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Abbreviations 
 

BfdW Brot für die Welt (Bread for the World) 

SOP Standard operating procedures  

MoU Memorandum of Understanding 

TVETs Technical and Vocational Training Colleges 

CBO Community-Based Organisation 

FBO Faith-Based Organisation 

NGO Non-Government Organisation 

SR Sub Recipient 

DSD Department of Social Department 

AVMMC Adult Voluntary Medical Male Circumcision 

NSP National Strategic Plan 

DV Domestic Violence 

VAW Violence Against Women 

GBVAW Gender-Based Violence Against Women 

GBVF Gender-Based Violence and Femicide 

GBV Gender-Based Violence 

SWOT Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities and Threats 

SPSF Small Project Support Fund 

PEST Political Economical Social and Technological 

AFSA Aids Foundation South Africa 

WIN Women Ikhwelo Network 

SOE State-Owned Enterprise 
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Concepts  
 

Cooperatives  is when working or acting together willingly for a common purpose or 
benefit.  

Administration  is the arrangements and tasks needed to control the operation of a plan 
or organisation. 

Technical 
strategy 

is the creation of an overall business plan which consists of principles, 
objectives, and tactics for using technology to achieve organisational 
objectives.  

Intervention  is the act or fact of taking action about something in order to have an 
effect on its outcome. 

Beneficiary is any person who gains an advantage and/or profits from something. 

Community 
Participation 

is the involvement of people in a community in projects to solve their 
own problems.  

Sustainability the ability of something to maintain itself over time.  

Networking  is the exchange of information and ideas among people with a common 
profession or special interest, usually in an informal social setting. 

Partnerships  is a formal arrangement by two or more parties to manage and operate 
a business and share its profits.  

Value analysis is a tool to enhance cost efficiency by evaluating the functionality of a 
product or a process in relation to its cost. 

Social Justice is a concept holding that all people should have equal access to wealth, 
health, well-being, privileges, and opportunities. 

Evaluation is a systematic and intentional process of gathering and analysing data 
(quantitative and qualitative), to inform learning, decision-making, and 
action. 

Ukusekela is a Zulu word meaning to assist, corroborate, support self-sufficiency. 
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Executive Summary 
 

Brot für die Welt (Bread for the World) has a long-term partnership, of about 23 years 

with the AIDS Foundation of South Africa (AFSA). It is through this partnership that a Small 

Project and Support Fund (SPSF) programme in three provinces in South Africa (Eastern 

Cape, Kwa-Zulu Natal, and Mpumalanga) was implemented to support small 

organisations in community development projects. Funding amounting to €700.000,00 

from Brot für die Welt (BfdW) donors: church parishes in Germany (KED), and from the 

Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) via the Protestant 

Association for Cooperation in Development (EZE), and from other donors, was 

administered by AFSA as an organisation valued for its administrative and community-

based programme strengths. The 3-year pilot programme comprising two components, 

ran from 01 April 2019 and will conclude on 31 March 2022. A pro-bono Approvals 

Committee was constituted by AFSA, comprising representatives from the communities 

in the three provinces, to adjudicate over the application process and awarding of the 

grants to the Sub-recipients (SRs). SRs were beneficiaries of Component One, where 

organisations were funded for a period of one year. Component Two is for the 

implementation of small organisations’ emergency activities where organisations are 

funded for a period of one month. DrMzi-Bridging The Gap was contracted by AFSA to 

evaluate the Ukusekela pilot programme, including the work of the SRs. 

 

AFSA’s strategic plan includes a focus on supporting development projects beyond 

HIV/AIDS and is well matched to the priorities of the funder in its grounding in Human 

Rights and flexibility. The SPSF programme fitted perfectly with AFSA’s non-prescriptive 

approach to development work, providing an opportunity to grassroots organisations 

and movements working in an array of areas, who do not meet the usual funding criteria. 

The programme period was short, and 12 months was not enough to provide all the 

support that start-ups require, especially ones that are rurally based and with disparate 

sites such as these. The evaluators suggested an introduction of thematic focus areas, 

instead of opening the call so broadly, in order to streamline relevant technical support. 

A phase out approach could be introduced wherein the SR received 100% of the funding 

in YEAR 1, 50% in YEAR 2 and 25% in YEAR 3, with each organisation supported for two 

years and phased out in YEAR 3 to avoid an abrupt ending that limits impactful work. 

Sustaining start-ups depends largely on measures taken from the beginning of a project, 

allowing beneficiaries (SRs) to think early on about continuity before funding ends. It also 

encourages SRs to undertake their own evaluations to understand the incubation period 

of a project before it can self-sustain to better inform future interventions and planning. 

Ukusekela was a pilot for AFSA so its experiences could be reflected upon and used to 

better design the programme in future. 

 

https://www.drmzi.co.za/
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The funding amounts may have been small for this programme but they were enough, as 

the value of this programme was in its catalytic function from which the organisations 

will benefit well into their futures, and this may be attested to by the SRs over time. From 

AFSA, they have received training in proposal writing, budgeting, drawing workplans and 

other areas, and they should put the skills gained to practice and strengthen them 

beyond the 12 months. The SRs have had great opportunities for networking amongst 

themselves, with other AFSA programmes and with other relevant stakeholders and 

potential partners. They received continued assistance from AFSA/Ukusekela through 

information sharing and references, and as such, some were granted contracts by other 

AFSA programmes, secured funding and sponsorships from private sector companies and 

donors, signed MoUs and SLAs with stakeholders and government departments relevant 

in their focal areas of work – a remarkable outcome. They have been able to build 

credibility that makes them eligible to apply for Lotteries, DSD and other grants from the 

local and district municipalities, the government and other donors. The SRs are best 

positioned to know the needs of their communities as they share lived experiences, and 

so their interventions were relevant and beneficial for their communities; this is further 

unpacked and elaborated on in this evaluation. 

 

The implementation of this pilot programme had its challenges in terms of financial 

management and admin coordination, with additional challenges presented by the 

disruptions of the Covid-19 pandemic among other things outlined in this evaluation 

report. It is important therefore to commend the SRs for their adaptability, 

AFSA/Ukusekela for their hands-on support and the funder’s flexibility in their 

accommodation for mitigations during this 3-year period. In the absence of Ukusekela, 

these projects would not be where they are now, further demonstrating the programme’s 

value for money. Further support could be harnessed from other organisations such as 

Hlanganisa Institute for Development, Kagiso Trust, the National Development Agency, the 

National Lottery, and others who provide continuous technical and financial support to the 

NPO sector. AFSA’s Human Rights (HR) and Advocacy programme is another relevant network 

as most of these organisations work in cross-cutting issues. 
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Introduction 
 
BfdW is part of the industrial country faith sector-based organisations; the industrial country 

partners are considerable funders of the South African civil society. Brot für die Welt (Bread 

for the World) has a long-term partnership, of about 23 years with the AIDS Foundation of 

South Africa (AFSA). This is an unusually long relationship and has been maintained owing to 

the Brot für die Welt ‘s (BfdW) interest in sustaining work with reputable organisations, 

such as AFSA. AFSA is valued for its administrative and community-based programme 

strengths. BfdW received donations from church parishes in Germany (KED), and from 

the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ) via the 

Protestant Association for Cooperation in Development (EZE), and from other donors. 

The funding amounted to €700.000,00. BfdW partnered with AFSA to implement a Small 

Project and Support Fund (SPSF) programme in three provinces in South Africa (Eastern 

Cape, Kwa-Zulu Natal, and Mpumalanga). This programme was the first of its kind in 

South Africa by BfdW. The SPSF programme fits with the BfdW’s strategic support and 

had been implemented in Brazil and Sierra Leone [1]. 

 

AIDS Foundation South Africa delivers interventions in collaboration with community-based 

organisations (CBOs). These CBOs are based in, and started by members of the respective 

communities. This way, interventions consider the socio-cultural context of the South African 

society. Multiple belief systems are accommodated in this approach and interventions are 

more holistic and yet culture specific.  

 

DrMzi-Bridging The Gap was contracted by AFSA to evaluate the Ukusekela pilot programme 

including the work of the sub-recipients (SRs). The Ukusekela pilot programme spanned three 

years from 01 April 2019 to 31 March 2022 and included two Components. The SRs were 

beneficiaries of Component One and were diverse in terms of the communities that they 

served, geographical location, the focus of their work and the maturity of the organisations. 

An inception meeting was held with the Ukusekela staff, and the areas of investigation were 

agreed upon.  

https://www.drmzi.co.za/


Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 

 2 

Methods 
 

Data for the evaluation study was derived using qualitative research tools to gather opinions 

and experiences of the Funder, AFSA, and the SRs of the SPSF grants. For a comprehensive 

understanding of the background, context and conditions of the programme, a review of 

programme agreements, sub-recipient profiles, workplans, narrative reports and other 

relevant documents formed part of the evaluation. 

 

Phase I: Document Review 

Document reviews and stakeholder interviews were conducted. 59 documents from SRs for 

Year-1 to Year-3 were received, and six documents from AFSA to the Donor; totalling 65 

documents received from AFSA over a period of one month. These documents provided the 

researchers with an understanding of the background of the project. Insights from the 

document review informed the generation of the interview questions. The following 

documents were made available to DrMzi to facilitate the evaluation process: 

 

1. SR Profiles, including signed appointment letters, budgets and workplans  

2. Monthly reports 

3. Annual reports to the Donor from AFSA 

 

Phase II: Data Collection through Stakeholder Engagement 

 
Sample and Sampling 
Data was collected from engagements with the following programme stakeholders: AFSA’s 

Senior Management, representatives from the funder: BfdW, the Approvals Committee, 

programme consultant, and the Sub-Recipients of the Ukusekela SPSF. The study yielded a 

good response rate with 22 SRs interviewed, out of the 28 organisations funded over the 

period of 3 years. In year-1, from seven organisations, six were interviewed. These were 

Msebenzomuhle Cares, Simama Centre for Career and Professional Development, Sabie and 

Kruger Eco Club Cooperative, Ithubalethu Old Age Centre, Shechem Organisation, Lixhase 301 

Agricultural Products. In year-2, only one of the six SRs was not available for the interview. 

The year-2 organisations that were interviewed are Siyasindisa Academy, Masivuke 

Community Development, On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose Centre, Port Dunford OVC Centre 

and Shap Shap Cinemas. Inkunzi Isematholeni was not available for an interview. In year-3, 

ten out of the 15 SRs were available for interviews. These were Ngcweti Organisation, Trans 

Hope, Arkwork for Art NPC, Bet Sheekoom, Yomelela Community Support Organisation, 

Vulamasango Singene, Eastern Cape Provincial Council of Churches, The Youth for Action 

Foundation, Fountain of Living Waters Ministries, and Destiny Drop-in and Skills Development 

Centre. 
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Interview Data and Data Collection Tools 
Interview data was collected over a period of two months. Researchers from DrMzi were 

allocated various tasks according to their skills and expertise. Through use of online tools such 

as WhatsApp/Zoom/Teams/Google meet, group interviews and discussions, as well as key 

informant interviews were conducted. 

All interviews were guided by questions in the developed interview schedules1. The questions 

were developed by DrMzi in consultation with the project team at Ukusekela, following 

provisioned areas of investigation. The process of developing the interview questions was 

iterative and incorporated feedback from completed interviews. Interviews were conducted 

with the following organisations: 

 
Table 1: List of sub-recipients interviewed from the three provinces 

Eastern Cape Lixhase 301 Agricultural Products, Masivuke Community Development, 

On Eagle’s Wings Multi-Purpose Centre, Vulamasango, EC Provincial 

Council of Churches, Arkwork for Art, Bet Sheekoom, Yomelela 

Community Support Organisation 

Mpumalanga Ithubalethu Old Age Centre, Sabie and Kruger Eco Club Cooperative, 

Shechem Organisation, Destiny Drop-in and Skills Development Centre, 

The Youth for Action Foundation, Fountain of Living Waters Ministries 

KwaZulu-Natal Noncoko Dental Studios, Msebenzomuhle Cares, Simama Centre for 

Career and Professional Development, Siyasindisa 

Academy, Port Dunford OVC Centre, Shap Shap Cinemas, Ngcweti 

Organisation, Trans Hope 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
1 See Appendix 2 for the guiding schedules 
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Depiction of Ukusekela Reach by Province 
 
  Bet Sheekom 
  
  Vulamasango       

Singene 
  
  Eastern Cape 

Provincial 

Council of 

Churches 
  
  Arkwork for Art  
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  Lixhase 301 

Agricultural 

Products NP  
 

  Masivuke 

Community 

Development 
  
  On Eagle’s 

Wings Multi-

Purpose Centre 
  
  Yomelela 

Community 

Support 

Organisation 

  

 

 

  

Map 1: Eastern Cape – All SRs from YEAR 1-YEAR 3 
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Map 2: Mpumalanga – All SRs from YEAR 1-YEAR 3 

Remmogo Itireleng 

Kunene Foundation 

Fountain of Living… 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 

 6 

 

 

 

 

 Ngcweti Organisation  
  
 The Dorcas-Page 

Foundation 
 

  Inkunzi Isematholeni 

Foundation 
 

 Msebenzomuhle 

Cares 
 

  Noncoko Dental 

Studios 
  

 

 

 
 

 

Ukusekela Sub-recipient Community Reach 

Town based Province Organisation Town implemented 

YEAR-1 Sub-recipients 

Wartburg KwaZulu-Natal Noncoko Dental Studio Janokwe,  UMgungundlovu 

Idutywa Mpumalanga Lixhase 301 Agricultural 
Products  

Ngxakaxha A/A Idutywa 

White River  Mpumalanga Shechem Organisation Msholozi Village, White River 

         Map 3: KwaZulu-Natal – All SRs from YEAR 1-YEAR 3 

Port Dunford 
OVC Centre 

 Shap Shap 
Cinemas 

Simama Centre 
for Career &  
Professional 
Development 

Siyasindisa 
Academy  

TransHope 

https://www.google.com/search?sxsrf=AOaemvIlqAfNCdj4BbM_-9IErZ2055OsVA:1641383213303&q=UMgungundlovu&stick=H4sIAAAAAAAAAONgVuLUz9U3SC7Kzk5exMob6ptemgdEKTn5ZaUA2d53KR0AAAA&sa=X&ved=2ahUKEwj_tPn6xJr1AhVUeMAKHehKAewQmxMoAXoECBQQAw
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Mangweni Trust, 
Nkomazi Sub 
District  

Mpumalanga Ithubalethu Old Age 
Centre  

Mangweni Trust, Ehlanzeni 
District 

Somerset 
Trust Village  

Mpumalanga Sabie and Kruger Eco Club 
Cooperative  

Somerset Trust Village 

Kwangwanase  Mpumalanga Msebenzomuhle Cares  Kwangwanase, Umkhanyakude 
District  

Kokstad KwaZulu-Natal Simama Centre for Career 
and Professional 
Development 

Kokstad 

YEAR-2 Sub-recipients 

Durban KwaZulu-Natal Siyasindisa Academy Durban 

Esikhawini KwaZulu-Natal Port Dunford OVC Centre Esikhawini 

Hammarsdale KwaZulu-Natal Shap Shap Cinemas Hammarsdale 

Jeffrey’s Bay Eastern Cape On Eagle’s Wings Multi-
Purpose Centre 

Jeffrey’s Bay 

East London Eastern Cape Masivuke Community 
Development 

East London 

Pietermaritzburg KwaZulu-Natal Inkunzi Isematholeni Pietermaritzburg 

YEAR-3 Sub-recipients 

Makhanda Eastern Cape Arkwork for Art NPC Makhanda 

Gqeberha Eastern Cape Bet Sheekoom Gelvandale, Central, Walmer, 
Bloemandal and Sidwell 

East London Eastern Cape Eastern Cape Provincial 
Council of Churches  

Raymond Mhlaba and 
Mzamomhle Dimbaza 

Enhlazeni, 
Mbombela 

Mpumalanga Destiny Drop-In and Skills 
Development Centre 

Kabhokweni outside Nelspruit 

Thulamahashe, 
Bushbuckridge 

Mpumalanga Fountain of Living Waters 
Ministries 

 

Bushbuckridge region: 
Thulamahashe ward 31, Rolle 
ward 29, Kumani ward 28, 
New Forest ward 27, 
Acornhoek ward 12 & 13, 
Mambubu ward 34, 
Dumphries ward 32, and 
Edinburg ward 36 

Thulamahashe Mpumalanga Kunene Foundation 

 

Bushbuckridge district, 
Acornhoek, Thulamahashe, 
Mambuba, New Forest and 
Kumani 

Bergville KwaZulu-Natal Ngcweti Foundation Bergville: Woodford, Potshini 
& Kwa Dukuza 

Acornhoek Mpumalanga R FM Media House Bushbuckridge & Acornhoek 
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Table 2: Description of where the SR was based and where it implemented the supported activities 

 

Data Analysis, analytic framework and Interpretation 
Interviews are recorded, transcribed and analysed for the report. Researchers from DrMzi 
took the lead in analysing, interpreting and writing the report; identifying gaps and making 
recommendations.  

 Year-1 had 7 SRs 

 Year-2 had 6 SRs 

 Year-3 had 16 SRs 

A 10-point evaluation framework was followed for this evaluation. 
 

1. (1&2) Administrative and Technical strategy 

AFSA awarded the SPSF to organisations that were similar and yet varied in many ways, 

notably small size, young age and low maturity of the organisations. The various organisations 

and individual SRs required a diversity of technical inputs. The evaluation assessed the 

programme's administrative and technical strategies employed to support the SRs through a 

call for proposal.  

2. (3&4) Intervention priority and Beneficiaries  

AFSA advertised the Ukusekela SPSF programme. The areas of intervention were decided by 

the applicants. The evaluation examined efforts that were needed from the SRs and AFSA to 

ensure that the programme and the initiatives achieved their objectives. The evaluation 

looked at whether anything else could have been prioritised. Beneficiary analysis was done 

Matibidi Mpumalanga Remmogo Itireleng Victim 
Empowerment 

Ehlanzeni district in Thaba 
Chweu Municipality: 
Hlabekisa, Leroro, Matibidi 
and Graskop (wards 7, 8 & 9) 

Emzinoni, Bethal Mpumalanga Sesifikile Youth 
Development Centre 

Emzinoni Township under 
Govan Mbeki Township 

Umlazi, Durban KwaZulu-Natal Trans Hope EThekwini district: Umlazi, INK, 
Mkhazini and Adams areas 

Pietermaritzburg KwaZulu-Natal The Dorcas-Page 
Foundation 

EThekiwini region: SACCA 
informal settlement at 
Mkondeni, Pietermaritzburg 

East London Eastern Cape Vulamasango Singene Qumbu and KwaBhaca (Mt 
Frere) 

Matatiele Eastern Cape Yomelela Community 
Support Organisation 

Jabulani Village, ward 25, 
Matatiele 

Platrand Mpumalanga Youth for Action 
Foundation 

Lekwa municipality, ward 13, 
Gert Sibande district: 
Kromdraai, Platrand, 
Goedgedacht, Klipdrift, 
Mohammed and 
KwaSphunjwana 
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at two levels: the beneficiaries of the Ukusekela programme as well as the beneficiaries of 

the SR’s work in the communities. The analysis also considered representativeness. The 

evaluation went beyond the numbers as indicators of diversity, to look at ways in which 

beneficiaries accessed the interventions.  

