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FOREWORD  

 

Poverty reduction remains one of the highest priorities of government. The Public 

Service Commission (PSC) has therefore recognized a need to conduct a series of 

evaluations in this area in order to gain an in-depth insight into the government’s efforts 

in this area, both its successes and challenges. Meta-evaluation (evaluation of 

evaluations) is one of the tools used by the PSC to achieve this goal.  

 

A meta-evaluation of the Department of Social Development’s study on the ISRDP and 

URP (2008) is the third in the PSC’s meta-evaluation series. The pilot meta-evaluation 

was undertaken in the 2009/10 financial year with a meta-evaluation of the Mid-Term 

Review of the Expanded Public Works Programme. In the 2010/11 financial year, the 

PSC conducted a meta-evaluation of a Review of the Land Redistribution for 

Agricultural Development Programme. The PSC decided to continue with the meta-

evaluation series, hence the inclusion of this project in the 2011/12 OPSC Consolidated 

Work Plan.  

 

This report presents the findings of the meta-evaluation in a balanced and objective 

manner. It highlights both the strengths and the weaknesses of the evaluation and 

arguments are supported with factual detail. Although it is based on a report published 

in 2008 (three years ago), based on a follow-up study undertaken in 21 Integrated Rural 

Development Programme (ISRDP) nodes and in 8 Urban Renewal Programme (URP) 

Nodes, it remains highly relevant for a number of reasons. Firstly, it brings to the fore 

some critical findings of the evaluation that have not been adequately addressed, thus 

compelling the Department to revisit them, secondly, it provides timely comment on 

the quality of the report with a view of improving the quality of future evaluations 

undertaken by the Department.   

 

The PSC wishes to extend its gratitude to the Department of Social Development and 

other stakeholders for their assistance during the meta-evaluation process. It is hoped 

that the issues raised in this report will contribute towards the on-going debates on 

poverty reduction amongst the stakeholders within the social development sector in 

particular and the public in general.   

 

 

 

MR B MTHEMBU 

CHAIRPERSON 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

1. BACKGROUND 

 

In December 2007, the Public Service Commission (PSC) published a conceptual 

framework on meta-evaluation. Amongst others, the purpose of meta-evaluation is to 

comment and make recommendations on the quality of evaluations and monitoring 

and evaluation practice in the public service; and to increase the PSC’s body of 

knowledge on key government delivery programmes by tapping into the available 

evaluations commissioned by departments and other bodies.  

 

In the 2008/09 and 2010/11 financial years, the PSC applied its conceptual framework 

by conducting a meta-evaluation of the Mid-term Review of the Expanded Public 

Works Programme and a Review of the Land Redistribution for Agricultural 

Development Programme, respectively. In the 2011/12 financial year, it has decided to 

continue with this series by undertaking a meta-evaluation of a report on “The 

Department of Social Development’s study on the ISRDP and URP (2008)”. The study 

attempts to operationalize and apply the PSC’s conceptual framework to the DSD 

evaluation. The PSC hopes that this should contribute to the on-going debate on 

poverty reduction in the country. 

 

2. BRIEF BACKGROUND TO THE DSD STUDY ON THE ISRDP AND URP 

 

In 2006, the Department of Social Development commissioned a study which consisted 

of a quantitative measurement survey plus two qualitative studies into DSD’s services 

and poverty relief projects in each of the 21 nodes of the Integrated Sustainable Rural 

Development Programme (ISRDP) and Urban Renewal Programme (URP). The three 

studies were combined into one report. Amongst others, studies identified service 

delivery gaps, provided information on the status of DSD projects and services and 

described the livelihood profiles of the residents in the nodes.1 The findings were based 

on the views of project beneficiaries, randomly selected respondents from the nodes 

and DSD staff in the nodes. 

 

A second study was commissioned by the Department in 2008 to identify changes in 

the nodes since the first evaluation and how the recommendations were implemented.  

This study is the subject of the current meta-evaluation.  

 

                                                           
1  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. The Department of Social Development’s Study on the 

ISRDP and URP, Rural Synthesis Report, 2008. 
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3. OBJECTIVES OF THIS META-EVALUATION 

 

The meta-evaluation of the Second Evaluation of the Department of Social 

Development’s (DSD) Services and Projects seeks to achieve the following specific 

objectives:2 

 

 To assess the quality of the evaluation. 

 To provide timely comment about areas for improvement of monitoring and 

evaluation. 

 To determine the extent of the utilisation of evaluation findings by decision-makers 

and the eventual impact of evaluations. 

 To improve the PSC’s understanding of the success of the projects and enable the 

PSC to confidently comment on that success and, where appropriate, make 

recommendations. 

 To add to the PSC’s body of knowledge on poverty reduction programmes. 

 

4. METHODOLOGY 

 

The study involved a desktop study of a report on the Second Evaluation of the 

Department of Social Development (DSD) Services and Projects (hereinafter referred to 

as the Evaluation). In addition, other relevant DSD documents were reviewed and 

conclusions were made. This was supplemented by conducting interviews with 

programme managers from the Department of Social Development to assess key 

aspects of the Evaluation.  

 

The meta-evaluation was conducted in two parts. First, the central argument of the 

Second Evaluation of the DSD Services and Projects was analysed. This is done in 

chapter 3 of this report. The purpose of this analysis was to assess how the evaluation: 

 

 proceeded from the objectives it had set for itself; 

 presented its arguments; 

 cited the evidence it relied on; and  

 drew conclusions and formulated recommendations. The analysis also sought to 

establish whether the conclusions drawn can be viewed as valid and the 

recommendations as appropriate.  

 

Secondly, the PSC’s Meta-evaluation Framework was used to evaluate the Evaluation 

to determine whether the study meets the stipulated standards. This is done in chapter 

4 of this report. This framework addresses seven principles,3 each of which is broken 

down into a number of standards.  

                                                           
2  Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. 2011. Project Proposal: Meta-evaluation of the Second 

Evaluation of Department of Social Development Services and Projects. April 2011. (Approved Project proposal: 
Unpublished document). 

3 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. 2007. Conceptual Framework for Meta-evaluation. 
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5. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 

 

The meta-evaluation was limited to an evaluation of the Evaluation; in other words, it 

was a desk-top meta-evaluation. Any evaluation issue not contained in the Evaluation 

report could, therefore, not be taken into consideration. However, the PSC also 

conducted interviews with Mr. Alpha Mahlako, Senior Manager: Sustainable 

Livelihoods, Department of Social Development and Professor David Everatt, Executive 

Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory (GCRO) to assess the evaluation’s 

compliance with the standards contained in the PSC’s Meta-evaluation Framework.  

 

6. KEY FINDINGS 

 

This meta-evaluation identified the strengths and weaknesses of the evaluation. The 

following strengths and weaknesses were identified:  

 

6.1 STRENGTHS 

 

The following strengths were identified: 

 

6.1.1  Objectives of the Evaluations 

 

Overall, the Evaluations managed to achieve their major objectives.   

 

The Quantitative Social Survey 

 

The Survey is a thorough description of social conditions in the nodes along multiple 

dimensions (using a number of indices), which is an invaluable planning resource. 

 

The two qualitative studies 

 

The major benefit of the qualitative study is a systematic identification of the factors 

that determine the success of these types of projects, of what worked and did not 

work, and this provides an invaluable knowledge base for the design of programmes 

and projects in future. 

 

6.1.2  Longitudinal nature of the studies 

 

Both studies were longitudinal studies. (A baseline study was done in 2006 and a follow-

up study in 2008 in order to establish what changes occurred compared to the 

baseline of 2006.) The quantitative study showed whether social conditions like poverty 

have changed (it has dropped from 2001 to 2006 but then leveled off between 2006 

and 2008, the period of the study). With regard to the qualitative study, the longitudinal 

design made it possible to establish how issues raised in the first evaluation have been 

dealt with in the intervening period (many issues remain, improved services in some 

nodes but poorer services in others). The study could establish what the reasons for 

changes and their impact were. 
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6.1.3  The Quality of Recommendations 

 

The recommendations are sound, objective and implementable.  If implemented, they 

can contribute towards programme improvement.  A fundamental recommendation 

on the policy and strategic level was also made that can have a huge impact if 

implemented.  This recommendation was that –  

 

“DSD should stop seeing itself as the driver of income-generating projects where 

it has limited competence, and at the same time massively increase its support 

for the creation and maintenance of community-based service organizations in 

social welfare and social development.”4 

 

6.1.4  Time frames of the Evaluation 

 

The qualitative evaluation team completed interviews with 67 projects within 2 weeks 

between February and May. The overall evaluation was allocated a timeframe of 2 

years from the baseline to the measurement survey. This implies that the Department 

had properly planned for the Evaluation and allocated reasonable time frames for 

undertaking it. 

