

demands are at different times of the year. 

,
 

' 

At least for the foreseeable future, the co-operatives should trade
only for,cash, or purchasing authorities issued by approved creditors such
 
as the SDSB. ' • " 

Building through the 
existing institutions of the Department of Co-operatives

'and CODEC, ..­o-ojerative staff should be carefully and systematically

trained, and menmbers and potential members should be educated in the
 
objectives, functions and benefits of co-operatives. . .Agriculturalstaff

Should regard the -o-operatives as an integral and important part of the
 
Ministry's activities, and in this 
r-card, the positioh is much better
 
than it used to be.'-


-

Consideration should be given to technical 
assistance o the CCU 
to ,
streamline the accounting system and -to assist with the,.de.elopment of .
 
the marketing progi-amme. 

­

-- -' 

,,k 
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6.13. THE.SWAZILAND DEVELOPMENT AND SAVINGS'BANK 
 (SDSB)
 

4,5.~
 

,, banche'dos:/ix7
. ­.:. . . 4 . .ton.,orn prvdnCredit"A$.o 'valu'
4q 


throug cuthe:'and .cu25rredvisrt Aed'i SchmOs.a' )edstredi 

0
-.. The-SDS..has b aihesedas 
 wn eha(SC,)amongt 
f crlegl atin.teeasn eydith farmers roviedgSIacL farmer
antiu 
 e creditofompble.i
t ad..iDealso th AD'gricultural ind loyCenditgSchem 1A9C81 st183are 

for the.S't th arme 
1ses aD s ssnlisa byed,e ithh sn giveni e

purch:nasingx authoriy specifyingathe f goods
suntityweds 


distribuiction 
frm ndn (Teeafbl te ci n4.tte18.ecriy.
 
7farmers. about O
'aOnlyi
>'.::are farmers, but only 35per cent of SNL hmesteads borrow fromethetat- 45 per cent of the amount lent goes to !,':sDsB, and of these average seasonal borrowing Cas E250 in 983C
'Unfortunately the SDSB records do not dstinguish between SNL and
 

"i",' > ITF farmers poutside f eit th ere is evidence o avery
uneve
 

o u ts t d in g
free loan. EW479444
The SDSB has received majoranloans from(1982);aid agencies: 'ODA, interest
uSAID, 2 3per cent
 
interest 80p74a4 outstanding (s982), o fthe AACS. 
 In
 

addition,'rrigation! developmeot, and the ADB/iFAD Smalholder Credit ad 
fr f aes,it is.bu urnderstood-that35orof45coperyuSAID is amue a .furthergos loangonl consideringare nof crthe let tonageMarketing Proje t includes 
a US $ 25 millionp loan fos siabone
 

ditluin04lning]
'(Table 4.18.)..
Cotto farersofutsdoe thn bumsan
mze ther.is ofvry ueve
evienc 


additon, itIs uvlndrodght UiD'ise
onsd(wern amfuthertoni
credit.o,
4 ~ gr'orn) irrntio eractopwit 
e

anercdt 'As/IFAD Smallholerediand 
-
.i;mMarketings Proeccarefulinclude
. : 'I: nt ,inciuding asses-smenta USn.of2,opmillionloncrediti worth'ines and, spri­for sas oma
:'.'~sion.+by a network of trained fi"eld staff.'
farmets.: av (laes :
Managementaence'labo ) only 3,4 pe of In' 

m Juy 98 
f in-
c e 197ho and 978/7o o
delinuent,and a979/80 n ,on
wer ofdhes 
 o oas theiota was 0p.er1 



fam wh hadhrei wage SiNcOme am .:ercev C'r Q -1t to Small.Far.mers.......
 

s 


37 37 hand-27ee th evene, sawere'
 

i ,thaeya4~~J~ am £ ncr ee financial peI rmance of theAACS :f r 
pea- cen~t 'respectavely;despite low ~deaultcosts.- Admi Inis~- Ltrative c'ts wer h lh"
14per~cenof new.' oans,-' E:2la)6mred


with. herAfrA ah l-
 aeditr redit schemes ma ly y u- o h ,sma~lUb hh. Loseswere partly'covered~by GOS'and RDAP donor 'end',~~an dthe,,ba ai e~borne by 'the SDSB, ' which had surpluses fo te akn'
jctivities
 
~,
 

.....
7?i... ii3r d , f t aa
 
Conclusions andrecommendations, 

a
 

~< The SDSB. is a well established, specialised cr6 it source with a'satisfac­tory riecovery performance. 
 In our view it should-remain the 'primary chan­for providinjicredit toSnel SNL farmers for the foreseeable future., Theco-operatives must prove th~eir ability to distriueipt fiintyand to act as marketing agencies, before cosdrit ius eiien ty, , j
them as creditagencies.
 

There is no evidence to justify the use of a heavily subsidised interest"rate for the Agricultural Advisory Credit Scheme, The present subsidyprobably encourages the use of credit as a substitute for cash resourcesrather than a meansas to increase production (which is affected'byother constraints). Therefore, we suggest that th~e AACS interest rate be 
ABIaDthledt Slelloser to the commercial rate,theADBIFA as has been propiosed inSmllhld~ CrditandMarketing Project,
 

In the absence of baseline information and nonitoring of credit 
use, werecommend i~that the SDSB, in consultation with th , 14 AC,establishes proce-<9j

dures for analysing 
 cred.;t use, recoveries,agro-ecological areas, and defaults by RDAs, non-RDAs,main crop, main inputs, and loan amount. This-t
analysis should be a continuous means of monitoring credituse 
through the
 
main channel.
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14, CORDINTITI
 

~v1saed~1~ -'t~
Th~ ~x~ sa? p~ 0 i~ou~~e~ e~sopsb~efoA
 

)The An sal'gaepot "sae that~ thvled MO wit or wuld ee9pnst
,,nuigrp''coordi nainantior o ntrmiitrilcocrn'" 

-reresntMiniestro theiflev M'ivzichstrius~ ix rinn','o 

Th~atn htanovePlpnsainig rurSaldevelopment',,Prith 
coriail snc~anin,are:lo a peii'~~~~" iV '"' 

the rebienet awor of requireme
 

* entrloS'* o&--*'"'" eati an 6pr-'n-_,.aLe how speofn c n ing
 

-' ~~~-~ Dpt.,
a..-lii,EcandcFan gadIStatistics.,(Wih*a~a~*eini
thePimeijl
 
Miter l s:O c ) '':h c , s r s * i e- e*
 

""t.h-e -fr eqiriens:fr aideffectivout
A urveys
~A ~ fo, natio!nal l ext.nt~4 

info'rmat.icp' for nati'-'"" acouts
 

- ~ -'-" MiNnistry'2of'EdUcationI which htas 'schooJls in~ruralre'as, 'r 
agri~ut~ral~eich* chools,' and Rural Edjcatic

Centres (adult~educ~fionY. ' 

I'*~ is 'c~onirned, wi'th' helheuain-adhe1 lhapcs 

Dept.i~A
of EtbihetadTinnj 
 hPrime M'1iister's~
 

4'~Qin~dividual). V * I Y'4 

oVlrks 
repet ,:orads (PWD), bufldings x(PWN, 4 (SEB) , 

Minstr L'Poerand- Communicatins, pai'icularly in 
'-4electr"Icity 

9 tlephones (PTC)i vehic~le pr~ovision~and aintenapce (CTAy

Aater'control'fo irigaion.' -~-'
 

i ,- RuralWater Supply Boad wci~p 
 sbefothe 

installation'and maintenance of'water supysces.
 

7 ~ '- - - - - - Ti ­
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S an6'e VXIopmen hcandaig B an~h 
.,orce f,, red it for S Y-- es teads. 

- Cental.Co pet ve, Uno .0i'c'dmnatesthe.s plpy-0 
 arm
ippuh~utQt SNL thr6 coeraivs and', a' er's n
.nvolved- markeing- f produce,. 

6etral .Rural Devlpei Bor hi ch 's part of'the KAU 

i nistry ofHomre. Affairs, wich is resp Ionsibl~l'"fIo .... n ctivrties ivu 
aa a inclu'dig 

fSwzi 'rUhichhasUnierstyo 4,d research~ and traininp i.nteres t 

~The lnzter-mirnisterfalr Inter 1nstitutional Rural Development Coordinating Comtt e6 

At the tieo ijahe Appraia Report,~
tigof Ythe~Permanen eeomn omttee cons Is-Sereai ofMntijsnvld 

Smay have led, 'the"'appraisal 0L~cmmtee~' Develpmen Committeemeetingat leas, twice aY ear. in fat!
*.has~not met-for-about five years and abha.comitte
 
~ cal ed~th~\nter-ministeria Inte Lntttoa~ua
Deeo- in

~.Coordinating 0mmiee;(IIRDCC).Thi csriiolt& 'Dvelomenig~C Mit r 


but now meets every 
 theeonths, ee u tobheeye h yme'tSo-the
convened an~d chaired:b h Sof~h'~ 

Tkhe IIRDCC haSmet regularly, c'ften~in 6ruiralenvironmentanopportunity 'fdr comnmittee members tc. see a 
it(nV' 
et~
~The'mebers are Lsupposed 

'ua 

Vasbm~
Unortunate Y"Lthe iistr es and:.institutions for' 
necmat 
 ~owbiten"fa~il, to send repres' ntatives; or-send~a rel'ati'vely, Junior ,offcal5 who canwng speak t'h~iatively for his organisation. L.Failure tb'sendrep~or4trhas becomrvthe L orn~ For the last ~thr.ee Mee t g ,,.h nrresentatives e I metnsd"and-UNoW 

i_ Pnnig.andEcoo Stat stics fIth, and;!Financ,:id 7not attend­-any meetings, nor 
 c,~t~s~rit any repor..5 ,';' ''-

If 4 ruraldevelopmetis­
wesbi ,~t 0o ~oordinated~ with ,the importance- it deserves, ~
h nudb 
teghnd requiiring the following
 

-~c) n~R6r 's~toin~ iib t the th) mIOC o
 

"-less~, , "han two Swecks-fre- the quarterly meeting.1 -Repol ts tob r asml-ormat of heaigLgedbteomittc 
 nldn.a o on matters 
 the
-~a 
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d) 	 As the IIRDCC is a sub-comrittee of a Cabinet committee,
 
compliance with the conditions listed above cculd be sub­
mitted 	 to Cabinet. 

e) 	 Special meetings should be convened, if necessary, to deal
 
with specific issues.
 

Coordination between Government and rural communities 

There is a well-est ablished -yster of c(mmunication between governent 
and rural communities'. The basis cf this is th- relationship between 
chi fdoms arnd nstior.Al -uth'iti o, bcth thrculh re. i onal roups of 
chiefd".s p]. Tinkhundla) to th Siwam National Council and the 
monarchy, and tiruh te inistr. .f Home Affairs. -h,' links between 
the Ministrv of Aoriculture and rural communities are particularly strong,
partly !s I result cf the scni ciservation prograrcm< on SNL between 
1947 ac'd , durir which tine, cnjefs assi-e' land utilization officers. 
The auth-rity to do this d'rived from the King's Orders-in-Council. In 
each chiefdrm a conittee ,f men with ancfstral roots in the area 

ph I ,,sas feorm d to (-nsur, thait soil conservation measures did jot
disturb Lraves ,a-nd any other sites. The imisumphe are referred to in 
drawino up the resettl ement plans, or in dcciding road or fence a]ignrrnts. 
Their inter',e'sts are suipported by th- Rural Developmtent Officers (DOs) 
of the Cerral Rural Dvolor-::.nt ?,oard (Section 6.l. 
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CHAPTER n7.> ECONOMIC RE- EVALUAT IONi A 

7.1. OBJECTIVES ANDI SCOPE OF. THE ANALYSIS 

Theobj,iveofthis ,eC nomiC re-evalation,' is 'to, assess. the, ecic~~i' 
A~4~de.in.theAppraisal.-Reepr6a~ ',)ort copr--Thevalutt'1 -iiiiidee, Y567o-''4..,wIr4e6 ,' 7 
~-.4 the, project life andcobse'quently itiis Pos'sible% tases
.''th~e 'capital costs'dncurredisand th peaingfllev Jc~rateyv'~ sof' ~rnt" '.r 

css'It has not been pos.9lble to assess the'.incre'mental. bene.fits Al'''Wt easonable accu.racy, 'bec'ause- as~dlscu sed earlie'ij'
basic crop' and 'liv,'Stock production h~as

e,
not nthis report, 'been systematically moni't'o-.., 

'~i At this stage of the project ~ we have been able to assess pro- ."''> jected costs,>and benefits 'more. objectvl hnwe te"project was
~ first planned. However, as th rjctl thashew str, clear in­dication of, future performance, Particularly ben~efits,hanoye
7-f~ emerged. Indeed it is too early to expect sig'nificant and measurable 
benefits to have fully develo"ed. 

The, economic re-evaluDtion has been conqtined to the mudlti-donor funde'dprogramme because in contrast to the UK-funded'RDAs good financial re­cords have been mraintained, and 
to allow a direct comparison with the
original economilc evaluation in the Appraisal Report.
 

Although' it'is possible to 
separate the costs for the two maximum­input RDAs in the multi-donor funded'poet from, the costs fur theeight minimum-input RDAs,, it is noit possible to separate the benefitsbecause of the limited informtion available.' '
 
Whaetried, to make the economic~ re-evaluation diety-'prbe Z 
tote usnoig nlyi umat.i
'possible sn ltheIR Appraisal Report, as'~far as
the sane fora-.Ith following section we comment
briefly on the assumptions made for, the economic analysis in the MOAC , 
 s'
Project submissions, and the BR Appraisal Report,~ a~id ter ehdooy 

An'important problem-in the economic analysis,.which was noted in the
''Appraisal 
 Report, is 
to s'eparate any 'benefits, quantifiable or otherwise;,
attributable, to 
the' 1DAP, "from lthose which'sI'ight be attributable ,toother complementary projects, including those described inSection~ 2.3.
 

- Another,problem has'.been
from the RDAs the assessment of any 'spill-over' effectinto the surrounding noi-.RDAs.' 
Although we~belivethat4 
".' 

:.,.the
availability of inputs for crops, the lack of monitoring has been~such as to make thie assessment of the extent or impact of this spill-b
 
Ove impossible.4'>'
 



This re-evaluation is no!t concerned solely with the project objective

of incremental crop and 
livestock production. Sections are 
included

which describe the social benefits, and eploment and income distri­
bution.
 

7.2. ASSUMPTIONS ANL H.i:i ,L(GY 

The assurptions and moeh:.1oly used in the economic re-evaluation, aredescribed in the follo.in , [aragraphs. There relevant, comparisons
are made with the aproach used in the X4C'AC submissions and Appraisal
 
Report.
 

P.cject life
 

The life of the project is assumed to be 20 years. The economic and
social environment has changed, and is likely to change continuously,
and also the accuracy of the basic data 
in the projections does not
justify a lov"er period. The Appraisal Report also used a 20 year
 
life. 

Project be:nefits 

Incremental crop product :on has been calculated from detailed assump­tions of areas, yields, and prcauction, which are described in the nextsection of this rhart r. The ,ro ecie
-s vsed in the Arpraisal Repcrt,which were adopt;-d c"11.-ly fronm the ,(W'Af submissions, were described
in Chap.t.r 2. 
 AF U., *h Appraial h,.pcrt., no attempt has been made to 
quantify th' valz: , I:,n]
F- ber efits. 

Project costs
 

Capital costs have be.n Wsed on the 
detailed information available on
 
costs already inrurr--d, 
 'h pter 5). Future o~erating costs have been 
based on prevail nr "-v'-, with some ad ..tt where they are
 
thoucht to be xcnsiv, crr 
 quate. 

Crop production costs ar Lisd ,n crop badglpts derived i'ror. current
information. 
 Thse have been descrit,-d 
in Section 7.. The Appraisal

Report also used dtai.i asrumptions cf thecrop inputs derived from 
NC;AC submissicns. 
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~1' ud !I0! r 

~Ol 

:COB s-of~social~infrastructd're' hay been eclued beas ti o 

apement'osts has been8 excluded in respect of the eigt'U..Cne
R~As h' do no4ro~ ~~E h " Aso excluded h~ave bee -ares of th osts of t'raining, stde iand monoitoring and eaua.*-ton, - ecase-hea-cIptrwast 

~Labour costs~ '~ 

Labour for deve!'opment and incremental farm labour hv encl athe prevailing "wage rate. The opportunities for wage employment are ~ ,i

considerable'feairly cls 
 o rural honme teads d wage ,~epoymetis<an 
 thprt ,nom- .I'is
rua
labourisfully utilsd~e:Ven evidenzt that farv'at non-ipeait periodsi 

QThe'Appraisal Report used a shadow~price for 
farm labour of7 EO,50'day7,
~half the prevai ling wage rate, arguing that existing labouir was signi
ficantly under-utilised. ,This modified the approach used in the MOAC
 
4submissions which assumedjhtlbu had no opp~ortunity cost.
 

S Prlices 

Constant 1982/83 prices have been used in the analysis. Earlier costs>:have'been inflated to 1928 pie. For incr'emental prdcto (with" , .th e exception of maize), prevailing crop prices have~ been assumed 'asequivalent to economic farmgate prices, because for intrainly
4traded-'commodities.,they are 
related 
tiwdrd market prices; and projected'

CrfA&op
prices are based on the:December'1982' IBRD commodity price fo~re-, 
 Jcatusing an index to liktepielvls at, 1982/83.'
 