3. Intervention relevancy and Community participation 

Ukusekela committed to support projects that were embedded in communities. The 

relevance of the interventions was determined by their responsiveness to emergent issues 

faced by communities, as well as alignment to provincial and national strategies. The 

evaluation assessed the programme's degree of community ownership and participation 

through governance and other decision-making structures.  

4. Problems identification 

All projects function with problems, how they identify and respond to these is important. The 

evaluation looked at what problems were encountered and how they could have been 

avoided and what was done to mitigate, eradicate, and solve these problems. If the problems 

still persisted, what could be done to resolve them. The start of Ukusekela coincided with 

major instability such as the xenophobic attacks on African foreign nationals in September 

2019 resulting in fear and uncertainty for migrants and people on the move. In the same year, 

there were GBV protests and the newly elected President Cyril Ramaphosa declared that GBV 

was a national crisis. With climate changes associated with global warming, some areas 

experienced changes in water patterns. The EC faced drought and the KZN experienced 

floods. These Political, Economic, Social, and Technological (PEST) Ecological factors had an 

impact on the performance of the SPSF. 

5. Intervention quality and Lessons learnt  

Ukusekela supported a few organisations at a time so as to promote quality over quantity. 

The evaluation explored ways to ensure that interventions were delivered to the required 

quality. This report unearths some lessons for AFSA, Ukusekela and the sub-recipients, to 

improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the programme. 

6. Networking, Partnership and Sustainability  

Financial support is needed to sustain projects. Sustainability of small and larger civil society 

organisations is threatened in South Africa. Shifts that have happened in the funding 

environment resulted in some organisations closing and others scaling down[1]. The most 

apparent challenge for the civil society is that the government and state-owned enterprises 

(SOE) are generally not funding programmes for strengthening democracy or social justice 

initiatives for fear of raining the ire of government. Even the private sector often shies away 

from funding groups that are involved in social justice efforts that would be seen as ‘political’ 

and for fear of being seen to anger the government. Availability of funding is not the only 

thing that sustains organisations and projects; this evaluation looked into what could be done 

to ensure the sustainability of the projects. The evaluation assessed the nature and extent of 

networks and partnerships amongst the SRs and beyond. The strengths, key challenges and 

limitations in networking and partnerships are documented. 

7. Value analysis 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 

 10 

Funders, the project partner, and the SRs want to know if the support to a programme added 

value to the organisations and if the SPSF was catalytic in terms of meeting their objectives. 

The evaluation thus explored the value of the programme - intended and unintended, positive 

and negative impacts. The research looked for the social return on overall investment for 

BfdW. 

8. Project SWOT analysis  

The evaluation determines and documents the programme and partner initiative's strengths 

and weaknesses (including opportunities and threats). 
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Evaluation findings 
 

The Bread for the World is one of AFSA’s longest and admirable partners. Introduced to AFSA 

through the work of the KwaZulu-Natal (KZN) Religious Leaders’ groups and the South African 

Council of Churches, the BfdW has been supporting AFSA with solidarity funding. This 

relationship of trust informed BfdW’s approach to invite AFSA to be a project partner for 

Ukusekela, instead of opening a competitive call. AFSA was invited by BfdW to champion a 

pilot programme similar to what was implemented in Brazil and Sierra Leonie. The project 

aimed to fund small projects and provide ongoing support for a year. AFSA’s greatest strength 

is in its community-level programmes, and to work with and capacitate local people. 

Ukusekela was divided into two components: a 3-year programme for SPSF Component 1 

where organisations were funded for a period of 1 year; and a 1-year Component 2 

programme for small organisations, for the implementation of their emergency activities 

where organisations were funded for a period of 1 month.  

 

Over three years, 2019-2022, Ukusekela funded 28 projects in three provinces: Eastern Cape, 

Mpumalanga, and KwaZulu-Natal. The number of funded projects was 7-6-15: Some of the 

activities from Year-1 spilled over to Year-2 due to delayed implementation owing to the 

Coviod-19 pandemic lockdown[2].  

 

1. Intervention priority analysis 

 

Often programmes that fund local projects confront decision-making in terms of what is the 

priority project to fund. Whilst solidarity funding mechanisms are more liberal and 

unrestricted, the BfdW moved from solidarity funding to more specified grants such as the 

SPSF programme. As BfdW grew its support base and attracted support from the German 

government, this necessitated a formalisation of their projects with more specific targets. This 

was part of the broader move from a developmental funding approach to one of trade 

agreements; a move that resulted in traditional forms of funding slowly drying up[1].  

 

AFSA’s strategic plan is broad and includes a focus on supporting development projects. The 

SPSF fitted perfectly with AFSA’s approach to development work because it is not prescriptive. 

AFSA’s “key principle is community work, and this can be in an array of areas and not 

specifically HIV/AIDS” (AFSA Ukusekela Programme Manager). With the Ukusekela 

programme, the priorities of the funder matched those of AFSA in the sense that they “are 

grounded in Human Rights and are flexible” (former CEO, Debbie Mathew). Paul Tyler from 

Ziyo Consulting concurred that Ukusekela focused on “small-scale, social movements who did 

not meet the normal funding criteria”. The funder suggested this SPSF model to AFSA, and it 

worked out to be the best.  

 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 12 

Ukusekela was a pilot programme of the BfdW and was not restrictive in terms of the focus 

of the community initiatives. BfdW’s approach and intention was to respond to the needs of 

communities without “pre-empting the issues on the ground…”, hence the criteria were open. 

The exclusion of HIV/AIDS projects was because BfdW already has a grant with AFSA that 

supports HIV/AIDS work. Further to this, support to projects that respond to structural 

impendence is a way to respond to the drivers of HIV. Some of these structural drivers as 

identified in the 2017-2022 National Strategic Plan (NSP) include poverty, unemployment, 

gender inequality, and alcohol and substance abuse [3]. The principle from BfdW was to open 

the support to “leave no one behind… restore dignity, strengthen, empower and support 

communities in ways that they would like to be supported” (funder rep, BfdW). 

 

The SRs were diverse, and their projects were informed by the different contexts where they 

were situated. For instance, Vulamasango worked on land redistribution with a focus on 

productive land use by rural women. Vulamasango’s focus is on increasing food security for 

Female Headed Households in Qumbu and KwaBhaca (formerly Mount Frere). These two 

towns are underserved and yet poorer. Women household heads typically rely on male 

partners for support as well as remittances from wage-earning spouses or migrant 

children[4]. The Vulamasango project in the Eastern Cape initiated food gardens for both 

subsistence and small-scale informal trading. Vulamasango supported the beneficiaries with 

seedlings, training, and technical support such as testing the soil. A similar project outside 

Nelspruit supported food gardens to support the feeding of learners in primary and secondary 

schools. This project is necessary, especially with the increased rate of unemployment, loss 

of income and rising prices of commodities including food. In Mpumalanga, Ithubalethu Old 

Age Care and Sabie and Kruger organisations, also supported food gardens by developing food 

gardens in their premises and schools. Lixhase at EC developed food gardens mostly to benefit 

and feed their pigs project. 

 

For the second year of the programme, a total of six organisations were awarded as sub-

grantees. Four of the organisations were from KwaZulu-Natal; these are: Inkunzi 

Isematholeni, Siyasindisa Academy, Port Dunford OVC Centre, and Shap Shap Cinemas. The 

last two organisations were from the EC, and these are On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose centre 

and Masivuke Community Development. The third year of the programme presented this 

same diversity: Trans Hope in Umlazi Township in Durban, provides psychosocial support and 

links their beneficiaries in the LGBTQIA+ community to psychologists and social workers; 

while Fountain of Living Waters Ministries in Bushbuckridge runs a GBV project for awareness 

and sensitisation in schools, churches and the community, and provides support and linkage 

to care for victims; Bet Sheekoom in Gqeberha provides long-term victim empowerment for 

women, including commercial sex workers that need help transitioning out of sex work, 

through their house of restoration among other interventions. 

 

 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 13 

The Approval committee noted 

that the openness of the 

programme resulted in “the 

diversity of organisations that 

applied which had different 

registration statuses that 

ranged from the NPO, NPC, 

Trust, Foundation, co-orps; and 

the programme had called for 

applications from the not-for-

profit organisations whose 

status was verifiable through a 

DSD letter” (Chair, Approvals Committee). Whilst the work that the organisations did was a 

priority and was eligible for support, AFSA was also not well positioned to support projects 

that were registered outside the DSD NPO Act. The NPO registration requirement excluded 

some of the target groups for this funding, such as ‘self-help groups’ and ‘local networks’, 

because they were not registered entities. Examples of other Component 1 activities below: 

 

Killing two birds with one stone 

 

Some of the organisations had more than one related intervention: one supported the other. 

For instance, Sabie and Kruger Eco Club’s focus was on waste management and food gardens 

for the schools. Well managed waste can support gardens through the production of organic 

fertiliser and home garden manure (most organic waste materials generated by an important 

food source Greenhouse can be composted) and the agricultural composting operation used 

to produce a stabilized compost product[5]. It was therefore senseful that these were liked.  

Ithubalethu had two interventions: agriculture and healthy lifestyle amongst the elderly. Here 

too, the strategic link between food production (agriculture) and promotion of healthy 

lifestyles was established with the adoption of healthy lifestyles as the ultimate goal, and 

promotion of locally grown food as a means to an end [6]. Encouraging the consumption of 

local farm foods and certified organic produce are examples of plans to promote healthy 

lifestyles. Shechem interventions were to organise legal papers for foreign nationals’ children 

and get them to school. The organisation also ran a school to keep the children in an 

educational environment so that they were not left behind in terms of the development of 

numeracy and literacy skills.  

 

Lixhase 301 Agricultural products’ main intervention was the Piggery farming (which was 

funded), and linked to this was crop and vegetables production. Again here, these two have 

a potential for a bi-directional support with food (maize and waste) used to feed the pigs 

whilst manure from the pigs is also used to fertilise the gardens. Pig manure makes great 

fertilizer; the best way for using pig manure in the garden is to compost it (1). Msebenzomuhle 

Figure 1: Description of eligibility as per the TOR 

“To support small local initiatives that are made up of 

committed and dedicated people who may belong to 

any of these structures: self-help groups, community-

based organisations (CBO’s), faith-based organisations 

(FBO’s) or smaller non-governmental organisations 

(NGO’s) or small local networks and their members 

working within their vicinity and context to improve the 

lives of the marginalised.” 

Source: AFSA website 
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Care’s main intervention was to promote Health Awareness through Sports activities; garden 

services were the secondary intervention to generate income and sustain the Sports 

activities. 

 

Component 2 of the Ukusekela Programme was designed for emergency funds for 

organisations who were not the sub-recipients of Component 1: Eligible organisations were 

well established but with an annual budget of no more than R1.5 million per annum. The 

organisation had to be small; however smaller organisations did not meet the stability 

criterion, and the budget threshold for well-established organisations systematically excluded 

them from consideration because their annual budgets were above the 1.5M. The 

organisations could access once-off funding for an emergency response. Up to seven 

organisations were supported through this funding over the three years of the Ukusekela 

Programme. Five of these implemented and two were lost to follow up. 

 

2. Administrative analysis  

 

AFSA is a long-standing organisation with established administrative systems. It was for this 

reason that the BfdW approached AFSA to host Ukusekela. The administration of the BfdW 

grant was manageable because the BfdW is a flexible, responsive, and accommodative 

grantor. The funder was less involved in the management of the grant, and this was because 

“AFSA carries the daily burden of responsibility of what the SRs do with the money…Ukusekela 

was trusted to deal with the difficult questions …” (funder rep, BfdW). There was no need for 

the funder to closely micromanage Ukusekela. The strict measures that Ukusekela put in place 

led to some believing that the funder may have been fairer and more flexible than Ukusekela. 

The administration of the project at AFSA was split between two units: the programmes and 

the finance units. The programmes unit appeared stronger as it had staff and the programme 

lead had been with AFSA for a long time; they were familiar with the organisation’s strategic 

mission and admin processes. The finance unit was shared with other AFSA programmes. For 

Ukusekela time-on-task, they were mainly responsible for the disbursement of funds. The 

finance team changed over time with different personnel arriving and leaving the 

organisation. Whilst this is expected, it may pose risks when the exit and arrivals are not 

planned, and the transition is not managed well.  

 

Ukusekela advertised the SPSF ToR electronically and the applications were to be received by 

mail. The challenges that were experienced by Ukusekela such as Post Office closures[7], were 

beyond the authority of Ukusekela or AFSA. Use of online tools such as emails and web-based 

application forms could help during the application process. Ukusekela constituted an 

Approvals Committee for the three-year programme (see appendix 1). The inclusion of a 

panel of experts in the Approvals Committee allowed Ukusekela to consider diverse and 

informed views about the needs of the local communities. The appointment of members of 

the Approvals Committee was driven by an open advert which was placed in the newspapers 
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and on SANGONET. SANGONET is a non-governmental organisation involved in the Civil 

Society and ICT field and provides a wide range of products and services. 

 

The Committee worked for both Components 1 and 2. Their service to Ukusekela was pro-

bono. Members of the committee came from diverse backgrounds and they all expressed an 

interest in community development. Those who were based outside the supported provinces 

were familiar with the provinces. Though some members changed, others were retained in 

YEAR 2 & YEAR 3, and the chairperson was with the committee throughout the 3 years. This 

was good for gaining competency, knowledge, and for consistency in adjudicating the 

applications. The Committee took the role to orientate new committee members. The 

Programmes staff provided admin support to the Approvals Committee and undertook the 

initial short listing of applications against the criteria. The Approvals Committee commended 

the programmes team for the “smooth and responsive” support that they received.  

The SPSF had “less statutory requirements”, and this made managing the applications 

processes easy. The evaluation criteria were developed by Ukusekela in consultation with the 

BfdW. The Approvals Committee gave continuous feedback which was positively welcomed 

by the Ukusekela team; and the scoring sheet was thus updated.  

 

The finance unit was not part of the early engagements and yet one of the important areas in 

the applications is the presentation of the SR’s finance plans and reporting. This stage 

included a pre-screening of applications to arrive at a pool that was eligible for consideration 

by the Approvals’ Committee. There is value in involving finance in the early stages so that 

they get insight into the kind of support that is required by the grantees. This would have 

provided the finance team with an opportunity to understand the SPSF because they 

commented later that they were ‘…not aware that the SRs would be inexperienced so much…’ 

and they also communicated agitation that SRs “…repeated the same mistakes…and now 

improving significantly and at a fast pace…”. 

The Approvals Committee was trusted to independently review the eligible applications and 

“no personal opinions of the Ukusekela team or funder influenced these decisions” (funder 

rep, BfdW). The Committee also vouched for this. Ukusekela received feedback and 

recommendations from the Committee, and they took this seriously. The final determination 

and decision to award the grant was made by Ukusekela after they conducted due diligence.   

 

Ukusekela grantees varied in terms of their capacity. Ukusekela created mechanisms to 

support each organisation closely. Upon disbursements of funds or upon funding 

organisations, AFSA expected all organisations to be legally registered, have credible 

financials records, a reporting system, a separate banking account, and computer literacy. 

Most organisations already had some administrative systems upon receiving the grant, 

however, all of them did not expect or were not equipped with the reporting tools that were 

introduced to them by the Ukusekela staff. All organisations received training on tools and 

procedures that they would be using for the programme and all of them indicated that there 
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was a lot expected from them in terms of reporting. Even though some of them had their staff 

and beneficiary registers, budgets and expenditure reports, and activity logs, they were 

overwhelmed by the monthly reporting that they had to complete and submit.  

 

SRs were expected to report monthly on the achievement of the activities that were in their 

workplans, as well as indicators and compliance. Due to the nature of the programme, AFSA 

accepted that “where the programme staff were unable to type their reports, they could tell 

them to a community member who was willing to help type them up”. They could also write 

reports in their own language and the SPSF staff would translate it (Former AFSA CEO, Debbie 

Matthew). Because the grantees were new, small, and less experienced organisations, this 

required “a lot of time and effort to support”. Yet, compared to working with well-established 

and more experienced organisations they “gave no [major] problems with misuse of money” 

(Former AFSA CEO, Debbie Matthew). 

 

AFSA provided training for staff on various aspects ranging from HR, reporting, Microsoft 

Suite, etc. However, this training was not timed with new recruitments and may have been 

late for Ukusekela staff who joined at different times. This lack of timeous training for 

incoming staff may have affected performance ability to support the programme.  

 

A representative from Shap Shap Cinemas acknowledged that there were several capacity 

building and training initiatives hosted by AFSA throughout the year and added that “…they 

have provided a lot of support, especially compared to other funders. We have received from 

some funders where, you know, there has been nothing, nothing, nothing, so this to me, you 

know, they were very thorough or supportive if I could put it that way, throughout the 

programme.” On realisation that SRs needed handholding, “AFSA provided closer mentoring 

including training on the NPO Act, finance management and skills development” (former AFSA 

CEO, Debbie Mathew). Ukusekela supported the SRs with training in the areas of 

organisational development, IT Communication technologies, Basic HR management, finance, 

Proposal Writing and environmental scanning, Media presence and Public Relations 

Campaign Tools. Ongoing Capacity Building initiatives were offered to the SRs telephonically 

every month, and these were followed by quarterly site visits. The grantees appreciated the 

training on admin, filing and financial management.  

 

Shechem didn’t have any administration skills and were capacitated by the AFSA training and 

AFSA reporting tools, to be able to do their administration work. Some organisations like Sabie 

and Kruger, and Lixhase struggled with writing and completing reports but with the help of 

the training and telephonic assistance from AFSA staff they managed. Msebenzomuhle 

confirmed that they did not have financial management and experience in report writing; 

they managed to report through the skills and the tools that were provided by AFSA. YEAR 3 

SRs had some experience in administration and mostly struggled with the complexity of the 
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tools compared to what they already had in place in their organisations; most also found it 

repetitive and time consuming. 