 

6.2 WEAKNESSES 

 

Whilst the Evaluations were able to present an update of changes in the nodes and at 

project level, the following limitations were identified in the overall design of the two 

Evaluations, but mainly the qualitative study. 

 

6.2.1  Overall design of the Evaluations 

 

A point of critique on the overall evaluation design (a socio-economic survey 

complemented by a qualitative study of DSD services and projects) is that little attempt 

was made to link the outcomes of DSD services and projects to the socio-economic 

indices of the quantitative measurement survey. For instance, the scale of DSD services 

and projects (excluding social grants) is certainly too small to have a major impact. The 

combined scale of all the programmes of all sections of government undertaken in the 

nodes are also not specifically discussed except to say that the notion of coordination 

has failed. 

 

6.2.2  Limitation of the Self-rating System 

 

Projects were requested to rate their status in terms of the ‘green’, ‘orange’ or ‘red’ 

classifications used in the Reid5 research and to motivate the decision. Tables were 

developed to show the change in these self-ratings between the two evaluations. This 

                                                           
4 Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. The Department of Social Development’s Study on the 

ISRDP and URP, Rural Synthesis Report, 2008. Page 138 
5 The major study preceding the current study. The DSD appointed Reid Management Consulting Services in January 

2006 to undertake a verification of all former Poverty Relief Programme (PRP) projects. This involved field visits to 
all PRP projects, assessing the projects against so-called “capacity assessment indicators” and considering exit 
strategies for the projects.  
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self-rating was based on the perceptions of project participants and the evaluators did 

not make an effort to verify the perceptions by obtaining evidence to support the 

perceptions.  

 

The fact that not all the projects received a rating in the first evaluation – 11 out of 21 

(52%) in URP nodes and 26 out of 41 (63%) in ISRDP nodes – makes it difficult to 

compare the status of projects in 2006 to that of 2008 and whether the status is 

improving or deteriorating. The evaluation only states that in the ISRDP the rating of 31% 

went down, the rating of 25% went up, and 44% stayed as they were, although of these 

all of them, but one, were already rated green.  Sound reasons are not provided why 

some of the projects were not rated in the first evaluation, but the evaluators noted 

that there is no value in comparing these results with the first evaluation since one of 

the criteria for selection of the projects for evaluation in the second round was to study 

both strong and weak projects.  This, however, somewhat defeats the main purpose of 

the study of providing a comparative analysis between the first assessment and the 

follow-up assessment. 

 

The main emphasis of the qualitative study was, however, not to give an exact rating of 

the success of projects, but to identify the factors that determined success and could 

lead to better design of the programmes and projects in future.  The PSC, therefore, 

does not view this weakness as detracting materially from the Evaluation. 

 

6.2.3  Lack of evidence on the Implementation of Recommendations 

 

Whilst the Evaluation recommendations are sound, implementable and utilization 

focussed, the Department failed to supply the PSC with evidence of implementation of 

these recommendations.      

 

6.2.4  Weak M&E System 

 

The Evaluation found that M&E Systems were weak and not regularised.  Although the 

Department has made proposals to strengthen these systems, there is no evidence that 

such proposals have been implemented.  

 

6.2.5  Shortcomings in terms of Packaging of the report 

 

The packaging of sections 2 and 3 of the report (the two qualitative studies) is 

confusing.  The results of the evaluation are presented in an incoherent fashion and in 

sections in chapters that seem to repeat in later chapters, namely: 

 

 Introductory chapter 

o Key issues from the first evaluation 

 Chapter on Update on projects 

o Changes since the first evaluation 

o What worked and did not work 

 Chapter on Changes in the nodes since the first evaluation 
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 Chapter on Key emerging issues 

 

This structure tries to create a chronology between issues from the first evaluation and 

new issues from the second evaluation, but there are many overlaps between the lists.  

The confusion is also on a conceptual level because there is no real difference 

between “issues”, “changes” and “what worked well and did not work well”. Both 

changes and what did not work well can become issues, or a change worked or did 

not work. Whilst the executive summary attempts to provide the overall picture, the 

presentation of the actual content could confuse the reader.   

 

7. CONCLUSIONS 

 

Notwithstanding the critical issues raised in this meta-evaluation report, the Evaluation 

generally succeeded to present a coherent argument in terms of status of DSD funded 

projects and socio-economic changes in the URP and ISRDP nodes. Conclusions 

derived from the assessment of the Evaluation in terms of the PSC’s meta-evaluation 

conceptual framework reveal that: 

 

 critical findings and recommendations were made, which would contribute to 

solutions to poverty reduction in the country, if implemented; 

 the evaluation has succeeded in building quantitative ways of measuring 

sustainable livelihoods where improvement in livelihoods can be tracked; 

 it is a credible piece of evaluation that would contribute generally to the on-going 

poverty debate in South Africa and to the poverty reduction challenges in 

particular; 

 strengths and limitations of the evaluation were identified in the report, which should 

be avoided in future evaluations. 

 

8. RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Based on the findings of this meta-evaluation, the following recommendations are 

made to the Department of Social Development: 

 

8.1 Publication of the Evaluation and other studies 

 

The Department should publish the Evaluation and other studies on its web site in order 

to ensure that the findings and recommendations are widely accessible to stakeholders 

and that they are utilized for decision-making purposes. 

 

8.2 Strengthening of M&E System for development/ sustainable livelihoods/ social 

service projects 

 

The Department should strengthen its M&E System for its development/ sustainable 

livelihoods/ social service projects and ensure that M&E processes are routine and 

regularized.   
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8.3 Implementation of the recommendations made by the evaluation 

 

The Department should ensure that the recommendations made by the Evaluation are 

implemented to improve service delivery.  

 

In the view of the PSC the recommendations in the 2008 report are sound and the 

Department should formally consider these recommendations and take appropriate 

decisions about their implementation. 

 



A Meta-evaluation of the Second Evaluation of DSD Services and Projects 1   
 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 BACKGROUND 

 

In December 2007, the Public Service Commission (PSC) published a conceptual 

framework on meta-evaluation. Amongst others, the purpose of meta-evaluation is to 

comment and make recommendations on the quality of evaluations and monitoring 

and evaluation practice in the public service; and to increase the PSC’s body of 

knowledge on key government delivery programmes by tapping into the available 

evaluations commissioned by departments and other bodies.  

 

In the 2008/09 and 2010/11 financial years, the PSC applied its conceptual framework 

by conducting a meta-evaluation of the Mid-term Review of the Expanded Public 

Works Programme and a Review of the Land Redistribution for Agricultural 

Development Programme, respectively. In the 2011/12 financial year, it has decided to 

continue with this series by undertaking a meta-evaluation of a report on “The 

Department of Social Development’s study on the ISRDP and URP (2008)”. The study 

attempts to operationalize and apply the PSC’s conceptual framework to the DSD 

evaluation. The PSC hopes that this should contribute to the on-going debate on 

poverty reduction in the country. 

 

1.2 BRIEF BACKGROUND TO THE DSD STUDY ON THE ISRDP AND URP  

 

In 2006, the Department of Social Development commissioned a study which consisted 

of a quantitative measurement survey plus two qualitative studies into DSD’s services 

and poverty relief projects in each of the 21 nodes of the Integrated Sustainable Rural 

Development Programme (ISRDP) and Urban Renewal Programme (URP). The three 

studies were combined into one report. Amongst others, studies identified service 

delivery gaps, provided information on the status of DSD projects and services and 

described the livelihoods profiles of the residents in the nodes.6 The findings were based 

on the views of project beneficiaries, randomly selected respondents from the nodes 

and DSD staff in the nodes. 

 

A second study was commissioned by the Department in 2008 to identify changes in 

the nodes since the first evaluation and how the recommendations were implemented. 

The study was compiled by Strategy and Tactics and Khanya-Aicdd (African Institute 

for Community-Driven Development). This study is the subject of the current meta-

evaluation.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
6  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. The Department of Social Development’s Study on the 

ISRDP and URP, Rural Synthesis Report, 2008. 
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1.3 OBJECTIVES OF THIS META-EVALUATION 

 

The meta-evaluation of the Second Evaluation of the Department of Social 

Development’s (DSD) Services and Projects seeks to achieve the following specific 

objectives:7 

 

 To assess the quality of the evaluation. 

 To provide timely comment about areas for improvement of monitoring and 

evaluation. 

 To determine the extent of the utilisation of evaluation findings by decision-makers 

and the eventual impact of evaluations. 

 To improve the PSC’s understanding of the success of the projects and enable the 

PSC to confidently comment on that success and, where appropriate, make 

recommendations. 

 To add to the PSC’s body of knowledge on poverty reduction programmes. 

 

1.4 METHODOLOGY 

 

The study involved a desktop study of a report on the Second Evaluation of the 

Department of Social Development (DSD) Services and Projects (hereinafter referred to 

as the Evaluation). In addition, other relevant DSD documents were reviewed and 

conclusions were made. This was supplemented by conducting interviews with 

programme managers from the Department of Social Development to assess key 

aspects of the Evaluation.  

