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Preface
This document sets out the rationale for the design and implementation of an agricultural
development plan in Bushbuckridge.
It first looks at the relevance of Bushbuckridge as a component of existing provincial plans and
strategies. It then defines the inherent development potential of the area and finally it sets out
probable approaches to implementation of the Agricultural Development Plan – including the
decision making process.

Chapter 1 demonstrates that a high impact Agricultural Development Program is feasible
within Bushbuckridge and further quantifies the potential extent of those impacts.

Chapter 2 illustrates the institutional environment, the requisite levels of investment and
the respective roles of the state and the private sector in achieving the rural industrialisation
goals that have been set.

Chapter 3

defines implementation decisions in the context of Mpumalanga provincial
structures, the practical implications of approaches to implementation and a probable time
horizon for giving effect to the Agricultural Development Plan.
The document was iteratively drafted. The first two draft were based on information obtained
through the following sources:
• Consultations with DRDLR
o LAR (Land Acquisition and Recapitalisation)
o REID (Rural Enterprise and Industrial Development)
o RLCC (Regional Land Claims Commission)
• Consultations with DARDLEA
o CRDP (Comprehensive Rural Development Program)
• Fieldwork – Qualitative Interviews with representatives from 13 former orchard and
timber estates in Bushbuckridge as well as structured interviews and questionnaires
conducted with Small Holder farmers
• Existing source documents including:
o Mpumalanga Industrial Development Plan (2015)
o DTI Special Economic Zone Business Plan and Strategy (2014)
o DRDLR Agri-Park Interdepartmental Presentation & progress report (2015)
o GIZ Research – Success Factors for CPPs and CPPPs (2011)
o Monitor report – MABEDI program evaluation (2010)
o Bushbuckridge LED Strategy (2011 – 2014)
o Vumelana Advisory Fund – technical guideline (2011)
o PHI Report – LIMA (2015)
Having presented the 2nd draft to the PHI PSC and having circulated the draft to key persons
within the public and private sector within the Province and Sector, further consultations and
inputs were obtained from:
• DARDLEA (Director – Rural Development)
• DRDLR
o Acting Director – LAR
o Director – REID
o Chief Director – Restitution
• Sub-Trop – CEO
• Citrus Growers’ Association – CEO
• Agricultural Economist (Consultant – Bruwer)
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Executive Summary
1. Chapter One – Why Bushbuckridge
1.1.Introduction
The relevance of conceptualising an agricultural development program for
Bushbuckridge is underpinned by 3 key factors that are both economic and political in
nature and that are indeed complementary and mutually reinforcing:
• The imminent development of a Special Economic Zone (SEZ) at the Lebombo
Border in Nkomazi which is expected to be implemented over the next 5 years
• The imminent implementation of an Agri-Hub in Bushbuckridge Local
Municipality which is expected to be supported through fiscal spending over the
next 10 years
• The existing agricultural development potential associated with the vast number
of unproductive fruit estates and under-productive irrigation schemes known to
exist in the Bushbuckridge area

1.2.Special Economic Zone
Both the Provincial Government’s Industrial Development plan (2015) and the DTI’s
Special Economic Zone Business Plan and Strategy Document (2014) point specifically
to the development of a SEZ at the Lebombo Border in Nkomazi. Both documents
further refer to the growth enhancing effects of this on the agricultural sector in the
Northern Regions and the potential for agro-processing feeders as being both potential
contributors and potential spin-offs from the planned SEZ development.
There is also commonality in the view that Bushbuckridge is an appropriate site for
further agricultural development – at the primary level and with the related potential
for agri-hub (and agro-processing) development.
Whilst it has not been
confirmed that
procurement and/or
construction of the SEZ has
commenced, there is
general consensus that this
is imminent and carries the
support of the provincial
EXCO (comprising MEC’s off
all ten Provincial
Departments and chaired
by the Premier of the
Province).
That being the case, export oriented primary production of agricultural products in
Bushbuckridge will potentially enjoy the benefits of improved storage and handling
facilities located in Nkomazi in the medium term – rather than Durban – and the
inherent transport and time cost savings.
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Whether located in Bushbuckridge or in Nkomazi, the planned development of an Agrihub (for packaging and agro-processing) will also be reinforced by its alignment with
the industrial development plan in general and the SEZ strategy specifically.

1.3.Agri-Parks
Given the alignment of politicians and technocrats alike and given both the expert and
general reporting around the establishment of Agri-Parks, it is reasonable to presume
that the various articulated plans are in the process of becoming a reality. These
specifically include:
• The establishment of Farmer Production Support Units near the irrigation
schemes in Bushbuckridge (and in the other 7 CRDP nodes in Mpumalanga)
• The establishment of an Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu (Bushbuckridge)
• The establishment of the new Mpumalanga International Fresh Produce Market
just outside Nelspruit (serving as the regional RUMC)

That being the case, there is every reason to believe that the opportunities for market
access of both fresh produce (vegetables) and orchard crops (fruits and nuts) will be
improved for local producers – including those in Bushbuckridge.
By locating packing, storing and processing facilities at the Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu,
Bushbuckridge producers will enjoy the added benefit of reduced logistics costs and
possibly of previously unavailable value adding opportunities.
This suggests not only new opportunities in production and post harvest practices but
also the possible removal of high capital costs associated with developing similar
facilities on an individual “farm level” basis. In fact, once fully developed, the
concentration of agro-industries and related supply chain components will translate
into more efficient farming practices at every level.
6

PHI – Bushbuckridge Agricultural Development Plan

2016

1.4.Existing Agricultural Development Potential
1.4.1. Irrigation Schemes
Whilst a number of small schemes lie scattered throughout the Bushbuckridge area,
there are 4 main irrigated schemes that are well known and well established – covering
an area of approximately 3,600 hectares and representing allocated rights to some
1,400 farmers collectively.
In central Bushbuckridge, there are two large schemes known as Dingley Dale and New
Forest. These schemes are adjacent to each other (originally developed in the early
1960s as a single 2,040 hectare flood irrigated cultivation area servicing some 1,317
farmers but later split into two as a result of ethnic conflict between the siPedi speaking
and Shangana speaking inhabitants at the time).
In the South of Bushbuckridge – located along the R536 from Hazyview to Kruger Gate
and in places, between the R536 in the North and the Sabi River in the South – lie the
two schemes of Sabi River and Sabi Hoxani.
These two schemes account for about 1,520 hectares shared by some 109 farmers thus
representing substantially larger portions of irrigated farmland per farmer than those
of the schemes in central Bushbuckridge.
With appropriate levels of investment, the gross value generated from these schemes
will be multiples higher than the depressed levels of production currently displayed.

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R90,000
R120,000
R180,000

3,600 hectares
R 324,000,000
R 432,000,000
R 648,000,000

1.4.2. Orchard Estates
There are at least 12 known estates in the Bushbuckridge area that traditionally grew
Mango, Citrus, Avocado, Coffee and Bananas (with Mangos and Citrus being the most
common crops). A number of timber plantations were also established and some timber
still exists on 3 of the farms.
These estates were typically developed by the former Development Corporations with
the result that once these Corporations were unbundled and discontinued in the 1990s,
the estates were left to various unknown fates.
By and large, none of these once iconic estates can be said to be operational anymore
(save for some “salvage” operations taking place on the last of the degraded orchards
within some of the orchards). Even where some level of production is on-going, from a
commercial point of view, most – if not all – of these farms would need to be entirely
replanted following years of neglect and poor farming practices.
The following table provides a simple summary of irrigable area as well as ownership
and operational status:
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Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog
Total

Previously irrigated
orchard (ha)
130

Dryland (Timber)
by ha
3000

400
45
25
Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140
2,360 ha

105
17
4800

3800
150

2016
Ownership Status

Operational Status

CPA (Pending)
State Land (lease)
CPA
State Land (PTO)
State Land (PTO)
CPA
Community Trust

Vacant
Informal
JV Partner
Vacant
Limited Plots
Informal
Vacant

State Land (PTO)
State Land (PTO)
CPA
State Land (lease)
CPA (Pending)
State Land (PTO)

Vacant
Mentorship
Leased out
Informal
Mentorship
Vacant

11,872 ha

In using a benchmark average – in this case of R111,000 per hectare per annum (being
the average of a basket of 5 orchard types) as the potential gross value of each hectare
of fruit and nuts per annum, the sum of the value of all undeveloped or underutilized
irrigated orchard land in Bushbuckridge amounts to R261,960,000 per annum.