 

It was crucial to introduce the specific reporting tools to the SRs so that there was no 

confusion on what to discuss and what to include when reporting back to Ukusekela about 

the progress of the project. Each cohort of SRs had training arranged for them that responded 

to their needs as per the need’s assessment findings. A generic orientation included an 

introduction to the SPSF narrative report template, SR request form to allocate funds, SPSF 

asset register, SPSF timesheet template, SPSF catch-up plans, SPSF monthly work plans and 

needs analysis questionnaire. For YEAR 2 SRs, six months after the orientation, a Master Class 

that was facilitated by Enzi Africa was held with the SRs. Participants were eager to attend 

and showed enthusiasm and learning throughout the training. The Master Class focused on 

the following: 

1. Advocacy and fundraising strategies, and building relations with donors. 

2. Branding and marketing strategies, presentation techniques, report writing and 

identifying impacts. 

3. Record keeping and financial management. 

Participants showed an understanding of the training objectives and activities, and completed 

given assignments timeously and successfully. Participants themselves professed to finding 

the Master Class relevant to their organisational needs and valuable for their organisational 

capacity. All the feedback from participants was positive and they commended the work of 

Enzi Africa. Additional one-on-one support was offered to participants who needed further 

assistance and clarity. A training guide designed by Enzi Africa was sent to all trainees to 

ensure that they continued to develop their organisations using the principles and techniques 

learned during training. 

 

All organisations commended the Ukusekela team for their patience and help when it came 

to understanding report writing, financial management and general mentoring throughout 

the programme. The Shap Shap Cinemas programme manager expressed that “Vuyo was very 

helpful, and we were lucky to have his support, he was really great at helping us navigate 

some of these challenges, and also providing constant feedback and giving us grace when we 

were running late with reporting…” With the sincere help of Ukusekela staff, organisations 

were able to adapt to the required administrative duties of the programme. The established 

SRs in YEAR 2 and YEAR 3 were able to complete and submit all their reports on time. To this 

effect, a common response from YEAR 2 SRs was that they did not lack any administration 

expertise or skills upon receiving the grant. One of the project managers from On Eagle’s 

Wings Multi-Purpose Centre shared that “…when we received the grant, it is just that we were 

used to reporting differently up until they came, but we were never lacking on our financial 

management part or having serious issues such as fraud”; meaning that the administration 

process that came along with AFSA was an addition to the processes that they already had. 
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This was true for other organisations such as Yomelela Community Support Organisation and 

Bet Sheekoom from YEAR 3. 

 

Online systems were preferred by some SRs who were based in the rural communities 

because for them, this would be easier than dealing with hardcopies and paperwork. Those 

SRs suggested that AFSA could move more to electronic systems for the approval of 

requisitions. This would work for some but not all organisations. Even after struggling with 

the Ukusekela SPSF reporting tools at first, a representative from On Eagle’s Wings Multi-

purpose Centre stated that the one capacity building initiative that stood out for all 

organisations was one hosted by Enzi Africa which focused on Organisational Development. 

 

The commendations from the SRs were for the sessions that focused on financial 

management and governance structures in NPOs, amongst other topics. They expressed that 

even though this training boosted the knowledge they already had, it was very useful because 

they were exposed to other elements of running NPOs and participating in creating better 

communities in a sustainable manner. 

“I will tell you even to date we have adopted their reporting system; we are using it… 

because we found their system to be more detailed.” “We always wanted a system of 

having two people to account for transactions but just never got around to doing it. 

So, with this being a requirement from AFSA we had to finally officially have two people 

who would be in charge and be signatories for our transactions” (Arkwork for Art, 

Sarah Baartman (formerly Cacadu), Makhanda, Cohort 3). 

 

Administration and technical support should consider the following: 

1. Some grantees, especially the organisations that were new, found AFSA administration 

cumbersome and micromanaging. Perhaps AFSA needs to treat grantees differently 

based on their (in)experience with the work of managing funding for projects. 

2. Monthly reports were viewed, by some SRs, to be too frequent. The collation of 

information such as timesheets, and reports, was cumbersome and for some 

coordinators this required driving to the sites when not much may have changed in one 

month. The SRs favoured bi-monthly reports. Some of the host organisations were far 

from the sites; as far as 350 kilometres. 

3. A few and fortunate organisations may have been able to attract further funding, and 

straddling between donors affected their ability to meet multiple donor reporting 

commitments. 
4. Also relying on Founders who held fulltime jobs, and in some cases,  who were far from 

the project site, was a difficulty for the SRs. In some cases, there was reliance in one 

staff member who was trained by AFSA. 
Some organisations expressed teething challenges with financial administration. Some of 

the challenges that were experienced resulted in delayed and poorly written reports. As 

part of the grant conditions, SRs were required to open a separate bank account with 
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Nedbank. By the middle of the project, a YEAR 3 grantee outside of Nelspruit that provided 

material support and food gardens for children and young people in schools, had not been 

able to withdraw the funds that were in the account as “the process was cumbersome” 

(Destiny Drop-in Centre, Enhlazeni, Mbombela). It is noteworthy that in this regard, some of 

the frustrations that were experienced by the SR resulted from their misunderstanding of 

SOPs and instructions, as well as lack of an initiative to seek clarity from the office.  

 

In another case where a SR was granted the project, the finalisation of the contract took too 

long and after they had signed the contract the funds delayed. In the second text box below 

is a description of how the organisation experienced the process as frustrating and disruptive. 

When planning the project, they engaged the community and stakeholders. According to 

one grantee “…AFSA seems to be dogged down by its administrative functions…and this 

resulted in more AFSA 

document work and less 

community work…” (Destiny 

Drop-in Centre, Ehlanzeni, 

Mbombela). Lack of admin 

personnel was cited by others 

such as Youth For Action 

Foundation as a challenge. In 

other cases, there was no 

administrator and the 

Director and/or a Board 

member were responsible for 

administration.  

 

On the other side, Ukusekela finance staff expressed frustrations with the grantees. In the 

text box below were some of the words that were used by the staff to communicate their 

frustrations:  

SRs struggled to implement planned 

programmes and their “…service 

providers get frustrated and agitated 

and want to call AFSA themselves to 

follow up on their payments.” (Destiny 

Drop-In Centre, Ehlanzeni, 

Mbombela). Although it is 

understandable that AFSA is “…trying to avoid bogus organisations…” (On Eagle’s Wings 

Multi-purpose Centre), they should also consider how difficult it is for grassroots 

organisations to only use the EFT system of transacting; and an “…overwhelming system of 

reporting…” (Shap Shap Cinemas). It is clear in the paragraph below how these financial 

problems affected implementation. 

When they were awarded the project, they 

communicated the good news to the community and the 

community got prepared for the project. When the funds 

were not forthcoming, the SR was under pressure from 

the community and they got started with the 

interventions. Ukusekela would not refund them for the 

expenses related to the activities even through these 

activities were carried within the project period and had 

been planned in the proposal.  

 

Baby-sitting; Spoon feeding; Limited knowledge; 

Time-consuming 

Inexperienced; They were not improving 

significantly  
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Throughout the programme implementation, the good thing was that AFSA worked very hard 

to improve and patch gaps (Senior Finance officer, AFSA). One of their concerns was that the 

SRs had limited knowledge of finance and seemed to overly rely on external accountants. 

Ukusekela worked hard on this to ensure that simple finance tasks were concluded in-house 

and money was freed from paying consultants to cover programmatic needs. In hindsight, the 

Ukusekela team realised that though they adjusted the eligibility criteria in YEAR 2 and YEAR 

3 to include organisations that had some grant experience; what these organisations were 

familiar with was from the Department of Social Development (DSD) and DSD manages supply 

chain from their side. This means that grantees “did not learn much from the centralised DSD 

approach” (Senior Finance Officers AFSA). 

 

Component 2 of the Ukusekela Programme had different objectives. The BfdW did not have 

a mechanism to support the civil society to respond to an emergency crisis when it arose. 

Component 2 became “a mechanism to avail resources to an emergency in a quick and timely 

way” (Paul Tyler, rep, Ziyo consulting). This grant was made available for existing and well-

functioning organisations.  

  

There were challenges with following up on some of the Component 2 projects. This was 

mainly due to the design of the mechanism which did not include ongoing support to the 

organisation and also due to the organisations’ lack of integrity and capacity. Linked to this 

were loss-to-follow organisations like Umziwamadoda and Witzenberg. It was concluded that 

these two organisations did not implement the interventions as they could neither report on 

their accomplishments, nor return the funds. Where they claimed to have implemented 

activities, there was no means of verification submitted and no financial accountability. To 

respond to this, the Ukusekela team resolved the following: 

To engage debt collecting services to recoup the money. This was costly for AFSA.  

To manage the grant from AFSA and pay for the supplies directly. This helped curb 

challenges with financial accountability. However, this risk management strategy 

transferred the ethical business responsibility to Ukusekela and burdened an already 

stretched AFSA finance team. Also, this model become similar to the DSD model and 

left the organisations inexperienced with grant management thus defeating the 

purpose of Ukusekela as a tool to engineer independence and autonomy. 

 

3. Technical strategy analysis  

 

The Ukusekela programme was designed to provide technical support to small projects and 

AFSA had the “skill to assess the small projects and the ability to put technical support within 

a short term” (Paul Tyler, rep, Ziyo consulting). This was evident from “their set of skills that 

were transferable from HIV/AIDS work to other focus areas” (Paul Tyler, rep, Ziyo consulting). 

Hence BfdW saw them fit as a partner for this pilot programme. The contractual agreement 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 21 

with the BfdW was that Ukusekela/AFSA would submit reports and requisitions for the next 

set of funds three months before that activity. Perhaps this needs to be relooked as it created 

cashflow problems for the programme partner at times.  

 

In Year-1, the Ukusekela programme targeted new organisations whose NPO registration 

status was less than two years. AFSA, as a grant holder needed to demonstrate that they were 

technically fit to handle the programme. With over 30 years of experience, AFSA was with no 

doubt a fitting Project Partner for this work. Whilst this programme fitted with the overall 

mission of AFSA, working with start-up organisations requires technical expertise and 

patience. Due to the kinds of demands that start-up organisations require Ukusekela 

struggled with these, and in YEAR 2 and YEAR 3 the programme included organisations that 

were older than 2 years, with some demonstrable experience or past work and evidence of 

handling funding. In some areas, AFSA was strong and able to provide the needed technical 

support to the SRs. In other areas, the technical capacity was reactive. The Ukusekela team 

learned a lot from their experienced and were quick to devise strategies. For this, In Year 2 

and 3 AFSA developed categories with which to cluster the organisations based on their 

experience. These were useful especially during the due diligence assessment as it guided the 

Ukusekela team on what to expect on the ground based on skills and capacity. 

 

There was a sense from the mid-term review that Ukusekela was ‘disappointed with the 

generally poor standard of proposals that were submitted’ [1] and yet the funding, based on 

the age or eligible applicants, was geared to support newer organisations. It thus appeared 

misplaced for AFSA/Ukusekela staff to be ‘disappointed’ at what they should have expected 

and planned for. Unless an organisation made use of professional proposal writers, to expect 

an excellent proposal, from a start-up organisation that required ‘ukusekelwa’ (to be 

supported) is a contradiction to the aims of the programme. When in YEAR 2, Ukusekela 

slightly changed their criteria so that they had a mixture of new organisations and those that 

have been around for up to three years, were moving away from their core business. 

 

Similarly, Ukusekela experienced problems working with brand new and novel organisations. 

The main problems centred around three areas: 1) managing organisations, 2) finance 

systems, and 3) report writing. To respond to this, “finance policies should not be 

stagnant…finance policies and procedures should respond to inequality in the development of 

NPOs” (rep, Approvals Committee). To respond to these challenges, one of the respondents 

suggested that the concept of developmental finance should be applied for small funds and 

support programmes such as Ukusekela. This will not be equal to breaking rules but creating 

flexibility to stretch reach. Instead of appropriately responding to this, Ukusekela decided in 

YEAR 2 to recruit a mix of new organisations and some with at least two-three years in 

operation. In YEAR 3, the organisations had to have some donor experience. Whilst this made 

it easier for AFSA, it somewhat diverted from the premise of the Ukusekela programme to 
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work with grassroots formations that do not have donor experience and to provide them 

start-up technical support.  

 

Grantees for the Ukusekela programme differed and were endowed differently. Through 

Ukusekela, those who lacked in resources were able to use the grant to strengthen their 

organisations and buy tools such as laptops, printers and cameras, and other operational 

equipment. This was helpful. What was needed beyond the acquisition of tools was training 

of the SRs on use of technology and on report writing so that the projects could be 

independent of the ‘host’ organisation. The kind of support that is needed for smaller start-

up projects, consumes a lot of resources. A lot of time is also spent on paperwork in a way 

that was unusual for them.  

 

The Ukusekela programme learned a lot in the process, borrowed tools from other AFSA 

programmes and improved greatly. The donor assisted with training for AFSA staff, and the 

training was cascaded to the SRs using the same tools. AFSA was able to support the SRs and 

outsource the support where they did not have in-house capacity. Evident difficulty was in 

working with cooperatives. Through the Cooperatives Programme, DSD has a deliberate focus 

on the institutionalization of Women Economic Empowerment. DSD implements programmes 

intended to empower women to improve their family income security and become self-reliant 

[6]. Cooperatives (co-orps) are mainly constituted by women and many of the women who 

are members of co-orps are social grant beneficiaries [6]. This is the same group that the 

Ukusekela programme would like to attract and support. However, Ukusekela did not have 

the technical know-how to work with co-orps, and these were eventually dropped from the 

program. This was a missed opportunity as co-orps are likely to continue working beyond the 

Ukusekela support and sustain their projects, as they are prioritised in government support.  

 

The success of the project is attributable to the enthusiasm displayed by both the Ukusekela 

team and the SRs. The Ukusekela programme introduced the CBOs to governance processes 

and procedures, and working with a Board. Technical support that was received was helpful 

in aiding the SRs to start to work with planning and M&E log-frames. The skills are going to 

sustain the long run as the organisations will be able to undertake strategic planning, develop 

business plans for their income generating projects, translate their strategic plans into 

biteable workplans and annual performance plans, and draw up proposals to secure funding. 

This skill is for a lifetime and transferable across sectors. The oversight role of the Board was 

appreciated and reported to be useful by some. Good governance needs to be intensified 

across all SRs and Board training is also imperative. Ukusekela could support the SRs with 

Board training as well. The SRs also developed their own standard operating procedures 

(SOPs) for procurement and management of assets. This was an important milestone for them 

because a lot of small and new organisations struggle to put these systems in place.  
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To improve the quality of the intervention, monitoring and evaluating the processes and 

activities of the SRs from AFSA’s side was the main approach used. The former CEO explained 

that “…the monitoring was not just about policing…” because during their quarterly visits, 

AFSA staff used that opportunity to also help SRs and show them how things should be done. 

Every chance they got they used as a time for guidance as well as inspection so that the small 

organisations do not falter, and learn something new and useful with every visit or encounter 

with the monitoring staff. 

 

It was very considerate of the donor to provide finances for grants as well as for capacity 

building on the side because it showed how mindful they were about the small organisations’ 

experiences. This sentiment was substantiated by the former CEO who found it “effective, 

because just giving a small organisation money and expecting them to perform wonders is not 

going to work”. Further to this, the time was short and “it is not fair for the programme itself; 

it is not fair even for the community for the funding to only run for twelve months. Remember 

we are talking about menstruation, about drugs, all these programmes… because 

menstruation does not stop there, substance abuse continues…”. The suggestion by On Eagle’s 

Wings Multi-purpose Centre was that the funder extend the period of funding because a year 

was not enough for all interventions and objectives had to be narrowed to be achievable. The 

Port Dunford OVC Centre representative recommended that “…they should leave the 

organisations with the kind of skills that they would use to be able to fund their projects when 

they are gone”. AFSA should prioritise capacity building and training of SRs on skills and 

expertise that they would be able to use to generate their own funds and to run projects in 

order to achieve sustainability. 

 

SRs shared the sentiment of a year being too short a time for the funding period, and this was 

the exact recommendation that was made by Masivuke Community Development. They 

suggested that Ukusekela mentors and groom grassroots organisations until such time that 

they are well established and impactful. An AFSA former program manager expressed that 

although much work was done during each year by all organisations, realistically she added 

that “…I do not necessarily think that one year with an organisation was enough to do all of 

that, was enough to say ‘you’re empowered to make up your own project and your own 

indicators, create your own budget, learn how to do that, do it and still know that you need to 

do it in such a way that you do not need money’, there were a lot of objectives in a very short 

space of time.” In essence, it was recommended that AFSA focuses on the quality of 

interventions rather than the quantity of organisations funded. 
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4. Beneficiary analysis  

 

Ukusekela, in consultation with the funder and AFSA and following careful considerations, 

decided to focus on the three underdeveloped provinces: Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga and 

KwaZulu Natal. The map below depicts this: 

 
 

This is shown in Mapping Poverty in SA. Component 2 beneficiaries were also varied and some 

were outside the three focal provinces.  

 

The application, adjudication and approvals process  

To seek small projects for support, AFSA advertised a Call For Proposals. The Approvals 

Committee’s reflection was that “in 2019-2020; there were good applicants…in 2020, the 

advert did not reach the intended audience and there was a re-advert” (rep, Approvals 

Committee). The quality of the applications seemed to have down spiralled in 2021 with what 

seemed like “a copy and paste from other applications that the applicants may have sent 

elsewhere.” (Rep, Approvals Committee). This was of great concern to the Approvals 

Committee. 

 

The fact that AFSA is an AIDS organisations meant that the majority of applications would 

come from the HIV/AIDS field, regardless of the specifications in the Call[7]. This is common 

sense and Ukusekela will have to deal with the added work that this brings for the sorting of 

https://southafrica-info.com/people/mapping-poverty-in-south-africa/
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applications. The Call further invited small projects that needed ‘kick-start and not top-up’ 

funding[7]. Again, this is something that needs to be looked at because the programme 

description suggests that the fund is for small, not necessarily non-operational, or new 

projects. Thus, the criteria for ‘no top-up’ needs to be revisited as the small start-up 

organisations may have raised a bit of funding at the time that they apply to AFSA; this 

exclusion criterion disadvantages them. 

 

Ukusekela received applications from a variety of organisations with registration status that 

ranged from NPC, PTY, Co-orps and Trust. These were not eligible unless they had an NPO 

registration status with the Department of Social Development (DSD). To ascertain this, a 

letter of confirmation from DSD was required. The definition of an NPO includes that the 

organisation does “…not distribute surplus they generate/own to those who own or control 

them…” [7]. Amongst the organisations that were funded was the Lixhase 301 in Idutywa. It 

is clear in all definitions that regardless of their formation, in NPOs “incomes and property are 

not distributed to members and office bearers unless for reasonable compensation for services 

rendered” [7]. It is unclear how this would apply to a family piggery project like Lixhase 301. 

