VILLAGE ASSESSMENT REPORT
DIXIE

1. Background
Name of village: Dixie.
Population: 500 (CDF member, 2006)
Number of households: 123
Dixie is located on the most southern part of Ward 16, approximately forty (40) kilometres east of Acornhoek and about twenty (20) kilometres east of Hluvukani. It is flanked on one side by the Manyeleti Game Reserve, which is a government-run nature conservation reserve, and on the other by a privately-run game farm, the Sabie Sand Game Reserve. It is at the end of one long, straight stretch of road that extends from Athol (another village in Ward 16), passes outside Seville B and next to Utah – both are villages in Ward 16. 
Dixie is only about 3 km away from its neighbouring village, Utah.
2. Introduction
The Assessment team arrived at the village as was expected and was received by a member of the CDF. This person was representing a group of women who have a number of community initiatives and are currently running the local crèche. 

It had been decided by the village leaders that the meeting was to be held at the crèche. Some team members were not happy with the arrangement, citing that it would be breaking the law if this meeting was going to affect the children who attended school. It was then decided that the venue be changed and moved the meeting to the Induna’s kraal. 

Those villagers that had already arrived were asked to go to the induna’s as the venue had been changed and were also asked to inform others about the development. It was learnt that the induna was not going to be part of the meeting as he had to attend to an urgent meeting called by the chief in Islington. The chairperson of the CDF did not attend as he had to do part of his job which is to render services to the surrounding game farms/lodges.

The Assessment team had to allow for some time to allow people to arrive after the change of venue.

After the word of welcome by the CDF representative, the team was then introduced to the community. A brief SWELL background was shared with villagers as well as the process that is going to take place. 
Various tools were used in the assessment, and below is the outcome of the assessment process.
3. Water and livelihood assessment

3.1. community level assessment

3.1.1. Tool 1: Income-Expenditure tree
This was the team’s first choice tool. It was believed that this tool would allow both the team and the villagers to settle in well into the day’s work, by doing a simple but fun exercise. In this exercise, participants can easily give the same answer more than once; hence the facilitator needs to be able to quickly read all inputs in order to say whether a particular point has already been brought forward. 
An income and expenditure tree was drawn by village members

Outcome:

The different Sources of income in Dixie village identified by community members:
· Making and selling ice blocks, grass mats hand crafts

· Sawing and selling clothes

· Baking and selling bread

· Keeping chicken

· Buying and selling snacks, cell phone airtime, chicken feet and fish

· Salaries

· Preparing and selling ox heads

· Social grants – child and old age

· Domestic work

· Brewing traditional beer

· Looking after cattle

· Growing and selling veggies – peri-peri (chilli-peppers), spinach, onions

· House construction services

Expenses/uses of income as identified by community members themselves:
· Towards building a house

· Buy crafts

· Clothing, jewellery and cosmetics – soap

· For transport

· Candles, paraffin and matches

· Groceries – bread, mielie-meal, ncovelo (Relish)
· Children’s school uniform, school fees

· Alcohol 

· Household utensils and furniture

· Buy livestock

Water-dependant Income generating activities:
· House construction services

· Grass mats – grass needs to be watered to stay moist

· Vegetables – spinach, peri-peri (chilli-peppers)
· Livestock – cattle and chicken

· Beer brewing

· Cooking ox heads

· Bread baking

· Making ice-blocks

3.1.2. Tool 3: Mapping exercise
A map of the whole village was drawn, indicating the location of water points, dams and streams, streets, shops and other village buildings. As in other villages, it was young people that enthusiastically took part in drawing maps, especially young men.
Summary of the Dixie Community map:

Dixie is a small village between Utah and Manyeleti Game Reserve, located in the eastern side or lower part of the Sand River Catchment. From Utah you take the Sabie-Sand Road to Dixie. When you enter Dixie you will see a big water tank on your right hand side via Hananani Primary School to Wisani Crèche which will give you a proper entrance to the village. The village has got little economic active population with most of the people still at school and some of them in urban areas. 