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R 111,000 discounted by 40%
R 185,000 expected result
R 205,000 premium

2,360 hectares
R261,960,000
R436,600,000
R483,800,000

1.5.Potential Development Impact
The productive potential of the agricultural assets in Bushbuckridge is remarkably
under-utilised. Whilst there is no reliable record of the gross value of output from these
assets, there is anecdotal evidence that less than 40% of the area on smallholder
irrigation schemes are being farmed and that at most 15% of the irrigable area on the
fruit estates is being farmed.
Even to the extent that farming is taking place, these farming practices are constrained
by a range of institutional and supply chain deficiencies. No noteworthy growth has
occurred in the sector over the past 10 years (or more) owing to the absence of private
sector investment as well as insufficient or inconsistent public sector investment.
Provided that the correct framework conditions for both public and private sector
investment can be created, the potential exists for this sector to generate over to R1,1bn
per annum in gross value at the upper end or nearly R600m at the lower end.
The combined employment impact would amount to at least 8,000 direct jobs and
20,000 indirect jobs (based on a conservative allocation of 2 jobs per hectare in fresh
produce production and 0,25 jobs per hectare in orchard production).
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2. Chapter Two - Agricultural Development Plan
2.1.Introduction
It has been determined that Bushbuckridge exhibits the potential for substantial
agricultural growth based on the existence of vast tracts of under-utilised agricultural
assets – as compared to the neighbouring areas of Mbombela, Nkomazi and Hoedspruit
where all similar assets are at or near optimum production and have been extensively
capitalised – both historically and recently.
The key to unlocking the productive potential in Bushbuckridge thus lies in unlocking
investment. Achieving improved levels of investment in turn requires managing and
addressing the fragmented institutional environment that consistently thwarts the bestlaid plans.
Currently there exists a fortuitous combination of the Industrial Development Plan –
driven by DEDT and MEGA – and the Agri-Parks Plans – driven jointly by the DRDLR
and DARDLEA – and the existing CRDP program (driven by DARDLEA but overseen by
EXCO which is comprised of the MECs of all 10 Provincial Departments and is in turn
chaired by the Premier). This combination of strategies and plans suggests that the
political will exists to support the premise that Bushbuckridge is in a better position
than ever before to step up from its protracted agricultural decline and bring nearly
6,000 hectares of irrigated land into commercial production.

2.2.Institutional Context
Only about 11% of the population of Bushbuckridge is employed – 61,710 people in fact.
Census
2001

Census
2011

Working age population (15-64)

288 574

312 224

Economically Active Population

103 530

128 861

Number of employed

38 684

61 710

Number of unemployed

64 846

67 152

Unemployment rate (%)

62.6%

52.1%

LABOUR INDICATORS

IHS Global Insight
2014

47.5%

According to Stats SA’s 2011 census, “almost a fifth (19%) of the adult population had
no education at all. Almost half of the adult population had no secondary education at
all. The 2007 census showed that only 14.5% of the population had completed grade 12
and by 2011, only 8% of people received a tertiary education.
These social statistics suggest that there is little prospect of the citizens of
Bushbuckridge improving their socio-economic conditions through a natural
progression from hardship to prosperity or through a burst of entrepreneurial
endeavour. Rather, they point to a need for long term investments of productive capital
to stimulate employment on an on-going, increasing and sustainable basis.
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Faced with the social burden of servicing a poor and poorly educated population, the
local municipality is not well placed to drive or position key economic strategies and
programs. Nor are the traditional authorities empowered or indeed able to play a
central role in meaningful economic development initiatives.
For economic development initiatives to effectively benefit Bushbuckridge, they must
be embedded in broader regional programs that create compelling local opportunities.

2.3.Investment Framework
2.3.1. Irrigation Schemes
There are a number of theoretical opportunities for private sector involvement in the
irrigation schemes but none are particularly practicable within the current context
(save for the few private leases that have been entered into in the South which cannot
really qualify as “private sector involvement”.)
It is a generally accepted principle that the public sector is best placed to fund strategic
and supporting infrastructure whilst the private sector is best placed to fund
operational (commercial) investments. Similarly – as in the case of communal irrigation
infrastructure – these semi-public goods are the work of the state.
The schemes in the South of Bushbuckridge tend to exhibit better farming conditions
and indeed farming practices than those in Central Bushbuckridge. This may in part
relate to their proximity to markets (for both inputs and harvests) and in part to the
water access enjoyed by the schemes in the South that are situated in a more linear
arrangement near the Sabi River.
To a greater or lesser extent though, all of the irrigation schemes are constrained by 3
fundamental challenges:
1. Irrigation Infrastructure: in the absence of a coordinated infrastructure
maintenance program, gradual chronic degradation is inevitable and the pace
and extent of such degradation tends to increase over time.
2. Soil Health: Following 50 years of intensive cultivation using chemical fertilizers,
soil-health has deteriorated substantially and there is a high prevalence of
nematodes. Besides the impact of chemicals, soil health has been further harmed
by limited crop rotations, compacting as a result of consistently rushed and
poorly managed land preparation and in large part, water logging from leaking
canals.
3. Fragmented Institutions: The Water Users’ Associations are barely functional
and the overall system of administering land allocations, membership fees and a
register of rights holders, farmers or tenants, renders any form of collective
planning, buying or selling ineffectual.
There is no prospect for any meaningful private sector participation on the smallholder
irrigation schemes in the short to medium term. Given the fundamental infrastructure,
soil health and institutional challenges and given the communal nature of these
schemes, extensive multi-year public spending is required to improve output and value.
By committing the requisite fiscal budgets over a multi-year program however, these
schemes can potentially generate between R324m and R648m in yields annually.
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A summary of the probable fiscal budgets per department/division is provided below
(including an indicative implementation period) for investments specific to
Bushbuckridge (i.e. excluding the strategic infrastructure targeted for Nkomazi and
Mbombela):
Program
Soil Rehabilitation
Irrigation Infrastructure
Institutional Development and FPSU

Cost
R300m
R200m
R 80m

Department
DARDLEA
RID
REID

Implementation
4-7 years
6-7 years
4-5 years

2.3.2. Orchard Estates
In contrast with the communal irrigation schemes where large numbers of farmers have
individual rights to individual portions of land, the orchard estates are typically
comprised of a large single production unit (or farm) that is collectively owned (by a
community entity). There are no individual divisible rights to portions of the farm but
rather a collective share in ownership of the farm.
These estates thus lend themselves to the establishment of commercial arrangements
where a single management structure operates all aspects of the farm on a commercial
basis with the benefits of profitable operations accruing to the community entity (and
by extension, to its members).
Even as the painful memory of the failed partnerships at Champagne and Lisbon lingers,
the establishment of well-structured community public private partnerships remains
highly feasible and effective as a means to recapitalize such high value agricultural
assets and bring these farms back into full production.
In considering various operating models and key success factors it is found that every
model or approach is susceptible to a number of dynamic risks and challenges in
implementation but that the negative impact of these can be greatly reduced (and hence
the prospects of success greatly enhanced) by the introduction of experienced neutral
brokers in the deal structuring process.
It was also found that there is a strong correlation between the economic value of the
asset, the strength of the private investor and the resultant benefit streams to the
community.