SFor the maize price it has been assumddthat, the'saving'to ithe economy
~of jmai ze produced in Swaziland'is Pinu&-,lent to' the cost of impor'ts~<
'f4~Arom nIvirtually~ the only- reliableRSA, source of supply of white ~s
44 maize (the type consilmnedirSwaiand).''
 

<"'~Foreign exchange , 
. 

Forig exchange has notc been shadow, priced, nor 'was' it ixn-the Appraisal 4
-Jeportii V.Swziland shares ini the Rand.M'onetary Area, whiich has->aui*opent;-Ueonomy,:and allows generlally-,:freely 'changing exch~ange'ratesfor ,the 

rand4'.' 
 -

A' 6 " 



Ajsmnshave been maefrthe r~evenue, 
 acrigtth Swaland 
ecnm rmteCs~m Uin'adterfno customs ' UtIes'.4These.tireveues ana'd
'8uti's-are 'attributabl6, toth inpuJts. for develop-a )nmt,'operating coS ~aand crop production2. An aadjustment afas'be'eaP ~ efo&t~j~ lis 
f custonsa revenue on maizerimports~ni't.'rquiredb"~
ecause 'of"i'cremental maize production attiu 
bl ot 
 c 

Inte
prislR 
 'otaut fo 
 txswr 
 'dct'ed from costsa''a 

Sw? alad' recive arfudofcstoms duties from 
athe 
 Customs Unioni
 
calculateda
Imot~ alog in ato ag fomuawhich ensures 
that the duty, refund,
 
imors;alog'unaergeof2 
per,cent,' 
In addition, Swaziland a .

wa~receivesia 
 payment as compensation for lack of autonomy through mem.<a. '"9bershipof the 'Customs Union. aThis compensatio~n raises the total ' 'a 0 
reven,,.o around 26 per centaofathe value bf Imports.
 

a~a~7aJ'' 7.3. INCREMENTAL CROP AND LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION -

Project performance in respect of, crop pro~duction has been describeda

aa'aa' Chapter 4, where 'it-in is pointed out that it is still 
too early to
J 
 expect definite trends in,those RDAs designated in 1977. Delays in
starting,aand concentration 
of attention and effort on 
infrastructure 
 .arather than extension and other services, has made it 
even less
likely that trends could be discerned. -' 

~aaa aComparisons between the earliera RDAs and nor'-fDAs 'have been clouded by
the inherently higher production potential of the former,,as well
probability that their people were more interested in atcptn 
as thea-'
 
in.*a~
development.
a' npartiipatinThese were' criteria for selection of the RDAs. ,It
siblea' that there may have been some spread 'of input use and better

is pos '''"
 
huFv6adr 
 from RDAs to non-RDAs, but withoutca.'teful. monitoring of the

RDAP, 
this effect couldnot have been assessed,. ) ' 'a 

Threissoeevidence (Section '4.2.) 'that' the proportion of,cultivateda,
land in~the :RDAs has increased since l976/77 in contrast'to non-~RD)5As
'-' 4a~awhere the proportion has decreased. 
This may have been a response to
 
'project activities, resulting inm
increased maize and co'",ton production


aa(seebelow). 
 However, it may have been a reflection of\~he greater
inherent production potential in the RDAs. 

a 

aga a '' 

4t. 4, 



V.~ 

a zeproduction has ,declined ,iiwboth~RDsadnnRA5,anya

result of~a de6crease'i'' he area's'plapedatomaize.' Yieldshave gene-7
~lly not 7c.tnged 'altho ere-h'~is_,som6evien e~that".ey

higher in tihe older RDAs,,' possibly bkause' of theiinherent poil'
btalsoposs bly because ofprojeqt' activities. * 7~ 

iH'T4 6Y1ne 'in th ra latd o niaie7 as ' "slower in RDAs than5'Ufruaeyterlal

'coes,.only the last three seasons, 

time seri es.,of nformatiotwo of' whichwr ruhs n s '~'" 

n'~otlong enough to :stimate the,differential with' any'accuracy. We.'thave~assumed :that the project retarded the decrease in area ~planted to "~
 ,m.zei RD/,s 'by 5 per cent a yer building up o~ver Years 3 to 5.
 
" We have not assumed any further decrease in maize areas, as it is pro­
"bable that production and, subsistence production are 'more or less in
 

We'have aso assumed that maize yie)ic)in RDsaehigher than in non-RDAs~
 
by:15 2O per cent afterl10 years, of >whichi it isreasonable to assume


Sthat abo'ut~half was due to Inherent pote'ntial of the RDAs, and half to 

' project activities. 

"
 

A,gradual build up has been assumned, from one per
cent in Year 3 to eight per cent in Year 10, thereafter remaining con­
stant. Details are shown in Annex H.
 

S 	Cotton 

'A, 

in the last three seasons, for which we have fairlyreliable informa-4

S 	tion about cotton production in RD~s compared with non-RDAs, there has
been a sharp decline in SNL cotton production. This decline has been ~
 slower in the RDAs, and we
have assumed that RDA cotton areas are 10
Sper cent higher than 
they would have been without the project, with a
 

build-up from Year 3 to Year 5.
 

The cotton yields in the older RDAs were 36 per cent, higher than in
the new RDAs. 
 However, most of the cotton production in the new. RDAs"I

Nisin the lowveld which has a muchloeyidptniathnhelI, 
 J

RD~s ofwhih
te treethat produce cotton are all in the middleveld.

'Consequently, we have assumed an 
incremental yield attributable to
Sproject activities of 8 per cent, rising from one per cent' in Year ,3.
47Details are shown in Annex H.
 

V'<egeables 

"~'" There 'is~noaccurate estimate 'of the 'area' of irrigation;,development,'
'attributable to the multi-donor funded project. Some~project funds~ 
' ' 9:~have been 'spent on rehabilitation of cxisting,schemes, and'we have)
,assum~ed~that th~e area 
is 20 hia.~A mr~~argin,,of E462'/Ha (based


K-on,,the ADB/IFAD Smiallholde'r 
 Credit and Mar kti~g Projeci 'ertimates)has 	been assumend, .of which half could be a"&ibuted to therehabil '''tato 'th ~uidu
- over thre'e years, 'strigrjYar3 ,
io,-wth"'",idu tr~n-i er3
 

~V - " - " -- f ~* ' 'i- 4-N' "' N' 20,',N~~ 
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4 Innthe Appraisal Repo'rt, incremental cattle sale er'based onhed.,.projecions:for the two maxiu~nu Ds 
o Incresd,,rdclvtofae and quliy Itwaslsoaso
Sthat some; Incremental' cattle6 salv' would occur In theinitum-inplit 

4,...As dis-cussed.inl Chapter 4,-'there. is',no evidence 
that the project'Jms'
imp~'~.
'proved productivity, ,offtake or quality of cattle.' It is possible'..,.
 
thttecntuto 
 fdptanks and the prviio-o 
dipping
materials may have reduced mortality44from tick bor'ne diseases. However,,
.
it is also possible, that rdctvt and qaiymayhaebnrdud


by increased stocking resulting from the fencing of grazing areas un~der'"4
the4 programme. 

, 

Consequently, no 
incremental benefits from c3ttle production, have been
attributed to the project. 

.,. 

7.4 PROJECT COSTS
 

Capital Costs 

..... Capital or investment costs are~based on 
the actual costs, inurdb
the programme from 1977/78 to 1982/83, excluding the costs for those
comnponents not covered by this economic analysis and a proprrtion of
the RDA Management Unit. Costs have been'broiught to a common 1982/83

base year by inflating coists incurred in thieearlie,ears by' their
relevant indices,1 
the details of which are shown~ in'Ann~ex H. A Fummaryf 

of the costs streams is'
also given in Table 7.1.' 
 ' ' 

Operating Costs' 

,4' 
 -' 

Costs from Year 1 to Year' 6'are the actual costs incurred by the~ pro-­grammeJadjusted in the saeeway as~cipitalco5 ts, 
 while those Ififom
Year 7 to Year 20 are" the es'timatbd costs 'of maintaining the RDAP at 4"" 
thelevl tatwas planned in the 'Appraisal1 Report.I ecause 0f budget _.1

restrictions these'are about 45,per ce~t'moethnwaplanned'to be allocated by GOSfr the ret 
scrnly1


nwhti
currentcotofhemlyi­
donor fundedRDAs. 'Tho 
 extra costs allow for'main'tenance of the ,infra­

.structive and for a level of operating"expenditure' similar to what was
''spent 
 in'Year 6 of the programme, which is'- nideredsuffiiet" 
t 'o,
~~'i:k'';i maintain' the"4programme in its present form. , 

4. ' 4.4... 
''''9 

4r 4' ,
 

44 



Table 7.1.
 

ECtJOM1C 4M4AYSIS OF iTI-D0,
O FLIOED PW 
(ECES) 

Year lYr 2 Yr 3 Yr 4 Yr 5 Yr 6 Yr 7 Yr 8 Yr 9 Yr 10 Yr II Yr 12 ...... 2t 

Incremental Snifits 
Ma1ze 
Cotton 
Vegitab)t 

92 
11o 
12 

331 
460 
28 

433 
346 

46 

426 
283 
46 

565 
381 
46 

627 
437 
46 

704 
448 

46 

782 

488 
46 

K 2 
496 
46 

834 .8 
496 
46 ..... 

49' 
4 

Total Incrtevrtal Benelits 0 0 214 819 825 755 992 1110 119 1316 1144 1376 ..... 137 

COSTS 
Fixed Ipvestent Costs 

Extensiv Infrastructure 
Livestc,ck Ifrastructure 
Land Develtlc;nt 
Ctvd;t Services 
- Dtvelopmtnt 
Central Mar t 8trvices 
lt.'alFixed Iyeftment 

35 
0 
0 
0 
0 

78 
113 

296 
231 

0 
73 
58 
55 

7i3 

264 
297 

0 
54 

2c, 
79 

1000 

736 
155 

I 
142 
296 
1"2 

1432 

1012 
280 
144 
3 

725 
117 

2281 

795 
573 
36 

1 
682 
142 

2579 

Incrtmental Oerating Costs 
Extepr-c Services 
Livestock Exttrsor - maint 
Land Devel~paent tainerLn 
Credit Services 
Road aintinance 
PC* iaow 1 

TOu cie'stng Ccsts 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

29 

29 

202 
0 
0 

22 
0 

60 

284 

481 
89 

0 
57 
6 

95 

768 

573 
48 

0 
iq 
11 
16 

924 

08 
16 
0 

220 
19 
91 

1154 

932 
180 

0 
185 
68 

110 

1475 

705 
71 
13 

172 
51 

150 

1162 

705 
71 
13 

172 
51 
1M 

1162 

705 
71 
13 

172 
51 

150 

1162 

705 
71 
13 

172 
51 

150 

1162 

705 
71 
13 

172 
51 

150 

IIA2 

705 ..... 
71 ..... 
13 ..... 

172 ..... 
51 ..... 

150 ..... 

1162 ..... 

70 
7 
I 
17 

15 

116: 

Froduct,on Casts 
Haizf Ipputs 
Cottr, Inpu~s 

26 
25 

75' 
91 

121 
103 

,9 
86 

142 
93 

156 
1t0 

170 
106 

183 
112 

183 
1J2 

183 
112 

..... 

..... 
18: 
11" 

Total Input Costs 
Maize Far Labour 
Fotton Fara, abt 

0 0 51 
57 
51 

17C 
170 
164 

2'8 
268 
n 7 

205 
272 
173 

235 
304 
l89 

256 

3 
n02 

276 

362 
2!4 

295 

392 
227 

2M 

392 
227 

295 ..... 

392 . 
227 ..... 

291 

39 
22: 

Total Farm Labour Costs 0 0 108 354 475 445 493 535 576 619 619 619 ..... 611 

Total Financial Costs 142 997 1927 n>s 4138 4704 1890 1953 ?014 2076 2076 2076 ..... 207 

Adjustmet- to Costs 
Tixe' and Dut es (net) -20 -?02 -267 -282 -415 -543 -3 8 24 39 45 53 ..... 

total Ecor-omc Costs 122 795 1660 ?5'8 3123 4161 1887 1961 2038 2115 2121 2129 ..... 2121 

NET CASH FLOW -122 -795 -1446 -1779 -2898 -3406 -893 -S5 -840 -799 -777 -153 ..... -753 
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4Crop inputcot 

Produc~to cOstsafor'azancoo, the two main crops from which 
benefits h ve-oeen'achieved, are based' on an average of their-input
fciS'Iae 

<2'' 

9, crops grown in different

ecological :areas.included 'ir Annex H. 'Producti'on costs are based n"K22A(5


ces98/6 'aij~ ssum~ed to remainanu~ri constant' 
'P. '"over 'the' life'2oi''theproject. > 

SThe' 
 cost ofth2 incremental farm labour involved in the incr'eas~ed cxropY'
yproduction has \0een valued at'E 3',00per day, which is considered to2
 
Arepresent prevailing rural wage rates. 
 A sensitivity analysis has also
I been calculated with farm'labour c'osted at a shadow cost o lO e
 e 

2fE,day. 


.1:2 

7.5. RESULTS OF. ECONOMIJC ANALYSIS ' 

(~~22 Normal 'analyses 
 2 

A 
 A summary of'the cost and benefit cash flow is shown in Table 7.1; The
 
2net 
 benefit stream is negative throughout the 20 year life of the' pro­

ject so the net present value is zero at any discoun't rate and22the
 
2"22 2 internal rate of return (IRR),'is les~s than zero. The net benefit flow
 

is 35 per cent less than the total cost stream from Year 7 on." 

~222222Sensitivity 

Analyses 

ASeveral changes have been made to the net benefit stream to test the
 
"" sensitivity of the project to changes in the basic assumptions, and to'indicate what level of benefits would have to 'have, beer. obtained for,jj 22i tbc-,prpject .to have a reasonable rate of return. A summary"of' the 

'''.4 
.2A
 

results' of the sensitivity analysis is shown in Table 7.2. 
 '2'2 


a) The basic analysis has been repeated with the maize priceA
 
Aincreased 
 by 50 per cent to reflect prevailing worldrmarketIl
~ . ~A22~ maize1 

prices rath#'r than the import cost of subsidised '.

maize from RSA. 
 This has'the effect of reducing the negative
NCF to E407 000 from Year 12 on, but as the NCF remainsH,( 
"2' negative throughout the IRis still less than zero.2222
 

2 4~ 2 2~ ' ~ 22 ' '' 1 '21 


22A../2A .'~ ' 
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Table 7.2. Su:mary of results of sensitivity anai.,es 

Normal Analysis 
 Net benefit flow always negative. 

Therefore no NPV and no IRR 

SensitiviTy Analysis 

a) Basic Analysis with maize price 
ircreased byby NCF always negative.
 

b) Basic ArT, a s plus half livestock
 
bntef ts 2r, Appraisal Report

in 1 .
 NCF always negative.
 

c) 0perati: 
 id NCF always necative. 

d) Ensic far labour
 
at E 0 ," , 
 NCF always negat.ve.
 

e) Five times r't b-- t s with 
 NPV at 10% - El 916000. 
farm 11abrur ic F 3,0', per day. IPR 4%" 

f) Six tiue r." I ,fit4 ith NPV at 10% E 131 300. 
farm labrur : £ 3,0 per gay. ]RE 10% 

g) Bar m Iab:,ur atI ],IC per day NPV at 10% E631 900
 
and three times ne benefits IRR l''
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b sthere1 is a degree ofuiea>programe,on livestock y abcut, ticeffect,)f theprodtuctio)bcueen measuriable ef -, 
fet c,tonivet, k_, be identified w. sensivitynlysis~ihas,been done' us~!i "'"lb) ~f~othe, lietcbnfit suei~K'A 
 i 1 " ... ; ' ;
fo~teecnou aaysis,-in thel ppraisal R'eport readjusted'>

Jp ce levels 'Evenoi the Ani'c1usion f,-thes&' ' ~ ~-~-en fis f~ 4000 eryear. te NOF, is sill,'negativand 

•....c)The
Iiiiiior,' i' [ieutihprojected o erating'I costsfi ".£:il. 'economic amnl 
 P'I 'A'ling 
usdi h ApaslRpr)d not take intoT account the
 
cost of theba sicservices'thatrwould be provided'in the
without project. situation Itaken over by .the 'project or V 9Aallow for the spill-over 'of some services 'such as specialitA
extension staff to non-RDAs. 
 To test the sensit~iviyt ,reduction ianincremental operating 
 vity to a
has....
done with ........ -costs halved but evenewith this edction 

theNFrmains'negative 
 K~
 

d) Thebasic analysis has also been carried out with incremental­
farm labour valued at a shadow price of E 1,00 per day 
instead
of E 3,00 per day. too had no major, effect on the-This 
 econo­mic r-eturns as. the NCF remained ne-gative throughout the 20
 
year life.
 

e) and f) As a measure of the effect of increased cro production on. 
economic returns, thenet benefits (grossincome less produc­tion costs and incremental labour) have been doubled, th~en* 
 tripled etc., until a reasonable economic retu~rn- isobtai ed
 
A five-fold increase i 
net benefits gave an, IRR o 4 percent (NPV at'10 per cent -S 1l916 million) and at a-six-fold 
increase in net benefits, an.RR.of 
 10 per cent was obtained. 

g) Wi th :'arm labour at E 1,00 per day ii.stead of E3,00, three .­times the net benefits gave an IRR of 12pecnt 

::A- Conclusonrops :
,per cent. had or -


Thedquantifiable benefits 
rom cros and livesto are much
 
lowepojetthn csts ncuredso 
ar nd projected future.costs for
the rogamm.
I isextremely unlikely -that the programme ha 
h
will have a reasonable economic return of say, an IRR~of 10 
ecnt
 

The economic return is sensitive to the cost of incremental-farm labour.
 