If Ukusekela honoured this, support for projects such as the Vulamasango food garden 

projects where the members stood to benefit from the proceeded of the sale of food items 

would not have been eligible. The eligibility of such organisations, which is not questioned in 

this report, technically breaches the programme’s eligibility criteria for the NPO registration. 

 

A challenge here would be that a number of small start-up organisations function without a 

registration[7],[8]. This is not necessarily the fault of these organisations as research on the 

civil society reports that “The Directorate for Non-Profit Organisations, within the Department 

of Social Development is largely considered as dysfunctional with respect to its role in 

registering organisations”[7],[8]. Unregistered organisations, that have tried to register and 

experienced challenges may systematically be ineligible for Ukusekela and miss opportunities. 

Ukusekela beneficiaries, herein referred to as SRs, were organisations and individuals, whose 

applications for support were successful. These varied and below is a tabulated description 

of the organisations’ maturity at the time when Ukusekela started: 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 26 

Table 3: The age of the SRs when they applied to Ukusekela for support 

 

In turn, the beneficiaries of the organisations also varied from children, women, men, 

LGBTQIA+, people living with disability and so on and so forth. The ages of the beneficiaries 

are tabulated below:   

This table shows the age of the organisations at the time that they applied for support 

<1 year 1-5 years >5 years 

Inkunzi Isematholeni Shap Shap Cinemas Port Dunford OVC 

Siyasindisa Academy  The Dorcas-Page Foundation On Eagles’ Wings Multi-purpose Centre 

Trans Hope Ngcweti Organisation Masivuke Community Development 

Sabie and Kruger Eco 

Club Co-op 

Arkwork for Art NPC (Access 

Music Project) 

Bet Sheekoom 

 Kunene Foundation After-

school Care 

Yomelela Community Support Organisation 

 Shechem Vulamasango Singene 

 Lixhase 301 Eastern Cape Provincial Council of Churches 

 Simama CC Development Sesifikile Youth Development Centre 

 Msebenzomuhle Cares R FM Media House NPC 

  The Youth For Action Foundation 

  Remmogo Itireleng Victim Empowerment Project 

  Fountain Of Living Waters Ministries 

  Destiny Drop-in and Skills Development Centre 

  Ithubalethu Old Age Centre 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 
Name of the SR Age of 

beneficiaries 
Name of the SR Age of 

beneficiaries 
Name of the SR Age of 

beneficiaries 

Ithubalethu Old 
Age Centre 

60+ yrs Inkunzi 
Isematholeni 

12-34 yrs The Dorcas-
Page 
Foundation 

19-24yrs  

Lixhase 301 
Agricultural 
Products  

All ages Siyasindisa 
Academy 

4-18yrs Ngcweti 
Organisation 

14-27yrs  

Sabie and Kruger 
Eco Club 

All ages Port Dunford OVC 3-18yrs Trans Hope All ages 

Shechem 
Organisation 
 

6-18 yrs Shap Shap Cinemas 12-20yrs Arkwork for Art 
NPC (Access 
Music Project) 

9-13yrs  
 

Simama Career 
centre 
 

15+ yrs On Eagles’ Wings 
Multi-purpose 
Centre 

12-20yrs Bet Sheekoom All ages 
 

Msebenzomhle 
Cares 

All ages Masivuke 
Community 
Development 

16-40yrs Yomelela 
Community 
Support 
Organisation 

13-16yrs 
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Table 4: The age of the beneficiaries reached by the various SRs 

 
The programme was not exclusionary; be that as it may, beneficiaries were mostly from 

historically disadvantaged communities. This afforded these communities opportunities to 

participate in rare projects that are not usually the focus of CBO work such as water safety, 

music education, and others. Whilst these may appear to not be about bread-and-butter 

issues; art and dance are very important skills to impart in children and youth. The skills 

acquired from these community activities would contribute to the children’s life skills, enable 

the communities to appreciate arts and extra mural activities, and enable these youths to 

integrate with confidence in the bigger world outside their small communities. Further to this, 

these projects have the potential to help focus the youth and keep them away from 

Noncoko Dental 

Studio  

N/A    Vulamasango 

Singene 

All ages 

 

    Eastern Cape 

Provincial 

Council of 

Churches 

20-50yrs 

 

    Sesifikile Youth 

Development 

Centre 

15-35yrs 

 

    R FM Media 

House NPC 

14-30yrs 

 

    The Youth For 

Action 

Foundation 

18-35yrs and 35-

50yrs 

 

    Kunene 

Foundation 

After-school 

Care 

 

6-18yrs 

    Remmogo 

Itireleng Victim 

Empowerment 

Project 

18-60yrs 

    Fountain Of 

Living Waters 

Ministries 

13-18yrs and 25-

50yrs 

    Destiny Drop-in 

and Skills 

Development 

Centre 

7-18yrs 
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participating in behaviours that may put them at risk of substance dependence, early 

pregnancy and HIV risk. 

 

In hindsight, Ukusekela realised that the beneficiaries were mostly able-bodied community 

members, and this is something that needs attention moving forward. Whilst the Call For 

Proposals targeted a range of organisations, it might be that there needs to be a targeted and 

closed call effort to attract small start-up organisations that are run by or that service people 

living with disabilities (PLWD). Working with PLWDs needs reasonable accommodation as it 

may either require more funding or appear to not deliver much within a short space of time 

because the services in this sector are understandably costly and time consuming. 

 

Ukusekela was able to reach 28 organisations/projects over the three-year period. The mid-

term evaluation flagged a concern that the programme could focus on few beneficiaries and 

improve the quality of the work. It became clear in the overall evaluation of the programme 

that a reduction in the number of SRs would be a reasonable strategy to promote quality over 

quantity. There was only one project in Year 1 for whom the link to community upliftment, 

beyond the gains for the family was unclear; this was the Lixhase 301 sub-recipient. That the 

beneficiaries had low levels of programmatic and governance capacity could not be a project 

limitation as identified in Year 1[1], this should have been expected and accepted. Similarly, 

to reduced attendance during school exams[1]; this should be a positive indicator that the 

learners were committed to their school work.  

 

Through the SRs, Ukusekela promoted environmental awareness, safety of the elderly, 

healthy lifestyles, supported the youth with information and education, and created 

employment for locals through the stipend that was paid to volunteers. 

 

5. Community participation analysis 

 

AFSA represents the community that the BfdW is interested in supporting. The commitment 

of the Ukusekela team, “…their openness, transparency and criticism of their own work comes 

from experience…” (funder rep, BfdW). The team at Ukusekela displayed an interest in 

community development and had their pulse on the ground. They demonstrated passion and 

“a vision for where Ukusekela should go” (funder rep, BfdW). 

 

Community participation was first modelled by AFSA’s composition of the Approvals 

Committee. It was thoughtful of AFSA that the Committee was made up of representatives 

from the various provinces where the applications came from. Even for members based in 

Gauteng, they had personal and professional connections to the provinces. The constitution 

of the Approvals Committee was transparent and the opportunity to serve on the panel was 

openly advertised in local media in the respective provinces: KZN, EC and MP. The mid-term 

evaluation proposed that the Committee could be updated about progress during the project. 
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Perhaps for this to be less costly and less labour intensive, the Ukusekela website could post 

matters related to Ukusekela including success stories, commendations, and others. 

 

Different organisations had different governance structures. One of the grantees had a 

decentralised structure. They considered themselves to be a ‘catalysts organisation’ wherein 

they start a community project and once it is up and running, they mentor the community to 

register their project as an NPO and connect it to local government, municipality and possible 

funding and other support systems. For Vulamasango, each of their projects had a Local 

Committee that was responsible for overseeing the project. The local committee acted as a 

local Board and was responsible for supporting the project and its volunteers. Beneficiaries 

made their own decisions in terms of their work, markets and needs.  

A strategy that was used by Msebenzomuhle was to create an evaluation tool for their 

participants. 

There were two co-ops in Year 1. Generally, co-orps and FBOs were not attracted to the 

funding, perhaps this was because most FBO projects are attached to the mother body and 

thus ineligible to apply as the mother body would not qualify as ‘small projects’. 

 

6. Intervention relevancy analysis 

 

Women Empowerment, Gender Equity and GBVF interventions 

 

The SRs had innovative projects that responded to the challenges faced by their communities. 

For instance, Inkunzi Isematholeni’s target group were boys and young men. Their 

intervention was aligned to key focus areas of the National Strategic Plan Against GBVF[8]. It 

was aimed at inculcating in boys and young men, values and principles of gender equality, 

equity and non-violence through creative sports. Adult voluntary male medical circumcision 

(AVMMC) was part of this project and this responds to the National Strategic Plan (NSP) for 

HIV/STIs and TB[4]. GBVF is a major problem facing South Africa. There are, but few services 

that respond to abused women. Aligned to the National Shelter Movement and working in 

the underserviced districts of the Eastern Cape in Kouga and Kou-Kamma, the On Eagles’ 

Wings Multi-Purpose Centre provided information, education and counselling services to 

families and individuals affected by GBVAW.  

 

The EC Council of Churches (ECCC) focused on information dissemination for prevention of 

GBVF. This was in response to the President’s call for communities to be actively and 

meaningfully engaged in the fight against GBVF. Following consultative meetings with the 

local police and communities, the sites of implementation chosen by the ECCC were 

Nxukhwebe and Nondyola villages in Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality. 
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Water and safety 

 

Sea water, private and public 

pools pose a danger with 

drowning when people are not 

trained on swimming. Training 

children from early ages how to 

swim helps prevent lives [9]. The 

Siyasindisa Academy project was 

innovative, unique and very 

important.  

 

Social cohesion and nation-

building 

 

The National Pan African Language Movement is a movement that aims to promote use of 

indigenous languages. The work of Shap Shap cinema in KZN promoted creative arts and 

simultaneously supported learning in local languages. Learning through audio-visual 

technologies increases access and is attractive to young people. These creative platforms 

were used to teach lifeskills and create awareness about gender-based violence. Their target 

group was mainly Adolescent Girls and Young Women (AGYW).  

 

Violence is a threat to Social Cohesion in South Africa and is exacerbated by the 

interdependence of structural and direct violence, that places people at risk of committing 

identity-based and hate crimes, among other forms of violence and crime, when they are 

prevented from realising or meeting their basic needs (2). Social cohesion will be achieved if 

the society promotes basic human rights. To address this, Masivuke Community Development 

promotes education around human rights with a specific focus on LGBTQIA+. The work of the 

SRs, through the Ukusekela SPSF, strives to alleviate the effects of structural violence and 

inequality in order promote Social Cohesion and nation-building. Community-based and 

traditional leaders are key stakeholders in the implementation of Social Cohesion 

interventions. Ngcweti Organisation conducts workshops on the conservation of indigenous 

knowledge which is in alignment with the activities of the National Development Plan (NDP) 

(3) for deepening Social Cohesion. 

 

Trauma is both historical and contemporary in South Africa and organisations that respond 

to the mental effects of trauma are few. Risk reduction for children at risk of malnutrition, ill-

health, delinquency and school-dropout; preventing at risk children from reaching the tipping 

point is important[11]. 
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7. Problems Identification and analysis 

 

This evaluation study focused at three levels: 1) AFSA and Ukusekela, 2) Ukusekela and the 

SRs, and 3) the SRs and the intervention they delivered in their communities.  

 

AFSA - Ukusekela 

The Ukusekela team expressed that there seemed to be a perception within the organisation 

that Ukusekela was a small programme and thus should be easy to manage. Due to this, less 

attention was given to the programme by AFSA management. There needed to be constant 

engagements within the organisation to get management buy-in to support the programme. 

BfdW is a longstanding partner of AFSA, and the incremental value cannot be compared to 

large grants. Also, BfdW is not as demanding as other donors and hence this could be 

misunderstood to suggest that they did not need much attention. Internal work is needed to 

strengthen support for Ukusekela’s programme team regardless of its relative money value 

to others and regardless of its reach. 

 

Delayed responsiveness from the finance team led to delays with disbursements of funds to 

the SRs, and SRs received their feedback on monthly reports late. The delayed payments 

resulted in delayed implementation, postponement or even cancellation of activities by SRs. 

The finance team expressed that they were not orientated into the specific requirements of 

the Ukusekela grant. The accountant who started with the program soon left AFSA employ. 

As the finance team got acquainted with the Ukusekela donor requirements, finance support 

improved. The Ukusekela team got an accountant assigned in the second year and this eased 

pressure in the team and provided leadership in financial management. There seemed to have 

been a tension between the programmes team and the finance team and this was due to lack 

of communication, and ongoing miscommunication. The problem of support was later 

resolved and communication between the programmes and finance teams improved. To 

prevent this in future projects, AFSA needs to have a formalised in-house training programme 

for new staff so that staff do not spend time finding their way and relying on the goodwill of 

colleagues to show them how to do the work and what policies and SOPs exist. Lack of 

formalised and routinely scheduled in-house training is a risk. Peer-support amongst AFSA 

staff was commended by all; and this contributed to the success of the programme.  

 

Ukusekela required that the sub-recipients open separate bank accounts for the funds, have 

two signatories for the use of funds, and only use EFT instead of cash or card transaction. 

Some of the organisations found this to be an excessive addition on top of the technical 

strategies that they already had in place and were using with other donors. There was an 

expression of understanding of why such measures were put in place, for example, the Shap 

Shap Cinemas manager stated that “…it makes sense why they would need us to have two 

people to sign for the finances, have a separate bank account specific for these funds and only 

utilise EFTs, because they also have to have clear records of how the money is managed and 
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used so that we all avoid mismanagement of funds or even fraud”. This sentiment was shared 

by all organisations despite their concurring views of these being superfluous and time-

consuming strategies. 

 

Ukusekela - SRs 

Despite some challenges, projects were able to take off and provided services to their 

communities successfully. There were differing views about the support that was received 

from AFSA:  

In the main, AFSA was experienced as friendly, collegial, and more supportive than 

expected. Ukusekela communicated regularly and was responsive to changes on the ground 

if there were problems or delays; AFSA communicated these and mitigation plans were 

devised on time. AFSA gave positive, constructive, and progressive feedback that aided the 

organisation to strengthen their governance. 

One of the major problems was the timing of the training for the SRs. Whilst they all 

received orientation, some organisations were contracted late, and this required that AFSA 

offer up to three rounds of orientation; this was the case in Year 3. This has a knock-on effect 

on the scheduling of training, and some organisations went into their second six months 

without the requisite training from Ukusekela. One of the SRs expressed that the programme 

was good and geared to support them, however, the delays with project initiations meant 

that “just when you think we are getting to gear 3, the year is over” 

 

For an established SR with experience in the funding world, a lot of handholding was not 

needed; for smaller projects that were initiated to respond to the call for proposals, more 

handholding was needed as the Ukusekela programme was their first and only funded 

project. Most of the organisations did not have the capacity for strategic planning and report 

writing, and some reports were received by AFSA without the supporting documentation. 

One programme manager from an organisation in KZN expressed that Ukusekela had quite a 

lot of demands when it came to reporting which they did not expect considering the small 

amount that the grant offered. They expressed that there were a number of other donors 

that supported their organisation and required adequate reporting, but Ukusekela would use 

up all their time and they would be left with little or a short time to compile reports for other 

donors. Another key factor mentioned during their discussion on administrative strategies 

was Ukusekela’s requirement for them to create a separate bank account that would be solely 

for the SPSF fund. With this came the requirement of two signatories to verify the use of funds 

each time. Whilst others found this to be superfluous administration, others saw it as an 

opportunity to strengthen their financial administration and management even though at 

first it seemed to be a challenge to always have the two people present when needed. Bet 

Sheekoom in the EC Nelson Mandela Metro shared that it made their auditing much easier as 

well, and they especially appreciated the budget allocation with detailed line items which 

guided them from any deviations for both the use of as well as the reporting on financials. 

The Youth For Action Foundation also found it useful to keep a separate clean account. 
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Another issue that was raised by more than two organisations was the delay of transfer of 

funds from AFSA. Transfer of funds were dependent on correct and timeous submission of 

monthly reports; however, after review by Ukusekela staff there were times when reports 

were sent back to organisations for them to rectify/clarify certain parts, adjust budgets or 

make additions; further delaying the process. When funds were late after a submission of a 

budget based on quotations from businesses or when having to make transactions via EFT, 

organisations like Shap Shap Cinemas and On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose Centre would 

experience challenges in purchasing the items they included in the budget if it was no longer 

available or had changed prices, if these items were in different stores, and when the 

transaction would reflect at a later stage. This meant that the “…project would be postponed 

and added to the Catch-up Plan of the report to be submitted, and state the reason as late 

transfer from AFSA”. Organisations stated that they had to postpone or cancel some activities 

due to the late transfer of funds from AFSA or the unexpected under-allocation of funds for 

specific activities. They sometimes had to downscale activities, and this affected the reception 

of services by beneficiaries. A recommendation from Siyasindisa Academy was that AFSA 

“…needs to make sure that payments are done on time because if you are going to have the 

programme on Friday you need to be properly organised on Monday…”. The turnaround time 

for payments should not be such an inconvenience for the organisation that they end up 

postponing or cancelling activities because this also interferes with the trust they are trying 

to build with their beneficiaries and communities. Other SRs such as Ngcweti Organisation, 

struggled with using digital banking applications prior to the training (training was late in YEAR 

3) as they were used to and preferred making cash payments; EFTs also meant that they had 

to wait at least two days for their transactions to clear and it was difficult to make payments 

in advance when funds were delayed to begin with. 

 

SRs - Communities 

Community politics are crucial to the success or downfall of a project. In one of the projects 

in the Eastern Cape Kwa-Bhaca (formerly Mount Frere), a project was sabotaged by members 

of the community who deliberately allowed animals to stray and graze in the community 

gardens. The Project Staff were of the view that this was not carelessness, but malice. 

Similarly, some of Msebenzomuhle community members were willing to volunteer without 

being paid while others were paid; this created friction in the organisations between paid 

(team coaches) and unpaid staff. Arkwork for Art described a different kind of influence by 

community members who were not beneficiaries. In explaining their challenge with 

increasing drop-out rates, it came to their attention that sometimes parents did not support 

their children in learning musical instruments because they “…perceive music as a waste of 

time…”. Learners who were not supported by their parents dropped out of the programme 

and this resulted in the programme having to cut down on the wind instrument group.  

 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 34 

Communities work on trust and anything that threatens trust compromises the organisation. 