Good Asset

Good
Investor

Good
Business

Substantial
Benelits

In promoting and supporting the re-development of the orchard estates (and export
orientation) in Bushbuckridge’s agricultural asset base, the State has three mainstream
options:
1. Enter into mentorship arrangements with established operators (most likely
from the Kiepersol/Burgershall area) and fund the establishment costs through
RECAP
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2. Support the formation of CPPs or CPPPs – with or without RECAP
3. Support the formation of arm’s length long-term leases between private
operators and land owning communities
This is not necessarily a “once-and-for-all” decision as circumstances will vary from
project to project and with the passage of time (presuming that these assets will be
developed over a number of years – 7 or more).
In looking at the potential total cost of redeveloping the known irrigation orchard
estates that exist or used to exist in Bushbuckridge, the total (indicative) cost would be
in the region of R517m over a period of 7 to 10 years.
Project
Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog

Total

Irrigated Area

Cost

130
0
400
45
25

R26m
0
R80m
R9m
R50m

Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140
2,360 ha

0
R126m
R40m
R60m
R48m
R40m
R10m
R28m
R517m

The requisite R517m to be invested over 7 to 10 years can potentially generate between
R262m and R484m per annum.
In the ideal situation, the private sector will consistently partner with both land holding
communities and the DRDLR where the DRDLR commits 50% of the requisite
redevelopment budget thus achieving the dual goals of:
1. Empowering communities to be meaningful owners and partners
2. Inducing private investment with resultant fixed investment, income generation
and labour absorption
Given a preference for the CPPP approach, the DRDLR’s LAR division would be required
to set aside approximately R258m over the next 7 to 10 years (amounting to between
R26m and R37m per annum on average).
Provided partnerships are appropriately structured (in terms of process and in terms of
the actual eventual agreement) and provided the private partner has the requisite
capacity (financial and human) and provided the legal agreements are sound and
proper, commercial partnerships are most likely to yield the developmental, social and
economic gains they promise to yield.
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3. Chapter Three – Implementation
In many respects, the components of the Agricultural Development Plan as defined in
this report are by their very nature little more than a structured framing of the plans
and policies already prevalent in Mpumalanga Province.
The approach to implementation of the Plan is however subject to a range of political,
social and technical factors. The most likely approaches include:
1. A programmatic approach (considered most pragmatic and effective)
2. A framework approach (considered least engaging but still useful)
3. An “on-going efforts” approach (considered the choice of no choice)
Given the relevance of this plan to the CRDP generally and Agri-Parks specifically, the
decision as to what direction should be taken for implementation will ultimately
emanate from the Provincial PMC. In the event that the approach has resonance within
the PMC, it will be referred to the EXCO (the executive committee) who will then make a
determination about whether implementation should take a “structured program”
approach (in which case it will be devolved to the Provincial Economic Cluster) or
whether is should merely receive consideration within the existing DARDLEA
frameworks and programs.
Notwithstanding the long term nature of implementation, dedicated capacity will be
required for establishing the
relationships, defining the
Decision Making Stage
programmatic components,
- 6 months
coordinating implementation and
enabling the necessary adjustments
and adaptations over time.
Whatever the case, it is anticipated
that implementation will endure for
a minimum of 7 years with typical
start-up lags characterizing the
initial 24 months followed by 5
years of normative implementation
and the eventual
institutionalization and subsequent
scaling down as the structural
effects of consistent and successful
implementation begin to induce
normal activity within the area.

Establishment Phase 18 months
Full scale
Implementation - 5
years
Institutionalisation
(Normative Phase) self sustaining

In the event that a structured programmatic approach is supported and adopted, it is
presumed that:
1. Implementation will roll out over a 7-year period
2. The Provincial Economic Cluster will accommodate the program as one of its many
existing program responsibilities
3. External resources (from the PHI partnership or otherwise) will be required in
support of developing and sustaining dedicated technical capacity
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1 Why Bushbuckridge
The relevance of conceptualising an agricultural development program for
Bushbuckridge is underpinned by 3 key factors that are both economic and political in
nature and that are indeed complementary and mutually reinforcing:
• The imminent development of a Special Economic Zone (SEZ)1 at the Lebombo
Border in Nkomazi (as part of the Mpumalanga Industrial Development
Strategy)2 which is expected to be implemented over the next 5 years
• The imminent implementation of an Agri-Hub in Bushbuckridge Local
Municipality (as part of the Rural Industrialisation strategy in Ehlanzeni and the
related Agri-Park development process) 3 which is expected to be supported
through fiscal spending over the next 10 years
• The existing agricultural development potential associated with the vast number
of unproductive fruit estates and under-productive irrigation schemes known to
exist in the Bushbuckridge area (as identified in the 2010-2014 BLM LED
strategy document)4

1.1 Special Economic Zone
1.1.1 Rationale – Centres of Competence
According to the Mpumalanga Industrial Development Plan (MIDP - 2015) “three
possible centres of competence were identified in agriculture and related sectors,
within relatively close proximity to each other (listed in the table below). It was thus
proposed to group the region’s existing competencies in the primary industrial sectors
of agriculture and forestry into an Agriculture and Forestry Industrial Centre of
Competence. The remaining area of competence in agro-processing is premised around
the sugar cane processing capabilities in Nkomazi. Whilst this area of competence lacks
critical innovation capabilities, it has the potential for development within the
designated Nkomazi SEZ.
Table 1 - Centres of Competence (Source: IDP 2015)

1 The Department of Trade and Industry commissioned a Business plan and strategy document that was conducted

by Mott MacDonald PDNA (Pty) Ltd which report was published in October 2014 recommending – amongst other
things – the development of Agro-Processing facilities in Bushbuckridge rather than in Nkomazi AND also
emphasizing the viability of a SEZ and related facilities in Nkomazi in support of existing and future agroexports/imports and agro-processing from the Northern Provinces, Bushburckridge, Mbombela and Nkomazi
2 The Department of Economic Development & Tourism commissioned a feasibility study that was conducted by Dr

Nawaz Mahomed Consulting (tender number EDT/028/14/MP awarded in November 2014) which report was
published in March 2015 recommending – amongst other things – the development of the SEZ and agro-processing
hub in Nkomazi
3 The Department of Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR) presented a comprehensive strategy and plan as

well as a progress report to an interdepartmental provincial sitting in December 2015 outlining the Agri-Park
purpose, plans, principles, modalities, approach, target sites and progress to date
4 In 2010, the LED office in Bushbuckridge coordinated the development of a revised LED Strategy through a

collaborative effort involving the then GIZ, MABEDI, Ehlanzeni District, DRDLR, DARDLEA and COGTA and DEDT
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In addition to the three Industrial Centres of Competence, the Nkomazi Special
Economic Zone (SEZ) represents a further major industrialisation prospect. Planned
mainly as an export logistics hub, the opportunity exists for creating an agro-processing
hub that can leverage the business support capacity of the SEZ, at the same time
providing a hub for SME development for diversification of the agriculture sector in the
region. This can also be used as a model for the development of agri-hubs in the priority
rural nodes” (MIDP 2015).
Figure 1 - Proposed Links between Priority Rural Nodes and Centres of Competence (Source - MIDP 2015)