 

The meta-evaluation was conducted in two parts. First, the central argument of the 

Second Evaluation of the DSD Services and Projects was analysed. The purpose of this 

analysis was to assess how the evaluation: 

 

 proceeded from the objectives it had set for itself; 

 presented its arguments; 

 cited the evidence it relied on; and  

 drew conclusions and formulated recommendations. The analysis also sought to 

establish whether the conclusions drawn can be viewed as valid and the 

recommendations as appropriate.  

 

Secondly, the PSC’s Meta-evaluation Framework was used to evaluate the Evaluation 

to determine whether the study meets the stipulated standards. This framework 

addresses seven principles,8 each of which is broken down into a number of standards 

– see Table 1. 

  

                                                           
7
  Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. 2011. Project Proposal: Meta-evaluation of the Second 

Evaluation of Department of Social Development Services and Projects. April 2011. (Approved Project proposal: 
Unpublished document). 

8 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. 2007. Conceptual Framework for Meta-evaluation. 
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Table 1: Principles of M&E 

1. M&E should contribute to improved governance  

 Transparency  All findings are publicly available unless there are compelling reasons 

otherwise. 

 Accountability  Use of resources is open to public scrutiny. 

 Participation  Voice is provided to historically marginalized people. 

 Inclusion  Traditionally excluded interests are represented throughout M&E processes. 

2. M&E should be rights based 

 Bill of Rights  A rights based culture is promoted and entrenched by its inclusion in the 

value base for all evaluation processes. 

3. M&E should be development-oriented – nationally, institutionally and locally 

 Pro-poor orientation  Poverty’s causes, effects and dynamics are highlighted and the interests of 

poor people are prioritized above those of more advantaged groups. 

 

 Service delivery and 

performance 

 Variables affecting institutional performance and service delivery are 

analysed and reviewed, links are identified and responsive strategies are 

formulated. 

 Learning  Knowledge and an appetite for learning are nurtured in institutions and 

individuals. 

 Human resource 

management 

 The skills required for deliberative M&E are available, fostered and retained 

while the knowledge needed for strategic HR utilization is available and used. 

 Impact awareness  The possible impacts of M&E interventions are considered and reflected upon 

in plans and their actual outcomes are tracked and analysed systematically 

and consistently. 

4. M&E should be undertaken ethically and with integrity 

 Confidentiality  Processes ensure the responsible use of personal and sensitive information. 

 Promises of anonymity and non-identifiability are honoured and relied upon. 

 Respect  Dignity and self-esteem is built amongst stakeholders and affected people.  

 There is skillful and sensitive implementation of M&E processes. 

 Representation of 

competence 

 Those engaged in monitoring and evaluation fairly represent their 

competence and the limitations of their reports. 

 Fair reporting  Reporting provides a fair and balanced account of the findings. 

5. M&E should be utilisation oriented 

 Defining and 

meeting 

expectations 

 M&E products meet knowledge and strategic needs. 

 A record of recommendations is maintained and their implementation 

followed up. 

 Supporting utilisation  An accessible central repository of evaluation reports and indicators is 

maintained. 

6. M&E should be methodologically sound 

 Indicators and 

measures 

 Common indicators and data collection methods are used where possible to 

improve data quality and allow trend analysis. 

 Data/evidence 

based 

 Findings are clearly based on systematic evidence and analysis. 

 Methodology matches the questions being asked. 

 Appropriateness  Multiple sources are used to build more credible findings. 

 Triangulated  

7. M&E should be operationally effective 

 Planned  As an integrated component of public management, M&E is routine and 

regularized.   

 Scope  The scale of M & E reflects its purpose, level of risk and available resources. 

 Managed  Conscientious management of the function leads to sustained on-time 

delivery of excellence. 

 Cost effective  The benefits of M&E are clear and its scale is appropriate given resource 

availability. 

 Systematic  Robust systems are built up that are resilient and do not depend on 

individuals or chance. 

 

The DSD Evaluation Report was meta-evaluated in terms of the above principles.  
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In the meta-evaluation approach, communication throughout the meta-evaluation 

was important, starting from the initial process whereby the PSC held meetings with 

programme staff to obtain more information about the report to be meta-evaluated 

and collection of all relevant M&E Reports, programme management manuals, and 

other relevant documents from the Department of Social Development. 

 

The PSC then informed the Minister and the Director-General for the Department of 

Social Development about the intention to meta-evaluate the Department of Social 

Development’s study on the ISRDP and URP (2008). 

 

A systematic desktop review and assessment of the evaluation report and other 

relevant documents and drawing conclusions from such documents.  

 

Field research in the form of interviews with the compiler of the report, Khanya-aicdd 

and Strategy and Tactics and programme managers from the Department of Social 

Development to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the monitoring and evaluation 

aspects of the programme and key aspects of the report.  

 

1.5 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY 
 

The meta-evaluation was limited to an evaluation of the Evaluation; in other words, it 

was a desk-top meta-evaluation. Any evaluation issue not contained in the Evaluation 

report could, therefore, not be taken into consideration. However, the PSC also 

conducted interviews with Mr. Alpha Mahlako, Senior Manager: Sustainable 

Livelihoods, Department of Social Development and Professor David Everatt, Executive 

Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory (GCRO) to assess the evaluation’s 

compliance with the standards contained in the PSC’s Meta-evaluation Framework.  

 

1.6 STRUCTURE OF REPORT 

 

The rest of the report is organised as follows: 

 

Chapter 2 presents the context of the Integrated Sustainable Rural Development 

Programme (ISRDP) and the Urban Renewal Programme (URP).) and what 

they seek to achieve. 

 

Chapter 3  presents the central argument of the Evaluation and assesses whether the 

findings and recommendations of the Evaluation are valid, based on the 

evidence it cites and the arguments it employs.  

 

Chapter 4 presents an assessment of the Evaluation in terms of the PSC’s Meta-

evaluation Conceptual Framework. 

 

Chapter 5 concludes the meta-evaluation in terms of the quality of the Evaluation, 

remaining evaluation gaps, implications for future meta-evaluations and 

recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 2: CONTEXT OF THE INTEGRATED SUSTAINABLE RURAL DEVELOPMENT 

PROGRAMME AND THE URBAN RENEWAL PROGRAMME 

 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

This chapter briefly gives some background on the Integrated Sustainable Rural 

Development Programme (ISRDP) and the Urban Renewal Programme (URP). The 

background is provided because the DSD’s programmes and projects included in the 

evaluation are located in the ISRDP and URP nodes. This background information is 

necessary to be able to understand the Evaluation. The nodes were selected because 

of the high poverty rates experienced by citizens who reside in these nodes.9  

 

2.2 BACKGROUND OF THE ISRDP AND THE URP 

 

The Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Strategy (ISRDS) and the Urban Renewal 

Programme (URP) was announced by the former President, President Thabo Mbeki, on 

9 February 2001. The objective of the ISRDP was to tackle poverty and 

underdevelopment in selected 13 rural areas, with a large focus on former homelands. 

The URP aimed at achieving the same objective in six urban township areas 

characterized by poor special planning and social and economic underdevelopment.  

 

The ISRDP and URP are, however, not programmes with their own budgets that uses 

one or more of several poverty reduction approaches, such as income support (for 

example, the social grants system), assisting people to acquire assets (for example, the 

land reform programme) or assisting people to generate a sustainable livelihood (by, 

for example, setting up small businesses), to achieve poverty reduction.10 Rather, the 

programmes aim to achieve poverty reduction through focusing and coordinating the 

efforts of government at national, provincial and local spheres, including key 

parastatals and communities through active participation. The overall aim of the 

programmes was to alleviate poverty by creatively harnessing the resources that are 

already available in the designated or nodes at which the programme was targeted. 

 

The vision of the ISRDP also applies to URP which is “socially cohesive and stable 

communities with viable institutions, sustainable economies and universal access to 

social amenities, able to attract skilled and knowledgeable people, equipped to 

contribute to their own and the nation’s growth and development”. 11 

 

The two programmes have the following features in common:12 

 

 They both target poverty alleviation as an explicit objective.  

                                                           
9  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. The Department of Social Development’s study on the 

ISRDP and URP: Rural Synthesis and Urban Synthesis Reports. 2008. 
10  Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission.2009. Evaluation of Coordination and Integration in the ISRDP. 
11

  Republic of South Africa. Department of Provincial and Local Government. 2006. National Urban Renewal Programme 
Implementation Framework. 2006. 

12
  Ibid. 
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 They focus on addressing the micro- and local economic development 

imperatives to be achieved by the country. 

 To achieve improved co-ordination and integration of service delivery across 

government, with a particular focus at a local level 

 The decentralisation of decision-making and setting of priorities at a local level, 

aimed directly at building robust and sustainable municipalities and a strong 

local government sphere. 