Water Map 
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Figure 1: Dixie water map

The group focussing on this tool was asked to plot all important water related features on the map and discussions were held afterwards

Summary:

In this village, a matrix of reticulation systems has been integrated to form one. There is a borehole dependent system that is managed locally, by a borehole operator who is employed by DWAF. This community borehole is connected onto part of two reticulation systems into which water is directly pumped. Theoretically, the community borehole should pump water into the community Jojo tanks first before distribution into the reticulation network. Water is theoretically to be pumped into JoJo tanks because the village has “no” reservoir.

There is another system that is connected to the local reticulation through a huge reservoir that is located outside the village (this reservoir is not seen to belong to this community). This is known as the “bulk supply” system – meaning surface water system – that comes from another village. This community reservoir is not connected to the local boreholes, but gets water that comes from Thorndale (a neighbouring village)

There are twelve (12) standpipes – ten according to the social map. Water can be accessed on only five of the standpipes. There are seven yard-connections. It is not clear how many stand pipes there are and how many are functional.  

The seven yard taps are connected to the borehole rising mains. 

Discussions around Management issues:
There is no management by villagers taking place. Before the introduction of free diesel by the municipality, the community used to have in place a system that required villagers to contribute some money to buy fuel. This system is not operational any more. 

The operator is in charge of reporting to DWAF, any problems with regard to the borehole. The water committee oversees and reports to municipality any maintenance needs related to the reticulation network.
Social Map

The above community map was then converted into a social map, by plotting all households in the village. While plotting, villagers were asked not to put names of households on the map. The Social map was then used as a basis for carrying out the well being ranking exercise.
3.1.3. Tool 4: Water uses and sources

Community members were asked to list the different sources of water found in their community and then link these to the different water uses

The following Water sources and water uses were identified:
	             Sources

Uses
	Communal tap/ standpipe
	Own yard tank/tap?
	RWH tank
	Earth dam
	River 

	Domestic
	X
	
	1 seasonal
	
	

	Gardening
	X
	
	
	
	

	Big-scale water related IGAs
	X
	
	
	
	

	Livestock
	X
	
	
	Seasonal
	


3.1.4. Tool 8: Activity Profiles
The group was divided into two groups, one of males and another of females. Each group was asked to list the different activities that are carried out in their respective households.
 The following activities were listed by the 2 groups:
	MEN

	Activities
	Carried out by men
	Carried out by women

	Cleaning the yard – ku basisa rivala
	0
	7

	Cooking – ku sweka
	0
	7

	Repairing shoes – ku rhunga ti ntangu
	7
	0

	Watering the backyard garden – ku cheleta nghadi la mutini
	7
	0

	Feeding chicken – ku nika tihuku swakudya
	4
	3

	Fetching water – ku ka mati
	1
	6

	Bathing children – ku hlambisa vana
	1
	6

	Herding livestock – ku risa swifuwo
	7
	0

	Selling beer – ku xavisa byala
	0
	7

	Selling crafts – ku xavisa swovatliwa
	3
	4

	Constriction of houses – ku aka tiyindlu
	7
	0

	Laundry – ku hlantswa tinguvu
	2
	5

	Chopping wood – ku tsema tihunyi
	5
	2

	Cleaning the house – ku kukula yindlu
	4
	3


	WOMEN

	Activities
	by men
	by women

	Sweeping – ku kukula
	0
	17

	Fetching water – ku ka mati
	1
	16

	Fetching wood – ku rhwala tihunyi
	4
	13

	Cooking – ku sweka
	0
	17

	Laundry – ku hlantswa
	0
	17

	Ironing – ku ayina
	0
	17

	Cleaning – ku basisa
	0
	17


Questions raised by participants:

What happens if both men and women do carry out these activities? 
ANS: individuals should vote according to the gender that does the activity most often.