Whilst the MIDP proposes an Agro-Processing Technology Park5 in the SEZ, it does
recognise that “agricultural or agro-processing hubs could be established in regions
such as Bushbuckridge (which is also a priority rural node and part of the CRDP). The
proposed Technology Park could then serve as a hub for the development of other rural
nodes, such as the proposed agro-processing hub in Bushbuckridge” (MIDP 2015).
Whatever the case, the rural industrialisation plans typically seek to reduce rural-urban
migration by creating either infrastructure or financial incentives (or both) for industry
(in various sectors) to locate primary (and secondary) facilities closer to rural areas. In
5 “The development of an Agro-Processing Technology Park will be aligned to Government’s policy drivers for

industrialisation, with agro-processing (as well as biofuels and aquaculture) being targeted as employment clusters
within the IPAP. The NDP also makes strong reference to agro-processing for rural development, and has allocated
one of its Strategic Integrated Projects (SIP 11) specifically for the development of agri-logistics and rural
infrastructure.” (MIDP 2015)
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the case of the Mpumalanga Industrial Development Plan, “the proposed strategy for
rural industrialisation in the Province involves the development of active links between
the priority rural nodes with the industrial centres of competence for business flows,
technology transfer and capacity development.”
1.1.2 SEZ as a Centre or a catalyst for Centres of Competence
The DTI SEZ business plan and strategy document (2014) concluded that the
establishment of the SEZ in Nkomazi would be beneficial to both the agricultural sector
and the general international trade costs and strategies of the region and the country. It
notes the following:
“The Nkomazi SEZ can play a pivotal role in the export of citrus from the Northern
Provinces of South Africa as the cost of transport to the Durban port is becoming
prohibitive. The Citrus Growers Association has identified the significant benefits
offered by the proximity of the Maputo Port to their production areas in Limpopo,
Mpumalanga and Swaziland.
The use of rail transport on the Maputo Corridor is also considered a key benefit. There
is, however, the need for an intermodal hub at Komatipoort/Malelane. According to
their logistics survey, an intermodal facility in the proposed Nkomazi SEZ together with
a pre-cooling facility will be a major benefit for the citrus growers in the areas
identified.
The strategic geographic position of Nkomazi in relation to the Sub-Saharan countries of
East Africa, the proximity to some of the major mining and agricultural production
areas of the country’s Northern Provinces and access to good transport infrastructure
provides it with an advantage as a logistics and distribution hub.
The South African logistics industry is the backbone of the local economy. The demand
for transportation of goods and commodities via Komatipoort to Maputo and vice versa,
is evident in he continued increase in traffic on road and rail.
The proposed Nkomazi Logistical SEZ offers a unique opportunity to reduce the costs of
freight by creating an inland port that can handle cargo containers and bulk material
transport through the transhipment of road cargo to rail (intermodal), thereby reducing
the truck congestion on the roads.” (Nkomazi Logistics and Multi-Sector SEZ Business
Plan – 2104).
1.1.3 Bushbuckridge’s relationship with the SEZ plans
“Various studies undertaken by institutions such as the Agriculture Research Council
(ARC), the Department of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (DAFF) and the National
Agriculture Marketing Council (NAMC) indicated that the Nkomazi area is not ideally
suited for further agriculture development, other than the sugar cane, citrus and
subtropical fruit farms already established in the area together with their downstream
processing facilities in Nelspruit and Malelane.
While it appears evident from the SEZ pre-feasibility study that limited growth
opportunities exist to establish agro- processing facilities in the proposed Nkomazi SEZ,
the viability of agro-beneficiation projects in Bushbuckridge appears to present a
viable alternative in the Mpumalanga Province.
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The geographic location of these opportunities has been carefully selected due to the
availability of land and water and the suitability of the climate for the production of a
range of fruits. The establishment of a fresh produce trade hub in Bushbuckridge and
Nkomazi will also feed produce to the national fresh produce markets and will support
the Nelspruit/Mbombela Fresh Produce Market that is currently being developed in
Nelspruit.
The Bushbuckridge agro-processing opportunities are insufficient to support the
establishment of Special Economic Zone, however, the establishment of an agroprocessing industrial park with the citrus processing plants as the nucleus appears
highly feasible.” (Nkomazi Logistics and Multi-Sector SEZ Business Plan – 2104).
1.1.4 Location of the SEZ
The Nkomazi Logistics and Multi-Sector SEZ Business Plan and Strategy document
identifies the specific site as being a 159-hectare portion of agricultural land opposite
the current Lebombo Dry Port:
Figure 2 - Proposed Site (Source: DTI Business Plan - 2014)

“The SEZ consists of a logistics hub with a large 50 Ha Distribution Centre, an Industrial
component (light, medium and heavy), an Admin Hub, a 14 Ha Vehicle Distribution
Centre, a 3 Ha container yard and an agricultural component (Fresh produce, fertiliser,
sweets, food processing, silos).
The agricultural component is placed to the south of the site away from the heavier
industrial activity.
The fresh produce area and silos will amount to 0,6 hectares of the SEZ site during the
1st phase of development with potential to expand in a subsequent phase” (DTI Business
Plan – 2014).
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Figure 3 - SEZ site context and location (Source: DTI Business Plan - 2014)
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Both the Provincial Government’s Industrial Development plan (2015) and the DTI’s
Special Economic Zone Business Plan and Strategy Document (2014) point specifically
to the development of a SEZ at the Lebombo Border in Nkomazi. Both documents
further refer to the growth enhancing effects of this on the agricultural sector in the
Northern Regions and the potential for agro-processing feeders as being both potential
contributors and potential spin-offs from the planned SEZ development.
There is also commonality in the view that Bushbuckridge is an appropriate site for
further agricultural development – at the primary level and with the related potential
for agri-hub (and agro-processing) development.
Whilst it has not been confirmed that procurement and/or construction of the SEZ has
commenced, there is general consensus6 that this is imminent and carries the support of
the provincial EXCO (comprising MEC’s off all ten Provincial Departments and chaired
by the Premier of the Province).
That being the case, export oriented primary production of agricultural products in
Bushbuckridge will potentially enjoy the benefits of improved storage and handling
facilities located in Nkomazi in the medium term – rather than Durban – and the
inherent transport and time cost savings.
Whether located in Bushbuckridge or in Nkomazi, the planned development of an Agrihub (for packaging and agro-processing) will also be reinforced by its alignment with
the industrial development plan in general and the SEZ strategy specifically.
Figure 4 - Conceptual Illustration of a generic SEZ (Source: DTI Business Plan - 2014)

6 Interviews with officials from both DARDLEA (custodian of the CRDP) and the DRDLR (jointly coordinating the

implementation of Agri-Parks in Ehlanzeni) suggest a general consensus that these “long standing” plans for the
development of the SEZ at Lebombo are a high priority of the office of the Premier.
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1.2 Agri-Parks

The development of Agri-Parks is a strategy that was conceptualized and prioritized at a
national level as an important contributor to Rural Development and as being aligned
with the tenets of the National Development Plan.
As an over-arching national strategy, Agri-Parks are to be developed in 44 District
Municipalities and seek to not only contribute to improving the level and quality of
primary production but importantly, to contribute to value adding through improved
technology, infrastructure, specialist services, R&D and market access.
In Mpumalanga, this strategy is being jointly implemented by the Department of
Agriculture, Rural Development, Land and Environmental Affairs (DARDLEA) and the
Department of Rural Development and Land Reform (DRDLR).
At the district level, namely Ehlanzeni, the decisions about key sites – specifically the
location of an agri-hub in Mkuhlu, Bushbuckridge – and the location of a Rural Urban
Market Centre – specifically the location of the Mpumalanga International Fresh
Produce Market in Nelspruit – have already been taken.
What remains is for the various implementation processes – including the
establishment of key partnerships, procurement of physical infrastructure and assets
and the establishment of the various interrelated networks over the coming ten years.
The following subsections contain key extracts quoted from the interdepartmental
progress report and explanatory workshop convened by the DRDLR in December 2015
and provide clear definitions and explanations of the planned components of Agri-Park
implementation – both generically and in the Ehlanzeni (and Bushbuckridge) contexts
specifically.
1.2.1 Definition of the Concept
An Agri-park is a networked innovation system of agro-production, processing,
logistics, marketing, training and extension services, located in a District Municipality.
As a network it enables a market-driven combination and integration of various
agricultural activities and rural transformation services.
The Agri-park comprises three distinct but interrelated basic components:
1. The Farmer Production Support Unit (FPSU) - a rural small-holder farmer
outreach and capacity building unit that links farmers with markets. The FPSU
does primary collection, some storage, provides some processing for the local
market, and extension services including mechanisation.
2. The Agri-hub (AH) - a production, equipment hire, processing, packaging,
logistics, innovation and training unit.
3. The Rural Urban Market Centre (RUMC). The RUMC has three main purposes:
a. Linking and contracting rural, urban and international markets through
contracts.
b. Acts as a holding-facility, releasing produce to urban markets based on
seasonal trends.
c. Provides market intelligence and information feedback, to the AH and
FPSU, using latest Information and communication technologies.
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Figure 5 - Schematic of Key Agri-Park Components (Source - DRDLR Agri-Park Presentation - Dec2015)