 Promotes demand-driven approach to development, where local projects are 

identified through the municipal integrated development planning process 

 Recognises that various partnerships will be necessary to ensure the success of 

each of the programmes. 

 

The ISRDP 15 poorest rural nodes and the URP six urban nodes are listed in the Table 

below. 

 

Table 2: ISRDP and URP Poverty Nodes13 

The ISRDP Nodes The URP Nodes 

 OR Tambo District Municipality 

 Alfred Nzo District Municipality 

 Chris Hani District Municipality 

 Ukhahlamba Local Municipality 

 Maluti-A-Phofung Local Municipality 

 Ugu District Municipality 

 Umkhanyakude District Municipality 

 Umzimkhulu District Municipality 

 Umzinyathi District Municipality 

 Zululand District Municipality 

 Greater Sekhukhune District Municipality  

 Maruleng Local Municipality 

 Bushbucksridge Local Municipality 

 John Taolo Gaetsewe District Municipality 

 Central Karoo District Municipality 

 

 Alexandra, City of 

Johannesburg 

 Galeshewe, Sol Plaatjie 

Municipality 

 Inanda, eThekwini 

Metropolitan Municipality 

 Khayelitsha and Mitchtells 

Plain, City of Cape Town 

 Mdantsane, Buffalo City 

 Motherwell, Nelson 

Mandela Bay Municipality 

 

A total of 62 projects were evaluated during the second evaluation of the DSD projects 

and services. Forty-one (41) of these projects were in the ISRDP nodes and 21 were in 

the URP nodes. The 41 projects in the ISRDP nodes consisted of 28 (68%) income-

generating projects and 30 (32%) catering for free basic services to the community. In 

terms of the 26 projects in the URP nodes, 15 were income-generating projects and 11 

existed to provide free basic services to the community. 14 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
13  Republic of South Africa. Department of Provincial and Local Government. 2010. A Nodal Approach to Development: 

URP and ISRDP 2001 – 2009. 
14  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. The Department of Social Development’s Study on the 

ISRDP and URP, Rural Synthesis Report, 2008. 
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2.3 CONCLUSION 

 

The foregoing chapter has background information about the ISRDP and URP since the 

projects evaluated are located in ISRDP and URP nodes. The next chapter discusses the 

monitoring and evaluation framework of DSD’s projects and programmes.  
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CHAPTER 3: OVERVIEW OF THE SECOND EVALUATION OF DSD SERVICES AND PROJECTS 

  

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

This chapter presents an evaluative overview of the Evaluation. It assesses how the 

Evaluation proceeded from its objectives, presented its arguments, the evidence it 

relied on and whether conclusions and recommendations are valid and appropriate. It 

also highlights strengths and the general limitations of the Evaluation.  

 

3.2 THE MAIN THRUST OF THE EVALUATION 

 

The Evaluation is a study of socio-economic conditions (mainly poverty) and the 

performance of DSD services and projects in the 22 ISRDP and URP nodes.  (Reports are 

available for all 22 nodes; that is why the Report is called an “Overview” or “Synthesis” 

report.)  The Evaluation consists of two distinct parts: The first part is a quantitative socio-

economic survey, which measured socio-economic parameters like poverty, gender 

inequality and health status. The second part is a qualitative study of the success of 

DSD projects and the reasons for that success (or failure). The evaluation report is 

actually three reports in one. The results of the socio-economic survey are contained in 

Section 1 of the Report and the qualitative study of DSD projects in Sections 3 and 4 

(one for the ISRDP projects and one for the URP projects). 

 

The Evaluation is also a longitudinal study: Two surveys were done, one in 2006 

(baseline survey) and one in 2008 and changes in conditions and progress with projects 

were assessed by comparing the 2006 and 2008 data. After the baseline survey the 

DSD implemented a national, provincial and nodal support programme in response to 

the findings of the baseline survey and the 2008 study could assess the success of this 

support programme. 

 

The specific objectives of the quantitative socio-economic survey were do a baseline 

measurement of social conditions in the node and then to repeat the measurements 

with a smaller survey after two years to detect changes (good or bad) that occurred in 

the interim period. 

 

The specific objectives of the qualitative study were to:15 

 

(i) “Update information on the functioning of DSD supported projects”; 

(ii) “Identify whether and how issues raised during the first baseline research were 

dealt with”;  

(iii) “Identify changes to DSD services in the nodes since the first evaluation”; and 

(iv) “Identify emerging issues and to assist in planning a way forward for the node 

based on emerging issues” 

 

                                                           
15

 Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An Overview: 
Rural Synthesis Report. Page 114. 
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This chapter provides details on how the Evaluation attempted to achieve the above 

objectives. Since the quantitative socio-economic survey and the qualitative 

evaluation employed completely different methodologies, the two parts are discussed 

separately. 

 

3.2.1 SOCIO-ECONOMIC SURVEY (MEASUREMENT SURVEY) 

 

The socio-economic survey was a sample survey using standard closed-ended 

questions to measure social phenomena.  Since the phenomena are complex, indices 

were used, each consisting of a number of indicators.  Each indicator is associated with 

a question or a few questions.  The indices used in the study were the following: 

 

 Poverty 

 Health Status 

 Social Capital 

 Development 

 Service Standards 

 Global Development (which combined the foregoing five indices) 

 Gender Inequality 

 Sustainable Livelihoods 

 

The study used recognised questions and indices and employed recognised sampling 

protocols and one can, therefore, be highly confident that valid results were 

produced. The sampling protocols are explained in more detail in the next chapter of 

this meta-evaluation report. 

 

The values for the indicators and indices were tabulated for each ISRDP and URP node 

for the two years.  Results can therefore be compared between nodes, between the 

two programmes (ISRDP and URP) and over the two periods.  Colour codes were used 

to identify the best and worst performing nodes.  Presenting the results in this way allows 

the DSD to determine priorities by node, although no specific recommendations were 

made and it is not clear how the DSD should respond to the specific indicators since 

the nodes have in any case been prioritised because they are the poorest places in 

the country. 

 

Some correlations are made, for example in cases where service delivery scored red, it 

tended to cluster with other red warning lights. Nodes that were identified as the 

weakest in terms of addressing critical development issues were also the ones that 

fared poorly on the service delivery index. Another example is that the worst 

performing nodes were associated with poor local governance.  Such correlations 

suggest that government programmes and services have a huge impact on indices 

like poverty but the Evaluation did not specifically set out to make such correlations 

and it is difficult to link social conditions in the nodes to DSD services. 
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The finding that there was an improvement in service delivery across the board by DSD 

in the 2006 to 2008 period (see “Overview: Conclusion” chapter on page 36) is not 

really borne out by the results. 

 

Some interesting findings of the socio-economic survey (measurement survey) were the 

following: 

 

Poverty 

 

Poverty has been declining but rural poverty is double that of urban poverty. 

 

 
Figure 1: Poverty levels in URP and ISRDP nodes 

 

Sustainable Livelihoods 

 

Interestingly, the differences between urban and rural nodes are not so stark if the 

Sustainable Livelihoods index is used.  The score for rural nodes is 0,3464, slightly higher 

than that for urban nodes of 0,3430 (where 0 is bad and 1 is good). This reflects the fact 

that the Sustainable Livelihoods index positively scores assets that people do have 

access to in rural areas, such as access to fishing, wildlife, communal land, and 

ownership of livestock and farming equipment, as well as skills and capacities rather 

than only formal education, such as hair-dressing, craft-making and farming. 
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Figure 2: Sustainable livelihoods scores in URP and ISRDP for 2008 only with regard to 

different types of livelihoods assets 
 

Service Delivery 

 

Few people are using DSD services, typically only one in ten, suggesting that DSD was 

poorly positioned in the nodes. Many residents rated DSD services as below average 

but this has drastically come down in the urban nodes. The opposite is true of the rural 

nodes. 

 

 

Figure 3: Proportion of respondents rating different components of DSD service delivery 

as below average 

 

3.2.2 THE QUALITATIVE STUDIES (RURAL AND URBAN SYNTHESIS REPORTS) 

 

These were also longitudinal studies in that a baseline study was done in 2006 and a 

follow-up study in 2008.  In-between the two studies researchers facilitated a process 

with nodal DSD officials to prioritise issues and develop an action plan. Nodal staff were 
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also provided with support to implement the action plan. The 2008 study then assessed 

the progress made. This was inter alia achieved by selecting the sample of projects 

evaluated in 2008 from a list of those that were previously evaluated.   

 

Methodology 

 

The basic methodology that was applied was that the success of projects were rated, 

issues determining that success were then identified and lastly recommendations 

formulated to address some of the issues.   