Delayed disbursement of funds was a major challenge for the project. When service providers 

and stipends for volunteers were not paid on time, this broke the trust between the 

community and the organisation; this happened many a times for several SRs as their invoices 

would be delayed by a month or sometimes two. Due to AFSA’s financial systems, 

organisations struggled to get local support from service providers for they developed a 

reputation for failing to honour payments for orders. Also, when an organisation failed to 

honour its deals this affected other CBOs, as service providers generalise and tend to refuse 

to work with CBOs without upfront payments. AFSA owned up to this challenge and expressed 

that things improved over time and the financial systems were better for YEAR 2 and YEAR 3; 

this was, however, not corroborated by evidence. For instance, some YEAR 3 SRs waited for 

a month to start their activities after the grant was awarded and are still waiting for up to two 

months to receive a tranche. 

 

Issues such as geographical location, age restriction, funding amounts, pandemic restrictions 

and project goals were some of the factors that determined project reach and impact and 

were the reason why SRs could not reach further beneficiaries which they would have loved 

to reach. An example would be Siyasindisa Academy, which was only able to accommodate 

people from townships and towns and not able to reach those in the rural areas because of 

resources and donor instructions. Another would be On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose Centre 

not being able to conduct the community outreaches they needed due to people being 

sceptical of social gatherings during a pandemic. During the months of November, December, 

and January the participants were not fully functional as they were busy with the exams and 

school registration. In the Eastern Cape province, December is a month for boys’ initiation 

[12] and this can also affect maximum participation in community projects. Yomelela’s project 

goal was to enrol Youth in Matatiele into their twelve months Youth Empowerment Life Skills 

Programme, but they lost some of their beneficiaries to jobs in the bigger cities. This in and 

of itself is no hindrance as it shows that the project was relevant and impactful; the challenge 

was then placing new beneficiaries in the middle of the running programme. They also lost 

some volunteers for the same reasons, and it was costly to have to retrain a new intake. 

 

Some of the problems that the SRs experienced were structural and were beyond Ukusekela 

and/or the organisations themselves. For example, Ithubalethu and Shechem struggled 

because their facilities were very small for the capacity of the beneficiaries, the premises were 

not secured, and the space was not conducive for the children.  Sabie and Kruger experienced 

limited supply of chemical materials and that resulted in project delays. Similarly, Lixhase had 

a water challenge which was resolved by buying rain collection water tanks and a water pump 

generator. The feed for the pigs was expensive and scarce. Another challenge was the 

vaccination: The Veterinarian (Vet) was not always available, forcing Lixhase to buy 

vaccination medication. Another challenge that Lixhase faced was the theft of the piglets and 

the police not making a follow up on the cases reported. Simama had transport challenges in 
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visiting the schools that were far and a shortage of computers in their office, making it difficult 

for the students to complete their applications. Shechem’s challenge was the lack of 

professional capacity to deal with children’s psycho-social issues. All of these challenges 

existed in a socio-political context of police inertia (4), slow infrastructure development and 

rehabilitation (5) (shortage of toilets, steel stairs that were unsafe for children and 

unavailability of a place to cook for the children), and lack of specialised professional services 

such as Vets (6) (Not immediately available when needed) and Psychologists in the rural 

towns (7) (they never managed to secure a social worker after they had tried with the DSD 

and Child welfare, even after one child was raped the ended up getting help from a Pastor 

who was also a Social worker at White River).  

 

Examples of challenges faced by the YEAR 1 SRs 

 

Ithubalethu: the First Aid Training was expensive for their low budget. 

Lixhase: had difficulty in locating pigs for sale and difficulty in transporting them; also to get 

Internet banking and a cheque book for the organisation. 

Msebenzomuhle: managing children’s time for house work, school work, homework and 

daily attendance of the organisation’s sport activities. The programme stopped during the 

exams. 

Noncoko: experienced financial delays from AFSA and they were not refunded in full by 

AFSA for the money they have spent from their own funds towards the implementation of 

activities. In the end, Noncoko was terminated by Ukusekela for embezzlement of funds.  

Sabie & Kruger: challenge was to get non-toxic chemicals to dispose the diapers and plastics. 

Shechem: had problems with the landlord as the grant finance had delayed. 

 

 

Whilst Covid-19 affected everyone; a knock-off effect on smaller local organisation could be 

a threat to the operations of the organisation. An Organisational Development Master Class 

training was scheduled to take place in Durban from the 11thof January 2021 until the 13th of 

January 2021. However, due to COVID-19 restrictions the training was moved to an online 

platform. Even though there was much to learn, the virtual nature of the trainings was a 

downside to the overall impact in terms of achieving the objectives of their projects. A 

representative from Masivuke Community Development in the Eastern Cape explained that 

“… I think it would have been better if maybe we were sitting in a room like and getting 

explanations. It was, like, virtual and sometimes the training did not have much impact (sic). 

Sometimes you get a certificate but that does not mean that you know something…”. A 

representative from Arkwork for Art NPC also expressed that much was learnt from the 

training but only a limited amount of material was relevant to their project objectives. A Trans 

Hope member also shared that it was difficult to focus in the online sessions and echoed the 

desire to have had physical interaction that would allow for better engagement and 

networking. 
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The main lockdown restrictions that were put in place by the government at the beginning of 

the lockdown made it difficult for SRs to fulfil pre-set project plans, especially in terms of 

accepting the growing number of beneficiaries. Organisations that operated in halls and small 

premises had to limit the number of beneficiaries even though the demand for their services 

was growing. Those who were dealing with younger beneficiaries had to be mindful at all 

times of the little ones and make sure they observed restriction protocols. The pandemic 

affected networking and partnerships in that traveling and physical contact was limited, so 

when organisations like Masivuke Community Development held dialogues and workshops 

on LGBTQIA+ sensitisation, government officials and other stakeholders were unable to 

attend, especially during the level 5 lockdown in 2020. This hampered the achievement of 

some of their objectives, especially in sensitising government departments and other 

organisations and institutions on LGBTQIA+ needs and issues. The same issue was faced by 

Port Dunford OVC Centre, especially because they deal with children of school-going age, 

some of which only live with grandparents who are chronically ill, and could not conduct 

home visits as much as needed because of social distancing regulations. 

 

The Covid-19 pandemic had a devastating impact in communities. In one of the projects the 

founder of the CBO passed on due to Covid-19 complications and during that same time, 

another member of the organisation was hospitalised for the same. Death and illness stalled 

the activities of the organisations due to mourning; further to this the governance structure 

had to be updated, including banking information, and this took a while. For a project that 

has a lifetime of 13 months, a month to two lost is a lot. The restrictions posed by the Covid-

19 pandemic interfered with planned activities, that included travelling and mass gatherings. 

YEAR 2 organisations had already planned some of their project activities before the national 

state of disaster was declared. This meant that when they received the funding, they either 

had to devise other strategies to achieve planned objectives or postpone these activities.  

 

Due to the Covid-19 pandemic, implementation had to be put on hold by all the SRs due to 

lockdown restrictions, and they had to continue with implementation in April 2020 which was 

beyond their contract. Apart from the mentioned challenges, the organisations managed to 

keep most activities going and went on to reach their targets.  

 

8. Lessons learnt analysis 

 

There are many lessons to be learnt from this programme. The first lesson is that Ukusekela 

seems to have casted the net too wide with their open Call for applications, this required a 

lot of work from Ukusekela to sift through the applications and sort the eligible applications, 

and further sort those that were qualifying.  

 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 37 

There seems to be a rise in misuse of funds. To limit the risk, AFSA learnt to disburse smaller 

tranches until a more reliable relationship was established. This way they stood to lose only 

a month or two worth of money rather than if the funds were disbursed in large amounts for 

a longer period. This is a thought through mitigation strategy; but it meant more work for 

AFSA; just like handling purchases for grantees in house. Finance plays an important role in 

organisations like AFSA; theirs is more than a disbursement role but also to manage risks. To 

aid in this role, finance needs to be involved at the final stages of SR selections, and in site 

visits so as to verify assets, and safeguard and develop mechanisms to verify task-on-time and 

stipends for staff and also provide tailored support on site to project staff. A lot more effort 

needed to be put in financial training of SRs on things like petty cash management, 

reconciliations, risk management, labour requirements (e.g., UIF). 

 

When the organisations were new to the areas of work that they were supported for; this 

introduced a bit of a challenge. For instance, it was the first time that the Eastern Cape Council 

of Churches worked on gender-based violence and this is an area of specialisation. They 

needed more input before they implemented their interventions and Ukusekela’s support 

was technical; not programmatic. AFSA "… are subject matter experts around working with 

grassroots communities, around understanding issues on the ground and transforming those 

issues into viable mini-projects that the SRs were able to implement.” (AFSA former Program 

Manager). AFSA’s experience and expertise were an advantage for their assumption of a 

programme of this nature; however, the senior management expressed that they have learnt 

that much could have been done ensure adequate preparation for the programme as a whole. 

 

Component 2 was a struggle to implement. As an emergency response, it was less structured; 

it was difficult to evaluate the applications. With AFSA’s cash flow problems for Ukusekela, it 

would have been difficult to dispense quick payment of emergency funds for Component 2. 

Ntombenhle Mkhize, AFSA CEO, suggested that a strategic partnering and alignment with 

relevant bodies would be beneficial in the implementation of Component 2. With access to 

relevant databases for instance, a relevant government body could make recommendations 

for the most suitable organisations to partner with and with an added benefit of not being 

perceived as an outsider. 

 

9. Networking, Partnership and Sustainability analysis 

 

Brot für die Welt (Bread for the World) believes in the value and relevance of the SPSF 

approach to developmental support. For this reason, they are committed to “share the 

concept with other funders so that in the event that BfdW was unable to continue with the 

support, other funders could be considered”. They would do this by reaching out to donor 

partners in the North and share the approach and its evaluations.  
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Programmes that fit well with an organisation’s strategic plan are more likely to be 

sustainable. With changes in the funding environment, organisations such as AFSA also had 

to respond to these changes. This sometimes necessitated that they divert from their own 

strategic plans to respond to the funder’s needs. Such was the case with the Ukusekela 

programme. In such cases, the sustainability of the programme rests with the availability of 

continued funding from the donor or other interested donors.  

  

Networking and creating partnerships is good for broadening exposure and experience for 

grassroots organisations. The SRs were eager to create networks with other organisations in 

similar or related lines of operations or with similar activities and goals, but were hindered 

mostly by the Covid-19 pandemic. A Shap Shap Cinema representative explained that they 

“…find it really beneficial to partner with other organisations because we are limited obviously 

with what we provide for the community and what we can provide for the community. 

Sometimes we have beneficiaries who need far more than what we are able to give them.” A 

problem with partnership for this organisation was an instance where they would be 

promised assistance by another organisation and share the news with their beneficiaries only 

for the promising organisation to fail to deliver. 

 

Another networking opportunity, as mentioned by representatives from Siyasindisa Academy 

and Bet Sheekoom, was strengthened by the WhatsApp group with all the other Ukusekela 

SRs. Organisation activities, information and funding opportunities would be shared amongst 

the SRs on the WhatsApp group. Organisations that dealt mostly with children mentioned on-

going communication and networking with Inkunzi Isematholeni because of its focus and 

target group. The mentoring of young boys was an interesting focus for other beneficiaries 

such as On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose Centre and Siyasindisa Academy because of 

similarities in focus and some activities. Attending online networking sessions was a 

challenge. In addition to this there was a challenge of following up on proposed networks 

with other beneficiaries because organisations had different areas of focus and target groups. 

Other SRs have had partnerships and collaborations with existing programmes such as 

Operations Sukuma Sakhe in the case of the Ngcweti Organisation, and the National Shelter 

Movement in the case of Bet Sheekoom; this before the Ukusekela programme, and they 

continue to leverage on these to sustain their projects. Ngcweti Organisation, like some of 

the other SRs, has various income generating programmes that they will use to sustain the 

organisation. Ithubalethu has established and had good relationships with the Department of 

Social Development, Department of education and the SA Police Services. 

Ukusekela invested in the capacity of the SRs through training. Face-to-face and virtual 

trainings were developed on administration, governance, finance, management, IT, 

communication technologies, basic HR management, proposal writing, environmental 

scanning, media presence and public relations campaign tools. These competency areas are 

key for continuity and sustainability. Where AFSA did not have in-house capacity, the training 

was outsourced. For instance, the Organisational Development Training, was offered by Grace 
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Inc. in 2019, and another one by Enzi Africa in January 2021. This too broadened the networks 

with consultants. 

 

Resource mobilisation takes multiple and diverse strategies in CBOs. Some of the strategies 

involve tapping into personal finances of founders and Board members. The impact of this is 

felt by the organisations when the organisation loses the resourceful members of the 

organisation. In the case of Destiny Drop-in Centre, the organisation used the founder’s 

vehicle and when she passed on, it was not feasible to continue to use private property that 

was under the deceased estate management; this negatively affected the organisation.  

 

An organisation such as Vulamasango, which is nested within a bigger organisation finds 

support from the bigger organisation. Vulamasango was initially a project of the Border Rural 

Committee (BRC) and detached from the BRC, and registered as an NPO; they continued to 

share offices with the BRC and acted as an intermediary between the BRC and CBOs. This way 

they were able to access continued support from the BRC. 

 

Moving forward, grantees can be supported to apply for funding to further their project aims 

and vision. From AFSA, they have received training in proposal writing, budgeting and drawing 

workplans and this needs to be put in practice and strengthened beyond the 12 months.  

AFSA/Ukusekela continued to assist them by sharing information about other Calls for 

Proposals (CFPs) and supported their applications with reference letters. There have been 

great opportunities for the organisations to network amongst themselves and with other 

AFSA programmes. To this end, two of the former Ukusekela grantees got opportunities to be 

granted contracts by other AFSA programmes at the end of their participation in Ukusekela. 

This is a remarkable outcome.  

 

There have also been productive networks between the SRs and other local civil society 

organisations, including institutions of higher learning. These could be leveraged for 

sustainability. Yomelela Community Support Organisation for instance, is exploring partnering 

with the DBE, DSD and other NGOs, as well as Wits University’s Health Services. Other SRs 

were quite innovative in thinking about sustainability; Fountain Of The Living Waters plans to 

absorb some of its beneficiaries to aid sustainability through employing them after they 

complete some of their programmes. This ensures an exit plan for their beneficiaries, and 

they too benefit in the form of additional human resources that understands its programmes. 

Although some of the SRs have not implemented any strategies for sustainability as yet, being 

part of the Ukusekela programme has given them the capacity to use an extent of foresight 

on how to go about it. Youth For Action has seen an opportunity to sign into a service level 

agreement (SLA) with the Bumbisizwe Sewing Cooperatives, developing out of their sewing 

skills training programme. TransHope plans to sign into MoUs and SLAs with local 

psychologists and social workers to aid in sustaining their programmes and to ensure impact 

for their beneficiaries. 
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Further to this, AFSA could steer the projects to networks in their localities and beyond. Some 

of these may be known to the SRs but the networks need to be facilitated. For instance, South 

Africa has 50 Technical and Vocational Training Colleges (TVETs) and nine Community 

Education and Training (CET) colleges that offer a variety of vocational and admin related 

courses in about 1000 campuses nation-wide. The SRs would benefit from working closely 

with their local TVETs and CETs. They could sign a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) to 

source technical skills training opportunities from the Colleges as short courses for their staff 

and volunteers. Such business networks could create a win-win situation as the College would 

benefit from third stream income whilst the organisations (SRs) benefit from the skills and 

knowledge. 

 

The AFSA senior management recommended that in order for the programme to ensure 

sustainability, the programme design itself should encompass sustainability strategies within 

it. A former program manager emphasised that the intention was there to “…embed the 

sustainability longevity of the work within the program designs; so not just training but 

training trainers…”, but it did not produce the kind of results they had expected it would 

because of the short time each SR had. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10. Value analysis 

 

“Ukusekela is a great programme, but it only lasts for a year; in some cases, it may be enough 

but in other cases it may not” (Paul Tyler, rep, Ziyo consulting) 

 

The Ukusekela programme offered small funding and support to small local organisations; the 

amounts were small but good enough. The value of this programme was in its catalytic 

function for these organisations. Debbie Mathew, the former CEO of AFSA said 

“the philosophy and the approach behind these small grants is very catalytic; it enabled 

organisations that would not have otherwise qualified to apply for funding to now have a 

start-up grant that will see them have audited financials, past report/s and references” 

 

These organisations, after completing the Ukusekela grant period, could be eligible to apply 

for Lotto, DSD and other grants from the local and district municipalities, the government and 

other donors. The SRs were mainly new organisations, that are small and based in less 

resourced settings; this means that they mainly relied on the Ukusekela funding that had 
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specific input-outputs. Long-term benefits of the catalyst role of this grant will be reported by 

these organisations over time.  

 

The costs of running small sub-grants are understandably higher, especially as they were in 

disparate sites. Lessons learnt from this pilot stage are important to move the programme 

forward and Ukusekela should be able to demonstrate reduced costs per SR. There was 

unanimous agreement amongst all the stakeholders (funder, Ukusekela, Approvals 

Committee and the SRs) that the programme could consider accommodating applications for 

top-ups as this will strengthen new and smaller organisations and co-orps. There were direct 

benefits for the organisations and the communities from Ukusekela. 

 

Activities of the SRs: Ithubalethu had Education, Sport and Vegetable Garden activities were 

carried out. Lixhase managed to buy JoJo Tanks, Pump generator and Feed for the pigs. 

Msebenzomhle received the first training as the NGO and they started to engage with 

different stakeholders (DSD, DoE, DoH, Churches and Local Municipality) on their SRHR 

programmes and activities. Noncoko Dental offered activities on education about oral health 

and awareness about HIV/AIDS: testing and linkages to care and support. 

Sabie & Kruger had a green and clean environment agenda by cleaning and picking up litter 

in the hotspots and schools. Shechem’s main activity was to feed 36 children Monday to 

Friday, and teaching them how to read and write. Simama’s activity was the 2020 NSFAS drive 

to different schools and annual Thusong service centre week activities were performed, and 

community members were equipped on how to Vukuzenzele (Do it yourself for yourself) 

 

Most importantly, there were further benefits that the organisations leveraged as a result of 

Ukusekela. For instance, Ithubalethu Care was able to apply for funds and received a R10 000 

voucher from Shoprite. Lixhase was trained and learned how to apply for funding and what 

funders were applicable to them; as a result, they managed to secure funding from Lotto. 

Simama had good relations with the DoE, SETA’s and the local municipality. They even 

managed to secure sponsorship of a new car for their travelling needs. They also provided 

Vodacom eLearning and partnered with the Lwazi Mbambo Foundation. Beyond the material 

benefits as further support, the SRs described the value of the programme for their 

beneficiaries and in terms of the achievement of their (SRs) objectives below: 

 

“The Sabie Kruger waste management project brought change in cleanliness and 

awareness in the community.” 

 

“Ithubalethu Cares project provided food and education for the beneficiaries and also 

bought office equipment.” 