1.2.2 Guiding Principles
Still at the generic level, the following guiding principles must necessarily underpin the
development of Agri-Parks. Importantly, these are the same principles contained in the
terms of reference for the District Agri-Park Management Councils (DAMCs)7:
1. There will be one Agri-Park per District (44) in South Africa
2. Agri-parks must be farmer controlled.
3. Agri-parks must be the catalyst around which rural industrialization will takes
place.
4. Agri-parks must be supported by government for 10 years to ensure economic
sustainability.
5. Strengthen partnership between government and private sector stakeholders to
ensure increased access to services (water, energy, transport) and production on
the one hand, while developing existing and create new markets to strengthen
and expand value-chains in-line with APAP.
6. Maximise benefit to existing state land with agricultural potential in the
provinces, where possible.
7. Maximise access to markets for all farmers, with a bias to emerging farmers and
rural communities.
8. Maximise the use of high value agricultural land (high production capability).
9. Maximise use of existing agro-processing, bulk and logistics infrastructure,
including having availability of water, energy and roads.
10. Support growing-towns and revitalisation of rural towns, in terms of high
economic growth, high population growth over past 10 years and promote rural
urban linkages
7 The DAMCs are representative governance bodies that will be established in each district to oversee Agri-Park

implementation and to both represent key stakeholders and leverage integrated support for the effective functioning
of the Agri-Park concept (at District level). Each DAMC will be comprised of 28 members from 14 societal sectors.
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1.2.3.1 Farmer Production Support Unit (FPSU)
Farmer Production Support Units (FPSU) are centres (more than one per district) of:
1. Agricultural input supply control, in terms of quality, quantity and timeous
deployment of inputs.
2. Extension support and training, using Universities, agricultural graduates and
Narysec working in a symbiotic relationship to “hold-hands” with farmers over
the next 10 years.
3. Mechanization support (tractor driving, ploughing, spraying, harvesting etc.)
4. Machinery, servicing workshop facilities.
5. Local logistics support, which could entail the delivery of farming inputs,
transportation postharvest, transportation to local markets.
6. Primary produce collection.
7. Weighing of produce and stock.
8. Sorting of produce for local and other markets.
9. Packaging of produce for local markets
10. Local storage.
11. Processing for local markets (small scale mills etc.)
12. Auction facilities for local markets
13. Provide Market information on commodity prices (ICT).
14. Farmers wanting services and support from the FPSU will register with the FPSU
of their choice.
15. Small Business Development and Training centre.
16. Banking
Figure 6 - Generic FPSU Conceptual Illustration (Source - DRDLR Interdepartmental Presentation - Dec2015)
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1.2.3.2 Agri-Hub
Agri-hubs are located in central places within a District Municipality, preferably places
with sufficient physical and social infrastructure to accommodate:
1. Storage/warehousing facilities (e.g. cold storage, dehydrators, silos etc.)
2. Weighing facilities
3. Agro-processing facilities (e.g. ginners, mills, abattoirs etc.)
4. Enterprise development areas that lease space to high intensity start-up
industries that can benefit from the inputs of outputs of the Agri-hub (e.g.
piggeries, tunnel grow crops, bio-gas production etc.)
5. Large scale Nurseries to supply FPSUs.
6. Packaging facilities for national and international markets.
7. Logistics hubs for collection of goods from the FPSUs.
8. Transport service workshops and spare parts for larger maintenance tasks of
Agri-hub and FPSU equipment.
9. Agri-cultural technology demonstration parks to train farmers in the AP
catchment area on new technologies in terms of fertilizers, plants and seeds,
irrigation, energy use and farm implements.
10. Soil testing laboratories.
11. Accommodation for extension training and capacity building programs.
12. Housing and recreational facilities for workers and Agri-hub staff.
Figure 7 - Generic Agri-Hub Conceptual Illustration (Source: DRDLR interdepartmental Presentation Dec2015)
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1.2.3.3 Rural Urban Marketing Centre (RUMC)
A Rural Urban Marketing Centre (RUMC) is located on the periphery of large urban
areas. These facilities provide:
1. Market intelligence
2. Assistance to farmers and processors in managing a nexus of contracts.
3. Large warehousing and cold storage facilities to enable market management.
4. Logistic and transport in collection of produce from FPSUs or Agri-hubs
5. Both FPSU’s and Agri-hubs provide inputs to the RUMC.
6. Regional Agri-parks share RUMCs.
1.2.4 Strategic Objectives
Still in keeping with the generic principles underpinning the development of Agri-Parks
as a national strategy and placing it within the Government’s policy and strategy
frameworks, the following strategic objectives have been proffered by the DRDLR:
1. Establish Agri-parks in all of South Africa’s District Municipalities that will kickstart the Rural Economic Transformation for these rural regions;
2. Promote the skills of and support to small-holder farmers through the provision
of capacity building, mentorship, farm infrastructure, extension services,
production inputs and mechanization inputs;
3. Enable producer ownership of the majority of Agri-Parks equity (70%), with the
state and commercial interests holding minority shares (30%);
4. Bring under-utilized land (especially in Communal Areas Land and land reform
farms) into full production over the next three years, and expand irrigated
agriculture;
5. Align local agricultural development and provincial rural industrialisation plans
to the key national and provincial economic development frameworks namely
a. NDP (National Development Plan)
b. NGP (New Growth Path)
c. MTSF (Medium-Term Strategic Framework)
Figure 8 - 3 key development plans that underpin the Agri-Park Rationale (Source: DRDLR interdepartmental
presentation - Dec2015)
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1.2.5.1 From Imminent to Actual
It has been broadly reported – since as early as 2014 – that the Department of
Agriculture has proceeded with acquiring a site for the development of a new
international fresh produce market.
In its 2015 Industrial Development Plan, the Mpumalanga Government confirms these
reports and goes on to elaborate the strategy and intensions underpinning the new
development – set to be implemented by 2020.
“The Mpumalanga Provincial Government has announced that it has finalised and
signed a land availability agreement with HL Hall and Sons to locate a new agricultural
hub, to be known as the Mpumalanga International Fresh Produce Market (MIFPM), on
the Sabie/Mashishing Road close to Nelspruit and the Riverside Park mixed-use
regional node.
The 458-hectare piece of land, adjacent to the N4 bypass, was acquired at a cost of R45
million by DARDLA and was selected following a comprehensive and competitive
evaluation process that assessed factors such as access to bulk services, major transport
routes, size and potential for expansion, environmental impact, and pricing, among
other criteria.
The MIFPM will boost both commercial and emerging growers through developing new
markets in addition to strengthening existing local and international markets. HL Hall
and Sons, a local farming, property and investment company, is an important strategic
partner that has extensive knowledge and experience in the local and international
fresh produce market.
Small-scale producers and cooperatives will be linked to the MIFPM through integrated
agri-hubs in rural areas, gaining exposure to local, regional and international consumers
through an improved supply chain.
These agri-hubs, of which seven are being planned for development within rural nodes
as part of the CRDP, will host transit cold storage facilities to enable small-scale and
emerging producers to deliver their produce over a shorter distance en route to the
MIFPM.
Overall, the MIFPM will provide the fresh produce industry with industry information