 

The rating of the projects was based on a self-rating, using colour codes, where green 

meant the project is going well, orange that the project had potential but is not quite 

realising it yet and red was failing projects. This type of rating is heavily dependent on 

the criteria for success that are applied and the researchers noted that even green 

projects showed considerable vulnerabilities. The researchers also noted that “it is quite 

possible that project members are indicating their appreciation for support received 

more than considering the projects to be well-functioning and sustainable”.16 

 

Issues were identified through interviews with nodal staff and project members.  Key 

issues from the first evaluation were the point of departure. Key themes were 

consolidated and further explored and validated in a workshop with DSD nodal and 

provincial staff and other stakeholders, including other government departments and 

service providers. The issues from the first evaluation and changes in the nodes since 

then were extensively tabulated, giving a valuable resource for similar evaluations in 

future. 

 

Some of the key issues identified were that there was a lack of coordination between 

all government departments and entities operating in the nodes, despite the fact that 

better coordination was one of the primary aims of the ISRDP; project business plans 

did not build on the needs and capabilities of the members of projects; few and high 

turnover within the ranks of Community Development Practitioners, as well as a lack of 

understanding of their roles; a need for the expansion of DSD services; DSD not being 

well-placed to make a success of income generating projects; and a lack of and 

discontinuance of funding of projects that provide a service to communities, like 

Home-Based Care and which cannot generate their own income. 

 

3.3 SIMILARITIES WITH PSC FINDINGS 

 

It is interesting that many of the findings and recommendations of the Evaluation are 

similar to PSC findings and recommendations, as reflected below. The fact that 

different evaluators, working totally independently and in different year arrived at 

similar conclusions, attests to the strength of these findings and recommendations. 

 

 Integration and coordination remains weak. 

                                                           
16  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An Overview: 

Rural Synthesis Report. Page 114. Page 123. 
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This is also the finding of the PSC in its report on Integration and Coordination in the 

Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Programme.17 

 

 DSD needs to devolve authority to districts to make and execute their own plans 

in policy and practice. 

 

The above recommendations are in line with the recommendations made by the PSC 

on the study of Integration and Coordination in the Integrated Sustainable Rural 

Development Programme. The PSC noted that in the absence of full devolution and 

based on the belief that coordination should be facilitated by local role players, and 

made similar recommendations as above.18 The PSC’s recommendation on 

decentralisation is worked out in some detail. 

 

 The evaluation recommended that management structures need to encourage 

a culture of reflection, learning, analysis and action planning on all levels and 

should commit to regular structured reflection sessions. Feedback on such 

sessions should be part of routine reporting to the next level.   

 

This recommendation is in line with the PSC’s PSM&ES indicators and standards on 

development orientation which require that organisational learning takes place. The 

PSC is of the view that systems should be in place to consciously identify lessons learned 

and to apply these to future projects. The most basic forms of learning such as seminars 

and publications should be mentioned. 

 

 Despite observations which suggest that many projects did not achieve their 

objectives, project members themselves reported many positive impacts 

(material and social or emotional) on their lives as a result of participating in 

projects and these included: 

 

 Learning new things and gaining skills including in teamwork, finances, 

and in productive skills like baking; 

 Income or stipends received at the end of the year; 

 Savings that allowed for participation in stokvels and other community 

systems; 

 Improved nutrition. 

 A sense of pride, status and/or respect from family and community; 

 A peer support group and friendship, safety, and a greater ability to have 

relationships with others; 

 Members kept busy, productive and focused. 

 

This finding is similar to PSC findings.  The PSC found that the benefits of these types of 

projects are quite modest in terms of the number of people reached, number of jobs 

created and the provision of sustainable income streams.  However, the PSC report 

                                                           
17 Republic of South Africa. Public Service Commission. 2009. An evaluation of Integration and Coordination in the 

Integrated Sustainable Rural Development Programme. 
18 Ibid. 
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goes further and says that “the success of these projects should probably not be 

measured in these macro terms but more on the level of the individual beneficiaries 

and households.”19 Nevertheless, the Evaluation recommends that “a period of 

reflection is required to assess the extent to which the outcomes of the projects to date 

can justify the expenditure, and whether the resources were used most effectively.”20 

 

3.4 STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF THE EVALUATION 

 

3.4.1 STRENGTHS 

 

The following strengths were identified: 

 

3.4.1.1  Objectives of the Evaluations 

 

Overall, the Evaluations managed to achieve their major objectives.   

 

The Quantitative Social Survey 

 

The Survey is a thorough description of social conditions in the nodes along multiple 

dimensions (using a number of indices), which is an invaluable planning resource. 

 

The two qualitative studies 

 

The major benefit of the qualitative study is a systematic identification of the factors 

that determine the success of these types of projects, of what worked and did not 

work, and this provides an invaluable knowledge base for the design of programmes 

and projects in future. 

 

3.4.1.2  Longitudinal nature of the studies 

 

Both studies were longitudinal studies. (A baseline study was done in 2006 and a follow-

up study in 2008 in order to establish what changes occurred compared to the 

baseline of 2006.) The quantitative study showed whether social conditions like poverty 

have changed (it has dropped from 2001 to 2006 but then leveled off between 2006 

and 2008, the period of the study). With regard to the qualitative study, the longitudinal 

design made it possible to establish how issues raised in the first evaluation have been 

dealt with in the intervening period (many issues remain, improved services in some 

nodes but poorer services in others). The study could establish what the reasons for 

changes and their impact were. 

 

3.4.1.3  The Quality of Recommendations 

 

The recommendations are sound, objective and implementable.  If implemented, they 

can contribute towards programme improvement.  A fundamental recommendation 

on the policy and strategic level was also made that can have a huge impact if 

implemented. This recommendation was that –  
                                                           
19 Republic of South Africa.  Public Service Commission. Report on the Evaluation of Government’s Poverty Reduction 

Programme. October 2007. 
20 Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An Overview: 

Rural Synthesis Report. Page 139. 
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“DSD should stop seeing itself as the driver of income-generating projects where 

it has limited competence, and at the same time massively increase its support 

for the creation and maintenance of community-based service organizations in 

social welfare and social development.”21 

 

3.4.1.4  Time frames of the Evaluation 

 

The qualitative evaluation team completed interviews with 67 projects within 2 weeks 

between February and May. The overall evaluation was allocated a timeframe of 2 

years from the baseline to the measurement survey. This implies that the Department 

had properly planned for the Evaluation and allocated reasonable time frames for 

undertaking it. 

 

3.4.2 WEAKNESSES 

 

Whilst the Evaluations were able to present an update of changes in the nodes and at 

project level, the following limitations were identified in the overall design of the two 

Evaluations, but mainly the qualitative study. 

 

3.4.2.1  Overall design of the Evaluations 

 

A point of critique on the overall evaluation design (a socio-economic survey 

complemented by a qualitative study of DSD services and projects) is that little attempt 

was made to link the outcomes of DSD services and projects to the socio-economic 

indices of the quantitative measurement survey. For instance, the scale of DSD services 

and projects (excluding social grants) is certainly too small to have a major impact. The 

combined scale of all the programmes of all sections of government undertaken in the 

nodes are also not specifically discussed except to say that the notion of coordination 

has failed. 

 

3.4.2.2  Limitation of the Self-rating System 

 

Projects were requested to rate their status in terms of the ‘green’, ‘orange’ or ‘red’ 

classifications used in the Reid22 research and to motivate the decision. Tables were 

developed to show the change in these self-ratings between the two evaluations. This 

self-rating was based on the perceptions of project participants and the evaluators did 

not make an effort to verify the perceptions by obtaining evidence to support the 

perceptions.  

 

The fact that not all the projects received a rating in the first evaluation – 11 out of 21 

(52%) in URP nodes and 26 out of 41 (63%) in ISRDP nodes – makes it difficult to 

                                                           
21 Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An Overview: 

Rural Synthesis Report. Page 138 
22 The major study preceding the current study.  The DSD appointed Reid Management Consulting Services in January 

2006 to undertake a verification of all former Poverty Relief Programme (PRP) projects. This involved field visits to 
all PRP projects, assessing the projects against so-called “capacity assessment indicators” and considering exit 
strategies for the projects.  
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compare the status of projects in 2006 to that of 2008 and whether the status is 

improving or deteriorating. The evaluation only states that in the ISRDP the rating of 31% 

went down, the rating of 25% went up, and 44% stayed as they were, although of these 

all of them, but one, were already rated green.  Sound reasons are not provided why 

some of the projects were not rated in the first evaluation, but the evaluators noted 

that there is no value in comparing these results with the first evaluation since one of 

the criteria for selection of the projects for evaluation in the second round was to study 

both strong and weak projects.  This, however, somewhat defeats the main purpose of 

the study of providing a comparative analysis between the first assessment and the 

follow-up assessment. 

 

The main emphasis of the qualitative study was, however, not to give an exact rating of 

the success of projects, but to identify the factors that determined success and could 

lead to better design of the programmes and projects in future.  The PSC, therefore, 

does not view this weakness as detracting materially from the Evaluation. 