As the average return per man day fo
y o az adg
miemnartong eral1ly ol
 

- --exceeds the, imputed labour costs pe a aby m agn the, 
estmae''ecnoicreturns to increased cro prdutio~n after deductinglabour costs are relatively'small, Hence the consliderable improvementT7in the~economic return when 
labour i s shadow vaud ta1wrrate.
 

A 3f
IA 
 A-A 
A .
 

A * y'A
 

A ' A A+A .~A 
 4 r-

A ,,a, miAit I
 
j
 



VV 

et in Swazila dA,1,m r r a l s i o s 'a 'e oc -

hshdowvalue.' Thshadow lue oflabour of 50snze~ae'je n{the'"'
p2uner cetiofmarkrted ~ ~ ihnthenomAppraisal Report probably
undev-estimatedreris omi cost of~production,. and therefore '"'oerestimated rurns from.the project. ., 

S" 

Comparisons with Appraisal Report 

The. Appraisal Report calculated that the IRR of the projectwould be in the order of 20 'to25 per cent, This assessment 
was clearly extremely optimistic, and because the basic as­surptions used were incorrect this high IR had little pros­
pect'cf achievement. The reason why the present economic re­
turn~is so much lower than the Appraisal Report prediction issimply that th 6 , <projected large increases in .ropand live­stock production. did not happen and are unlikely to occur infull. Over half the assumed benefits in the App"aisal Report
were.projected to occur from increased tobacco and potato
production and this review cannot identify any measurableincrease in the production of these two crops that can beattributable to the RDAP. We consider that it was unfoundedto base a major part the economic performance of 'the project

-on the production of these two crops when there was little or no evidence that they would be adopted by smallholder cultiva­
tions in Swaziland. Although it has an attractive gross mar­
gin per hectare, tobacco has a relatively low return to
labour and has also become less profitable because of the
decline in tobacco prices (in real terms). Potatoes, althoughhaving a high return to labour,'require such a high level ofinputs that the cost is beyond the resources of most small­
holder farmers. These factors should have been taken into
consideration in the original Appraisal, at least in a sensi­
tivity analysis. 

''A 

iiiI 

7.6. SOCIAL BENEFITS 

, 

he multi-donor RDAP haS. evidently not achieved the economic 
returns projected becajse the expected increases in crop andlivestock production did not 'occur. Nevertheless, the prog­

g, has had a wide ranging and generally beneficial social
impact. Most of these'social benefits re not readily quan­
tified, so they are not reflected in the conventional cost
benefit analysis described earlier in this chater. However,
in the cntext of rural development they are very important, 
and so we have described briefly what appear to have been the.mainsocialbenefits of the RDAP. Further details are in 
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Annex F. 
 The main social impact of the RDAP 
can be summa­rised into three aspects, namely those activities that may

have improved the general 
stanJard of living through the
provision of direct or indirect social services, employment

and income distribution effects, and the development of
 
communit, initiatives and attitudes to development.
 

Social services
 

The most important and popular social service provided by

RDAP is regarded 

the
 
as piped domestic water supplies. This com­

ponent failed 
to meet its targets, largely 
as a result. of a

lack of appreciation by the planners of the time and orpani­
sation required for design and 
construction. Hcwever, by theend of the phase an estimated 14 per cent of households in
the maximum-input RDAs, and three per cent of households in
the minimum-input RDAs, had been provided with piped water.
While improved health ma 
 be considered 
to be the primary ob­
jective of piped water supplies, this has not always beenachieved because water sources are usually contaminated. 
Nevertheless obvious social 
advantages have accrued 'rom the
 
convenience of a piped water supply close 
to hand.
 

Roads are generally regarded as the second most important
social service provided by the RDAs and one of their main
perceived b nFfits is that they have allowed improved access
 
for light twc-wheel 
 drive vehicles, facilitating the supply
of inputs and narketing of cropr, 
 and also alowing hc,mestead
members tc cc-r.ute .. work -r visit their hcmos mere easily. 

The multi-doror funded PDA .- hievements included the extensionto a health clinic and the provision of three ambulances and

' ts of medica! 
 .p ies, which were administered by theMinistry of I th Althcu;,h not quantifiable, ben,-fits would

have emanated- from this 
component in the areas served. 

Other it pr ivadld by the RDA which have contributed 
social services were: input sheds which also 

to 
handled consu­

mer goods; meeting halls; 
 day care centres for small childrenat the RDA centres, and assistance in rural ,iectrification.
The fencing programme has reduced the need for close cattle 
herding and allowed more children to attend school. 

Development of community initiatives 

A mrajor social impact of the RDAP has been the practical
assistance it has been able to give to self-help groups,
and the development of initiatives and awareness in the

community that raral development can improve living utan­
dards. 
The main assistance has been in providing artisan.,

labourers and drivers 
to provide support to community efforts

such as for the construction cf piped water supply schemes.
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CHAPTER 8 OVERALL PERFORMANCE AND CONCLUSIONS
 

8.1. TIMING OF THE REVIEW
 

The :eview has been carried out i:,the sixth year, or five full
 
agricultural seasons 
after the expanded multi-donor and UK­
assisted programmes becar.e effective, ircorporating six new
 
maximum-input and eight miniri.um-input RDAs. As the donor fun­
ding period is now virtually at an end, and the 
five years al­
located for implement-ition complete, a ma jor revi(ow of progress
 
and assessment of impact is well-timed.
 

Although important, the reviewv of irpi-mentation and f;nancial

perforn.ance has bt-en re !tzvely straight forward, requ .ring the
 
assembly and analysis 7f lare vcluo s of informtion fron a
 
diversity of sources. At the end, 
 ho'w'ever, the achievement in
 
terms of physical ccnstruction, di turse_.ert pattern of 
 funds,

and actual cests can be conparc" with targets and estimates
 
established at project appraisal, and th. 
conclusiois are unlikely
 
to be in dispute. 

Reviewing -igricultural and social impact is more controversial,
 
particularly in a 
 productio, system depende-nt rn uncertain rain­
fall and where agricultural impact will 
reflect a voluntary res­
ponse from farmers to th- implerenta tion ,f varicus measures,

and access to advice. In these circurstances it can be argued

that five years is tor short a period in which to expect any

measratle trends. The "too early'" arument is reinforced by

the recoonition tnat 
 there were substant ia d,.lays in implemen­
tation, and that the latter two of the five seasons had signifi­
cntly iowr rainfall thur. could 
 ne'nal ly be expected. It can 
also be argued that aithcugh the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit 
of the MOAC prcvided useful insicht into th,- farmirg systems and 
crcunisation of smallh..-ders within the SNL, the system as a 
whr le was not dtsir,, tr pick up prcducl ion trends, reflecting
chances in areas culti'ated, cropping patterns and increases in 
yields.
 

Alth,ugh these are stron anrurent.s asainst placing too much 
weight on tle results of analysis carried out to detect produc­
tion trends, they do not d.trAct sigFnificantly from the value 
of a review at this stapn. 
 The reason is that the programmes

!.tiated in 1978 
 were not dissimilar fror that initiated in 
1970/71 (four UK-funded ?DA,) for which approximately ten years
of data are available, and more importantly because enough in­
forraticn is available 
(from both histr'c sources and the
 
studies carried out by the Monitoring and Evaluation Unit and 
the Pural Sociologist in the MOAC) t, test 
the underlying assump­
ti .ns upon which the programmes were bnst-d. The aim of this 
chapter therefore is to draw tocether the main conclusions in 
the foregoing chat(-;, e:amiring where appropriate on which 
the program.mes were based. 
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Despite the uncertainty about the eventual impact of the programme on
agricultural production, the timing of the Peview is believed to be
particularly appropriate. 
 The GOS is currently cons:dering a strategy
for the next phase of development in the rural areas and it is essen­
tial that an analysis of the experience and conclusions drawn from the
 
past ten years of rural development is 6vailable.
 

8.2. !MPLEMFN7ATION
 

Effectiveness
 

The multi-donor programme became effective 
in January 1978 after a six
month delay due to various adirini,:trative processes in setting up a
project invclvin, four donor agencies and the GOS. 
 As it was essentially 
an expansion of an existing programme, and conditions of effectiveness 
were already fulfilled, there was no delay in effect..venss of the UK­
assisted prfrare. Implementation of th, Infrastructure Support Project
(USAID), although finalised in Septerber i-Y78, suffer,-d successive delays
in getting staff and .q.fpmnA. lht full co'rnent of staff was not
reawhed until January 1t87, and a ].Arne part of the :achinery dii not
 
arrive until 1903.
 

Apart from minor adjustverts in the multi-donor prrrranre, such as anincreased rrant from EPF to enable the Extension Offi cers' Certificate 
course to be continued for ancther yea-, consFruction of an additional
 
55 1ow-cost staff huses, 
 arnd reallcation of funds from the incremen­
tal inputs and land de,.,lcpmrnt componntns to fin.rcing technical ser­
vic.s trainino and studies, there "-ere no ma cr chanzes to the pro­
.ra=res after effectivwness.
 

Plan approval
 

Apart from, Mahamba/Zo.budze, implementation of all of the multi-donor
funded RDAs was delayed; four RDAs by one year, three FR.As by two years,
and in one RDA the delay vas three yers. These delays were, for the 
most part, attributable tr the- l-nthy rccc-durcs for planning and
acquiring plan approval frer the T aTo lsser extent they were due 
to limitations on Ih- cat city V' the Mb ( staffino and equipment) to
ir, then, ;,, tieular.vpie:.,,t 
 ir tho sri:-r yp-ar;n. :Siven the experience
of the four -arly hiAs, td.r.- is no r-'as,.r, why th- lelays could not
have been anticipate& and a r,,-s'.abi e ,runtof time allowed in the
various pro ec t dcuents, for pr- :aration and approval. 
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Acivment of physical- targets-. ''" ---.- .> 

Th mlmnain cle5arly~in~fluenced' the achieve'>­ment of targets for the- full fiv,e year Vimplemnentation per'iod.,.Despitethis however, .the, overall~achievement (UIK'an JTulti_'6no') ' as impres­siead 
' th 6dz~of~the-programme. most of~the~imporati~rsrc.~ 6 
'clearing- dip taiks, iii%- maoit'-b. thd'ad'hoe 

7,; siterevelllng was~fiished. However, less than, halfelcig atrs Ie and of the proposedirrigation developm~ent wasintlead 5 

t'achiev~ements in soil conservation and associated work~s (e.g. donga re- ­liabilitation and ar~tificial 
waterways), pasture improve~ment, and stocks
wate 
dm, was well -below 25 per cent of the targets, swhich in some
 
cases were unrealistic. "~
 

Th~ao 
ifrne between achievements -and targets occurred in~theearly years and wvere largely attributable to the delays fInplan appro­~ '-< val and ,the time, required to build up implementation capacity, parti-
cularly in the.5LDS Iisntbehatefinal 
-year's achievements

for major items (illiustrated in Figures 3.1.- and 3.4.) frequently ex­ceeded. the maximum planned~target for any year. 
 Also the items with
the greatest~shortfajls (i.e. terracing,~donga rehabilitation, artifi-


,~5cilwaterways 
 and fencing),were 'probably the least-critical and in any 
' 

case, require reconlsideration. 
(Section 8.3.5.)..
 

SProcufrement -..
 

Althou~gh procurement procedures are lengthy, vehicles arnd equipment
were obtained according to, -or occasionally ahead of, schedule. 
 There
we're no significarnt procurement problems.
 

Reporting
 

-. '5 Annual work programmes with supporting budgets were submitted to theIBRflas agreed in the -Appraisal document. They were aggregate programmes
prepared centrally,'-and were not-based on 
individual programmes for each
RDA. ­

- Although they were usefulexpenditure,.5they as an annual guide to overall;porme n
 -were~ 
 of' little-value as'.a workn/rgamn documn 
 ,
- forjindividual Project Managers. - '55 -- '.. 

5 sQuarterly reports were also pr~oduced, which gave an up-to-date statement'-oepnitr~gis budget. 
They did not however, coie physical'

.'proQgress, -or the results of monitoring and evaluation. 
In additions to J­,-I's.reg'ular half year!% monthly and annual reports for donors' meetins,,..'and. reports. from',the Monitoring and Evaluations Unit, wereproduced.­

,Athugh.the lack' of information monitoring physical progress reduced
 
th et; valuje of--reports a's 


' '>of-rpitn wa'ant 
an aid to internal management, a5 reas6onable-level 5e 'and the donors' requiremients were met.'"7 ,'j$ 
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S. ;"' OPERATING PERFORM ANCE ' 	 ' ' '~-4 

8;~; Impact on4 cor4: 	 : . pouton ~ '~d 

iThe 4 impct'ofZthe RDAP or ~ 'PrQ ~j jj. 'i 	 4> 

.{--changes in--totaL4 (crop"'producti~n and its two cnstituents '~,
 
~-area. and,,-hanges in yield. Although data fromp all 
the 'RDMs were ---.- ''" ~ excamiined tiioioughly, particular e Iphasis was given to thosel earlier. RDAs 

44 hchhve4'ad4 adequate time to respond to the infrastructure and ser- '~ 
Svices' 
 provided. 


4 

m4>..4Tajor 'problem with the data which has been collected systematically4 
is the extent to which it is aggregated when presented in reports.
This has limited the comparisons which can be made, particularly be­tween individual RDAs, non-RDAs, and early and new RDAs, and ultimately.
on 	the conclusions which can 
be 	drawn. ' -. V* ' 

The data'available 
for all RD)As suggest that between 10Q76 and 1982 the
proport4-onof cultivated land has increased slightly4 from 11 
to 	13 p'recent. 
 Over ,the same period the proportion of cultivated land in'non-<
 
4444A land has fallen from 10 to almost 5.per cent. 
 While the difference
 

irensiDrbbyacntaeAytefc 
ha Dsaegnrl
a-reas of higher than average potential, the programm~e ha's probably hVd 
some impact in at least'fnaintaining'the proportion oi'land cultivat/).


4 ~Data for the same period from the four original RDAs would tend t,' "4support this, 
and indicate an' increase in the proportion of cultivated

land of one per cent per annum.
 

Taking all crops into consideration, the L;erall conclusion is that'
apart from cotton, there have been no signi'ficant increases in'areas
~v~z~' planted and the decline ijnmaize area' has been greater than predicted~. .
.Where'areas have declined, the decline 
is less marked in RDAs than in' 
rnon-RDAs. 

'. 

Yields appear to have renained saindhave'been well short of the
Appraisal Report targets, which 'inmost cases 	
'"­

were un'attainable. In
intenwroe.'
older RDAs, however, yields are generally significantly higher than 
j>
 

4the
474 

in th newe ones
 
44 	 Although the impact of the programme in terms of 4 increased' crop produc­

ton' is much less than4 anticipated, we 	 believo that it has probbymd 
a contribution' in slowin 
 onwamihhvebn 
an 	 even greater' 4'decli'ne. 	 rgonhtmgthv enoalqae..
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8...2. Uptake of. agricultural inputs 

The -anticipated increase in'crop production was',to: alarge extent ex­
~pected: tobe a functionof increased uptake of agricultural inputs 
(hybr~id maize seed', crop.protection chemicals,ifertilisers and lime),

made~more' easily available by programme.the The rapid uptake of hy 
b~rid maize, seed throughout the SNL has been a major success and within 
tih'eRDAs it exceeded the Appraisal Report targets., There has also 

.. gb en,atsign!Aricantincrease' in the use--of-cropprecon hmias ____ 

The, increase 'is probably more pronounced in'the'RDAs than' non-RDAs and 
the ~qdntitepe'r hectare of crop are higher.s 

Although the tiliser application rates in RDAs are well; below target
(about 50 per qent) :the data indicate . that application rates are 
higher than innon-RDAs. There'has been a general decline in the use 
of lime througout the country and~there is no indication of an increase
 
in the use of lime in the RDAs.
 

Overall the uptake of inputs has probably been higher in the RDAs than ' 

in:the non-RDAs. Again, however, the inability to disaggregate data 
detractcsfrom the precision with which conclusions can be drawn. 

8.3.3. The impact on livestock frontig) ae
 

Conclusions on the impact of the livestock components are limited by

lack of data (due to no specific provision for monitoring) and are drawn 
mainly from comparisons of perfnrmance in the three early RDAs with 
District and national trends. ... 

[ ;Productivity 

To date the programmes have had no measurable impact on stocking inten­
sity, herd structure, or productivity as indicated by offtake, calving 
percentages or mortality. 