services, bulk logistics services, packaging and cold storage facilities, and palletising
services.
The investment in the MIFPM is estimated to be in the region of R1 billion over 5 years.
This will result in a major industrial capability in the Province that will act as a catalyst
and hub for the development of a competitive agriculture sector” (MIDP – 2015).
1.2.5.2 Partners in Promoting Effective Exports
The Mpumalanga Industrial Development Plan (2015) goes on to identify a number of
sector partners considered key to the effectiveness of the export orientation strategy for
the new Mpumalanga International Fresh Produce Market (MIFPM). These include:
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1.2.5.2.1 PPECB – Perishable Products Export Control Board
“The PPECB, an agency of DAFF, is a regulatory body for inspection certification, food
safety and cold chain management. In addition to these regulatory functions, PPECB has
expertise in cold chain technology based on international best practice and global
competitiveness.
1.2.5.2.2 Industrial Partners
Several experienced exporters are already active in the Province. In addition to the
industry associations such as the Citrus Growers’ Association and the SA Avocado
Growers’ Association, the MIFPM will be exposed to a wealth of experience in cold chain
logistics, phytosanitary measures and export markets.
1.2.5.2.3 FPEF – Fresh Produce Exporters’ Forum
The FPEF is the export council for the country’s fresh produce industry, and will be in a
position to unlock export opportunities for producers in the Province via the MIFPM - in
particular to emerging markets in Asia and the Middle East via the Maputo Corridor.
The FPEF is also the custodian of the Post-Harvest Innovation Programme (PHI) - an
initiative of the Department of Science and Technology (DST) aimed at ensuring the
global competiveness of South African fresh horticultural industries. Through the PHI
program, the MIFPM can facilitate technology transfer to emerging producers for the
development of export quality production.
1.2.5.2.4 NAMC – National Agricultural Marketing Council
The NAMC, an agency of DAFF, will be in a position to assist the MIFPM to design and
develop schemes for fresh produce production in the Province - especially related to
products suitable for small and emerging growers” (MIDP – 2015).
1.2.6 Conclusion
Given the alignment of politicians and technocrats alike and given both the expert and
general reporting around the establishment of Agri-Parks, it is reasonable to presume
that the various articulated plans are in the process of becoming a reality. These
specifically include:
• The establishment of Farmer Production Support Units near the irrigation
schemes in Bushbuckridge (and in the other 7 CRDP nodes in Mpumalanga)
• The establishment of an Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu (Bushbuckridge)
• The establishment of the new Mpumalanga International Fresh Produce Market
just outside Nelspruit
That being the case, there is every reason to believe that the opportunities for market
access of both fresh produce (vegetables) and orchard crops (fruits and nuts) will be
improved for local producers – including those in Bushbuckridge.
By locating packing, storing and processing facilities at the Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu,
Bushbuckridge producers will enjoy the added benefit of reduced logistics costs and
possibly of previously unavailable value adding opportunities.
This suggests not only new opportunities in production and post harvest practices but
also the possible removal of high capital costs associated with developing similar
facilities on an individual “farm-level” basis.
In fact, once fully developed, the concentration of agro-industries and related supply
chain components will translate into more efficient farming practices at every level.
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1.3 Existing Agricultural Development Potential
1.3.1 Introduction
The agricultural sector in Bushbuckridge is characterised by six types of primary
production:
1. Scattered micro enterprise broiler producers who raise less than 500 chickens
per week and market these live to the general public or to the Champaign
Chicken abattoir.
2. Smallholder vegetable producers who, situated on any of the four irrigation
schemes in the area, sell fresh produce primarily to the hawker trade and to
some extent to the local retail outlets.
3. Small-scale fruit growers – formerly out growers participating in the
development corporations’ irrigated orchard estates – who trade informally in
mangos (for hawker trade or archar).
4. Small-scale macadamia growers – established under the Mpumalanga
Department of Agriculture’s Greening Mpumalanga program in the period 2007
to 2010 and not yet of harvesting or marketing maturity.
5. Dry land farmers producing maize and sugar beans with low productivity levels
and primarily for subsistence purposes but also to an extent for sale to the
informal market. Dry land farmers proliferated during the period 2008 to 2010
with the expansion of the then Mpumalanga Department of Agriculture’s
Masibuela Emasimini project.
6. Cattle farming which is essentially not beef production per se since these small,
scattered herds serve primarily as a store of wealth and not as a commercial
asset. These herds graze throughout the municipality and provide beef for
funerals, festivals and ceremonies.
In seeking to target agriculture as an intuitively obvious strategic sector, the potential
for each of these production practice areas to become an economic driver must be
clearly understood in the local context.
Bushbuckridge, with its population of over 500,000 people, is a net importer of food.
The approximately 1,500 smallholder farmers and vast numbers of broiler producers as
well as the small-scale fruit farmers are seemingly unable to meet the demand of the
local population.
Some interpretations of the potential for development within the sector point to the
opportunities for beneficiation (in value adding) and for vertical integration (in the
value chain). However, from an early stage agricultural development point of view,
these types of specialisation tend to be preceded by successful primary production
followed by improved productivity, followed by improved efficiency, followed by
diversification and then specialisation – value adding etc. So – notwithstanding the
medium to long-term plans to introduce agro-processing and value adding technologies
and infrastructure to the area, the immediate and medium term opportunities to
stimulate agricultural growth and development in Bushbuckridge lie in improved
primary production.
In order to take a structured look at the sector, Bushbuckridge’s early stage agricultural
development opportunities can be divided into the following categories:
ü Small Holder Irrigation schemes which were established over in the 1960s and
which cover nearly 4,000 hectares of high value land with extensive (state
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funded) irrigation infrastructure of which there are 4 well known and
established schemes
ü Large Fruit Estates developed between the late 1970s and early 1990s of which
there are 12 relatively well-known Estates
The remaining categories do have some growth potential and may warrant future
consideration but in terms of returns to investment (both time and capital) these
remain relatively marginal:
û Informal micro-production that collectively covers the small macadamia
producers, remaining informal growers, the chicken farmers and the dry-land
farmers
û Livestock which essentially covers the cattle owners
1.3.2 Irrigation Schemes
Whilst a number of small schemes lie scattered throughout the Bushbuckridge area,
there are 4 main irrigated schemes that are well known and well established – covering
an area of approximately 3,600 hectares and representing allocated rights to some
1,400 farmers collectively.
1.3.2.1 New Forest and Dingley Dale
In central Bushbuckridge, there are two large schemes known as Dingley Dale and New
Forest. These schemes are adjacent to each other (originally developed in the early
1960s as a single 2,040 hectare flood irrigated cultivation area servicing some 1,3178
farmers but later split into two as a result of ethnic conflict between the siPedi speaking
and Shangana speaking inhabitants at the time).
Figure 9 - Schematic (not to scale) of canal infrastructure in central Bushbuckridge