 

“Simama were able to help the students to access funds.” 
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“Shechem were able to bring more girls to school and to teach parents how to read 

and write.” 

 

“Msebenzomuhle managed to buy sport kits and the equipment during the project.” 

 

Stakeholders such as councillors, churches, schools, municipal officials, local businesses, and 

other NGOs were welcoming of the programmes and were able to invite their friends and 

families during some outreach activities. Consistency and building of professional 

relationships helped strengthen trust between the organisations and their beneficiaries and 

larger communities. Even after the end of the Ukusekela programme, Woodlands Dairy was 

able to nominate On Eagle’s Wings Multi-purpose Centre as an organisation that was worthy 

of support from SPAR, and from that relationship SPAR sponsored the organisation with 5000 

units of sanitary towels that they would distribute to their beneficiary schools. 

 

All SR respondents felt as though the programme was value for money and none of them felt 

that the money should have been used in any other way. They all expressed that their 

interventions were just what their communities needed, and they were delivering products 

or services that focused on the core concerns of beneficiaries and their communities. They 

are in the best position to know this because they themselves are from these communities 

and these are also their lived experiences. The Youth For Action Foundation shared that this 

bottom-up approach through a needs analysis to determine what their beneficiaries needed 

was a strength for them as this ensured alignment in terms of their project objectives. So as 

grassroots organisations who know what their communities and beneficiaries experience, 

they are better positioned to align their interventions with community needs. From the 

evaluators’ point of view; there is no doubt that Ukusekela was a success and value for money. 
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 Remmogo Itireleng Victim Empowerment hosting GBV Workshops/Dialogues 
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Discussion  
 

“Dedication. Hard work. Networking. Responsive.” 

These are just some of the words that the evaluators can use to describe the impression that 

they drew from their evaluation. 

 

The Ukusekela programme aims to empower local, small, and new organisations or projects 

with technical skills to get established. The beneficiaries for the programme varied and in the 

main consisted of projects that were rural based. This reflected the rurality of the provinces 

that the programme supported, the various projects also had target groups that varied. 

Importantly was an observation that these projects’ beneficiaries included women. With the 

provision of better health care and social grants, a lot has changed for rural women over the 

past 25 years[13]. Women have better access to sexual and reproductive health services 

including maternal health, ante-natal services, safe births, etc.[11]. Reduced childbirth means 

that many can be economically active, and this includes being active in community projects. 

Be that as it may, women are forced to grapple with challenges. The percentage of women-

headed households has increased nationally, and in provinces such as Mpumalanga it 

increased from 31% in 1994 to 44% by 2018. Against the gross unemployment and 

underemployment of women, this poses great challenges to access to basic amenities. The 

loss of jobs and reduction in income as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic is going to have a 

long-term negative impact for women, children, families and communities[13].  

 

This evaluation suggests that the AFSA Ukusekela team needs to consistently reflect on what 

empowerment looks like.  Different organisations will require different areas of intervention 

whilst there will be common areas because all of the organisations were small and new. The 

evaluation demonstrates that AFSA supported the SRs to achieve their deliverables whilst 

simultaneously building their capacity. This is quite a lot of disparate work to do in such a 

short space of time and with a small support team from AFSA. To plan around this, Ukusekela 

could introduce thematic focus areas that are based on the pilot project. For instance, 

creative arts, cross-border human rights issues, food security, and environmental health and 

safety, health, and education. The advantages of the thematic focus areas are that technical 

support will be streamlined for relevancy. The disadvantage of this is that Ukusekela will lose 

an opportunity to attract different, and exciting projects that are different from the pilot 

project phase. The current AFSA CEO, Ntombenhle Mkhize, offered that perhaps a 

geographical focus design would benefit the programme in terms of intensifying the support 

that the programme is able to offer, as opposed to being stretched out trying to cover all 

areas with little impact. The thoughts from the CEO were that funded projects should be 

feeding into a bigger goal instead of having different projects all doing a variety of things. 

 

 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 45 

Relevance 
 

This evaluation study examined the relevance of the Ukusekela programme for the 

communities where it was implemented. Initiation of projects and development of new 

organisations is the blood life of active citizenship. The government of South Africa 

encourages active citizenship where members of the community do not sit and wait for the 

State to deliver social services but are actively involved in the socio-economic upliftment of 

their communities. As a response to this, there will always be start-up formations and 

organisations, and a programme such as Ukusekela supports citizen participation in their own 

development. The SRs, as per the programme design were not well-established organisations. 

This requires that AFSA/Ukusekela develop a clear basket of the support that they envisage 

to provide and package it. This cannot wholly be decided during the interaction with 

organisations and after Ukusekela has ‘identified’ their weaknesses. By virtue of them 

meeting the SPSF criteria, this means that the organisations/ formations/ projects needed the 

support.  

 

The work of some of the projects linked to existing developmental plans of the government 

such as the Women Empowerment and Gender Equality (WEGE) interventions. To advance 

women’s rights, Vulamasango also worked with men as advocates for change and gender 

transformation. In hindsight, Vulamasango suggested that the project could have prioritised 

people living with disabilities, youth, citizenship participation and local research, to build 

advocacy evidence. Ukusekela presented relevant support which has been identified as 

lacking in a number of reports[7, 12, 13]. FBOs could have been included in the cohorts, 

however these are part of bigger mother-body organisations and so the selection criteria 

systematically excluded them. FBOs who have human rights projects could apply to 

Component 2. 

 

Ukusekela SRs were supposed to be NPOs. Ukusekela projects were also chosen for their 

community-benefit orientation. This suggests that the founders and members of the 

organisations are not the target beneficiaries. In a society where rural women recently 

entered the world of work outside the home; their participation in community projects is also 

an entry into this world as most of them do not work and are volunteers in these 

organisations. It makes sense that members would be beneficiaries of the products that are 

produced by their projects; this breaches the rules of NPOs as organisations that do not 

benefit its members. This is a problem bigger than Ukusekela but one that needs a 

political/ideological intervention shift on the side of Ukusekela otherwise it will exclude the 

very same people that the mechanism is supposed to benefit.  All the activities that were 

implemented by the SRs were relevant. 
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Sustainability 
 

The sustainably of start-up projects is dependent on a number of factors. For some start-ups, 

measures to ensure sustainability are put in place from the beginning and this allows the 

beneficiaries to begin to think about sustaining the project early on before the funded project 

reaches the end date. In this case for example, Vulamasango was a SR with beneficiaries who 

received a variety of support from them. Vulamasango had experience working with small 

start-up projects and incubating them into fully fledged NPOs. For the Ukusekela project they 

intended to do the same. To support this, they planned to undertake their own evaluation of 

the project to determine when it is ready to be weaned from Vulamasango and supported to 

register as an NPO. From their experience, it normally took 3-4 years to establish a project 

into a self-sustaining NPO.  

 

The SRs are commended for initiating collaborations with local institutions such as other 

NPOs, established organisations and institutions of higher learning. In some cases, these 

collaborations were formalised with the signing of MoUs. This was good and will contribute 

to the continued work of the SRs with these organisations and is good for sustainability and 

support, particularly in areas where they are not experienced or capacitated. Community-

wide education for advocacy could assist with projects such as that of RF Media House who 

struggled to attract young female artists to participate in their activities. Advocacy is best 

undertaken with the support of allies. It was good to see these collaborations and allyship 

being formed even with organisations outside of Ukusekela. For example, between 

TransHope and SameLove Toti in KZN. Tshwaranang Legal Advocacy Centre (TLAC) and 

Masimanyane once worked with AFSA as a partner. They continue to work in the field of GBVF 

and especially in the transformation of traditional courts to better serve victims of GBV(F)[16].  

Organisations such as the EC PCC and Trans Hope which work with traditional leaders could 

be linked to others such as TLAC and Masimanyane. TLAC has an ongoing project in the OR 

Tambo District municipality in the Eastern Cape as well as at Emthonjaneni District in KZN. 

 

A threat to sustainability of the projects could be lack of support from the community, as 

discussed under the challenges, this could result in the project either moving to another place 

or closing completely. SRs are commended for the successful implementation of activities as 

planned. What was admirable was the organisation’s ability to plan around their challenges 

and implement risk reduction measures. For interventions whose beneficiaries were children 

and women, a lot of community engagement is needed with parents and men to bring the 

entire community on board and garner support for the project.   

 

Some of the challenges that were experienced by the SRs were related to commerce.  In small 

towns, retail still uses older commerce and may prefer cash to EFT; this is rather a challenge 

for the SRs who need to trade with those providers. Also, some of those stores were not 

developed and had no letterheads and no stamps. Covid-19 related risks such as reduced 
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work during lockdown, staff and volunteer illness and death, were felt across all projects. 

Some activities had to be postponed and others completely cancelled. SRs are commended 

for being able to adapt their plans aptly and swiftly around the challenges that are posed by 

lockdown regulations and restrictions. Violent service delivery protests and taxi violence that 

erupted in various places in 2021 affected business. It is also becoming evident that the prices 

of commodities rose in the wake of Covid-19, and violent protests destroyed infrastructure in 

several places especially in and around KZN and some parts of MP.  

 

The need to be visible to fight hate crimes is a double-edged sword for LGBTIQ activists. 

Sometimes the success of Human Rights advocacy groups can pose a risk. For example, the 

visibility of queer people in homophobic communities can be a safety risk. TransHope lost a 

member of the LGBTQIA+ community in the KwaMakhutha area.  

 

With the introduction of the POPI Act, collection and management of information is going to 

be a challenge for all NPOs in South Africa, therefore this was not unique to the SRs in the 

Ukusekela programme. This needs to be mitigated and accounted for in future projects. Time 

keeping is a complex phenomenon in these communities to the extent that being late is 

associated with being on ‘African time’[17]. This is a problem beyond the control of the SRs. 

To enforce discipline, members of the organisations need to keep the time and start early so 

that their communities know that their projects always start on time. This way, like schools 

and churches, the communities will begin to associate the organisation with discipline when 

it comes to time and dispel the stereotype that associates Africans with being late[17], 

contributing positively to sustainability. 

 

Overtime, the members of the SRs improved their report writing greatly. There are a few 

areas that need continuous development. For instance, writing reports that are futuristic: 

with activities that will be done the following period, or highlighting routine work as a 

milestone even if it did not necessarily take the organisation to the next level, as well as 

perceiving milestones as risks while these were essentially a sign of growth. 

 

Computer software is expensive, perhaps Ukusekela could explore ways to support the SRs 

with group licences. Whilst virtual work is recommended, this is not full proof for inclusivity 

as network availability in the far-flung areas can be a problem. These areas are not yet 

serviced with fibre and data costs increase with the distance from the urban town. Network 

and technical issues such as load shedding prevented virtual meetings from taking place. 

 

Being mindful of the bigger gender justice picture 

 

A beautiful programme can be compromised by inefficiencies in admin and finance. This was 

true of Ukusekela. Programmatically, Ukusekela was well set with clear objectives and an 

implementation plan. The financial administration at AFSA negatively affected the 
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implementation and frustrated the projects. This has concerning implications especially 

because most development work that is done by the civil society in South Africa is in the hands 

of women as volunteers. When the volunteers waited for their stipends from the 

organisations, the SRs waited for payments from Ukusekela (and could not have used 

reserves) and Ukusekela waited for AFSA finance to process their paperwork. Whilst this 

administrative conundrum was playing, women, who are single mothers and multiple-

generation household heads waited to receive a stipend that supports these households. 

When they sign(ed) up for the project, they committed their time and cannot commit the 

same time elsewhere, thus missing out on opportunities to earn an income elsewhere. During 

this time, they struggle without this income, and this is risky for women. This is gender 

injustice and should always be in the minds of programme administrators.  

 

Value-for-money 
 

There are various ways in which an assessment of value-for-money could be arrived at. The 

question to ask here is ‘Where would these communities be if the intervention did not 

happen?’ The projects were valuable and beneficial to the communities, and this was a fruitful 

investment. The projects went a long way in contributing to solutions to save lives through 

agricultural support, bringing food home and for others in the communities, and sharing 

invaluable information and skills.  

 

Value for money could also be assessed by examining the ability of the project to attract more 

money. In the Vulamasango project, for instance, they were able to attract support for other 

things such as rainwater tanks, Agri-support and others from public-private-partnerships 

(PPPs). The photos on the cover page are a testimony to the SRs ability to use Ukusekela as a 

stepping stone to leverage resources. 

 

Well established start-up organisations do not exist. Therefore, Ukusekela should not be 

surprised or disappointed at the inexperience of the SRs, and this inexperience should not be 

taken as incompetence. A bit of patience from Ukusekela in this regard was needed. It is in 

supporting these ‘poor quality’ applicants that a difference in the communities is made. At 

the end of the intervention, the communities are left with leadership, administration, 

proposal writing and budgeting skills. They are left with their own networks that they made 

in the 12months.  
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Challenges 
 

Systemic exclusion of organisations that work with people living with disabilities: Ukusekela 

was an open programme with an interest to support various formations, the only exclusion 

was a focus on HIV/AIDS. An analysis of the beneficiaries shows evidence that PLWD were not 

represented in the SRs. Ukusekela staff tried to reach out to organisations that work with 

PLWDs in YEAR 3, and these were not small start-up projects and so were ineligible.  

 

Financial admin: AFSA experienced some hiccups regarding financial management. This 

affected AFSA’s reporting and requests for payment tranches from the funder.  These resulted 

in cash flow problems which affected Ukusekela’s support to SRs. The worst-case scenario 

was when the delays took up to two months. AFSA did not allow for cash payments, and this 

made the financial systems inflexible, and the organisations were unable to team up with 

others and share costs.  

 

Admin and coordination: Ukusekela was appraised for their pulse on the ground yet this was 

sometimes experienced as micromanaging. Short notices for meetings were found to be a 

challenge by the SRs; this was a concern as the short notices were disruptive of plans and 

negatively affected attendance. 

 

There were delays with the contracting of some organisations in YEAR 3 and this delayed the 

implementation of support to the YEAR 3 cohort. Related to this were rigid and strict financial 

procedures, small amounts that were disbursed at a time or budgeted for the value of goods. 

For example, a R2500 for a data projector made shopping for the item/s difficult. 

 

Report writing was one of the challenges that was reported by the SRs. Whilst the narrative 

report was found to be less of a challenge; navigating the excel spreadsheets for the financial 

report needed intermediate computer skills. The Excel spreadsheets and formulas were found 

to be complex. 

  

With funding, the SRs became visible in their communities and were able to attract and 

increase the numbers of their beneficiaries. This growth also came with increased costs for 

space/meals, etc. to accommodate the growth to host their activities. Funding also allowed 

for the organisations to offer stipends to their volunteers. The SRs could use the experience 

gained from this Ukusekela programme to raise large grants so that they can plan to pay 

market related remuneration. 

 

The programme design phase: The programme design started only once the contract was 

signed. The pace of the organisations was not the same and this resulted in some 

organisations joining late, receiving on-boarding orientation late, and joining the capacity 
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building late. These organisations lose time and have less than 12 months to complete their 

projects. They work under pressure as they work on catch-up plans, and currently work that 

was planned, simultaneously. Some organisations, because of the pressure, drop out of the 

programme at the programme design phase, on realisation that they will not cope with the 

workplan.  

 

Threats to project success: Some of the challenges that were experienced by organisations 

were beyond the control of the Ukusekela programme. For instance, vandalism that affected 

projects such as Vulamasango and the EC Council of Churches. In what appears to be in-fights 

in their organisations, the EC Council of Churches had their offices vandalised. They lost 

property and so were starting without infrastructure when they received the Ukusekela grant. 

In the middle of implementation, Vulamasango experienced vandalism that was alleged to 

have been committed by a rival group in the community. Perhaps a strategy to mitigate the 

risks could be put in place, for instance, suggesting insurance for the projects.  

 

Online work is a solution to a number of challenges and especially with Coivid-19 lockdown 

restrictions; it is also cheaper in many ways. However, due to lack of fibre infrastructure in 

most communities, especially in the townships and villages, the digital divide is a serious 

challenge and exclusion for many.  

 

Recommendations 
 

To reduce risks, and on recommendation of the Approvals Committee, the programme team 

undertook a ‘proof of life’ visit with some of the applications to establish the existence of the 

organisations. 

 

Administration 

AFSA needs to consider including a member of the finance committee in the programme team 

from earlier in the development of the programme. This would help the finance team with an 

understanding of the non-prescriptive grants and start up projects with no experience of 

strategic planning, budgeting, and reporting. 

To ease the administrative load, Ukusekela could retain the same Approvals Committee and 

replace committee members when necessary. AFSA needs to continuously improve its 

administrative system and reporting to the funder so as to ensure timely reports are 

submitted and invoices are received and processed to curb cash flow shortages.  Also, the 

SOPs should include a guide for the removal of an SR from the programme. 

 

Application process 

There was a sense from the approvals committee that part of the challenge with the 

application process was actually the application form. Whilst the application form was 
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relatively simpler compared to other established grant mechanisms, it could be simplified 

further. It would also benefit Ukusekela and shorten the process if the Approval Committee 

was represented in the creation of the criteria and the scoring sheet for applications. 

 

The Approvals Committee 

AFSA advertised on SANGONET, an online platform that is commonly used in the civil society. 

The advert stipulated that the role was voluntary. They were able to attract interested 

candidates with varying degrees of commitment. Where there was a demonstration of lack 

of commitment, AFSA was unable to exert pressure on them as they were volunteers. The 

Approvals Committee is offering a service to Ukusekela, and they could be offered a modest 

honorarium for their time and service. The honorarium could go to the individuals or their 

organisations. The committee could be strengthened if it had a member with an eye for 

Monitoring Evaluation and Learning (MEL) so that this is deliberated on early. 

 

Finance administration 

Ukusekela needs to have its own Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) to guide contracting 

finance procedures and others. E-commerce is gaining traction in South Africa, in addition to 

the use of EFTs for payments, AFSA could also allow for online purchases as these are easier 

to transact. For instance, Takealot is gaining popularity as an online shop[18], but the SRs 

could not procure from Takealot as they require card details for payment. 

 

Project period 

This report concurs with the recommendations made in the midterm evaluations that the 

time frame for the support could be increased[7]. Ukusekela staff and the SRs also agreed 

that a year is rather short to get the organisations off the ground. Perhaps each organisation 

should be supported for two years and phased out in Year three instead of an abrupt end. A 

phase out approach could be introduced wherein the SR received 100% of the funding in YEAR 

1, 50% in YEAR 2 and 25% in YEAR 3. 