 

3.4.2.3  Lack of evidence on the Implementation of Recommendations 

 

Whilst the Evaluation recommendations are sound, implementable and utilization 

focussed, the Department failed to supply the PSC with evidence of implementation of 

these recommendations.      

 

3.4.2.4  Weak M&E System 

 

The Evaluation found that M&E Systems were weak and not regularised.  Although the 

Department has made proposals to strengthen these systems, there is no evidence that 

such proposals have been implemented.  

 

3.4.2.5  Shortcomings in terms of Packaging of the report 

 

The packaging of sections 2 and 3 the report (the two qualitative studies) is confusing.  

The results of the evaluation are presented in an incoherent fashion and in sections in 

chapters that seem to repeat in later chapters, namely: 

 

 Introductory chapter 

o Key issues from the first evaluation 

 Chapter on Update on projects 

o Changes since the first evaluation 

o What worked and did not work 

 Chapter on Changes in the nodes since the first evaluation 

 Chapter on Key emerging issues 

 

This structure tries to create a chronology between issues from the first evaluation and 

new issues from the second evaluation, but there are many overlaps between the lists.  

The confusion is also on a conceptual level because there is no real difference 

between “issues”, “changes” and “what worked well and did not work well”. Both 
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changes and what did not work well can become issues, or a change worked or did 

not work. Whilst the executive summary attempts to provide the overall picture, the 

presentation of the actual content could confuse the reader.   

 

3.5 CONCLUSION 

 

The Evaluation generally succeeded to present a coherent argument in terms of status 

of DSD projects in URP and ISRDP nodes, starting from the objectives to the conclusions 

and recommendations. With the exception of a few areas pinpointed in this chapter, 

namely, the self-rating by participants, the assessment of what worked and what did 

not work, lack of evidence on the implementation of recommendations, the Evaluation 

generally succeeded to achieve what it set out to achieve. 
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CHAPTER 4:  ASSESSMENT OF THE EVALUATION IN TERMS OF THE META-EVALUATION 

FRAMEWORK 

 

4.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

This chapter assesses the Evaluation against each of the seven Monitoring and 

Evaluation principles of the PSC’s Conceptual Framework for Meta-evaluation – see 

Table 1 in Chapter 1. A questionnaire was designed around the seven principles and 

used as a checklist to analyse the key issues raised in the Evaluation.    

 

4.2 PRELIMINARY ASPECTS OF THE EVALUATION 

 

Provide details on the cover page of the report.  

 

The following title of the Report appears on the cover page: 

 

The Department of Social Development’s study on the ISRDP and URP: Building 

sustainable livelihoods: An overview. The report consist of three sections and the 

section titles also appear on the cover, namely: Analysing a baseline (2006) and 

measurement (2008) survey in the 22 nodes of the URP and ISRDP; Rural Synthesis 

report; and Urban Synthesis Report.”  

 

The cover page has the name and logo of the commissioning Department, the 

Department of Social Development. The cover page also shows the names of the 22 

urban and rural nodes.  

 

What were the evaluation questions? 

 

The Evaluation did not provide main research questions but mentioned the 

methodology and objectives only. However, the objectives were used in the place 

of main research questions.23 Indeed, the Evaluation was specifically structured 

around the objectives and that determined the type of evaluation, the 

methodologies used, and consequently the outcome of the evaluation.  There was 

therefore no need for evaluation questions.   

 

Are the objectives of the study clearly stated? 

 

The objectives of the study are clearly stated in page 7 of the social survey and 

pages 114 and 152 in both rural and urban and synthesis reports under the section: 

Objectives and Methodology. The objectives and methodology are also repeated in 

all the 22 nodal reports. The objectives were based on the terms of reference for the 

study.  

                                                           
23

  Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
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Comment on whether the Report communicates what the logic framework for the 

programme is. 

 

During an interview with the project manager for the evaluation, it transpired that 

the ISRDP logic framework was used as the basis for the evaluation.24  

 

Did the evaluation cover the achievements of the programme? 

 

The report does cover the achievements of the programme. The quantitative 

evaluation provides measurement data on social and economic indices but does 

not link these as direct outcomes of the programme and services of DSD. 

 

In the qualitative evaluation, projects were requested to rate their status in terms of 

the ‘green’, ‘orange’ or ‘red’ classifications used in the Reid research and to 

motivate the decision. The green rating indicated that members thought the project 

was going well, orange indicated that the project had potential but not quite 

realising it yet, and red indicated a failing project. The Report, however, does not 

give data on the achievement of specific objectives of projects or against the 

specific performance indicators of projects. 

 

Twenty projects, half the total, rated themselves as green, seventeen rated 

themselves orange and four rated themselves red or no longer functioning. 

Nevertheless, even projects which rated themselves green showed considerable 

vulnerabilities. As discussed in chapter 4, the ranking is based on project 

participants’ perception. In this regard, beneficiary subjectivity cannot be ruled out. 

 

The sections on “changes since the first evaluation” and “what worked and what 

did not work” also include the achievements of the DSD services and programmes.   

  

Comment overall, on the quality of the report. 

 

The Evaluation Report has the following shortcomings: 

 

 Headings are not numbered; 

 There is no bibliography, yet sources such as the census 2001 and 2006 and 

the first DSD evaluation have been cited. The Bibliography could have also 

included details of the interviews conducted during the second evaluation. 

 The Evaluation Report does not have an annexure section. This section could 

have been part of this report and should have included the evaluation 

instruments. 

 

The packaging of the report is confusing. The results of the evaluation are presented 

in an incoherent fashion and in sections in chapters that seem to repeat in later 

                                                           
24

 Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
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chapters. However, the Evaluation has executive summaries for both urban and rural 

synthesis reports and an overview of high level findings for the survey, which simplify 

the issues raised in the report.  

 

4.3 CONTRIBUTION TO IMPROVED GOVERNANCE 

 

Are all the findings of the evaluation report publicly available unless there are 

compelling reasons otherwise?  

 

The Report is published and it is available on the Khanya-Aicdd’s website but it is not 

available on the Departmental website. Papers emanating from the research were 

presented at 3 conferences, formed a chapter of a book, was presented at the 

Africanist Society in Moscow and also published in peer reviewed journals.25 

Hundreds of compact discs (CDs) were produced and 22 quantitative reports and 

22 qualitative reports.26 In addition, there was a big intergovernmental launch of the 

report. The findings are therefore widely available to the stakeholders.   

 

Comment on the involvement of beneficiaries in the evaluation. 

 

Beneficiaries were fully involved in the qualitative evaluation.  In the quantitative 

evaluation a survey was done of randomly selected respondents from the nodes.  In 

the qualitative evaluation, beneficiary interviews were conducted for 62 projects in 

ISRDP and URP nodes. The main findings of the Evaluation are largely based on these 

interviews. The perspective of the beneficiaries was crucial during the data 

gathering phase.  

 

In addition, the quantitative evaluation used local people for data collection for the 

± 8600 interviews conducted. Young people with Matric were trained on how to 

collect data and they were paid. The reports were also presented back to the 

beneficiaries. 

 

4.4 M&E SHOULD BE RIGHTS BASED 

 

Was the Bill of Rights included in the value base of the evaluation? 

 

It is evident when reading the Evaluation and related documents that the Evaluation 

conforms to the Bill of Rights contained in the Constitution of the Republic of South 

Africa. Although the Bill of Rights is not explicitly used as a value base, the analysis of 

the impact of DSD projects and services (in the qualitative evaluation) is done in the 

context of the Bill of Rights. 

 

Furthermore, the quantitative evaluation report covers gender based violence; 

issues related to youth, women and older people and service delivery issues such as 

                                                           
25  Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
26  Ibid 



A Meta-evaluation of the Second Evaluation of DSD Services and Projects 21   
 

access to water, electricity and housing. This is in line with sections 27 (1) (a-b) and 

section 26 (1) of the Bill of Rights. Issues of reproductive health rights were also 

looked at.  

 

4.5 DEVELOPMENT ORIENTATION 

 

Does the evaluation highlight poverty’s causes, effects and dynamics? 

 

The Evaluation explicitly highlighted poverty’s causes and effects and dynamics of 

poverty. The causes of poverty highlighted in the quantitative report were: 27 

 

(i) High rates of unemployment (74% in ISRDP nodes and 65% in URP nodes);  

(ii) Many female-headed households (57% in both ISRDP and URP nodes);  

(iii) Presence of children in households who were not children of the head of the 

household (48% in ISRDP nodes and 38% in URP nodes); 

(iv) Households looking after orphans (9% in ISRDP nodes and 3% in URP nodes); 

(v) Decline in service quality for water, electricity, affordable housing, etc.  