Fencing and range management,
 

Stocking intensity- has ,increased significantly in the fenced areas and 
the condition of the range has deteriorated in comparison with Unfenced 
areas. Rotational grazing is only practised on' the. "group ranches". *,-

The fencing carried out has ed to an imbalance between summer grazing
and winter grazing. The attraction of fencing to livestock owners is 
more related to the reduction in herding than to control and management 

of the range. It. should not be continued in the present form.4 

221 ,, . ,=+ ,:, +..: . : +,+...... ::+:+'::-4 .i ::: 
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'Pasture improveent 

~Because an insignifcn prthe' theentt~ot~of 

-part of the .programme~ha s: had ,Iitl i~ 4~
 

maievertatedith 
 esonablef Rangemet 'pdiiTasurs, a be 6scaish~outsund 
cesfll , so orth pu~iigufs'control 'owt z66ig"inten-'~
sican be achieved _v eprg amlltehas not gone',beyond the ' 

inetgtondmnt, 
 ophase. , 

Bush clearing 

SAlmiost 
4.500 ha have been bush cleared using ball and chain;, and' brush"m<cutters plus chain saws. Neither method ha3 proved 'entirel5atsfac. ;%'~tory as they have not been followed up with restingand burning'. Bush'\,
~~~'clearing is only' justifiable in the densest of bush and then hudb 

~~c~ fabrcds~ ~ ~ 'cm ~ne ihteIs ~ ~ ~ ' 

8 ..The Tractor Hire Pool 
 ~ 

The Tractor Hire Pool (THP) has been close~y mntrdsnei a
establi'shed in 1974 and good data on 
Its operating performance are
available. The TAP has been well managed-and has achieved levers ofutilisation and efficiency which are higher than would normal'ly beIexpected from a state run oper-ation.';The main constrainits-on its ~ef­ficiency arise from the Government reguIl)tions concerning emnployment,,i
~'of staff, and the restrictions which these place on wages, bonuses and ''Aworking hours. -
' 

Tearrangements foj- repair admitnneo rcosadeupet
are adequate for t~ a present'scal~e of operation. 
'Should operations',expand, particulari on a geographicalbasis; the arrangements' for re-'d' 
All 

~44~ pair, and 'maintenanC7 will have to be revised. ' t ' '<"' 

'Although the principle that the. THP should operate as 
a,financially,'
sound service, allwoing fair' competition fromthe private sector, was 
agreed at the time4 of establishment, this has not been the case. 
Tie~Pool hasloperated at a 'steadily'increasing los'sconsistently dclined to6 raise' charges as the Government-,has " to a level that would eliminate 

'4subsidy. 
 _At current costs'this~would mean almost doubling charges and~
:1, "'r-cold'resutin a drop inutilisation of tractors because the'current 1
 
privat
seto chre are of - ' iaorder to those of the 'THP' Th'ere
~'-<"'s~ofirm
evidence however, that the THP charges'are depressing private"
 

,.d ~ctor charges and thereby curbing private sectoarexpansion.,
 

""'A'A 
'"4"' ~',.,4'A 
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The major problem with the THP costs is 
the exceptionally high fixed

element 
(wages, salaries, buildings, depreciation, replacement and
 
services) amounting on average 
to 80 per cent of the total cost. As

it is unlikely that this element can 
be reduced to a reasonable level
 
by increased utilisation, the Pool charges will always have 
to have
 
some element of subsidy. in this case the 
original objertive of a

limited operation aimed primarily at de-monstrating a role 
for mechani­
zation should be strictly adhered to. Altvrnatively some of the fixed
 
costs 
(salaries, and maintenance of buildings) could be 
allocated to

general MOAC overheads, and a reso.!ute effcrt 
 cu ild the-n be made to
 
achieve financial independence within 
a mcre favourable cost structure.
 

8.3,5. Soi c . r%: ti,an tondInd deveI-cj rt 

Soil conservation 

The proL 1cm of sc ii irosion in SNL has been c'-rdra.atised. As a re­
si-lt of the (excellent c'r:servatiorn work ir. th,.epast, almost all of the 
cultivated land is prot,-cted by prass strips. Because cropping is re­
stricted to land 'ith rodert,, slop,.s, a.d the low erodibiIity of the
 
soil, errsion is 
 nc,' a snri -,us prcbl -m on arable land. Therefore, the 
lw achievement of the torr ,riu. pr.-,rir1-rje (Sect i,n 3.'.) is of little 
consequence. in the era:,'r4 , , despite hiph stoc intensitiessn 

and low levels of rss c..v,-r, sh'-et erosion is r,.i tho.r severe 
 nor
 
widespread. Sr.,.serosion s takine1 a*e 
 n .I I:.sd areas near 
.:atni-rino p1 ,cs ;and dips, but the aara as (ffoc-d a1r,.s'and the 
im.act on *lo- r- . a1 a : as (h.,u v n S ', - rious in
 
!orlised places, .U 
 -p c L,--;r, its im~act
 
overall is sri, 1.
 

in the RLAF too. r - ist .-n placed onr.,,a.ical conserva­
tion measures, pi'rcic;ly r,.p ,c , '.'astrips (5 i:y of 
which have
 
beer in place fr- *'- years) with 
 craded channol terraces, which if
 
not adeoqately served by 
 draia ge disaproal wat-r,-ays, and regularly
rairta.red, c,:,uld r,:ke the r more vulrrable to erosion. Further­
more the potential for erosion has prch:.bly b-en increased by building 
a dense network of roads in sore areas. 

In conclusion, r-ater enuh-es 
 should be r:ver, to controlling erosion 
through iplmrertinog pproproite land use. 1atterrns, and andland crop 
management practices.
 

The Land Deveop.ent Section (MIS) 

The LDS grew out of the old Soil Conservation Unit, and although ic 
was anticipated that soil conservation would remain a major part of 
its work, the emphasis has changed from conservation to roads, water
 
supply schemes, and srall water conservation structures. The majority
 
of its work is now concentrated in the PDAP. 
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The present fleet 
is not well matched to 
the tasks which it now has
to %:]fil !e.g. graders are not necessary nor suitable for terracebuilding, and earth carrying equipment is too large. 
 There is a
lack of standardisation, and 
the fleet is several times larger than
it need be. 
 Its potential capacity is considerably in excess of thecapacity of the design and planning teams and consequently wor. 
held up waiting fcr designs. 

is 

Plant is deployed in six large mixtd units to enable a wide range oftasks 
co be undertaken. 
 The result is 
that plant is frequently idle
and the utilisation rate 
(i.e. optrating, servicing, unavoidable
travel and 'aitAn;) as low (27,t. per cent). By r'du-ing the timewhen machines are disabled this could be raised to about 43 per cent,still well short rf the 60 per cent utilisatin rate expected by a
 
private cont'-otr.
 

-Operating effici .ry is currently a. its lkw.sc, as funds for majorspares not availab.- in th,' stores have nrw dried up. 

Difficult:es in r-,ruitinp suitable wrkh: p staff have resulted in a 
history of p:,r.- :n ur,,nt ana"d sunrvisior in the wcr:shop. Althoughthere ,s b'en a recet improvert, paticularly in monitoring andrecord k-ee in-, little prr -rss has ben ro:de with progress towards an
a;,pr'op:, ran 't-.,tr structure. 5veral I.he workshop is.rnotmanaged, and wellis curr ntly overs'affed. The effectiveness of mobilerepair units has bWo pratty r'dc'-d by yv rrmnt restrictions oncvertime ard ,vernirht steps, which ha.'e led to lArre mileages and 
high ncijivec of ccidrnents. 

a 

The mechanical stores are equally unsatisfactory and are characteriseiby exce.sve stocks, ir;adequate control, an imbalance between slow andfast movir spares, and laborious inefficient procedures. 

8.3.6. Credit
 

The Appraisal keport assumed that credit would be supplied by the SDB,and the project provided some 
housinp and vehicles in nine RDAs. 
 The
SDEB has proved an effective means of distributing credit, but the up­take has been low. Only 10 per cent of homesteads borrcw, on average£ 250 for seasonal prpos.es. Cr dit distribution through the coopera­tives, mainly fro 07 until stopped by the MCAC in was1980, disas­trous and r,:nlt-d in d.-M r ',st,'ds and cooperatives. 

Althruih or -credit ditributin and u,tak of credit in hAsand nar;-As hs h, " P-0', ri t , A'-r s s- evidence that they 
are si or. C',-l to ecotton farr,:rs U'ts , . .n venly distributed,and large b' r Id *nf ' iords.r r'o A study inMahnipatsha R,DA (10) indicat d that credit w-.s not necessary toinitiate porchoses, d t-re i'' ,vidance that in;,ut use his increasedat a faster r-ae thin credit upta. It is pr-able that credit fromthe Sb4, which had an inte-rest rate betw-r-n a half and a third ofco'm ercal rates, ho b',.n used as a substiruto atfor cash resourcesperiods of peak requlremnt to purchase crop inputs, particularly
labour savini inputs. 
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8.3.7. Marketing
 

P:'imary 
outlets for produce were neglected in the design of the RDAP,
because it was assumed that 
surplus production would be
commercial channels, and because other prcjectv were 
sold through
 

involved in co­operative marketing. As 
it happened, commercial crcanisations have
not beer active in SNL, and the cooperatives have, until the last
 
!Aree era rsmade little irpact. 

SFrvisionof 
 oue irt SNL, will not 
in i!tof stimulate pro-Cu tion of sury 
usts 
for slo. Neverthe,-ss. we 
su;port the view of
the M'AC that marketin-g Vs been a possiblr constraint bewhich mustcirrected. 
There ,hv b~en pr"isin rvcent devepr,ents in the useVf cJperativ,,"s for ccrlerti 
n of cr,s, partic,-rlv Paize and cotton.7ne exte-sin an! -trnnt-nnngof these mjisures shnuld
part of RDA ir 

be an integralafect',re on-
 staffing. Pre-requisct~s for 
success
are adequate rma 
 n-=,,nt of the ccoperat

ives, anrd cire ul monitoring,_:.tably of :.,-ratitiF costs. 

E.3.8. Soc ial ir act
 

CneRDA prr-ramre hs haJ a wide ra',,ing 
and gnerally beneficialFrci ] '',act tU,,-.,h a p&r\-veent in the geeril stndard of living
and throu.h dlr -. t ,r indir,--ct -'c-a] services. 

7n-: maj 5r -.- al : P I t h ,v-r, , been the ;' r ctica] assistance.A has beer. K:v 
 Z: C'IV, "P-I.ifh<p" qjr~ups by <igrarip articans, 
Murers a1d 
dr:v-s to 
tack up commun tv efforts. 
 The role of the
FlAP -c jorticorly OT :rtw be"ns. ;t 
off-r- ro]eant assistance
 an as ,i i 
 rurdi W.' have no
r-1 ,n- oubft [t ,anagnrnent
: '.d n hrr.inh0 'r, 
 's self-help prr


t: ects (from schools
dip tan ks 
 arly tr-s-h their bi lity 
t 

tc raye ss ance with 
T. 
r .c- rea 'rtic.I e ,(d Ur-' 

V the .-ir" , c:mbished throwpah thy K:AP 
 ;A-,d domestic 
-iters liks osr-
-- syst- by !',- th,,m~st impor:r - . y th, indoft. rv , m.,,xi., -Iy V 1982/83,

30, 1 ,--st , ',h-s b, en completed.
ASt-h"Kh 
 a P ile a-,t G h e h t the*-er s 

, 
'c- surface,c,-s r- P. : .-lly c tvarit., th s 
-c i, .-:,fits in 
terms
¢f time< r-o.,ir; ,;n- "-rT,r!.-o-: are ccnsi ,YO..be 

-her s-, ii .- ' ' h , inr' ,t,d- rural -a-ds, inrut f-ds , meetingh lls, Olectri-
 t,, and 
 -y co-e creches. 
 TIe -.xt..-ns 
ii of the clinica! Zobc'rze and suply of three ambulances will 
have Nd a positive if
 
liited impact.
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8.4. INSTITUTIONAL PERFORMANCE
 

The main institutions involved in 
the RDAP are 
the MOAC, its various
 
line Departments and Divisions, the SDSB, and the Cooperatives. A
 new management unit, tLe DAMU, was set up to mobilize and coordinate 
activities within the 
VCAC 
 and other organisations, and to plan and
implement components such as extension, land and 
livestock development,

indirectly through divisirns 
 f the MOC. 

Thepropcsnl in the Ap..rai sal Report to st up r n.w anterministerial 
camritt.,e,which would .eet at least twice a year t, deal with matters
requiring liaison and co-ordination betw-In rinistries,was not imple­
mented, and the Ra .- op.... ,t Cormittee which had beer active atthe time, ceased tc r:-o _srtly aftorw'rs. A tub- (of theonittee 

Rural Developmc-nt Committee), the lnter- iAiYs.rial- inter-irstitutic­
nal Rural Deve cnment Co-ordinating Cor,.tt 
 ( Ih CC) ',,'s sventually
set up, and although it has met regularly, it has not been adequatelyattended by officials with seniority and autho ity to speak for their

orgargi sation. 
There is th-r-fore a need Io strens'shen the lIRDCC if
rural ,-velopent activitis 
 are to be properly cc-crdinated. 

8.4.1. MOAC :Departyenc of Acriculture 

RDAMU
 

Given the complexity of' its task, particularly motivating departments
and divisions within the MOAC, and other Ministries over which it had

little direct influence, 
the RDAMU has proved an effective organisa­
tion. 
The buildinp and procurment pr,oramnes, over which it had

direct control were ispl..ru-Nted in full, and a 
 high level of financial

buditenary ,r,ctrml was ran n;inod. Tne Unit could however, have bene­fitted from additionnl expertise in building design and supervision
of c-nstruction, and assistance with annun. planning and programming
 
at the individual 1,A :evel.
 

Extension service
 

With the immediate priority of establishing adequate infrastructure,
 
project centres, fertiliser/input sheds and staff houses, 
it was in­evitable that extension activities would be limited 
in the early

stales. Nevertheless, the Extension Of'ficers, through their partici­
pation and assistance to cos.rnunity efforts have established themselves 
in their areas. in 198, the extension service, which hitherto hadbeen separated betF..e RDAs and ron-rPAs, 'was unified, and livestock 
extension staff were brought und-r the Department of Agriculture. 
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Because research programmes 
in the post have been sronly oriented
 
'owards commercial (mainly ITF) farr-ers, there is a distinct lack 
- appropriate extension 'messages" for the majority of mderate 

co poor farmers. Combining this with a historic-preoccupation with
 
"progressive" farmers and an 
objective to 
promote semi-cromrmrcial
and commercial farming, it was not unexpected that contacts with
moderate or poor farmers .as limited. Although it is still early
in the life of the re-oriented research programme, there is an im­
mediate reed to -semble ext'nsion mess-ages which have more mearing
to the ma ority of homest s. Anoth,r major problem is the now
 
widely recogn7s ;td imbalance between 
 sp,_-cis i't and gwn-ralist
 
extension staff.
 

The training propsMas sur4(sted in th -p;-nisal Report have been 
impl-ment~d and a ratio of 1 er.eraliL extenson-
 staff to ho:esteads 
in the RDA cf about 1:240 hs rs tN, rech-d. if field level

specialists, who spend the ma.crity of th .,r time in P[,An are inclu­
ded, the ratio is 1:150. Emphasis is z.he ,r. p1 aoed on in-service 
training.
 

The mechanisrs for cc-ordination/liaison with SFSB and U have been 
established (monthly meetings) and liaison is good. 

Land evelopment Section (LDS) 

The Lund Drive.V fn. ,:-, ,.tan has b',.; cappor-ted by a USAID project
 
with a strn C 
 t,9m.ns of institution
 
b2'ldir-r, 
 Ptic hWE Won -tjvd so fr mainy b-can y staff turn­
over !particworly t e ,. ­ ,rA0 h<
te c> OF b ,, h'rh. Thefull compl-rent 


'''f U , c --. h -, -)y been in post since 
January 
 2and ,: " Jistir ct 
pns ibilitv tat chunttrpart
 
tr'ining and -d "n
r be cnr- ed.
 

e.4.2. Mf"AC: 
 p -,f Reserch and Panning 

Research Divi sio,n 

Since 1978, 'h-. 
r"-spn -bility for research was returned from the
 
University tio th, WE 
 , there has been a hiatus in staffing. Cur­
rently only four 'Ifiers of the twelve in
on establishment are 
post; the others are a.or­6 oing training in the USA. The current 
Cropping Systems V. a arcn and Exte:asion Training Pro ,!ct (USAIP)
should enhance the re-, re-tio, of research towards smaillholders in 
S.lL, and should contribu t e towards the definition of appropriate 
extension messages.
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oLandJsePlannig Section (LUPS):'r.': .. . .... . c <F 

SA~Like the LDS, the Land Use Planning Section li suipport'ed by a USAID 
proec,nda large infpuof-American.-TA-staffI- cup ot-hih---­wi11 laterlbe filled by sftaff triigovres Opportunities for~working with and training counterparts have unfortunately been lost. 

Monitoring and 'Evaluation Unit 

This is now a small unit comprising an agricultural economist and a
 
etear of enumerators. The unit has produced a number of competentreports.giving some 
insight into the organisation of smaliholder
 

.farming 
 in SNL. It has not had the stLaff or facilities, however,,tocarry out the comprehensive surveys necessary to enable the impact
of the RDA programme to be 
assessed and compared with the planners'

expectations.
 

8.4.3. MOAC: 
 Department of Veterinary Services
 

Animal Health Division 


The Animal Health Division has carried out its-principal function of
controlling disease and livestock movements 
effectively. 
 Its contri­bution to extension, husbandry and to the RDAP could have been en­hanced by ioreliaison with RDA management and extension staff.
 

Animal Husbandry Division 
 :
 