When originally designed and developed, these schemes were part of the rural
industrialization plans of the then apartheid government – in collaboration with the
8 Given the uncertain institutional arrangements, transitions from Limpopo to Mpumalanga and natural attrition of

plot holding farmers, there are no accurate records of exactly how many farmers have how many hectares
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former homeland government – and their primary purpose was to supply tomatoes to
canning factories located near Hoedspruit (close to the homeland border).
Since the discontinuation of those betterment strategies in the late 1980s and early
1990s and the subsequent removal – first of the subsidies and later the homeland
governments and development corporations – the market for these farmers’ produce
waned and disappeared. Similarly, extension support and value chain components were
slowly eroded.
Over time, the more than 50km of canal networks degraded to the point where today,
only about 40% of the irrigable area can be cultivated all year round. [During the rainy
season, the combination of a rising water table and extensive leaks in the bulk canals
renders vast areas of land
flooded and water logged. By
contrast, in the dry season, the
combination of a low water
table and extensive leaks
leaves vast expanses of the
lands without any access to
water. In the periods in
between, active farmers are in
regular conflict with each other
as upstream users deprive
downstream users owing to
insufficient flow.]
The majority of plot holders on
these two schemes have access
to 1,5 hectare portions
although there are some
farmers with larger portions –
ostensibly as a result of using
abandoned and/or rented
fields (either formally or informally).
1.3.2.2 Sabi River and Sabi Hoxani
In the South of Bushbuckridge – located along the R536 from Hazyview to Kruger Gate
and in places, between the R536 in the North and the Sabi River in the South – lie the
two schemes of Sabi River and Sabi Hoxani.
These two schemes account for about 1,520 hectares shared by some 109 farmers thus
representing substantially larger portions of irrigated farmland per farmer than those
of the schemes in central Bushbuckridge.
Portions of these Southern Schemes have canal infrastructure and holding dams but by
and large, the majority of active farmers use their own petrol driven pumps to irrigate
since whatever bulk infrastructure was originally constructed and installed has been
severely damaged by the flooding of 15 years ago.
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1.3.3 Orchard Estates
There are at least 12 known estates in the Bushbuckridge area that traditionally grew
Mango, Citrus, Avocado, Coffee and Bananas (with Mangos and Citrus being the most
common crops). A number of timber plantations were also established and some timber
still exists on 3 of the farms. (More details related to the estates can be found in Annex2)
These estates were typically developed by the former Development Corporations with
the result that once the Corporations were unbundled and discontinued in the 1990s,
the estates were left to various unknown fates.
By and large, none of these
once iconic estates can be said
to be operational anymore
(save for some “salvage”
operations taking place on the
last of the degraded orchards
within some of the orchards).
Even where some level of
production is on-going, from a
commercial point of view,
most – if not all – of these
farms would need to be
entirely replanted following
years of neglect and poor
farming practices.
The reasons for the decline may be attributable to numerous factors and each estate
will have its own particular story and circumstance. The most intuitively obvious
common factors can however be summarized as:
Ø Unsuccessful transition from Development Corporation projects to DALA
projects to DARDLEA projects to DRDLR projects to privately owned or operated
projects
Ø Land reform and the delays in effecting land transfer – hence an ownership gap
coupled with a lack of
custodianship (coupled
– at times – with
conflict)
Ø Commercial failure of
private operators (as
was the case with two
estates affected by the
2008 insolvency of
SAFM – a commercial
operator specializing in
partnering
with
communities on land
reform land).
Whilst the above introduction
to the fruit estates paints a
bleak picture of the producer environment, the fact is that the damage associated with
transitional arrangements and land reform has already been done. In fact some of the
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reasons for the inabilities of the State to respond to the (arguably) rapid collapse of
these properties lie in the fact that these developments all took place under “another
regime’s” watch.
1st the estates were developed by the corporations that were subsidized by the
homeland government. Then the corporations were discontinued whilst Bushbuckridge
was a municipality within the Limpopo Province. Then it became a cross border
municipality and eventually (in approximately 2008) Bushbuckridge officially became
part of Mpumalanga. Under these circumstances, it is somewhat understandable that
everything from land reform to interim custodianship of “transitional state land” fell
through the cracks. (Annex 5 provides more details related to the demarcation history).
The upside of the history of these estates is that – by and large – land claims have either
been settled or at least claimants have been clearly identified and grouped as future
owners. There is also resurgence in the appetite of both communities and local officials
for investment and resultant development on these poor performing assets.
1.3.3.1 Development Potential
The development potential for these properties is inherently linked to their history of
production – albeit in terms of irrigated areas rather than the actual crop types per se.
The following table provides a simple summary of irrigable area as well as ownership
and operational status (whilst Annex 2 provides more extensive details):
Table 2 - Orchard Estate Summary

Previously
irrigated
orchard (ha)
Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog
Total

Dryland
(Timber) by ha

130
3000
400
45
25
Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140
2,360 ha

105
17
4800

3800
150

Ownership
Status

Operational
Status

CPA (Pending)
State Land (lease)
CPA
State Land (PTO)

Vacant
Informal
JV Partner
Vacant

State Land (PTO)
CPA
Community Trust
State Land (PTO)
State Land (PTO)
CPA
State Land (lease)
CPA (Pending)
State Land (PTO)

Limited Plots
Informal
Vacant
Vacant
Mentorship
Leased out
Informal
Mentorship
Vacant

11,872 ha

In summary:
Ø 7 farms still belong to the state (with 2 being leased from the DRDLR and 5 being
allocated to Coops under PTOs from the Traditional Authority)
Ø 5 farms have been allocated to CPAs (though Land Restitution)
Ø More than 2,000 hectares of irrigable land is undeveloped or abandoned
Ø More than 11,000 hectares of potential timber land is either not being managed
or is idle and depleted (which is not the subject of this report but is noteworthy)
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1.3.4 Current Output and Yields
There is no existing useful data on yields – either by volume or by value – from the
Bushbuckridge area. Even where economic data has been sourced, Agriculture has been
aggregated thus limiting the insights that can be gleaned from these statistics.
Figure 10 - GVA (SERO 2015)

Community
services
35,6%

2013

Mining 1,6%

Agriculture
3,0%

Manufacturing
4,2%

Utilities 8,0%

Construction
4,9%

Trade 20,1%

Finance 16,4%

Transport
6,2%

1.3.4.1 Challenges with fresh produce market supply
Fieldwork and previous studies conducted by MABEDI (2007), Monitor Group (2010)
and LIMA (2015) all point to similar challenges experienced by small holders in the area
but none provides any area wide output numbers (by either crop type or volume or
value).
In terms of challenges faced, Monitor’s 2010 report clearly articulates the crux of the
difficulties:
“The Small-Holder Farmers’ (SHFs) ability to compete in the formal market is impeded by
a large commercial sector and by top-of-the-supply-chain delivery and procurement
processes that are targeted towards commercial farmers. Small-scale farmers have to
compete on price and quality with an abundance of large-scale players.”
Monitor (2010) carried out interviews with three groups of market players in
Bushbuckridge, Hazyview and White River in order to understand their procurement
processes, incentives and requirements.
§ Among retailers, both major national chains such as Pick ‘n Pay, Spar and Boxer,
and small owner-operated stores were engaged. Overwhelmingly, retailers
identified unreliability of small-scale producers and inconsistency of supply as
their main barrier to local procurement. However, there was a general interest in
procuring from local producers as they are generally cheaper due to lower
transportation costs
§ Wholesalers identified low supply volumes and the expectation of high prices as
the main reason they fail to procure from SHFs
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§ Lastly, the only requirement that hawkers had was that the produce was in line
with market demand so that they could turn it over in one day. The limitation of
serving hawkers is the high transaction costs that arise from interacting with
multiple individuals purchasing small volumes (Monitor – 2010).
Table 3 - Daily procurement volumes (in KGs) by local and neighbour Stores (Source: Monitor 2010)