 

The quantitative evaluation breaks down poverty according to gender and age 

and it shows that poverty is mostly spread amongst black people. According to the 

project manager, this was the first study ever to build a quantitative way of 

measuring sustainable livelihoods.28 

 

Does the evaluation ensure that variables affecting institutional performance and 

service delivery are analysed and revealed and that links are identified and 

responsive strategies formulated? 

 

The qualitative evaluation focused on institutional performance, coordination and 

integration and all aspects of the project/ service delivery cycle. Recommendations 

were made on these aspects; however, at the time of the evaluation, the evaluators 

were not sure what the Department was doing with the recommendations.29 

 

The qualitative evaluation also looked at DSD staffing levels at nodal level; it 

presented total number of posts, number of vacant posts and the vacancy rate per 

node. The report also assessed the impact of staff shortages, which included staff 

being overworked, staff feeling under pressure and stress, high staff turnover and low 

staff morale. The evaluation found that: 

 

“There was inadequate institutional capacity and operational infrastructure 

within DSD District Offices (DOs) and amongst community-based organisations 

(CBOs) and not-for-profit organisations (NPOs) – including co-ordination, 

management and strategic capacity. This made it difficult for the DO to match 

                                                           
27  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An 

Overview: Urban and Rural Synthesis Reports. 
28  Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
29  Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
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or meet the staffing and co-ordination needs required to optimally implement 

the ISDM or effectively implement and manage the vision, goals, objectives 

and plans of DSD.”  

 

The evaluation recommended that DSD should devolve staff appointments to the 

regional level, which is much closer to the needs of the node and that new ways to 

recruit and retain staff and develop strategies to fill the human resources gap, such 

as employing more auxiliary staff and creating incentives, should be considered.  

 

Did the evaluation nurture knowledge and an appetite for learning in institutions and 

individuals? 

 

The qualitative Evaluation was structured in the following manner: Baseline research 

was conducted in 2006 and strengths and weaknesses identified. A support 

programme was then developed and the evaluators then returned to the nodes in 

2008 to assess the progress made. The qualitative Evaluation also followed a 

participatory approach and was specifically aimed at learning by participants and 

at support from the evaluators and the departments to district offices. 

 

This meta-evaluation did include an assessment of what the Department did with 

the Evaluation Report, including using the Report as a source for learning about the 

successes or failures of its programmes and services and the reasons for such success 

or failure. It also assessed how decision-makers received the Evaluation Report and 

what actions they took on the basis of its recommendations. The Department was 

requested to furnish the PSC with information on the interventions that they have 

taken to ensure the implementation the recommendations made by the evaluation 

but they did not supply such information.  

 

Were the possible impacts of the M & E intervention considered and reflected upon 

in plans and their actual outcomes tracked and analyzed systematically and 

consistently? 

 

See previous question. 

 

4.6  ETHICS AND INTEGRITY 

 

Did the process ensure the responsible use of personal and sensitive information? 

 

Confidentiality was guaranteed for all participants and the researchers had to start 

by building trust with the beneficiaries. During the interviews the participants were 

told that no one else can see the responses that they provided. 
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Did the report provide a fair and balanced account of the findings? 

 

The quantitative survey measured objective social parameters and made use of 

indices to give a balanced perspective of complex phenomena like poverty and 

“sustainable livelihoods”.  The indices contain many dimensions of the phenomena 

and make use of accepted measures to arrive at a balanced account. 

 

The rating of the status of projects as green, orange or red and the assessment of the 

impact of projects was done in a balanced manner even though it was perception 

based. Changes to DSD services and projects were analysed credibly. The 

identification of factors that determined success (what worked well and less well) 

was done through the participation of community development practitioners and 

beneficiaries and this expertise and insights make it probable that key factors were 

identified/ not missed. The evaluation also looked for both positive and negative 

findings. The Evaluation is a fair and balanced evaluation that would contribute 

generally to the on-going poverty reduction debate in South Africa.  

 

4.7 UTILIZATION FOCUS 

 

Did the evaluation identify the intended users and cater for their information needs? 

 

The main users of the evaluation were the Department of Social Development, 

provincial social development departments and other sector departments.30 The 

report was constantly sent to DSD for their comment and editing to ensure that all 

issues that they need to be covered by the report are indeed included.  

 

The report did not specifically identify the intended users. However, the content 

suggests that it caters for policy developers; implementers and managers, and other 

stakeholders at district, provincial and national spheres. This is reflected in sections of 

the qualitative evaluation report focusing on changes to DSD services and projects, 

changes in staffing levels, and key issues emerging around DSD services.  Many of 

the changes in DSD services and projects that are extensively tabulated in the 

Report, were as a direct result of the baseline evaluation in 2006 and the 

recommendations then made. 

 

During the interview with the PSC, the Senior Manager for Social Development, Mr. 

Mahlako indicated that some of the Evaluation recommendations have been 

implemented, such as conducting a comprehensive skills audit and training of 

community development practitioners and providing a toolkit for community 

development practitioners.31 

 

 

                                                           
30

 Interview with Professor David Everatt, Executive Director: Gauteng City-Region Observatory, 20 May 2011. 
31 Interview with Mr. A. Mahlako, Senior Manager: Sustainable Livelihoods, Department of Social Development, 11 

April 2011. 
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Does the report discuss the scope and limitations of the study? 

 

The scope of the qualitative study is discussed under Section 1 “Introduction” 

subheading 4 “Objectives and methodology of the Evaluation” on page 114. The 

scope of the study is based on the Terms of Reference. The scope of the quantitative 

study is discussed under Section 1 “Introduction” subheading 2 “Sampling and 

weighing Evaluation” on page 8-9. 

 

Section 2 and 3 of the Report acknowledges the limitation with regard to the rating 

of the success of projects as green, orange and red. The ratings are firstly limited by 

respondent subjectivity.  Ratings such as these are further highly dependent on the 

success criteria that are applied and the Report acknowledges that respondent 

ratings of success are more a reflection of their appreciation for support received 

from the department than really considering the projects to be well-functioning and 

sustainable. 

 

Are recommendations targeted to a specific audience? Are they feasible and 

acceptable? 

 

The recommendations target the Department of Social Development (including 

provincial departments of social development) and their projects, local 

government, and other sector departments. When discussing the recommendations, 

the Evaluation specifically mentioned the stakeholder(s) affected by that particular 

recommendation, e.g. “The municipality is supposed to be the key structure in 

integration and coordination at local level yet it is not playing this role”.32 

 

The Department of Social Development and other sector departments were happy 

and they endorsed the findings of the study.33 

 

Specific recommendations were made for projects and DSD services in both the 

rural and urban synthesis reports.   

 

Comment on whether the recommendations are implementable. 

 

The Evaluation recommendations are appropriate, feasible and implementable, 

and in most cases the Evaluation provided details or practical examples of how the 

recommendations can be implemented.  

 

4.8 METHODOLOGICAL SOUNDNESS 

 

Is there a clear description of the frameworks, theories, and hypothesis that are used 

in the analysis? 
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No specific theories and hypothesis are used in the analysis for both qualitative and 

quantitative studies. None of the main sections contain a section on data analysis. 

 

The quantitative Evaluation, presented graphs and tables to show changes in the 

URP and ISRDP nodes in relation to the main areas covered between 2006 and 2008.  

 

The qualitative Evaluation uses a rating system for all selected projects in order to 

provide an update on the status of the projects. Based on the perceptions of the 

project participants projects were rated as ‘green’, ‘orange’ or ‘red’. The rating 

green indicated that members thought the project was going well, orange 

indicated that the project had potential but not quite realising it yet, and red 

indicated a failing project.  

 

Different criteria for rating was used in urban and rural nodes. In rural nodes, the 

criteria for a positive status was that (i) the project is currently receiving funding or 

training (ii) the project is producing or trading (even if not making real profit); and 

the criteria for a negative status was that (i) the project funding is running out (ii) lack 

of resources (iii) weak management and (iv) loss of resources through theft, debt or 

inability to make a profit.34  

 

In urban nodes, projects rated themselves orange because of (i) a high turnover of 

members and consequently time and money wasted on retraining new members 

and (ii) a lack of funds, income or stipends. Projects rated themselves green 

because of (i) an increased membership, (ii) meeting objectives, (iii) expansion of 

activities, (iv) income generation, (v) institutional strength, and (vi) project benefits 

filtering to the wider community.35 

 

Are multi-methods used to substantiate findings? 

 

Multi-methods were used in order to ensure the credibility of the findings i.e. both a 

qualitative and quantitative study were undertaken. 

 

In addition, survey findings and impressions gained from documents were cross-

checked with the views of stakeholders. 

 

Data collection and analysis 

 

The qualitative evaluations comprised the following methods:36 
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 Comparison: The key issues from the first evaluation  were compared with the 

key issues emerging in the second evaluation; 

 Document analysis: available updated documentation on projects and services  

were availed to researchers before individual project evaluations; 

 Interviews with members of selected projects; and 

 Stakeholder meetings: consultation and engagement with DSD nodal staff 

 

The first phase of the data collection process of the qualitative evaluation involved 

evaluators consolidating key themes and presenting them to a workshop of DSD 

nodal and provincial staff and other stakeholders. However the report does not 

mention what the key themes were.   