 

Technical support 

There is a need to train all AFSA Ukusekela staff on working with start-up organisations, 

mentoring, and coaching. This training should include working with cooperatives and the 

various government regulations that guide the work of co-orps. From a risk management 

point of view, small monthly disbursements were a solution, but in hindsight, this is disruptive 

to the programme and perhaps this could be relaxed so that the disbursements are released 

bi-monthly or quarterly. This would be manageable for the Ukusekela programmes team and 

the finance team, and it would align well as AFSA was expected to submit a report to the 

Funder every six months. This would give Ukusekela three reports from the SRs to compile 

their narrative and financial report for the funder. 

 

http://www.ngopulse.org/
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There is no doubt that this approach to developmental work is valuable; with better structure 

and foresighted preparations, Ukusekela could do more. Further to this, visits to the projects 

are costly in terms of time and money as the projects are far from each other, even when in 

the same province. The finance team at AFSA concurred that “…spending time with the SRs 

onsite was good, it opened their eyes…there was two-way learning during the visits…”. 

However, they also observed that “…the time that they spent on site was insufficient…” and 

they visited only a few projects. 

 

Most CBOs work to advance human rights and augment service delivery in the fields of social 

development, health, and education; SRs needed to be strengthened in terms of their ability 

to contribute to advocacy. For instance, one organisation worked on access to education for 

cross-border children by offering education instead of advocating for access for cross-border 

children. The kind of technical support required would be different if the selection criterion 

was revised. This was corroborated by the Ukusekela staffs’ experience in YEAR 2 and YEAR 3 

where they allowed some experienced organisations to apply. Further to this, organisations 

that do not have any funding lacked basic skills that came with the experience of running an 

organisation. 

 

The SRs could also be linked to mentoring outside AFSA and to organisations such as local 

community advice centres and incubation hubs. There was a concern about the delivery of 

training for SRs where English was the only medium of instruction; Ukusekela needs to 

consider sourcing service providers who speak local languages for better clarity. Service 

providers also need to be gender sensitised as one SR member was repeatedly misgendered 

during a training session, causing them to leave the session and missing out on the rest of the 

capacitation. Perhaps Ukusekela could have done better in ensuring that their organisational 

values were well communicated to their training service providers and that they were well 

prepared for the diverse audience present among the SRs, as this may reflect badly on AFSA. 

When training is presented in-house (by AFSA) neither of these was a concern.  

 

One of the most important things that NPOs struggle with is good governance. As small and 

start-up organisations it would be extremely important for Ukusekela to make sure that its 

early trainings cover the contents of ethical and good governance[8]. This would set a good 

start for the organisations, and would include but not be limited to the following: 

 the Independent Code of Governance for Non-Profit Organisations in South Africa 

(Inyathelo, 2012)  

 the King Report on Governance also referred to as the King III Code (Institute of 

Directors for Southern Africa, 2009) 

 Department of Social Development Code of Good Practice for Non-Profit 

Organisations (DSD, 2001) 

 the South African NGO Coalition (SANGOCO) Code of Ethics for Non-Profit 

Organisations (SANGOCO, 1997) 
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Sustainability 

Communities should be capacitated to articulate and engage with duty-bearers. This way, 

communities can directly engage politicians: this model supports self-sustenance. Funded 

projects are important for community upliftment. Communities need consistent training on 

various skills, including finance, administration, and organisational development to be able to 

continue with their work. Also planning for hybrid events during the funding year will help 

the organisations to swiftly move to virtual events when the funding dries up. Whilst virtual 

events are not free, they are less costly.  

 

Mindful of the impediments introduced by local party politics, there needs to be links with 

community-level structures at ward level. This will help create recognition for the projects. 

Multiple and early stakeholder engagement could help prevent tensions. Funders and SRs 

need to understand that communities are not the same. This means that they need different 

approaches; there is no one-size fits all with stakeholder engagement and management. 

 

Ukusekela should revisit the financial management mechanism to make transactions to CBOs 

accessible and easier. This might work for some and not others, but it can still be done. SRs 

who work in the same area could be grouped together and afforded opportunities to learn 

from each other, network, provide peer support and upskill themselves and share costs. 

 

Value for money 

Small and especially start up organisations need support with the technicalities for setting up 

an organisation. In the absence of Ukusekela, these projects would not be where they are 

now, and this demonstrates that the programme is with no doubt value for money. Further 

support could be harnessed from organisations such as Hlanganisa Institute for Development, 

Kagiso Trust, the National Development Agency, the National Lottery, and others who provide 

continuous technical and financial support to the NPO sector. AFSA’s Human Rights (HR) and 

Advocacy programme is another relevant network for most of these organisations, as they 

work in cross-cutting issues. 

 

Recommendations for component two 

The eligibility criteria for Component 2 could be revised to allow for bigger organisations with 

an annual budget of up to 3millin to apply. Alternatively, Component 2 could allow for fiscal 

hosting of a smaller organisation/activity/interest group by a stable and bigger organisation. 

This way the pool for applicants could be bigger. 
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Conclusions  
 

Social cohesion is important for community-projects to be secured and sustainable. Lack of 

social cohesion contributes to crime, apathy, and violence, and these threaten community 

projects; this was evident in South Africa during the 2021 riots where infrastructure was 

destroyed. Lack of social cohesion negatively affected projects; for instance, in the case of the 

EC SACC and Vulamasango. South Africa is a fractured society, and the programme could have 

been cognisance of this to also foster race and class solidarity through the programme.  

 

The challenges with admin, coordination and finance made it difficult to arrive at a fairer 

assessment that a year was indeed short for the support of the small start-up organisation. 

This is because contracting, trainings and disbursement of funds delayed the start of the 

projects and by the end of the first six months, planned activities were not achieved. SRs spent 

the second six months of their contracts catching up with work whilst Ukusekela was still 

organising technical support for them. Just when they got to understand their work; the year 

was over. 

The main weakness identified in the evaluation is that AFSA’s weak internal systems 

negatively affected the implementation of the programme. In future, it is advisable that the 

finance team should form part of the initiation of the programme so that they design 

responsive systems parallel to the development of the programme.  

It was beyond the scope of this study to comment on intervention quality. Information that 

was provided to the consultants by Ukusekela did not allow for the researchers to have an 

insight into this. 

 

Ukusekela Programme and SR Projects SWOT Analysis 

Ukusekela Programme SWOT 

Strengths Weaknesses 

 Long-term relationship with the donor: BfdW 

 BfdW was accommodative, flexible and 

responsive 

 Projects were locally grown 

 Clients returned for services, showed 

confidence in the project 

 Short term support 

 Rigid admin and finance systems and 

processes within AFSA which do not 

support Ukusekela objectives  

Opportunities Threats 

 Networking  

 Extend services to incorporate other social 

development issues: interface with Home 

Affairs (for registrations)/Health (vaccination 

sites)/DSD (grants) etc 

 NGO-to-Service Provider shift 

 Climatic changes (for agri projects) 

 National challenges, e.g., Post Office 

closures 

 Push back against gender advancement 

in the name of ‘culture’ 
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The Ukusekela programme had an advantage of AFSA’s long-term relationship with BfdW at 

their disposal. The funder was accommodative, flexible and responsive and this was a 

strength that positioned the programme for an opportunity to incorporate other social 

development issues, as well as mitigate any unforeseen challenges that affected both the 

Ukusekela team as well as the SRs’ projects. The funder’s stance and well-matched interests 

are an opportunity for strategising on the SRs’ shifting from NGOs per the NPO registration 

criteria, to being Service Providers as these types of projects often rely on their ability to 

generate income yet still require funding. This threatens the SRs’ projects and the Ukusekela 

programme as this contravenes the provisions of the NPO Act, and needs to be resolved. 

 

Lessons from this pilot will inform what contingency plans should be in place in instances of 

challenges beyond the control of the funder, AFSA/Ukusekela and the SRs such as climatic 

changes. Projects being locally grown presented an opportunity for networking and 

partnering around these issues that their beneficiaries experience, particularly with 

government departments such as Home Affairs, Health and DSD. Other threats to the 

programme can be minimised by taking advantage of the networks formed during the 

programme that can take on a supportive role, as well as leveraging on client confidence in 

the project, for instance to educate the community in order to manage possible backlash 

towards gender advancement projects, and exploring strengthening internal admin finance 

systems and lengthening the support period for a longer term, to better respond to the needs 

of the SRs. 

 

The positive outcomes of the Ukusekela programme outweigh the negative. Adjustments may 

need to be made, chiefly pertaining to the identified internal weaknesses and converting 

them to strengths. There are prospects for the programme to grow and this will aid in making 

substantial impact in the communities the programme seeks to develop. AFSA/Ukusekela 

should capitalise on the strengths of the programme in order to seize these opportunities and 

be better positioned to counter the threats. 
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SWOT of the Ukusekela SR projects 

Strengths Weaknesses 

 Training received from AFSA on admin, filing 

and claiming procedures 

 Compliance with NPO registration  

 Unique service provision – niche  

 Long service membership in the organisation 

 Full-time volunteers 

 Stakeholder support (elected, traditional and 

religious leaders) 

 A Board that is continued by skilled people 

and local leaders 

 When the organisation was new 

 Members’ attrition due to critical illness 

and death 

 Reliance on manual financial systems 

 Delays in obtaining approval for 

requisitions 

 

  

Opportunities Threats 

 Multiple and diverse partnerships and 

stakeholders 

 Access to tribal land at no cost 

 Ownership of the project by the traditional 

leadership office 

 Delays in financial systems resulting in 

volunteers’ stipends delayed 

 Lack of efficiency for AFSA 

 CBO Board use their resources – this is 

not sustainable  

 Focus on compliance over service  

 Riots and service delivery protests 

 Covid-19 lockdowns take away 

opportunities to network 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 57 

Appendices 
 

Appendix 1: Approvals Committee/Adjudicating Panel – Years 1-3 

 

Lindiwe Dlamini from KZN, has a Social Work background of over 26 years, skills and experience in 

health, gender and governance, SMME development and support, ECD development 

programmes, enterprise development and self-help groups, quality improvement programmes, 

training mentoring and support, project management, multi stakeholder engagement. 

Sduduzo Blose from KZN, is a pastor, an activist for the underrepresented and marginalized who is 

an avid researcher, with a palate for a wide range of subjects from gender related issues to critical 

race theory and their interplay within the Hermeneutics space. He is currently pursuing his PhD in 

amplifying marginalized voices, within the area of Biblical Interpretation, through a Post-Colonial 

reading of religious texts. He has garnered extensive experience in the advocacy space through 

work with various organisations like UN Women, Sonke Gender Justice and others. 

Damon Greville from Mpumalanga serves on the Pastoral team and elders committee in his 

church. He is the Executive Director for Pro-Vision International which is a missionary, and 

community-based organisation support ministry, which seeks to mentor CBO’s that are 

implementing nation building activities and helps them with fundraising initiatives as well. He has 

over 40 years in Faith life & Ministry. 

Witus Matukane from Mpumalanga is a business consultant with extensive quality assurance 

background, monitoring and evaluation, facilitates training interventions for learning programme 

design and development, CBO up skilling programmes. He volunteers his time for consultancy and 

runs community-based initiatives in Mpumalanga like a local community newspaper and is in the 

process of establishing a radio station that seeks to combat some of the social ills amongst the 

youth. 

Nomtha Ndyoko from the Eastern Cape, is a full-time Writer, Poet, Singer/Song-Writer, writing 

workshop facilitator that is community driven. She also works as a brand strategist and social 

media manager, Co-Curator at ALT BLK CONTINUA (An Alternative Music Series). She has 

experience in running community development programmes that are focused on learner 

development using the Arts. 

Abongile Davani from the Eastern Cape is an activist that is passionate about community 

development as well as women and youth empowerment. She currently serves as a committee 

chairperson at the Eastern Cape LBGTQIA+ forum which advocates for the rights of LGBTQIA+ 

people since 2008. Beyond serving as a chairperson, she also performs tasks such as managing the 

team, networking, mentoring young women, marketing the organisation through social media 

platforms and developing new concepts for content development. She devotes her leisure time to 

coordinating and facilitating LGBTIQ, SRHR, Gender Based Violence dialogues and leadership 

trainings. She has passion for literacy at community level and runs literacy workshops and 

readathons for younger generation to encourage reading.  

Bishop Rubin Phillip from Durban, KwaZulu Natal is a retired bishop of the Anglican diocese. Has 

worked closely with AFSA in the past understands NPO sector and sits on various committees. 

Involved in issues of peace, justice and human rights in the Southern part of Africa. Nominated by 

AFSA CEO 



Ukusekela YEAR 3 (2021) evaluation Inception Report 
 

 58 

Zeodor Arends from East London, Eastern Cape has monitoring and evaluation background, 

serves on the Country Coordination Mechanism (CCM) for the Global Fund, forms part of selection 

panel in the choosing of beneficiaries for the Global 

Fund Programme. Nominated by Masimanyane Women’s Support Centre 

Sabelo Mthimkhulu from Durban, Kwa Zulu Natal, is a Pastor of the Anglican church, passionate 

about community development, gender equality and working with the youth. He is pursuing his 

Masters in Gender and Theology. 

Sizakele Tshabalala from Mpumalanga, is a Year-1 Ukusekela SPSF grantee, she is a success story 

of the programme on so many levels. She runs and is a director for Shechem organisation in White 

River. She has a deep love for working with vulnerable communities especially children, and has 

passion for teaching/imparting knowledge. 

Nwabisa Dlova from the Eastern Cape, is involved in gender equality issues in her community, 

volunteers her time with several NGO’s and is committed to community development through 

various interventions. 
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Appendix 2: Organisational Profile Reviews 

 
YEAR-1 
 
Msebenzomuhle Cares was registered 08 November 2018 as an NPO. The organisation 
focuses on the promotion of health education and awareness through sports, developing 
entrepreneurial skills for elderly women through gardening and sewing projects. The SPSF 
project focuses on the youth whereby awareness talks and dialogues are conducted on 
health promotion education and life skills, through the use of Latin American dancing, netball 
and soccer. Championships and knockout tournaments are held to build momentum for the 
different programmes.  
 
Simama Centre for Career and Professional Development was registered on 22nd September 
2016. The organisation’s focus is on distributing University and TVET Colleges application 
forms including CAO, Bursary forms to all grade 12 learners, Orphans and Vulnerable Children, 
and learners with disabilities. Bursary application forms are from different Government 
departments and private stakeholders. They assist with: 

 NSFAS online application 

 Online Funza Lushaka Bursary Application 

 N6 learners in securing In-Service Training 

 Unemployed Graduates for Internship and learner ship Application.  

The SPSF project focuses on all of the mentioned areas above but targeting specific schools 
in the Harry Gwala district that they work with, and they visit during open days and are 
available through daily walk-ins at their premises. 
 
Sabie and Kruger Eco Club Cooperative was registered in 2019 as a Cooperative. The 
organisation addresses environmental and societal issues that are faced by the community 
whereby the community identify issues of water and land pollution in their village which 
affects their biodiversity, especially cattle farmers of the villages. The SPSF project focuses on 
visiting schools to create awareness on ways to protect the environment where relationships 
are built with the school principals and they use the Life Orientation period. Dialogues in and 
around the community are also conducted where they work with tribal authorities in order 
to facilitate this. 
 
Ithubalethu Old Age Centre was established on 11th December 2011 and was registered on 
the same date as an NPO. The organisation caters for the elderly with the promotion of health 
nutrition, linking them to social programmes that deal with social issues, sports programmes 
to keep them active and also further provides security services from different stakeholders: 
SAPS, SASSA and Age In Action. Through the SPSF project, this Old Age Centre runs a day care 
centre where the elderly visit on a daily basis in order to be safe and protected from social ills 
that they may experience when left alone at home. The centre teaches the elderly how to 
read and write their names, prepares hot nutritious meals for them on a daily basis, conducts 
heath awareness campaigns and encourages them to participate in sports. The elderly also 
does handcraft work like grass mats, and they tell folk tales in the communities and schools 
which helps increase their quality of life and helps them not to feel isolated. 
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Shechem Organisation was registered on 19th December 2017 as an NPO. The organisation 
provides nutritious meals to vulnerable children and also assists foreign vulnerable children 
to learn how to read and write. The SPSF project runs a school that teaches the vulnerable 
and foreign national children according to the South African education system which the 
children are un-able to attend due to lack of proper registration documents. Since they come 
from poor backgrounds, they are provided with school uniforms, meals on a daily basis and 
are taught life skills through the use of qualified volunteers. Once the learners receive the 
proper documentation, they are able to join main stream schools and complete their studies. 
Psycho-social support is also provided to the learners where social workers provide 
counselling and support to the learners. 
 
Lixhase 301 Agricultural Products was registered in 2018 as a Cooperative. The organisation 
focus is on farming Piggery and Crop Products. For the SPSF project, the organisation is 
carrying out a pig farming project where female pigs and a male pig have been bought. These 
will be mated to produce more stock, then the piglets will be raised and bred for sale at a 
later stage. Crops will be planted during the rainy season that will be used as feed for the pigs. 
Access to water supply is one of the key challenges in order to successfully run this project 
that they will address through procurement of Jojo tanks. The pigs will be vaccinated and 
monitored through the various milestones, and records will be kept. 
 

YEAR-2 
 

Inkunzi Isematholeni is an NPO registered in 2018 that focuses on the empowerment of boys 

and young men, with the main aim of educating, empowering, and unleashing the full 

potential of a man. Their SPSF programme seeks to work with local schools and with the 

community and enrol boys and young men for voluntary life skills programme. Those enrolled 

also receive a package of services such as being involved in sport activities, medical male 

circumcision and working with Department of Social Development to create gender-based 

violence awareness. Beneficiaries are aged between 12 and 20 years in-school and between 

20 and 34 years out-of-school. 

 

Siyasindisa Academy is an NPO registered in 2018 that is dedicated to uplifting the 

community through awareness and training programmes on water safety, swimming, and 

lifesaving. The main objectives of the organisation include drowning prevention, producing 

African Olympic swimmers, providing lifesaving skills whilst creating job opportunities. The 

SPSF programme focuses on introducing both young males and females to water sports, 

raising awareness on water safety, and inclusion of SRHR sessions to address the social ills 

and pressures faced by the youth. Beneficiaries are aged between 4 and 18 years old. 

 

Port Dunford Orphaned and Vulnerable Children Centre is an NPO that was established in 

2005 as a response to the rise in children who were orphaned by the HIV/AIDS epidemic. It 

was registered in 2012 and aims to decrease hunger for orphans and vulnerable children in 

the community whilst increasing high pass rates. The organisation’s objectives include 

fighting teenage pregnancy, empowering the community by creating jobs to those who are 
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unemployed, and equipping OVC with different skills so that they can stand for themselves in 

the future. The SPSF programme focuses on giving support to orphans, vulnerable and 

neglected children by providing nutrition, homework supervision, counselling, and life skills 

through sports. Beneficiaries are aged between 3 to 18 years old. 