3.2. Inter-household level

3.2.1. Tool 9: Well-being Ranking

Process:

It was explained that all households in the village were different, they were not the same. This explanation was checked by asking village people if they agreed with the statement, which they did.

Since it was agreed that households were not the same, the next step was that villagers cluster households that lived a “similar” life. This created some discomfort among villagers, where one lady said that she would not say whether or not another household was “poor”. Another villager said that he had no way of knowing whether his household lived a life similar to a life of another. 

(The whole process got out of hand where even the research team started to lose composure. Each one of the team members came up with a “cluster” or how the question should be asked. From asking about who worked in the family to who considered themselves or others to be poor. Clarity was given to the team that we were not going to define the clusters and must allow the villagers themselves to do that). 

The lady above said that she could only speak for herself. It was then agreed that everyone should speak for themselves. She said she receives a social grant, can afford to buy a bag of mielie-meal and can eat well (ha dya ha xurha). 

That statement was highlighted and taken as a cluster. The lady’s household was located on the map and marked as one (meaning cluster one). It was phrased as 

“Anyone who receives a social grant, who can afford to buy a bag of mielie-meal and can eat well” should identify themselves so we can mark their household on the map. Two people identified themselves and were marked on the map. A third person identified herself and was asked by some people next to her not to because “we were only looking for people who receive social grants” (another source of confusion). This was again cleared by asking for “a household that has a source of income (not only social grants), can afford to buy a bag of mielie-meal and eat well”. A few more people came forward.

A question was asked by one lady on a wheelchair: “what if we do receive a social grant but do not eat very well? I have to pay my care giver R200.00 a month out of the R750.00 that I receive” this question was then answered by saying that maybe this is another cluster. Cluster two was therefore “any household that has a source of income, but does not eat very well”. A number of people came forward. Another question from the villagers was “what if there is a source of income but not every month and do not eat very well?” 

(This question meant that we had to revisit our definitions. It also meant this was another cluster, cluster three which was “any household that had some source of income, not all the time [ha yi hinkwawo nkarhi] and does not eat very well).
Summary of clusters as identified by villagers:
· Cluster one:
Cluster one changed from “any household that has a source of income, can afford to buy a bag of mielie-meal and eat well” to “any household that has a constant (la ku nghenaka mali nkarhi hinkwawo) source of income, can afford to buy a bag of mielie-meal and eat well”. This constant was defined as every month.

· Cluster two:
Cluster two also changed from “any household that has a source of income, but does not eat very well” to “any household that has a constant source of income, but does not eat very well”

· Cluster three:
“Any household that has some source of income, not all the time (ha yi hinkwawo nkarhi) and does not eat very well.
Another person came forward saying in his household there was no source of income at all and did not eat very well; they depend on hand outs from family and friends. This then meant it was cluster four.

· Cluster four: 

Cluster four included “any household that has no source of income, do not eat very well and depends on friends and family”

Only four clusters came out of this exercise. The next thing was to “allocate” households into these clusters. After the clustering, villagers were asked to give these different clusters names.

Outcomes of the wellbeing ranking exercise:

Villagers grouped themselves according to the different clusters defined. The numbers per cluster represent households of those individuals that were willing to take part in discussing their situation.

· Cluster one: nine (09) households

· Cluster two: ten (10) households

· Cluster three: four (4) households

· Cluster four: six (6) households

The villagers were then asked to define the different clusters,

1. Cluster one: la vo tikota – (this is a household that is capable of meeting all their needs).

2. Cluster two: la vo antswa – (the better off household, they are able to meet most of their needs)

3. Cluster three: swisiwana swo antswa – (the poor but can meet some of their needs).

4. Cluster four: swisiwana – (the very poor)

3.3. Intra-household level

3.3.1. Tool 10: household interviews
Because the focus of this phase of the SWELL process was on vulnerable households, candidates for interviews were selected for the Home-based care client base. The Hluvukani Home-based care centre has a database of vulnerable households that are provided with health services. It is out of this database that households for interview were drawn. 
Closure
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