The major change sinca initiation of the RDAP has been the transferof 53 Livestock Extension Officers to the Department of Agriculture
In 1982. The effectiveness of transferred' staff has probably beecurtailed by the anomaly of being under the administrative responsi­. bility of the Extension Service while looking fort'echnical supportfrom the 'Animal Health Division and 'remaining'on the establishment' 
of the Department of Veterinayerv ces.' 

The introduction of specialist poultry and dairy extension workers
at field level does not represent an efficient or effective deploy­
ment of staff resources. F-:quently the specialists work with veryfew farmers and are rfeluctant to undertake work outside their 

specialist field.
 

Range and pasture
 

The functions of the three Range Management Officers attached to theDVS are so wide that overall,
4 

their impact on' RDA range and pastureprog.rammes has been s ght and the programmes 'have suffered fromlack of supervision and monitoring. On the constructive'side, 
the
 
.benefitsstocking on
.of.reduced 
 "group ranches",i have been demon


12V 
's trated i nla few case,-. 
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8.4,4.OAC-: epartment of Co-w erative.De~l et'~~*~ 

17onsiderable progress has been made by the Department, intraining 'and 
thero ng 'h''aagementofpiry co-'operative~s, ain implemientingMnistry's pol~icyo encouraging fewer'primary societies'witha'more ,Iiited'range, of acvitie5 . ineri ofc-prtv n 

betwee
extcninvtaes an co-cooperative ands 

:,fi.,RDA-Alhogh ateptd,oesablish a revolving fund throughthCentral--Coope rati ve-Union* (.CGU )was-nt a--uccess azd had to be ba~doned, we. beieve, that the movementha'a signfican rol in rural~~devel6p nt particularlyithW rM grnificwantopment I if, trendctoward a more rat ional~range~of operations'and strengthen -d management~ mai1ntained, 

8.4.*5. MOAC Central Rural Developmient BEoard j ' ~ -,"~ 

~The'CRDB, although not',a. trdtinl inttto,:roie
'%trough~which 'the enviews of'the traditional authorities' can be:'expi'es'sed, Tparticularly, with respect..to matters~affecting the ut7iiation 6IfSwazij7
SNation Land.~ The primary functotion oft oard' Ias'been to consider {~~ ' '~ agricultural and resettleruent projects, ensuring 'that th e h' ' adequate consultation with the ldocal' people and their '' "'' an,, ha
'9proposals conform to the 
principles of proper land uise~and consevation.$

Threis no doubt that the CRDB wi'h go to considerable lengths icu- ''.4
>ding denial of approval of plans' (no plans were approved betwe'en'1976
n'jd 1979) ",'ensure that its functions, are satsatrl fulfilled.' 7 '' 

066Onof the major strengths of the RDA programme has been the degr'ee of ''cosltto and involvement of local communities, and the success of '4­this can' in large part be attributed to the CRDB. j', 4 

8. 4.6.TheSwaziland Deelpmn an Savings Bank SDSB ' -'" 

The SDSB'~administers th6 Agricultural Advi sory Credit'Scheme 4and-since' -~ 

7, ,enstoppesoreof_ e~ 

imysalseih ~ ~ credit for SNL4 ,far mer 4 The ban ir eS., elnagdd. 4! an evd an okt of well.'trained fieldsta f.Loanre'cry ~ 

" " " 1'-"5 obl~ m fa ~in g 4'th' l n k is h e high3
st'c 'a dminis - Vsmall :,nu~e lr6'o'an :tini rs a~~ f'i

ispteeoehai .sbiie.'Despitegood-loan recovery, an~ 
interest rate of over 30 'eentis ~required to break-even. Loans are2__- equally aailb'le to 4RDA and no-RAfarmers,' ,4~ 

non RDA
 
4,43~A'4 44;N . 41 -"4 

4 "4,14.y.. "'4',-4 %..~;4'. ~~ 2 2 94 4.4 



8.5. 
 FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE
 

The financial performance of both multi-donor and UK-funded programmes
 
were analysed with the aims of:
 

- comparing actual and planned erpenditure, and
 
determining the reason 
for any deviations;
 

- assessiing the adequacy of physical and price 
contingencies; 

- determining the impact of the programmes on 
the GOS recurrent budget. 

8.5.1. Multi-donor project
 

Actual and planned expenditure
 

Of the total planned expenditure (excluding the USAID Project) of
E 14 76 000, E12 234212, or 
82 per cent, had been spent by
March 1383. 
The most significant underspending was on 
land develop­inent and conservation, incremental crop inputs, and project managementwhere 39, 25, and 50 per cent of planned expenditure was actually

a <oieved. Infrastructure for extension services, and agricultural
credit were slightly 
in excess of the planned expenditure. The prin­cipal reason 
for the overall underspending was the 
slow start caused
by delayed effectiv-ness followed by 
further and more serious delays

in approval of plans by tne CRDB. 

Pushing forward the m.ioIr part of expenditure into the last two yearscompounded the impact of inflation, and although the annual price con­tingencies were adate, the total inflation was almost twice thatbujgeted. 
 On the positive side, the Government of Swaziland did gainthrough flictuations in the currency exchange rates. From inceptionof the programme it is 
estimated that this has amounted 
to a gain
equivalent to approximately E 0,9 million at currant exchange rates.This is a substantial sum and goes some way towards offsetting the
losses due to inflation. 

Of the remaining funds unspent at 31 March 1983, the balance of ADEfunds may still 
be used before December 1983, the EDF has no 
closing
date while funds are unspent,and the IBRD loan was extended until
November 1983 but 
any balance can be used only 
to fund consultancies.
The GOS 
funds will be used to continue funding ongoing components of
 
the programme.
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8,. The UK-funded Pro gramme; 

_The UIK-fuinded-pi'ogramine can be'eivddi'
 
nto'tthideed. over7
into teebut 


15;mllon. Records a'ndetiae 
 fa l~u expenpd iture for theyperiod'betwee97/7 and 1980/81 have nbo t been kept systematically.

Our estimate of E 9,5 million,' although pr'irn 'ybsean 
rasr
Annul Reports, has'had ;tob copie f&rm alubaedonsoreasur
 

h'it. is the best 'estim ate wecnmk n1he informpation available,~
.,it-ma, be sligty, low~-a d rmTesr ioae~oPDoLS
 
could-have -beenyUsed :in ,the' RDAs.~>>4~V ~~F~
 

Afairly complete. record, of .actual 

(17677to'1980/'81)ih's been compiled 


A :-expend iture for', the thrd phase ~~~ 
andvthe toa was. a'ppoic y
E 6 0?million or just, over' 56,per, cen't'of a planned E1' ilin-h

major,,shortfall was, in z-ecurz-nt' expeniditure 'about'.O ei oi~fi~
estimate)~~~~dulageyt rouCsaalowancene1; for maintenance X, go'duidns roa'ds-,, fences, etc. F6llowing withdrawal, ofUK funig.~in March'1981, GOS has spent 'afur'the, 
 ,5mlin lanncairig


reurent costs).' ~rE33~ilo~(aia 
n .,, 
The otalp
ne UKcontribution to Phase 3 was E6,1 mil1.ioa, oifwhichE,3, 5 million was disbursed before the, cessation of UK funding. As no4Clear indication of the Intention to withdraw was given until mid-1981,
 

SGOS continued to fund essential components of the, programme on, the 
as­'sumnption that the UK commitments or fudn would continue. 'The',esti-L
''mated cost of capital work completed between' 1981,and the end ~of 1982
 

wars E,2 n~illion., Expenditure since then has been minimal, and only a
 
ksmall -allocation has been made in thpGOS capital budget.
 

M.. RDA Infrastructure Support Programme': USAID (1978-84) 

4f The~plan'ned expenditure was US$30089000made up of,$ 17146 500 from ;' 4-V<USAID. d~a GOS contribution the equivalent lof $ 12 94260, 'By March 19831,<~V$O106 million of the USAID funds h~d been disbursed., GOS expenid&itrej~s

estmaedas E 1O,0 'million from capital budget and an annual E150 000V 
~ from recurrent budget (salaries, w 'ges~ t'. ' 
 ', "' 

ec V; ,rn budet (ecudn q9oet ;recntl
as, prprto' GO'Vaapopit 
 eu
 

4~rvgram4 e,ecure ofthbdets "IC ''wvr. rinbuge hasV'1VV( 4 .7-.:in /V- /75 't" 16 1 pV- ce pe cent
.,hVa o a e occurring'i
 

trnfro -bro prtn,.ot"(hc opeadve'arad"erch undertl
 
therpgranifi 
 saet 'o the rOAudgent bhowee,'h furthe si 'e 

~~iie
cdpital bude) ote urn
dge.sA 
 ute sinifcant increas
 

4-
VVVVVVV~ ," ' ' I 'V 'V2 3 1~ VPV 

V>4'V . .' 'VW V' 4 V'- 0 

4 



(E0,48 million) in recurrent budget bringing the 
total to E2,0 million

doubling in 2 years) is anticipated for the !984/8.5 financial year, when 
all multi-donor project commilments have been completed and all of the
op.rating costs in the programme are transferred to the GOS recurrent bud­
get. Up to 1982,/83 the UK-funded RDAs cperating costs represented the
 
entire recurrent budget.
 

Prior zo 193/84, salaries and wages accounted for t,' T.-r cent of the re­
current budget, transport 25 per cent, ard 'others" (including rainte­
nance) the remairin it p.r cent. 'hen all o-ratin cists, from 1983/84
onwaris are included in the recurrent budget, the proportions will be: 
salaries and wAgKs H& p-r cent, vehicle running costs l5 per cent, and

"others" will be reducde t-o, per cent.
 

8.5.5. Sur.ry of e.-nditure 

Since 1976/77 aprxif-ately E *5 milllon has been spent oo the RDAP and

the ass.ociated tISAID infrastructure Support Frogramrme. Of this GOS has
contributed rillion, UFAID
E m2 while has financed almost half of the 
bal ance.
 

In l9/,;,83 GUS contributed E 5,1 million, almost half of which, E2,4 mil­
lion, was speot on the 12S. Given its capacity to absorL funds and our

conclusions on its oaranisational and operational efficiency there is
 
strong case f r relucing LD S ratiorls 
 ,rnsid.rob]'. 

&.5.E. De .,: 

Assumir that aIl- f tL.. A' P f nds e spt that rurrency exchange rate
fluctuati-,rs re and that no furth ture (other than the
present at,, ji -ru-- r ur i,-r the QPF, funds, the annual debt servi­
cinp repaywoct will ,. rr, e slirhtl', 
 ach ya r from E 1,2 million in
19853/0 to F. IQ, 3it % :r, 1247/86., but willI n,ver fall below FO,7 mil­
lion by 199v, r.,. the >.n- should have 
 be-r, rpai. Debt servicing for
the USAID loan x.il 1 cst An adTditional E 0,5 rllion p.r year after 1988. 

- .5.. Revrn , o 

The major revenues to GOS as a direct result of the multi-donor programme
wDuld be derived from royvrues from the Customs Union and income tax from 
project employees, and would build up to a peak of E 0,67 million by Year 6.R.=enues would then fall, becoming a nerative flow of E 25000 by Year 10.
The fall reflects projected increases in .aice production replacing imports
from the RSA, and hence a reduction in revenues from Customsthe Union. 
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M A' 

58. Covenants ~~ 

_.Th 	 major covenan concerning accounting hind Jauditing prodedure,wws
lr~ledby GOS. Anua consultations with the IBRD on' issues such
as,"c 	argesfor projoct vehicles, ,vehicle renewal policies, and broad~


1efor increasin th :iacal anticipation of farmiers i h
 
programes, did not-take place. 

'CONOMIC
.. E RE-EVALUATION SI,"' 

The economic reeauto.was'1iited to 
the multi-donor programme for 
which oodfinancial,'records have 	benmiti rdhe~analysis ' was~carrie~d out at,1constant)'19W283 prices' rand a 2Oyer prgramelife'wassimila tof analysisland methodology
I 	 s d e faas 1~'pIosjilesila tothose,,in,: I
he Appraisal Report'Sand thusthe'na~'sis' 

"S 

,and rits~results are uirectiy/comparable."
 

I'The major difference, and one which has'had greatest influence on..the' 
r'esult, was the'Srevised projection of incremental production. This pro-

S 

Ajec tio6n assume~d that 	the RDAP has had an impactlon production ,through
curtiing the 
decline in cropped area which would hav'eloccur'red without&
the project,"and throuigh modest incremnents in'yield.The proje'cted 
 ..incrementlprduction is considerably le~ss 'than' that anticipated in the v.'' ~ Apra's~f~por', u~~s th~mbt'Sptimistic forecast whi'ch could e~ 

'' Smade.'given the area, 'yie'ld, productdion data available. A major f_',tor-_contributingto the lower~orojection is tht the Appraisal Reo4''t-A 
'rpo~tatoes'
gets' fo an~d tobacc~o Shaeproved to~bn extremnely opti 1 stic, .S(over half of the Appraisal Report incremen~tal production was~deriv~d

Th§ from. tobacco and potatoes). So far'there has been no increase in 2area ""'1' 

Splanted or yields, and given the high initial outlay,.for potatoes andSreturns to labour from both crops it'Sis'unliklySthatSany'significant 'SIS'iI 
'SS increases in' area will occur.' 'S.' ~ 

The 'basic'Sanalysis and most 	~f'Sthe sensitivity 'analyses'carried out oq~.'
pSroduc~ed negative net benefit fows-with.'recurrn cositetl'c'st 


excedin-th~inremetalbenfit..:The incremental net,:bor'efi'ts'Swould 
.- 'S'2Shave to be increased'Sfive fltogve 	 ' 

a posi1tive internl rateofS:'i ,..''' .~' return.. o d t 
 S'i 	 '' 

'S It 'il not 'incneivable that he bneifitsScould be'greater 'S 

SI hntoeassumed 'for ithis~nl~s.-tI eomne thrfr that 4 
'S.'~in future-greater'Satt'eni~tjn~is.given. to monitoring' and evaluation'..par-'.
"ticilar~lyyto!,he, design 'ofF surveysSwhich will detect slow 	and marginlSS:~

' 'Changes' in production. ' ISS '.. I'S' 'S I S"ISS'S ''I. 

Itasohoud e ote,,tat heprogramme has had a.6onsiderable~f4 
1social mpc which has not'Sbe'n' 'valued, 'and .as' pointed§'Si i Section 8.2.I 

ofgnithe n adt' of tht~ipc is' SSI'''iv S''Sfroth hyscl presence "'. 

o f 	 RiDteAP a n d t"h e Si n f S r s t ructS r w h i c h ha s ' b e n i ns t al l ed a s a comp 0 7 
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8CONCLUSIONS 

t~js clar tat 
impact in the rural areas, _particularly in the installation ot.'sociall~infras trueture piped~wt rld .adithe fostering~of communi~ 

'Frm te foegong he rogramme hashaasinfct 

self-help (electricity, "schools tc~ e I a so_,haadalss impaotasha<dsome 
Showever marginal, on raising agriculrtural:pr/oductivityand has l6d to

theestablishmentol exten'sio'n centres ad 
 fruct outside the
'District I4Headquarters. 1 ard -t-hpujuch' closer ,t -thecommunities. they.--­erve. The+ MOAChas-demonstrat d e+ribfe c ty.f+i i+I emn­
tion'as evidenced by the!'achievement:i the past ?two years after the 

initialdelaover plan approval adben overcomre., < +­

~-~Th
prncpleofcormui~yinolvement in planningisnow4 well estab..
 

k" 
'lished, and through the, efforts of the Monitoring and Evaluation Unitand the studies ~in rural-sociology, there is now a much better understan-.d~.igothe organisation of smallholder farmingIupon wihich'rural deve-~ 
lopment planning can be ;based. 

S However, the RDAP was justified on tne expectation of considerable in- ~ ~~ creases in agricultural and livestock production. Not only,were the
 
targets highly optimistic but some of the fundamental astsumptions were

also unsupportable. 

-

8.7.1. Agricultural production 
 " 

The most significant assu:%ption was that rural homesteads were dependent, ~1on agricultural and that constraintsproduction on naturallresources,
knowledge and motivation were the main facto~rs 
limitlng agricultural
 
production. 
 Thsit was assumed, that given the knowledge, the inputs,
and imnproved physical resources, the pot~ential returns from farming-would
WI In++ I iyIi+ I7i +stimulate greater interest, and deployment of labour, and ultimately
I ~++would lead to icesdagricultural production. 

~~Thesilm ssumptions did not recognise the extent to which~the rral/agricul­~4~tural, and urban/indus trial sectors were alre'dy injtegrated, or the'ex L 

ten t whi oy m nt a contrib uti toh oo f-f rm age emp s already ng farm 
greater~deployment of labour in1 farming was to be achievd 4epo~ti
returns would have to be competitive with those from -alternati~ye $off-farm ' employment.' The project assumptions we're examined lin Sectiopi 2.6., and we concluded that they were unfounded because:
 

S§ a), Jobs in the formal sector.-increased rapidly throughout
the 1976s. They ~were-taken Up by' members ofrural' ~ 1 )Yhometas ,n f 'labour for.oh~aalbi~ ntenw 

-~ , I 4sifyng farming activities ws~h~pt~re -r 
1978 over,8O per. cetof h6mesteads hadat least onie~ 

Smember 
 in wage employml < 

M L 



qynrimwa&eb) ~ ~ leoyen.a employment was mr 

w3jar'ds semi 4 commercial, f; rming, system Fo he: 
l conpetitive,would require signi~atter ,to become 

' ficant icessi:iearacultivated, 
beod 
rthe ?apacity of mstfI r mes,'~ 

;'(emand,' and confirm~ing that availability 'of labour' 
SwaIs~probably an important~constlraint to 'incresn'agricultural production in SNL".
 

The analysis also indicated that in terms of returns to labour, hybridmaize for home consumption
that 

was probably the'most attractive crop, 'and'*the expectation that farmers would easily move towards highervalu'
 9
 K
 ~cash crops such aspotatoes and t-ac <wsas unrounded. 


Besides the movement of labour due to availability or jobs, there hasalways been a strong tradition in'Swazi society for young men to 
leave
the homestead and seek wage emTployment" %Annex F, Section 2.4. ). A very
small proportion of males under 30 years old are married and eligibl'e
to manage land independently, and have ther'erore few alternatives to