 

Shap Shap Cinemas is a 2015 NPO that was registered in 2018, which was formed when 

founding members recognised a need for information and understanding on health topics 

amongst the elderly women who were attending their feeding scheme in KwaNyuswa village. 

The organisation then decided to create their own movie tutorials and written material in 

isiZulu. The SPSF programme focuses on providing access to information on health topics by 

using their own developed booklet that talk about different health topics. Furthermore, they 

provide youth-focused skills development programmes that seek to eliminate gender-based 

violence, teenage pregnancy and educate young girls on issues that affect adolescent girls 

and young women in the community. Beneficiaries are aged 12 to 20 years old. 

 

On Eagles’ Wings Multi-Purpose Centre is an NPO established in 2005 and registered in 2007, 

that provides an integrated support service through advocacy and counselling to victims of 

crime, trauma and violence. The organisation is affiliated to the National Shelter Movement, 

as we are the only NPO that provides shelter for abused women and children in Kouga and 

Kou-Kamma. The SPSF programme focuses on eliminating gender-based violence, counselling 

services to families and individuals. As part of an SRH project in schools, the organisation also 

supplies sanitary pads to young girls. Beneficiaries of the programme are aged between 13 

and 21 years old. 

 

Masivuke Community Development is a 2009 NPO that was registered in 2010. The 

organisation was founded by pensioners of all races, cultures, religions and social statuses, 

and at a later stage was handed over to young people to continue working with the 

community. Their objectives are to help improve the lives of the most vulnerable families, 

conduct support groups for HIV/ AIDS and those living with diabetes and TB; fight against GBV 

and drug abuse; and encourage and prompt organic food gardening whilst introducing 

healthy lifestyle choices to the community. The SPSF programme focuses on addressing the 

violation of human rights of the LGBTQIA+ community through conducting workshops and 

educating the community about LGBTQIA+. The beneficiary age group is 16 to 40 years. 

 

YEAR-3 
 
Arkwork for Art NPC is a Music education centre registered as an NPC in 2004, and was only 
established and run later in 2011. The organisation offers formal music studies to learners 
from historically disadvantaged primary and secondary schools in Makhanda. Through the 
SPSF programme, the organisation was to be supported for an Early Access Programme which 
is the entry programme into its core academic course. In this year’s funding, learners will gain 
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foundational grounding in practical music skills and music literacy. This is complemented by 
a series of life skills workshops using drama and play to build learners’ self-awareness. 
 
Bet Sheekoom is a long-term Victim Empowerment Center for women established in 2001, 
registered as an NPO in 2005. The organisation assists girls and women with children in GBV 
crises by providing shelter; as well as girls in the streets using drugs and trapped in 
prostitution and abuse – empowering them all through training, integration to society and 
restoring family ties. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation aimed to provide a 
house of restoration for women through the provision of a place of safety within the specific 
targeted areas. Life skills training and helping beneficiaries find employment will also be done. 
 
Destiny Drop-In and Skills Development Centre is an NPO rendering comprehensive services 
to OVC's, established 2012 and registered 2013. The organisation aims to eradicate poverty 
by promoting food gardening, provision of skills development with the focus mainly being on 
OVC's, and ensuring sustainable development by reducing unemployment. Through the SPSF 
programme the organisation aimed to implement a food security programme where hot 
meals will be provided daily, life skills will be taught to the beneficiaries as they are also 
assisted with homework. They will also be taught gardening as they grow their own vegetable 
gardens. 
 
Eastern Cape Provincial Council of Churches (organisation’s mother body was established in 
1968 during one of the darkest periods of South Africa’s history) is an NPO established in 
1994, registered in 2020. Their key programmes are Advocacy and lobbying against Gender 
Based Violence and Criminal Law, Sexual offenders Act, Perpetrators, Covid-19 psychosocial 
support, Pastoral care: bereavement counselling and spiritual upliftment, Poverty and 
unemployment. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation aimed to implement 
advocacy programmes against Gender Based Violence and Femicide in the Raymond Mhlaba 
and Dimbaza areas in the Eastern Cape. Their target population are women, men, and youth 
from the ages of 5 (ECD) to 55 years. At the end of this project, 100 people will have been 
trained as core advocates on GBV, 650 people will be trained through GBV awareness 
campaigns, dialogues, and educational talks; and 25 GBV victims will have received pastoral 
counselling. 
 
Fountain of Living Waters Ministries is an NPO established 2007, registered 2008. The 
organisation fights Gender Based Violence against women, children, men and the vulnerable. 
Through the SPSF programme, the organisation aimed to implement programmes that 
mobilise and create awareness on GBV, conduct community dialogues, provide capacity 
building and empowerment workshops, and life and social skills. They will be working with 
perpetrators, people living with disabilities, victims and survivors. 
 
Kunene Foundation is a community educational project that has been impacting the lives of 
orphans, vulnerable children and youth, established in 2010, and registered as an NPO in 
2014. The organisation’s aim is uplifting the local community through the provision of 
independent educational, social and health services in a sustainable manner. Through the 
SPSF programme the organisation aimed to implement an after school learning programme 
and integrate Life skills sessions. Subjects covered are Maths, English, Afrikaans; working with 
OVC’s aged 6-18 years. 
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Ngcweti Foundation is a 100% youth owned NPO established in 2015, and registered in 2016. 
The organisation focuses on hands-on youth development and educational projects 
benefiting youth and children. Through the SPSF programme the organisation aimed to 
conduct a Teen mothers’ program, create robust awareness workshops and dialogues on 
Human Rights, and conduct workshops on the conservation of indigenous knowledge. 
 
R FM Media House is an NPO established in 2011 by 3 initial directors and is the first Youth 
based Community radio station in Mpumalanga Province, registered in 2012. Their aim is to 
enrich young people’s lives with quality information and services that can equip, educate and 
entertain them. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation aimed to work with 15 young 
people with a priority given to females, for them to record good quality music from the 
Bushbuckridge area. They will be marketed and mentored through the process, their music 
will also address social ills. Behaviour change communication and life skills programmes will 
also be implemented. 
 
Remmogo Itireleng Victim Empowerment is an empowerment NPO and temporary safe 
house established in 2009, registered 2011. They work with women and children victims and 
survivors of Domestic Violence and related crime on issues affecting their safety and 
Psychosocial well-being. Through the SPSF, the organisation will implement a GBV focused 
programme with the following pillars: 

 Assist survivors of GBV in the community with temporal safe shelter for up to 3 Days 

 Conduct Weekly Dialogues, Awareness Campaigns and Educational talks 

 Train Female beneficiaries who were part of the dialogues on Skills Development and 

job seeking in the targeted areas 

 Use their data-base to enrol 25 Participants in 2 weekly sessions and the 

implementation of educational sessions on SRHR & GBV in partnership with 2 local 

schools. 

Sesifikile Youth Development Centre is an NPO established in 2010, registered in 2011. They 
provide free access to information and develop the lives of the youth. Through the SPSF the 
organisation aimed to educate the youth on drug and substance abuse, implement poverty 
alleviation programmes though income generation, and fight GBV through men who will 
champion this change. 
 
Trans Hope is a Trans-led NPO formed through a support group of transgender individuals in 
KZN, established 2017, and registered in 2019. They aim to empower communities by 
providing knowledge about LGBTQIA+ issues and health care. They sensitise schools, clinics, 
hospitals, and churches to provide a safer place for transgender and gender diverse people, 
through training and workshops. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation aimed to 
increase knowledge about LGBTQIA. They also aimed to provide psychosocial support for the 
trans community. They will also provide family support groups with parents, and increase 
knowledge about SOGI. 
 
The Dorcas-Page Foundation is a female run NPO established in 2015, registered 2016. Their 
aim is to empower, support and uplift women in the communities based in Pietermaritzburg, 
KZN. Through the SPSF programme the organisation aimed to conduct a Leadership 
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Development Camp for 50 young women aged 19-24 years, from the SACCA informal 
settlement at Mkondeni in Pietermaritzburg. 
 
Vulamasango Singene is a campaign to advocate for the inclusion of betterment claims in the 
rubric of land restitution in the country. They were established in 2002 by Villagers who were 
affected, and registered as NPC in 2009. They support the emergence of active and engaged 
civic agents for improved rural and local governance and sustainable development. Through 
the SPSF, the organisation has supported 10 women projects in Mount Frere and 15 women 
led projects in Qumbu, with inputs to produce vegetables that will be sold out to local markets 
and surrounding towns. Over 100 family household gardens receive seedlings for sustainable 
livelihood and food security from them, and training on self-producing of seedlings will be 
used to realise the sustainability of these household gardens. 
 
Yomelela Community Support Organisation is an NPO established by the community of ward 
25 in Matatiele Local Municipality, established in 2009, and registered in 2010. Their aim is 
mitigating the impact of HIV/AIDS and the lack of youth activities that contribute to drug 
abuse, crime and increased HIV infections. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation 
aimed to implement Youth Empowerment Life Skills themed programmes. 
 
Youth for Action Foundation is a grassroots NPO established in 2011 by three young people 
in Platrand Farm, and registered in 2012. The organisation addresses the lack of opportunities 
for youth living in farm communities; offering information, training and development 
services. Through the SPSF programme, the organisation was to have a threefold programme 
which covers computer training, sewing skills training and coordinated dialogues. These 
interlinked programmes seek to leave participants with tangible skills relevant to their needs 
today, and in the future. Also to create new opportunities in the process. 
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Appendix 3: Areas of investigation/questions for AFSA, Approvals Committee and SRs 

 

AFSA Ukusekela areas of evaluation (CEOs) 

 
Intervention relevancy and priority analysis 

1. Could you please tell us a bit about AFSA’s relationship with the Bread for The World?  

2. AFSA has a strategic plan which identifies important work that needs to be done, would you say 

that the BFTW programme fitted with your strategic plan? Why/why not? 

 

Administrative analysis  

3. Relative to other AFSA projects, what was the value of the Ukusekela programme? 

4. What does the Ukusekela funding model mean for AFSA and its future? 

5. Was the organisation well-positioned to provide the necessary support to this small project. 

6. AFSA holds multiple grants or is a partner to a number of funders and developmental partners. 

How did you manage and administer this particular grant?  

a. What administrative systems helped you work this well and what were your nightmares 

with this project? 

 

Technical strategy analysis  

7. Different projects require, from AFSA, various levels of technical input. Could you please tell us 

about AFSA’s technical preparedness for this programme; give us some examples. 

 

Beneficiary analysis  

8. AFSA has been in existence for a very long time. Over time, your beneficiaries have changed and 

shifted.  

 What was your target beneficiary for this project?  

 How did you arrive at this as your target beneficiary? 

 Do you feel that you were able to reach this target? 

 

Community participation analysis 

9. We learnt from the document analysis that you have put together a committee to adjudicate the 

applications. Were there any other advisory or governance structures? 

10.  Apart from adjudicating the applications, this is panel play any other role in the programme? 

 

Problems identification and analysis 

11. All programmes experience challenges, how and organisation identify and respond to these is 

important. Could you please take us through some of the challenges that AFSA experienced with 

this programme and some of the ways in which you managed these. 

 

Intervention quality analysis 

12. We all think or believe that we should deliver quality over quantity. Surely AFSA was a trusted 

project partner by the BFTW; what makes AFSA stands out as a preferred project partner?  
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13. How did you ensure that despite challenges quality work was done in the office by AFSA 

Ukusekela staff and by the grantees as well? 

 

Lessons learnt analysis 

14. From this Ukusekela project, what lessons did you learn about implementing a programme like 

this? Who are these lessons for? How do you make sure that others learn from these lessons 

and prepare accordingly? 

 

Networking, partnership and Sustainability analysis 

15. The BFTW funded programme is coming to an end; what is AFSA’s plan with the projects? 

16. To what extent has AFSA been able to connect with other funders and development partners 

who work in the same fields as the SRs? Have these networks connected any of the SRs to 

further opportunities for support? Give examples. 

 

Value analysis 

17. The BFTW invested quite a lot of money for this programme; do you think this was worth it or 

could this money have been used in other ways? 

18. Substantiate your answer to demonstrate that the project was, or was not, good value for 

money. 

 

Project SWOT analysis  

19. We would like to explore the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to the 

programme with you.  Could you please take us through these with some specific examples to 

help us better understand the program?  
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AFSA Ukusekela areas of evaluation (Senior Management: Finance and Programmes) 

 
Intervention relevancy analysis 

1. Could you tell us a bit about AFSA’s relationship with the Bread for The World? 

2. AFSA has strategic plan, which identifies important work that needs to be done, would you say 

that the BFTW programme fitted with that? Why/why not? 

 

Intervention priority analysis 

3. For the Ukusekela grants, you opted for an open call where the applicants were at liberty to 

choose their projects; how did this fit with your strategic objectives as AFSA? 

 

Administrative analysis  

4. AFSA holds multiple grants or is a partner to a number of funders and developmental partners. 

How did you manage this, administratively?  

a. What administrative systems helped you work this well and what were your nightmares 

with this project? 

5. Can you take us through the dynamics of working within a team such as the Ukusekela team? 

6. Did AFSA provide the necessary support to execute your duties  

a. what could have been done better?  

7. In instances where it is felt that the team lacked skills to execute was capacity building availed to 

them to bridge this gap? 

 

Technical strategy analysis  

8. Different projects require, from AFSA, various levels of technical input. Could you please tell us 

about AFSA’s technical preparedness for this programme; give us some examples.  

 

Beneficiary analysis  

9. AFSA has been in existence for a very long time. Over time, your beneficiaries have changed and 

shifted. What was your target beneficiary for this project and do you feel that you were able to 

reach this target? 

 

Community participation analysis 

10. We learnt from the document analysis that you have put together a committee to adjudicate the 

applications. Were there any other advisory or governance structures? 

11.  Apart from adjudicating the applications, this is panel play any other role in the programme? 

12. How are the grantees involved in the overall programme, apart from receiving grant support and 

follow up capacity building? Do they influence the programme in any way? 

 

Problems identification and analysis 

13. All programmes experience challenges, how they identify and respond to these is important. 

Could you please take us through some of the challenges that AFDSA experience with this 

programme and some of the ways in which you managed these. 

Intervention quality analysis 
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14. Funders in numbers. At the same time, we all think or believe that we should deliver quality over 

quantity. Surely AFSA was a trusted project partner by the BFTW; what makes AFSA stands out 

as a preferred project partner?  

15. How did you ensure that despite challenges quality work was done in the office by AFSA 

Ukusekela staff and by the grantees as well? 

 

Lessons learnt analysis 

16. What lessons did you learn about implementing a programme like this? Who are these lessons 

for? How do you make sure that others learn from these lessons and prepare accordingly? 

 

Sustainability analysis 

17. The BFTW funded programme is coming to an end; what is AFSA’s plan with the projects? 

 

Networking and partnership analysis:  

18. To what extent has AFSA been able to connect with other funders and development partners 

who work in the same fields as the SRs? Have these networks connected any of the SRs to 

further opportunities for support? Give examples. 

 

Value analysis 

19. The BFTW invested quite a lot of money for this programme; do you think this was worth it or 

could this money have been used in other ways? 

20. Substantiate your answer to demonstrate that the project was, or was not, good value for 

money. 

 

Project SWOT analysis  

21. We would like to explore the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats to the 

programme with you.  Could you please take us through these with some specific examples to 

help us better understand the program?  
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AFSA Ukusekela areas of evaluation (Approvals Committee/Adjudicating Panel) 

 

About the Committee 

1. What do you think was the strength of the Committee? 

2. What do you think was missing in the Committee? 

3. Overall, what was your impression of the applications and why? 

4. On a scale of 1 to 5: [1 being poor and 5 being strong] 

a. How would you rate AFSA’s coordination of the grants committee? 

5. How would you rate AFSA’s support to the granting process? 

 

About the applications 

6. What were your impressions of the quality of the applications? 

7. Was it easy or difficult to make decisions? Why do you say so? 

8. Would you agree to serve on the grants adjudicating committee again? Why or why not? 

9. What could be improved if AFSA was to do this again? 

10.  Is there anything else from your side that you would like to share with us? 
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AFSA Ukusekela areas of evaluation (SR’s) 

 

Admin and coordination 

1). Administrative analysis: Critical assessment of the programme's administrative strategies 

2). Technical strategy analysis: Critical assessment of the programme's technical strategies 

a. Critical assessment of the partner initiative's technical strategies 

3). Project SWOT analysis: Determine and document the programme's strengths and 

weaknesses (including opportunities and threats) 

a. Determine and document the partner initiative's strengths and weaknesses 

(including opportunities and threats) 

 

About the interventions 

4). Intervention priority analysis: What efforts were needed to ensure that the programme and 

the partner initiatives achieved their objectives?  

a. What should have been prioritised? 

5). Intervention relevancy analysis: Which interventions are relevant, and which are less so? 

How could interventions be adapted to make them more relevant? 

 

Beneficiaries and community participation 

6). Beneficiary analysis: Who has benefited from programme interventions and how have they 

benefitted? Who are not benefiting that should be and how could the programme ensure 

inclusivity? 

a. Who has benefited from partner initiative interventions and how have they 

benefitted? Who are not benefiting that should be and how could the programme 

ensure inclusivity? 

7). Community participation analysis: Critically assess the programme's degree of community 

ownership and participation. 

 

Challenges experienced during implementation 

8). Problems Identification and analysis: What problems have been encountered? Why? What 

can be done to mitigate, eradicate, solve these problems. 

9). Lessons learnt analysis: What have we learnt so far in the project that will help us improve 

the efficiency and effectiveness of the project? 

10). Intervention quality analysis: What should be done to ensure that interventions are 

delivered to the required quality? 

 

The Future 

11). Value analysis: What is the value of the programme - intended and unintended, positive, 

and negative impacts? What is the social return on overall investment? 

12). Networking and partnership analysis: What is the state of networking and partnership in 

the programme? What are the strengths of networking and partnerships? What are the key 

challenges/limitations in networking and partnerships? 

13). Sustainability analysis: How sustainable are the interventions? What should be done to 

ensure that sustainability of interventions is maximised? 
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Appendix 4: Areas of investigation/questions with the Funder Representatives  

 

AFSA Ukusekela areas of evaluation (Bread For The World) 

 

Admin and coordination 

1). Administrative analysis:  

2). Technical strategy analysis:  

3). Project SWOT analysis:  

 

About the interventions 

4). Intervention priority analysis:  

5). Intervention relevancy analysis:  

 

Beneficiaries and community participation 

6). Beneficiary analysis:  

7). Community participation analysis:  

 

Challenges experienced during implementation 

8). Problems Identification and analysis:  

9). Lessons learnt analysis:  

10). Intervention quality analysis:  

 

The Future 

11). Value analysis:  

12). Networking and partnership analysis:  

13). Sustainability analysis:  
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