 

The analyses of findings were split into four sections. Events and changes since the 

first evaluation, participants’ perception of the impact of the projects, status of 

projects, and changes to DSD services and projects. Tables are used in sections on 

status of projects, and changes to DSD services and projects to illustrate the findings. 

 

For the quantitative evaluation, the survey questionnaire fell into the following main 

areas:37 

 

 Poverty 

 Development awareness 

 Social capital 

 Health status 

 Service delivery 

 Gender inequality 

 Sustainable Livelihoods 

 

Each of these main areas comprised a set of key indicator questions, as well as sub-

sets of questions – health status, for example, in addition to the battery of indicator 

questions, also included questions about HIV/AIDS, reproductive health, and so on. 

In addition to the 10-part poverty matrix there were a battery of questions about 

assets, service payments/arrears/debt, economic issues including job type 

preferences, children and orphans and grant support.  

 

To make it easier for readers to get a quick grasp of the overall findings of the survey, 

an index summary table (Table 3 of Section 1 of the Report) was created. This 

comprised an index for the six areas cited above (excluding Sustainable Livelihood 

Approach (SLA)), and a seventh that combines all the other items to provide a 

global development index for all 22 nodes, that is an average percentage. The 

results were colour-coded for easier reading: red is bad news, yellow is OK but not 

great, and green is good news. (The table only contains the colour codes and not 

the actual values and this may frustrate some readers.)   
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Rural nodes were compared with each other and urban nodes with other urban 

nodes.  

 

Is the design and sampling methods appropriate? 

 

Qualitative study 

 

A purposive sampling technique was used for the qualitative evaluation to select 

the projects to be included in the second evaluation because the report states that: 

 

“The researchers worked with DSD nodal staff to identify three projects in each 

node for the second evaluation from a list of previously evaluated projects with 

the aim to select projects of varying success to enable some indication of the 

criteria for success or failure of projects.”38 

 

Forty one projects were selected in ISRDP nodes and 21 in URP nodes. The sample 

comes only from projects that were evaluated in the first evaluation. However, it is 

not clear, for example, what was the total number of projects in either urban or rural 

nodes during the first evaluation or whether the sample is representative. 

Notwithstanding the above omission, the sampling method is deemed appropriate. 

Quantitative study (Social survey) 

 

The survey aimed to conduct 250 interviews in the URP and ISRDP nodes. For 

comparative purposes the sample frame (the adult population of 18 years and older 

according to the 2001 census) and list of starting points from the 2006 baseline 

survey was used in the quantitative evaluation. The sampling and weighting involved 

different steps in ISRDP and URP Nodes.   

 

The sampling and weighting process in the ISRDP nodes included the following steps: 

 

 Stratification of sample for each node by municipality in order to ensure that 

sufficient interviews were conducted in each municipality. 

 The sample was then stratified by settlement type(rural vs. urban) within each 

municipality 

 A random list of place names was generated per municipality using the 

principles of probability proportional to size sampling. 

 At each place name, the field workers found a school as a starting point. 

 From the school they then walked in the direction of dwellings and started at 

first dwelling and thereafter selecting every fifth dwelling 

 An adult in the household whose birthday is next was selected as the 

respondent 

 Five interviews were conducted by starting point. 
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The sampling and weighting process in the URP nodes included the following steps: 

 

 Stratification of sample for each node by wards. 

 The sample was then stratified by settlement type (rural vs. urban) within each 

ward 

 Detailed maps at ward level were generated form the Municipal 

Demarcation Board website. 

 A random series of starting was generated per ward guided by the principles 

of probability proportional to size sampling using a random grid of points. 

 At each place name, the field workers found a school as a starting point. 

 From the identified starting, the field workers proceeded in the direction of the 

centre of the node and interviewed the first dwelling and thereafter selecting 

every fifth dwelling. 

 An adult in the household whose birthday is next was selected as the 

respondent 

 Four interviews were conducted by starting point 

 

In the PSC’s view, these steps were appropriate.   

 

Is there evidence of a thorough literature review? 

 

The two synthesis reports and the 21 nodal reports do not indicate any sources. 

 

4.9 OPERATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS 

 

Are the benefits of M&E clear? 

 

The benefits of M&E are clear. After the first evaluation, there were some intervention 

to addresses issues that were raised in the first evaluation. The second evaluation 

checked progress. This is a good approach and it is commended. The second 

evaluation had its own recommendations and we don’t have information on 

whether the Department has implemented these. 

  

Are Monitoring and Evaluation processes routine and regularized? 

 

The Evaluation highlights challenges in the monitoring and evaluation of the 

programme, which are acknowledged by the Department. In this regard, the 

evaluation report found that:  
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Systematic M&E was extremely weak in most nodes making it difficult to measure 

the impact of interventions, to learn from experience and to improve practice on 

the basis of lessons drawn from what was done.39 

 

Amongst others, the Evaluation also found the following about M&E:  

 

 It was based on a top-down approach and there was a limited 

understanding of business plan content by most beneficiaries; 

 There was a lack of project and financial management capacity at project 

level; and 

 There was a limited oversight capacity /no capacity to verify the status of 

projects as reported by beneficiaries.  

 

Ms Sadi Luka, a Chief Director at the Department has proposed, amongst others, a 

participatory M&E through which stakeholders at various levels engage in M&E 

including in taking or identifying corrective action.40 However, at the time of writing 

this report, there was no evidence that this proposal has been implemented. 

 

4.10 CONCLUSION 

 

This Chapter applied the checklist method to assess the quality of the Evaluation.  

Since the checklist is not linked to any scoring system, judgment was applied to 

identify strengths and weaknesses of the Evaluation and this was supported by 

evidence supplied by the department. The meta-evaluation was based on desktop 

research and interviews with the Evaluators. The following could be discerned about 

the Evaluation: 

 

 critical findings and recommendations were made, which would contribute to 

solutions to poverty reduction in the country, if implemented; 

 although there were more weaknesses than strengths, the overall objectives of 

the Evaluation were achieved; 

 it is a credible piece of evaluation that would contribute generally to the on-

going poverty debate in South Africa in general and to the social development 

issues in particular. 

 

 

 

                                                           
39  Republic of South Africa. Department of Social Development. 2008. Building Sustainable Livelihoods: An 

Overview: Rural Synthesis Report. P 136 
40  Luka, S. 2009. The Department of Social Development’s Poverty Relief Programme. Paper presented at the 2nd 

SAMEA Conference. 17-21 August 2009. Emperor’s Palace. 



A Meta-evaluation of the Second Evaluation of DSD Services and Projects 30   
 

CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

5.1 INTRODUCTION 

 

It was stated in chapter 1 that the purpose of the meta-evaluation exercise was to 

assess the quality of the Evaluation and to provide timely comment about areas for 

improvement of monitoring and evaluation, including issues that should be 

addressed in future evaluations. This chapter concludes the meta-evaluation and 

offers recommendations to the Department of Social Development.  

 

5.2 CONCLUSIONS 

 

The Evaluation generally succeeded to present a coherent argument in terms of the 

status of DSD funded projects and socio-economic changes in the URP and ISRDP 

nodes. Conclusions derived from the assessment of the Evaluation in terms of the 

PSC’s meta-evaluation conceptual framework reveal that: 

 

 critical findings and recommendations were made, which would contribute to 

solutions to poverty reduction in the country generally and within the social 

development sector in particular.  These findings and recommendations are still 

highly relevant in 2012. 

 it is a credible piece of evaluation that would contribute generally to the on-

going poverty debate in South Africa and to the poverty reduction challenges in 

particular. 

 although the original evaluation had some weaknesses, the overall objectives of 

the Evaluation were achieved. 

 

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Based on the findings of this meta-evaluation, the following recommendations are 

made to the Department of Social Development: 

 

5.3.1 Publication of the Evaluation and other studies 

 

The Department should publish the Evaluation and other studies on its web site in 

order to ensure that the findings and recommendations are widely accessible to 

stakeholders and that they are utilized for decision-making purposes. 

 

5.3.2 Strengthening of M&E System for development/ sustainable livelihoods/ social 

service projects 

 

The Department should strengthen its M&E System for its development/ sustainable 

livelihoods/ social service projects and ensure that M&E processes are routine and 

regularized.   
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5.3.3 Implementation of the recommendations made by the evaluation 

 

The Department should ensure that the recommendations made by the Evaluation 

are implemented to improve service delivery.  

 

In the view of the PSC the recommendations in the 2008 report are sound and the 

Department should formally consider these recommendations and take appropriate 

decisions about their implementation. 
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