''wage employment. 
 Also there are various stages in Ma4,ie 
and while
r.arriage is incomplete the tendancy to become involved in surplus produc­tion of crops ror cash sale is reduced.~
 

8.7.2. Livestock production 
" 

Besides the hoped for introduction or more rigorous culling, it was also~~assumed that destocking could be encouraged by promoting thie development

of more commercially based production systems which would I
,ead to the'sale rather than retention of cattle. 
 Implied in.this was the assu ,tion
that money realised from livestock(sales oudntncsaiyb reinv~s.A
4ted in livestock but in 
s,,me alternative investment opportunrity.' Our comj


U' parison of returns on'investm~ient froMrvarious li/,stock enterprises-with'"a~~ternative institutional investment opportunitfes .aniae returns
from: re- investment in livestock :were ipflntybetter than~returns from,, "4institutional alternat ves~ 
Th ni~i also indicated tha. even atstocking intensities'o 
aroundi 1 ,5.ha perLivestock Unitreturn(\fronm Ilivestock were still competitive. Beause~the current 
average stucking 4 ~(
inenit is thein order of' 1,9 ba per ,LU, voluntar'destocting'Js Ur keyAJ' 

Besides, the, investment argument,, which explainsa tendancy toacquire more 
,catle,~ there is13aJlso the qusioif h
 
~between various m,mbers of all ~ake group .s'4rithe 
. o"ciaadtf lo

t~'~e 1h~e~ed: head does ~not have ''di'r' or sole' rgtanin~~als a dsos'o 
an ~ h ectl-msta right~is',to. de-p'si mg~d ofini~tbhviid th isactokn corrpl atons 'fo'',a 1twhichts 
attitude to livestock might make. the development' ~of arcmeca'' 4'qj,~mae '' U -~~U ' 



8.7-3. Soi 1 conservation. 

-~Another important assumption in,the RDA programme-was tha't arable andgrazing resoures were. under, threat of serious erosion, and that dra4;'C atimeasurestprimarily the installationof mechanical soil conser-
­

vation ~wokssuch "s graded terraces were necessary. Indeed there is 
Ssome IiInconsistency Ibetween' Annex 1 Section:P' in the Appraisal Report''and the decision'to continue with a major programme of iegl grass
 

hs .l arableth n, anhih tha.te'y all arable land
hasgrass strips on h otuwhcable fashion and appear to have 

aebe maintained in a rema<rk­been effective in controlling erosionli..Our own investigations confirm this view and conclude that the instal­lation of terraces whch require considerable maintenance is likely to
increase the vulnerability of some areas to erosion if terraces cainot . be maintained. The fact that such a small proportion of the terracingprogramme,
was ',mplemented suggests that the MOAC also had misgivings.K:i

and gave low priority to this component.
 

8.7.4. Conclusion
 

-- :: 	 In conclusion what is inexplicable.is that these assumptions were madeduring preparation of the project submissions, and were not questioned
at!Appraisal. 
 The growing importance of wage employment to the Swazi

rural Pcpulation was not a new phenomenon, and was pointed out by.
Holleman in 	 1960 on completion of one of the most elaborate surveys tohave been carried out on Swazi Nation Land. 
 The implementation of.the
programme was carried as vigorously as could be expected. 
 Failure to..achieve the 	results anticipated so faris not the 'ault of the imple­menting agency, rather it must be attributed to a porly conceived plan. -*. 

- , It is fortunate that some of the development tar&.ts (terracing andfencing) 
were not met because their impact.iay have been potentially
more damaging than beneficial... 	 r
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HAPTER 9 FUTURE DEVELOPMENT114THE RURAL AREAS
 

.'-INTRODUCTION 
y-.4< 

The precedingchapters of this report have ben;
Atnd 
 e c 
 ,na
 to revi 


• sing its ef fectiveness in relation 
: 

to4 the origial Plans. 'It ;:Wascocluded (Chapter.8) that theachievement whae 
beo&sin~fi nth and 
a great deal of experience of "implementing.rural development has beengained. It is equally true, that some pIarts of the, programme were 
inappropriate and hadlittle hope of contributing either to.incresed 
agricultural productin or improved quality of life in therural 
areas. 
 A number of constraints have also been identified, and in­the supporting Annexes detailed recommendaosfreeda 
measures
 
haveabeen made.b 

Itis argued in the next section that the case for cbi.inue -rural 
 .
development in the 1980s is 
evme t on than it was throughout the
1970s, and that the principal ,issue is not whether to continue with
 
rural development, but the 
level and intensity at which it should
 

exbe
organised.-es,.
 

The aim of this chapter therefore, is to translate 
the experience of
the past ten years into a broad strategy for the continued promotion

of rural development, and to 
suggest appropriate a endrn'rts to conw­
ponents of the current plans.
 

9.2. THE NE f*1CNIUDRALDEVELOPMENT
 

444Rural 
 development was not 
a new phenomenon when the 1970/71 maximum-
 4 

teextension service, the soil conservation unit, and various other

initaties sncethe 1930s, but at 
a much slower pace. One majo'r
diferecein the 1970s has been a change in tempo. 
 The process was,


01 seede upthe Intensity of development infrastructure increased,
adexpectations of potential benefits were raised. 
 There is no doubt
thatexpectations have been raised iinthe rural areas; 
 communities in
 
minimum-input RDAs expect sinilar development to the maximum-input RDAs,
andhosein 'areas not yet designated as RDAs are pressing'to be, included.


Aohrmajor'difference has been the extent of involvement of local
 
peolendtheir leaders in the' planning process,
 

2374.
 



wrih~cn. e deried epresentsasrn~ruetfrcniun 

,bee prgareeat"ed.... ir~q' ae 


Another','*
argumet': isconatmcosiderabl ef't :forand expdt re
thasfth:wrfrogr ti?1.7:;::: :int6 the p"(, :amme. AditrionalO ]esi ~vithe ual 
lreaygn 
 ue eurdt
 

7, Th':y,:rst arumetor
:!:: ontaindin howver is lsinkted to eoeta
 

600::.:)00anid gr~owing at the rate of 3,4 per cent a year, one of th, ,:
i.hghest population 'growth ratesh! in the world.; The 1976 census pro-.::i-<.:jected a population of over one millionpesnbytendoth -


.::,entury:,c! and estimated that, of this poplatomr hnhluo be('512000) would of workinga. uainorthnal : " 

Baed on projections of the country's economic growth, the Department
:i! , : , , , : . : , , c e a e ....
of Economict,Planning and Statistics! estimates ,ifteaily instualin ifrastrutu~e betwe that employment should ;byaimdat n
 
icesat17per cent per year. Taking an optimistic assumption, ", .;i ' 

an increase cf 2per cent per year, the total number of jobs by the... :!" . ~ year: 2000 would be 117 000. Thus abouteaie~carf 400 0000personsyt ureatyar te os ost'feacndtiv~ewof workinghae'O age "' :has
44.­(almost double the current number of around 200 00) ouldhaveto b'*.ntve 
 ava'ilablne.& thasscidale
..absorbed e ort andt
in the traditional agriculture sector.i!i.sehpelditure has '
 
Ruraldevelopment in some 
form therefore, should continue
exam~~ined~ andcthre be e The alter,'
imac oveedhudnt reuret,
Snative of reducing the effort in the rura bde assessed.wtareaswould almost certainlyondemn the growing rural population to increasing food and water shor­

tages and perhaps ultimately to'considerable hardship and pvety
~ of ostefectiv2ess 

9.3. .FRAMEWORK FOR THE FUTURE 
 :.
 'Y 


propoals' that 


= - ' 


iThe follow recogniseithat rural d<velpment if an 'e 

:':r,.inherently :.slow :and: con~tinuouis process, ..and >thiat€ ,t: is' no:t- a matter'. :
 

spectacular- response'.-. Response in terms iof"incr'emeintal cropolv­

sh o b udk e p to t h e minm u m n d ev e l op me nt s pr o po se h u d b 

http:assessed.wt
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rooposed,'. therefore, 'is to'buildornthe aceve 
mernt of the ,current-programmes, selecting only those ,components 
('orpat of'opnnt)poe'worth~hile and at 'very pportunity ' 

~to' encourage and Invo1Y~ec~mi ty! iifliatives, ~ 1 

we proposel that~the. RDA projzrammi e should, be, extended'throughout SNL. 
The present appro~ch of identifying 'discrete geo~rajhical ~entities' 

~nbr'of Rural, Development Areas; a total f btween 25 and 30,'RDAs .' 

i, anticipated the wholefor of SNL. 

SIn, carry ing out the sub-division of Distircts, locations of project
centresand existing infrastructures b r ae 
ai o 'determining wethe4 they could withsome rationalisation of
the RDA boundaries, serve awider area. 
 Plans for the new RDAs should
take'account of and by complementary to infrastructure and services 

malready (including existingd RDAs) established.
 

The-.new RDAs should aim at a greater dispersal'of services with re­
duced project centres ie. smaller input stores and sheds, and a

greater number of outlying. farmers sheds throughout the area. 

Both from the point of view of cost and potential erosion hazards, 
plans, for roads should be scrutinised carefully. The guideline' should 
be to provide a minimum network linking the less accessable areas and
farmers 'sheds with the existing roads, ensuring reasonable access to
project centres. Concentrations of road networks should be avoided. 

Priority should be given to establishmi'nt of the project centres, the 
introduction of a rational lLnd use plan,.,ensuring reasonable access 

throughout the area and ins llation o1 do)mesti piped watersupplies.
 

4The installation of piped water suppl 4s need not be dependent on 
relocation of homesites and homesitelevelllng. Water supplies could
 
be piped to strategic points where, although they do £iot adjoin the

homestead, the distance to a water source is significantly reduced. 

Planners should be continuously aware of the size of population to be 
served, the cost of proposal's, and their cost per capita, and should 
aim at ensuring an equitablei distribution of expenditure between RDAs. 

Other components sui.ch as fencing, pasture development, etc. should be 

<dependent on commrrunity initiative, paid for by the comimunity, but

>designed. and 3uper'vised by thc-appropriate 'extension officer. There y-sno reason theRDA.i why maniagement cannot -assist with procurement and
distribution of materials, but this should be done on the under'standing
that the community will -bearthe cost.
 

i 

' 

. 
" 

L 

4,' 
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9.3.2. Institutional/Organisational changes
 

We do not believe 
that any major or far reaching institutional changes

are necessary. 
 The main point is that where necessary the district

MOAC organisations are strengthened, and that the RDAMU acts as 
focus
 
or catalyst for rural development within 
a strong district framework.
 
Apart from the 
Land Use Planning Section, all of the modifications
 
suggested are concerned with the Department of Agriculture.
 

RDAMU 

We believe that there is 
a continuing role for the RDAMU both in 
co­
ordination of activities cf divisions within its own ministry and

other ministries, and implementation of various components 
 (e.g.
construction of project centres, staff houses) and gerleral administra­
tion ef the programr.e.. 
 We suqgest that the structure of the organi­
sation should rerain larlely as it is with one minor modification:
 

- the introduction of an interm-diate level of co­
ordination at the Clistrict organifation, by
estab]isihing a [is..-ric r r;tmm Co-orinator 
(DPC) post in each fistrict. The line of 
responsibility ould then b0 from Project Manager
through DPC to the ,PC. The ri.lationship of the 
DPC post to the district SO must be carefully
defind after discusci-,n by lSenior Officials in the 
MOAC.
 

The financial control function 
is eital ard this section within the

RIAMJ should be mantained at ,-ast at its present strength to ensurethe current high 
level of accountability, financial/budgetary control
 
and procurement efficm ,ncy. 

The Project Ma.apers have a key role in implomertinp prograomes. First

they should bp invulv-d 
 at the planning stare, as co-ordinator (and
perhaps sometimes arbitrativr) bet''-en the local devropment committees,
Rural Developmnt Office.rs 
(CRDB) and the technicians from the LUPS.
Secondly th.y provide a focus for stimu1at ing comarunity involvement 
thirdly they have r-..p-,nsbibiity fVr 0 aroistring and -r.Kanising im-

and 

plementation of building programmes ,nd other project components. Theirfunction therefore is more closely rel ted to community development andadministration than it in to that of an agjricultural technician. These
pests, therefore, need not necessarily be tied to agriculture; strong

Yxinistrative skills, motivation, and sense of community development,
Y.uld be equally good qualifications and could be found in other disci­
plines. Project managers who 
are already experienced could be used 
to manage implementAton in the new RDAs. 

-2,r­
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)Reporting'of physical progress at th roject~level has been recognised
asaweakness of the present programme. Better reporting arid more in­volvemenit in monthly and annual' work. programming will require emphasis


iJn-the'current and futuire<programmes.' 

j''The Animal Husban~dry Division 

ehearguments, transfer, of the Animal Husbandry Division from the
~epartmentof Veterinary 'Services toD the Department'of Agriculture aregiven'-ini A'nnex D., Essentially they are based on the disadvantages of. 

*~thepresent 'system, -where the officers are administratively responsibleto the Senior Extension' Officers in the Department of Agriculture,
~while they remain on" the Department of Veterinary Services establish­
ment. 
 The arguments for improved efficiency and effectiveness are 
~equally strong. 

The proposal is that the AHD'joins the Department of Agriculture and
that it has two sections: t p m
 

-~Operations: which would be responsible for 
Government fattening and breeding ranch
 

,operations.
 

, Extension: which would provide specialist ... 
livestock extension services to farmers 
on SNL. ' 

The conclusion on the range and pasture component (Section 8.4.3.)
that although not much had been achievedduring the past ten years, 

was' 

there was potential for improvement and a number of specific measures 
are proposed in Sectiqp 9.4.3. In order to implement and supervise

*them adequately however, the range management and pasture establishment
 
would have to be strengtjhened. 
 It is suggested therefore, that a 
 -
Senior Rangeiand Pastur6 Officer is appointed, reporting through the " Chief Animal HusbandryPfficer to 'the Director of Agriculture, and that
the number of Range and Pasture Officers (RPOs) is increased to four,
each of whom would have two assistants who wculd be trained inpost.,
 
One RPO would be assigned to the Operations Section and the other three
to the Extension Section of- the Animal Husbandry Division.
 

The Range and Pasture research establishment (one Range and Pasture
Research post currently unfilled as the nominated candidate is under­going training in the USA) would be enlarged to t.o professional posts,a Head of the Unit and a Range and Pasture Research Officer (RPRO), and 
a supporting assistant/technician post. -

Liaison-between the Departments-of' Agriculture, Veterinary Services:,,.and Research and Planning, would be maintained through the estabish­
mnent of a small co-ordinating committee. -truhteetbih
 

' 

. 
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-- 

, woudhExtension Service 
 te
 

: No major Structural changes are proposed; rather reductionin the,
J large number o speciaist extension workers and redesignation of
 
S tof them as generalists. The redpecedcore of specialists
 

.
 would probably have higher evel qualificatios and additional post-

Agraduate or post-diploma train ngt in-theirspecia iSt.esubject -Theyd--:


- .would be based atDistrict Offices and srve entire districts.
 

Taken overall,''theratio of extensinn staff (i.e.staff at all levels)

to homresteaadin SNLis in the order of-1: 3o. 
 This is considered .
adequate and cannot justifiably be increased. 
 It is mrore imnportant1)

that the current distributionof staff is reviewed and that wherpe' 
 "
 necessary staff are redeployed to avoid undue concentrations- in oe­
cifi: areas or districts. While the RDA programme has led to in-

Creased decentralisation of the service, this process should be con-*

tinued further with more extension staff- (and their houses) located

outlying areas away from the project centres. 

in
 

The Land Development Sectione
 

Annex E, Chapter 2 points out that there are grave problems associated

with the Land Development Sectionin its staffing, equipment and
 
present organisation, and a reorganisatilon of the section is proposed.
Once only' operations, like dam or road buildingwb d be separated
from continuous operations such as road-maintenance an ai number ofe

specialist units 
("task frces") with the right combinstion of staff 
 "
and equipment effr~ctively *.o undertake specific jobs (e'.g. -dam building,

road construction') 
 set up. The advantages would be more.,

efficient use of manpower and machinery and easier liaison with other
Government depprtments such as Roads in Public Works.
 

Th te ao pooa ,sto decentralise both construction and

maintenance activities-to four District Centres as 
shown in Figure 9.1.
Each district would have-
an engineer responsible to the Operations
Manager, and a workshop *and mobile repair truck *nder a District~Me--


S chanical Engineer (Workshop Manager) who in turn would be responsible,­
to the Mechanical Superintendant.
 

As working within Government impairs the, efficiency of the mechanical
workshop, it is recommended-that- the possibility 
--

of transfer to para-4statal -status be examined, reducin 
 it oprtin inscale andd*ecen­
traisig ourdisrict units. ;The Matsapha workshop should
ito 

therefore be drastically reduced, partly because of a reduced fleet(Section 9.4.4. ) and partly because of decentralisation of repair andmaintenance to the Districts,
 

A cost accountant should be appointed to 
supply the LDO with menagement
accounts information and 
to assist with oudgeting. 1'itially, he
 
should receive technical assistance through the USAID project., 
 ~ 

:-W­



Figure 9.1. 
 A SuggpItol Management Structure for land Development Section
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Land Use Planning Section
 

The main organisational proposal (Annex E. Chapter 3) is 
to separate

the functions of national and regional planning, preparation of de-­
sign manuals and technical guidelines, and training, from the very

detailed planning to be carried out 
at the individual RDA. It is

proposed tlat the latter be carried out by small mobile multi­
disciplinary teams comprising four or 
five specialists (land capabi­
lity, livestock/range, agronomy, soil/water engineering and 
com­
munity development). In 
the short term, additional technical assis­
tance may be required to establish these planning teams and 
to enable
 
a bank of detailed plans to be built up. 
 Detailed design of minor
engineering works should be transferred to its rio2htful place along­
side construction, and hence to the LDS.
 

The Tractor Hire Pool
 

The proposals for the THP 
contained in 
the ADB/IFAD Smallholder Cre­
dit and Marketing Pro iect are supported (Annex E, Chapter J) as the

best alternative for the future operation of the Pool. Although

still 
 managed by V2AC, tr,e essential differences would be that the
Pool would have a 
 measu:re cf financial independence, operating with a
revolving fund established initially by SDSB, and 
 that it would haveauthority to use incentive schemes. Its policy would still derive

from Government. With extension of the RBAP, the Pool may have todecentralise and adopt a district or 
regional structure. It is recom­
mended that the THP should move towards parastatal status at the end 
of the ADB/IFAD project.
 

9.4. IMPROVINS COPNENTE FFECT'VENESS 

It is not intende.-d that this section should provide comprehensive ordetailed proposals for .-ich ccpcnent of' the R1A programme. Its aimrather is 
to suggest various measures which could be 
introduced Cnd

which might increase the effectiveness of a specific service or 
lead
 
to greater incroenta] production from the propramme. 

9.4.1. Agricultural extension and research 

In Section 8.4.]. it was concluded that one of the major limitations 
on the effectiveness of the extension service was the lack of aclearly defined messawe 
which was applicable to the, majority of farmers.
The current messages .hich are based on the Research Divisions' Advi­sory Bulletin No. 1 (1977) are aimed at 
achieving high yields (for In­stance maize yields of 4-5 tcnnus/ha), well beyond the perspective,
ability to supply inputs and manaCement capacity of' the average moderate
farmer. The messages are applicable to the minority of commercial
progressive farmers; these are the farmers who are interested andwho consenuently receive preatest attention. However, improved yields
from a minority of progressive farmers will have little impact on pro­duction as a whole, whereas improved yields on the majority of "moderate"
farmers could have a significant impact. The argument of the "demon­
stratioh" effect of progressive farmers on the "moderates" has 
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rarely materialised; the moderaes recognise that their resources
differ, and consequently do not believe that 
the improvements

could be applied by them.
 

If the potential of extension staff and 
infrastructure is 
to be
realised, the service will 
have tc be directed more towards the
majority of farmers. 
 This will mean acquiring a better understanding
of the farming system and resources of the "moderate" farmers, anda deliberate and serious atterpt to assist them. The most likely wayof maintaining consciousness of the distinctions is 
to ensure that
extension staff reflect them in regular reporting on 
their activities.
 

Research was not inccrporotec ims ii cornent c,f the current programmes.Fortunately the need for farm systems research, aimed specifically atfarming constraints on SNL, has been recolrised,
(USAID) was 

and a six year projectinitiated in !O. 
 It is from this project, and frommotivated and perceptive extenion service, 
a 

thot appropriate messageswill have to emerge. in the reantime, in-service training is now themost imediate priority in ro-directing and mr-t.vating extension workers. 

Since the "moderate" far -r -.- ted res,:trcos, knowmanagerial capacity, how, andand may als, have interests outsidecommendations should embod y l,' 
the farm, re­

c(st, and Icw risk. Extensionsages t',erefore should j'ive 
mes­

prir rity to, timely Iland prparationplanting, irproved s.-d and 

senis 
-.,;d effective woed centrol. The latter repre­one of the ma,jor 
 r.be and limis re sponses to ost other 

inputs.
 

Finally extns ior 'nuld ro]y -.s little as e,,sible on the "verbal''ressage, and ,h.rver olh d u , m,7h' d-m'o,:tration as the main 
r on tMe mar 

extension techniue, 
crops Wmaize and cot­

ton) and aiming ia :'onn , 
 rDr thaN indvi~luFa homesteads. 

C. .2. Livestock produet' .,n initiatives 

Ccmmunal init~aties 

It has been concluded (Sectirnn .3.3.) 
that the objective of the RDA
livestock developr-nt proi-a - , ofr _ e control]inE animal range and numbers, restoringimprovinr productivity, has not been met. indeed it wasconcluded that the irtever, tiorn of fencing has in most instancesto poor utilimation to-,! Krm inr avpth 
ledof abe, and has had a detrimen­tal affect an the rr,,. T-re have been h-'wver, some smll yetsign.ificant achiever, rts on the four "group" ranches (describod indetail in Annex F, Section 3.7.). which provde grounds for somehpee. They demonstrate that when communal action is seenc:mon good, the to be to thewill and authority to ic:rlerent it can be found. Be­teer, them, thh ": .s have demonstrated that: 

- communities can work together;
 

- grazing rota-lons -th rest periods car be 
introduced and the benefits appreciated; 
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destocking through removal of the least
 
productive animals can be achieved;
 

- stocking limits cr,be established;
 

However, the ranches have not been monitored, so irprovements either
in productivity of animals or grazing 
cannot be quantified. Never­
theless, they demonstrate that control 
can be established through
groups and that there is 
little point in directing extt-nsion or im­proved husbandry at individual homesteads whict. cairnot respond in­dependently. It is recommended therefore, that existing group 
ran­ches are monitored carefully, and that effort is devoted to promotingthem in other, areas though not yet as a major programme. They repre­sent the main livestock productio:n initiative available. 

Another proposal, again aimed at a group or coMmunity, and specifi­cally at one in an area which is heavily overstocked, and where grazingand animal production are in dccline, is described ir.Annex F. (Sec­tion 3.7.3.). It is essentially a series of steps accorpanied byappropriate moni-oring and investigation uhich lead the community to­wards destocking in the tx pectation of higher productivity from feweranimals. 
 The acceptability of the scheme would be enhanced by the
fact that the management of the herds 
 would allow many of the impor­tant features of the existing system: 
 milk cows retained at the home­stead, variation in individual 
herd size, acquisition of livestock by
those without, individuals right to grazing ensured by membership of
the group, and individual owner's freedom to decide on 
husbandry as­pects such as breeding and 4eaning of th,-ir 
own animals, to be main­
tainccd.
 

Overall 
a fairly sirple int,:rvention, probably requiring 2-3 years to
demronstrate results, 
is pr(V<sed. The first step would be 
to select
 a chiefdom characterised by 
severe overstocking and decline 
in produc­tivity, and carry nut a :etai]led range, animal product ion ahd sociolo­gical survey. This would be folloIwed by the selection of a group with
no social divisions, 
and then reiching agreement between 
the <hi-ef and
the group on its right to 
a specific arta of grazing. 
 The grazing

area wculd then be classified according to qualitv and the group per­suaded to divide 
their herds into high and low prodi,ctivity groups, the
latter being assigned the 
po'nrer grazing. The high productivity group
would be assigned to 
the better grazing, with stocking intensity ad­justed as far as possible towards the 
-optimum. if properly managed theexperiment should demonstrate that productivity of animals with poten­tial can be increased if rar.,e 
 and livestock management is improved. 

Livestock taxation
 

The introduction of a livestock tax to encourage sale and increaseofflake of livestock has occasionally been suggested as a possible
solution to the overstocking problem.
 

The principal argumrent in 
favour of taxjtion is that the cost wouldact as an incentive for livestock own-n! to dispose of stock surplusto their requirements. cwever, such cost must be measured against
the high propensity to retain livestock, which offer a better return
to alternative investments, 
and provide meat, milk, manure, and
 
draught power.
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0er" aruz fnavoup 'oo axation, is' tat the national 'herd
 
a1 -co0ieal i ech year, mainly for, anm' helt
ISTtbudget.
ne,' tof~t fbeurnft e' Department' t~ ry,"s p'bout ES head 'of ca ~f~e on SNL 'eachi yea . ~~ charge on the - industry teE,0iug'r

The. 1ny
pidb
b tc ers which~ probably~does 'no ,cover costs of collection.~ 

-The main argument7 against ,taxation fs~that th~ lee udhaet
 
be.vcry high to offset' th homestteareid''s


I eto 2.6 . we showed an~ exampleof atyia 'smallj. 
 "Iofering a re'urn of7241. ret 0prcent ­in rFc 'temsl,-Over tAhe last, dec6ade_" 6a ttlepr ces have more
l'ess .kept pacew th'nlto sol th 
or~<
 

0 ~ ate a an
,tained it elvle n co, trast,,. invest en 'n a bank ,avingsaccout or uild~ing soCi'ety,account, would',have lost real value'.
"us, ev hetimonetary', returns; from! the'typ±'cal small herd'werejKf
educe ozeby a taxation! of 30/er E61 e ha)itwould still'bWattrac'tivei Ioretain' the' h'e'i- Altern~atively asince 'preent inst ituti ona 1,;interest, rates are about 5 "per oent'lo..er>than the'rate of cosumer ~'c an'd cattle .price incrae,ari',ddi- Fhtionalt tax ofE150 (EB/hlead)~on~the&typical smaill',herd worthciE00would 'have to beIlevied 'to bring, the.rtrsfo~at3 a~d~>istitutionali in'vestments to the same level.) The tax-per h'ead'of '"~'tile'odthen total E 25,'wich 'w3iiuld probably be "acet~
sxigyet a lower level~ dould poal not unacceptablyprobablyoje~iv:, objective.,
 
t~Iftrbluctiofl off~taxatio1 would almost certilhaeangavefec 

or livestock production The,'trust;'that has beenbuijjt up~over the. 
' 

re~
gardingonfidentialit 
 f~wudb 

linprov;id~ficestf 

"
 

aindiva'h

impove 66di i 'dfiuta o-e'ncourageprcties~n~a 
 tospere of distrust~" Thisintrcollead to incuais 
 data would n
~ longer~reflect 'htSmbers, structure or her dyaic.
 

'YThpractical. difficulties 'of ,txcl~I' nde o-h
 
patternof livestock owesi-wud ieialen, 
 sigmpicanid
lee faoiac.Ti in itself would 'create divisions in ociety


bet, e'.tos'hopidadthose who d'ddnot'.-
4 

-,',.-J,~ 

We believe that'the Aisadvanipes of.,taxation'outweig.j any. possibeIadvntae',:uggstinteandadvantage,~;,r 'tatthe' alternative ofan'~'" d:ucingGovern.- ­n
ient subsidies,,in dippiAn,'fencing, dip-tankconstructn, and fattening~
Sranches be tried-ins ,tead. For example,' cattle (ownersF are~ well~awareAOhatasnt -dipping ,materilprovded freof charge'iless effec-~
 
ITFe 


~or, 
thnmore expensive chemicals uedl nirithe" maximumn.'inpuR~pTroperties."'1 G05 bugtay retitospreclu nde ';thefxree issueof these .more expensivel chemicals.. QAbouit-30 dip tank' commite
already changed to the lttert e Jhesimtei. 

hae
 
th irown.expense etiaedat-E -5/head/year. -'This 'setff-:help measure has'the_ advantages 'of. being-­seffimpcs. d, having no'oleto cost -to GOS',.an r'le'ving GOS ofthe larg' recurrent cost 6f ensuring adequa6te, tick control. At- the' sametie" Idmighthave some effect'onthe propensity to.invest in, and retain, cattle. 
 ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ' 
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belie ethati theeis enough evidence tosppr th iwtat if 
lnnvtio ,is 'worth whlfrmers will nlot onlyadoptit b wil<be, prepared topytrpresents a 	 more. OrqIi of~M~ 

Other suggestions'­

7 - Pay greater, attention t 'aeig partiull
~~tomatngp cary b
 

n a g4 norgnslc 	 n lolY mature-stock in 

amd t' la&rger herds where offtak~e is. probably~
'much' loweri'd the-reis no incentivje to sell. Present 
;emhasis, i.the RDAs jis

4	
on, sale .of old cull stock which"~~ 

r~	will"~oa~yb landl mead ar generally
unuiahe fo commnercial~slaughter. AY ~ 

'~~Encourage' better feedin~g'of work'oxen,',and demonstra-~-' 
4.,..4>tion that with oxen' ir'od~inf6 numbers
 

9.43. ange and Pasture Improvement 

The recommended measures sun'marljsed in the following paragraphs are-"
described in ,deta*I/in' Annex D, Chapter~9. The'most i edia~e 
m"--easure that'shld be taken is 
to intrcduce4.a moratorium on .further
genieral fencing of grazing~ areas for at least :a year, to en~able' 

4 ,existing fence'lines4 and designated grazing and arable areasto ,e4
mapd'as well as 4accuxate estimates, of 4total grazin 19/A7'fnc_SLinmer gIrazing,- grass strips,' fallow an~d'un fenced Ivn
grzn.


}§Ztries of all stocks''of. fencing materials should~also be made. 

With this information,, revised pln1 ol edan pi'soito
with,4.loa 	 ,Fencinccouldpomtes, bear I thwnof in~ssoct~or
 
Jrpude,,optionssucn a'sfepcing ospecif iQ 'arable,, areas4 

nc or- blocks of.grazing within-:the, designated arable areas. ,4The~ain~would ~be toavi 
4the-gdty'rof _the 'early plans, which ihave, ed .to'poor~l ut dta1in of~
 

reorcs nagement principles such, as2 limiting ;stock numbersS giving priority' to lactating co~woul be0essentil&~ 0o h4pr, ' 

-It is so recommended that grazing managej~t n~xsigfne~ u
 
~-'arable areas4 should be revised~ to allow-free'range grazing (ip'arable,; ~~grzing' areas), in spring,, to 'redcepressure,'~att tchisprid

Thereafterlat las on ap should'b retd h rzn rs
is{sc, 'acute that, this is 	 4

e,
4 '""js;444.'iVal 'ams should be 'op'en.fo~r 

z.l 
 -r 'nAI'44 

As m~entioned' in'Sectio6n 9.3.1,,, futu e fencing sholbeeedn
 
oncmuiyiiit.6 
n 
c6ntiuint a a1 arsd rma' ntenancec.o-st.-RDA mnageme .t should' . withi .desg sprii dssIist n -a 

'vprocurement. n iuino materiils'.
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Pasture
 

A thorough review of all available data in -azilrnd (t.rnd other parts
of Southern Africa) should be carried cut 
to determine the importance
of pasture and forage crop production in SNL lIvestock systems. The
review would include technical, econDmic and social aspects and lead 
to a strategy for future deVeloprent of pasture and forage crops.
Until 
a firm strategy is available .-rk shruld be lirited to raijnte­
nance and monitoring cf existing pastur es, trials or. the lntr ductI-n
of legumes into ran;-- or urass str!ps uing m-rr *ultivat-cn aond
techr.iques fcr e-stabishing grass (Erarrstis curvula) on run don and 
abandoned crop lands. 

Fush control 

A series of measures are prcposed for bush clearing activities: 

- No further choain c earinE shuild be ur,dertakcr, 
and brush cutting should be lirited to main­
taining existinoc brush cut 
aras.
 

- A technical -- d -c:,r cc re', ew sh,.jl d be carried 
out of exist:r.g c rwri-.a- and a firm set of 
criteria :s :b i.,ah d fcr ri,-,arng in clearing. 

Contro.l t:r' .h r ig "rod burr.i sh d be 
enr O raens .n 

- More us ' " re rade :f ga cr. or~taining 

terdenctstar ceppir ing-. t1,]s- the use of 
arboricides :n bush cnr.trol in Ssuthern A5rica 
could us fu ]y bn review d. 

9.4.4. Soil conservat:n and land development 

Soil conservaticr.
 

There is no need for a crish prograre on soil conservation (Annex E.
Chapter I ). It is more rportant that a natio;al strategy for soil
conserv-tior, (f:rmulated by LUPS) ',hich would aimr. at conservation of
the r.at iral reso-.ce ther than only those of the RDAs should be
pFrepared. The br. ad policy should be to ceor-ertrate on grass strips
find only ir,ta] terraces where absolutely necessary and when the
farmers a;: ee to mainta-r, th,.m. There they arc required, they should
be built by wheeled trac:tors, such as thcse in the tractor nire pools,
not by graders froc the LPS. Finally cultivItcrs should be reminded
of the late King's decree on grass strips and be strongly discouraged
from making them narrower or ploughing them out.
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The land Development Service 

The main proposals for ir~roving the efficiency of LDS operations 
(detailed in 
Annex E. Chapter 2) are sumoarised as follows:
 

- The design work now done by LUPS should be transferred 
to LDS where tne proposed re'icnna- engineers (Section 
9.2.P would be 'onsibl for b,_,h ds,cin and con­
structi on. 

- The Matsapa rknhp sh~ul d . r il:, r'-duced, partly 
because of a reduc,.d fle.t, r:n ' b-cause of the
decentra sati r, .f ,::,;eair to the districts. 

- The LU'S f let should be ch ',y by, -I ra-iuc-d trans­
ferrin sjrp-lus q'ipar-nt t( ,- nt arenc'es 
such as he !.,-rar-r'rt; -r, i f it is perrissable 
under the t.s o-cf the liian 're- at should be 
returned or .,ciA. A s r- :t, I ,r C(,r. it.* would be 
necessary t- p, into thu -.f - f wh ch equipf, e, t is 
surplus to r' r,'ir,.n t . Stro-n 7,idates frr disposalc 
would be th *wo rc,-ntly r r's, jitended for 
bush clearing which is ww t in f vour, tne CAT 815B 
compacto'-r fcr which no wA.,ri, i: in i'ht and most of 
the -, rth-carryirg oquipm -nt, siU ce thr present dam­
buildin rpror'-,e could b- -a iived with a tenth of 
the J.-.-ent c -T ci*y. 

-. c- -s fcr the units 

sh,',u;d v Sh:rt-t -:: ( .- r,'iazn before 

The finr r , bl :fe-red - the 
Tra r -! hrd fror. THP 
when r.,lu r,.:: r -''*1- terracing. 

Th. t 1L- , ff iobs to 
priv:,e ind hi-in - :,. ilised plar,t 
from private c:. tr-ctors shoild b,- consid, red. 

Land Use Plans
 

A rumber of broad recorm,:endations, such as extending the USAID project,
greater emphasis in professional as opposed to academic tra'ning, greater
emphasis on introducinE RDA managers to 
land use planning techriques,
and the adoption of the Land Capability Cl-sifintion cystem developed
in Zimbabwe and Malawi as the basis for land use planning, have been
 
recommended (Annex E. Chapter 3). The crucial issue however, i.: the 
preparation of devfelopa-ent plans for each RDA. We have strong reserva­
tions about the quality !-d value of some of the plans whicn have been 
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-produced and were 'frequentl-y surprised at the lack of plans in RDAs, 'whr it was expected they~would be the fou of ciit;-ad 
th~inking.~ The- two,'m'ajor criticismns of the, presentplanning system
iare.~ ~ '~4 -

S -theplprofessio jid planners are not involved in the 
0system until 4 the-people's plan has been produced; 

-
7- thie,plans which are produced apply the4 same ­

. > iecological-differences between one pat of
 
44 ~ the"'";ountry an~d another.
 

'jThe organisational uLhange~s in Section' 9.3.2. 
(i.e. the establishment.
 
ofasmallmbl planning team to deal specifically wit~h the RDAs),


should "enable plans to reflect local conditions'and ecology,,arnd,'tobe specific to a particular area. This system-would also 'allow early.
consultation between planners, the local. people, and RDA manager,
 

,and 
 lead to "people's plans"' being formulated wthin the context of 
resource constraints which haveybeen discussed either before or at 

''' >the time when the development committees are assembling their ideas. 

~~49.4.5. The Tractor-Pool 

$7 	 Given the constraints of operating within Government, the Tractor Hire
Pool has operated at a hi',gh level of efficiency and provides a worth
while4 service. We believe that its objective, of introducing the con-
cept of mechanisation and demonstrating the benefits from it, is 
generally being achieved and is worth pursuing throughout SNL. 

~We also believe, however, that the operation should be of limited 

duration (an originEl principle). When the function of demonstration
 
is achieved, and demand for mechanisation created, the pool should move
 
on to new areas leavng private contractors to meet the demand. -The
 

recognition "that mechanisarion has an Important role is consistent 
'with the need to' raise prod3uctivity (early -cultivations arid planting),
and to raise the returns to, labour from co rdcin 

Finan'cial 'viability is an important-objective, but we cannot see it,

being achieved witlh the present-high level of fix'ed costs. There is 


cosdrblel sco e -o asn charges'significantly an' this should
 
____e r 'edc the level of subsidy to a' minimum.->~~ 

4 4 

>~ 4 ~ 4 ~4-. 5 1
 

" 

4 

-. 

. 
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SCoo_____ s admket]__.,, 

~'Th~oder1~v~ ave demonstrated that they can be the means for~'stributing farm,'nputs 'and'osmr gos s
 
rimary4Jmar eI.outlets.~Te need onls~ srcueo


A~the cooperative-movement h's'.bieen reccgnised,,bjite 
 MOAd;'.whicb ,
' encourages~fewer larger,,'better mnaged ccperatilves, gaining~ con­

) ide n memes Ip afterte'isorgn 'eidwe credit wasj
misange and the societies accumulated debts. 'Increased member-. 

Sshpshould :follw- mo-re-V 

The marketing constraint is gradually being removed by'the intro­
duction of maize buiying and stoi'age'facilities at cooperatives,
4n~ne'csecollection of cotton for sale'to thegney 

and 
Gin
improved, maaemnwh,,sol b chee with larger, more,mibe'coeaage sitent, thsmretng function should be de­

<veloped for those areas in SNL wtith surplus crops. 
 Hlandling costs,

mu~st be carefully -monitored to ensure a' reasonable charge to far­
mers. 'The comui solbeivvdin the planning and opera­
tion ofmarketing schemes.
 

9.4.7. Social infrastructure
 

A great deal of infrastructure which has had significant so6cal bene­
f'its, has been installed under the existin 
R~DA programmes.,Atog
probably at a much less intensive level, infrastr-ucture will continue 
to be installed in 
new RDAs and existing minimum-input RDAs., Because

it will probably be less Intensive, it is even more important that'
criteria are established to ensure there is 
an equitable distribution(

of infrastructure and equal access to, it.throughout the country. 
 Werecommend that broad guides such-as expenditure per capita or per
homestead be applied, and that priority should be giveni to a basicLroad network-and domestic water supply schemes. 

2' We also recommjend that a number of social issues are investigated

(Anniex.F, Chapter 8). These in~clude: ~ 

Social grupihgd - to, support considerable recent efforts­
to identify the 'characteristics of domestic groups, and' 

w ~analyse their significance in the rural economy, arti- ~'~cularly crop pr'oduction and wage employment.*~-­

~C~4~-*Homestead survey~' anew 
survey will be needed in the, V 
near future, which should involve collaboration between 
the GOS and UNISWA. Also,,a sample of homesteads,)' 

-­

should be investigated over a period o6f, several' years.\fI 

Comniyora-sto 
 including: the' nature and- ~ 
,organisation of- community, projects,' resettlement, 
..acceptance of newcomers,,,and community involVem'ent 

,~ .,~~, in grazing managemnent and animl husbandry.. 
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Re net oenetsrie incluld~ng:a farmiers 
iresponse -to extension methods' and fmessages,-'and how
Sfarmr use recommnended Inputs' and 'practices.a
 

The MOAC4 needs two, types aof permanent'oilgs,'ot on ocre
with research, andthea other (probabliyi ii-r'e senlor,'post') t'ad~_o 
plaai'gan policy,­

_9 4. I Ev u a t! ­ -

-her~pog -' -- oame 4-ME'a-since the- beginin~of197 hae77(~c

cerpe "rmi, 'wi thaaadersanding fari' sysem aast an ai 


h 4gi,rt.flatoith comaralin 
o 

famr be'a-iu ih h R
 

pannersi. ee~ctations, to adetermine the extent to which those expec-a-­
tati&ons were' fulfilled. This is understandable since the Unit did not 

haedquate staff to undertake acompensive bsln uvy hc 
a-a awould~iave enabled'the latter to be accomplished. We believe thatsuc ,~f'~asurveysare necessary and-aif properly carried out.jthe costs 'arejustified. a 

We recommend, therefore, that a comprehensive-pormeo suvy of -- aa­rural development activities is drawn up and implemented.'- This pro-

gramme' should take account 

-a, 

of the interest of other organisations in-volved in rural development, and, should include a­their participation 'a 

aif possible.' vlto rgam
 
The scope of the monitoring arnd evlainpormeshould inlcude: 

7 .a) 'Baseline study, covering existing RDAs at 
various
 
'a' stages of development, and non-R.DAs.
 

b) Project inmplementation activities (physical and 
afinancial progress). 

a-AC) Extraneous conditions (physical and economic climate 1. 
d)1 Evaluatio-n of specific components (e.g. extension, water
 

Isupply schemes).a
 

e)- Review after-two years a!v­

v-'-~7iiEnd of phase review/ev1talatin, aatrfieya 

On going monitoring should include:t
 
~-a'--~a-a aJ - a ­

61 Project inputs (e.g.,buildings, vehicles, equipment,a 
a--a- L staff,.crop inputs,.credit).. 

aba) Project outputs (e.g.,,areasyedadpoutn of 
crps; lives tock pr-duti n'coefficients'and nuimbers) 

a-ia-Soci-- impac-,a 

- iti d w'u u d l h M A ~ s lt ao a j a-cr st rt g ' -'r'dea-opent 
 anao~ a, 
 usf a- 1' d-ataae'ataa-aaa--a t16na ,etnin fte.rgai k b 'a-a-k'o ahlo baa-as
a-tene,(! S a a- e a-d'is i j,­t b' 'l impat.' ' a-a-a, a - !S ' 
t t e 

a-a- ra ane. 
a'j;fa-aradtaua it a-a pea- a wi tha- ex 

ruisral-eele n aprojects.a-aThe postacouid;be 'filled from technical 
asslstanae'''id
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TERMS OF REFERENCE
 



SWAZILAND GOVERNMENT 

TERXS OF REFERENCE FOR REVIEW
 

OF "E RMlAL DEVELOPMENT AREA PROGRARMES
 

For a 	consultancy to asses the effectiveness of the project in relation tothe stated objectives and to identify achieveinents and constraints, and tosurest remedial measures %ithina Rural Develofpnent Framework. 

A. 	 BACK(; OLND: 

The project uas established initially to prumote the well being of therural 	population. S-.;zi 	Nation Farmers i.ure to be assisted in under­taking s-mni-c avlercial and ccrrnercial faining as opposed to subsistence 
farTning. 

B. AREAS OF hVfF.xl JON: 

(a) The objectives and achievements should be analysed to assessthe benefits of the RDAP. This will involve a comparison ofcrop and livestock production, and rural services, includingextension sevices in all RDAs, anid if necessary, non-RDAs. 

(b) i On the basis of s- ey data on 
and allocation of labour among 

the Sources 
Saai rur-al 

of 
hc

inccxne 
seholds, 

the underlyirg project objecties should be analysed
to irdicate the ek-tent to "iiich 	 the rural coirnunitv
depende*1 t upon ag,ricult.urc and responsive to incentives 
has ar-tufilly iprcroed iurodhction through labour input. 

ii Conparison shodd be made between the returns to labour
from tle agriculture proposed under 	the project and from
avaiIaIbl e wae onpo: ,Cent. 

C. 	 T71E EXTENSION SFVVICE: 

An investi ation sIould be made at the 	 farm level of: 

i Tie effectiverw.ss of the 	extiension service. 

ii Avai ]abi Ii ty ,f res,'ch inforration to farmers. 

iii 'Die accept ;ihiiy of the ext (!nsion !ficers ideas and 
suf''2fstioris to the fa Firrs 

In -all the iubovr., i nVest. i i ur, r frence should be 1ade to theclusions redihed by the Minis t.ry 	
con­

of A':riculture and Co-operatives intheir 	 Zec cnt r'ports. The.i study 	.1hoiuilJ hi. sup)porte.d by far.m bugets. 

http:effectiverw.ss


D. INFlASTRUC1VRE DEVLOPMENT: 

An investigation should be made of objectives and achievements of: 

i Carruuity Development Plans, specifically to find out. 
whether the community develops initiatives after the 
plans have been introduced; 

ii 	 Road construction and maintenance; 

iii Production;
 

iv Marketing;
 

v The actual pace of RDA plan approval; 

vi The timing of donor fLuds release. 

E. AGRICULTURA1. INPUTS AND CREDIT: 

The use of agricultural Inputs and Credit should be analysed for each 
of the project years ard comparisons made of Input and Credit use (wi 
or without subsidy) between multi-donor and other RDAs, and if neces­
sary, non-RDAs as well.
 

The role of co-operat5. es and other institutions, e.g. SDSB in the 
provision of inputs and credit should be Ltudied. 

F. OPERAT]ONAL AND LkINTENANCE COSTS INCLUDING ThE LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT 

An analysis of operational and maintenance costs should be maJe, -and 
future budgetary requirejents provided. This analysis would include 
the evaluation of the appropriateness of the equipment employed by 
the ]and Develo-ment Unit. 

G.. LIVESTOCK PRODUCTION:
 

As one of the project objectives was to modify cultural attitudes to 
livestock owning - to reduce overprazing of comunal areas throLTh 
extension, and to provide improved marketing facilities, an analysis 
should be made of:
 

i 	 71)e change in stocking on RDA ccrnion areas co(npared 
with non-RDAs. 

ii 	 The rates of offt.a<e from the respective areas. 

iii 	 Changes in family incomes fromlivestock between the 
two areas. 

iv 	 Differences in livestock capital ssets between RDAs an 
non-RDAs. 

T7e improved ca'tyin capaciti:ts of pastures in RDAs to 
balance stockin u rates. 
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vi Savings 	and investment attitudes for suplus family
incomes 	in the light, of low interest rates for deposits 
in the banking yst.em and the overall low oppo-tunity 
cost for money versus investirent in cattle. 

vii 	 Other policies regarding accumulation or disposal of 
cattle with special reference to the role of the CRBD. 

viii 	 Descernible movement trends of livestoc!( into or out 
of RDAs. 

ix 	 Increased offt-A<e from PDAs due to te provision of 
cattle trucks. 

x 	 Production parame.ters between RDAs and non-RDAs. 

The above aspects are specific to test the hypot' esis that the RDAP 
would increase productivity, increase offtake through inter-alia 
destocking, and throujYi better herd managenent, pasture imp-ovement. 
and animal health facilities. 

H. The review analysis should consider economic and environmental implica­
tions of:
 

i 	 Cc'imon Irazing land as a free commodity, and suggest 
a taxation scale to encourage offta3ce; 

ii 	 Low interest rates and the lack of Investrwenrt opportun­
2 Li eb as an L;Ati- ZC, cat.te; 

iii 	 The cost of veterinary services in the recurrent and 
capital budgets. 

I. PROJECT nkNAGEMENT: 

An account shculd be tiven of the s.tructure and staffing of the RDAP 
at central and area levels together with an analysis of the linkages 
with the ministries involved at all levels. The appropriateness of 
the management structures in relation to the scope of the project 
should be studied in detail. 

J. LNALUAI ON: 

A review should be -ade of all r(:levant reports produced by the Ministry 
of A,;rculturc and Co-operatives. 'fiere should also be a review of 
the evaluation systei evolved by th: kDA rnanagemnent unit through its 
field liaison services. 

K. PROJFT COSTS A1) INEFA'JS: 

An analysis is required of actual and projected costs by component
to,ether i'jth an ;analysis of anticipat.ed social, financial and econunic 
benefjts as (ntp,lrt.d %,il (,,'i; hI, 1oI(hl s. Thiis shodd inc]ude an
ana]ysi. c.f Larn icoffes ijvide and o tside the RDAs to provide an 
objective assessvment of pr-oject impact. 

http:anticipat.ed
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L. REPORTING FORMAT: 

For the purpose of reportinL and to avoid duplication, the consltant 
GM3 report should take the form of the normal project completion repo
The main contents are as follows:-

M. 	 BASIC DATA DiEET:
 

I. 	 Introduction. 

2. 	 Project history-identification, preparation and appraisal.
 

3. 	 Implenwnt,at i on. 

4. 	 Operating perfoxTnance. 

5. 	 Financial performance. 

6. 	 Institutional performance and development. 

7. 	 SOCIO-Econc xic evaluation. 

8. 	 Conclusion.
 

Annexes
 

Maps
 

Department of Econcnic Planning 
and Statistics 

Mbabane 

l0th 	June, 1982
 