Location

White River

Store

Pick 'n Take
Wholesales

Panorama
Fresh
Produce

Boxer

Pick
Pay

Cabbage

35

50

200

250

300

835

Tomatoes

100

40

70

200

410

7

30

57

36

300

1226

Green
Beans
Butternut

Hazyview

-

20

850

40

Do not
procure
locally

Total
'n

Spar

“What is seen is that across only a few retailers there is substantial demand on an ongoing basis that in most cases is being supplied by regional commercial farmers”
(Monitor – 2010).
A 2007 MABEDI market survey yielded similar conclusions – namely that the vast
majority of local traders (whether formal or informal) tend to buy from existing
commercial operators in neighbouring areas rather than from the Small-Holder
Farmers in Bushbuckridge owning to inconsistency of supply, variable quality and
transaction costs associated with not being able to obtain a range of products from a
single source or transaction. The following extracts serve to illustrate:
§ “Informal Hawkers: the vast majority of goods are being bought from
commercial farmers in Hoedspruit, Nelspruit Market, Retail stores in
Bushbuckridge and Nelspruit, and predominately from “bakkie hawkers”.
Almost all of the hawkers that aren’t buying from bakkie people either hire
bakkies or use their own transport to collect the fresh produce from Hoedspruit
farms, retail stores or the Nelspruit Market.
§ Bakkie Traders: They buy most of their produce from commercial farmers and
vendors in Messina and Dendron; They are not currently buying locally because
local farmers do not produce jam tomatoes, there is not sufficient local supply
and quality is better in Messina
§ Retail Stores: A few stores don’t buy any fresh produce locally. Reasons
stipulated for this is that local quality is not as good, local supply won’t meet
local demand, and that local supply is inconsistent and unreliable. Store
managers said that in order to run a fresh produce business successfully, they
need to rely on their suppliers and know that supply of goods will be consistent.
It was ascertained that most retail stores source their fresh produce from
Nelspruit Fresh Produce Market, various suppliers in Johannesburg, Pretoria
Market, Cape Town, and commercial farmers in the local area.” (MABEDI – 2007)
The underlying reasons for these challenges are numerous – from the supply chain
constraints to the institutional arrangements on the irrigation schemes to inadequate
infrastructure, credit access, linkages etc. This depressed market access (and its related
sub-optimal production levels) does however suggest potential for improvement.
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1.3.4.2 Growth Potential
The Business Trust’s 2007 Nodal Economic Profiling Project clearly identified
Agriculture in Bushbuckridge as a sector that was historically a large contributor to
GDP, offers significant employment absorption potential and currently exhibits many
opportunities to resuscitate underutilized assets. This rationale applies to both the
collapsed estates and the underperforming Small-holder Irrigation Schemes.

Ave
index

Potential for growth

General
government
services

73

• Public sector is largest employer in the district and makes an
important contribution to municipality GDP
• Public sector is funded by taxation and is itself therefore dependent
on growth in the private sector

Community
social and other
personal
services

62

• This is also part of the public sector, including teachers and health
care professionals
• Same assessment applies as for general government services

54

• This sector includes tourism with good potential for growth as the
area has an advantage in terms of cultural, historical and ecotourism related attractions that have not been adequately leveraged
• Linkages with Kruger Park increase potential for tourism
• There is already a thriving retail sub-sector, sustained growth of this
sector will depend on rising incomes and economic development of
the areas consumers.

38

• This sector is a relatively significant contributor to GDP and is seeing
good growth
• However it is a consumption sector and is dependent on other
sectors that generate wealth

25

• This sector is a support service and relies on economic activity in
other sectors
• There is some potential for growth, but linkages with other sectors
make it difficult to prioritise and lead economic growth

Some

16

• The agricultural sector has historically been a large contributor to
GDP in the node
• There are many opportunities to resuscitate abandoned projects
• Agriculture offers broad employment creation and an inflow of capital
to the area with linkages to other sectors

Moderate

Table 4 - Sectoral qualitative prioritisation of local economy (Source: Quantec, Monitor - 2007)

Finance
business
services

and

Transport and
communication

Agriculture
forestry
and
fishing

Low
Low
High

Wholesale and
retail
trade
catering
and
accommodation

Assess
ment

Some

SECTORS

In terms of the opportunity inherent in the poor or underperforming Small-holder
Farmer Irrigation schemes, Monitor (2010) highlights the following:
“Firstly, Bushbuckridge is mostly a rural area with the majority of families engaging in
subsistence farming in order to supplement food supply [or supplement income]. This
creates an opportunity for mainstreaming willing and capable smallholder farmers
(SHFs) through increased access to inputs, extension services and markets.
Secondly, under-utilization of the four main irrigation schemes, New Forest, Dingley
Dale, Sabie-Hoxane and Sabie-River, creates an opportunity for increasing efficiencies
and leveraging latent potential. Leakages in the irrigation canals, as well as lack of
capital for the farmers, lead to low utilization of the available land area on these
irrigation schemes.
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Finally, small-scale farming is labour intensive, and has the ability to generate multiple
jobs per active hectare of land. This can have a great impact on local economic
development through household income generation [multipliers]” (Monitor – 2010).
1.3.4.3 Fresh Produce
The market surveys clearly indicate that the bulk of purchases by either the formal or
informal sector are made from either commercial operators in neighbouring towns and
regions or from formal, central markets. It is thus reasonable to conclude that most of
the 500,000+ residents of Bushbuckridge’s consumption is not being supplied by local
producers. Herein lies the 1st obvious market opportunity.
In terms of the opportunity to link to formal and central markets specifically, the
absolute advantage that Bushbuckridge producers enjoy is that of frost-free winters for
most of the scheme areas. The combination of available irrigation and moderate winters
presents a great opportunity to produce sought after crops in winter (including Sweet
Corn – as green mealies are already being produced all year round – potatoes, peppers
and tomatoes for example).
In taking just a simple and conservative linear average of R90,000 per annum per
hectare as the potential gross value from fresh produce production, this amounts to the
potential to generate R324,000,000 per annum from the 4 schemes in Bushbuckridge.
And staying with the conservative, in applying a labour absorption ratio of 2 people per
1 hectare per annum, the potential employment impact amounts to 7,200 direct jobs
(and thus 18,000 indirect jobs).
Table 5 - Fresh Produce Gross Value Potential (Simple Parametric)

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R 90,000
R120,000
R180,000

3,600 hectares
R 324,000,000
R 432,000,000
R 648,000,000

1.3.4.4 Fruit and nuts
The current lack of output from the area is simply associated with the lack of
production. It is presumed that any new investments in fruit production would be
geared to export and as such, decisions around orchard type and cultivar would be
further informed by export market analyses. It is further presumed – based on
anecdotal indicators of the investor demand on land reform farms around the country,
that significant opportunities in the fruit and nut export sectors exist – specifically for
citrus and macadamias. This view is supported by both Sub-Trop and the CGA.
In using a benchmark average – in this case of R111,000 per hectare per annum (being
the average of a basket of 5 orchard types) as the potential gross value of each hectare
of fruit and nuts per annum, the sum of the value of all undeveloped or underutilized
irrigated orchard land in Bushbuckridge amounts to R261,960,000 per annum.
Table 6 - Fruit and Nut Gross Value Potential (Simple Parametric)

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R 111,000 discounted by 40%
R 185,000 expected result
R 205,000 premium

2,360 hectares
R261,960,000
R436,600,000
R483,800,000
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1.3.5 Conclusion
The productive potential of the agricultural assets in Bushbuckridge is remarkably
under-utilised. Whilst there is no reliable record of the gross value of output from these
assets, there is anecdotal evidence that less than 40% of the area on smallholder
irrigation schemes are being farmed and that at most 15% of the irrigable area on the
fruit estates is being farmed.
Even to the extent that farming is taking place, these farming practices are constrained
by a range of institutional and supply chain deficiencies. No noteworthy growth has
occurred in the sector over the past 10 years (or more) owing to the absence of private
sector investment as well as insufficient or inconsistent public sector investment.
Provided that the correct framework conditions for both public and private sector
investment can be created, the potential exists for this sector to generate over R1,1bn
per annum in gross value at the upper end or nearly R600m at the lower end.
The combined employment impact would amount to at least 8,000 direct jobs and
20,000 indirect jobs (based on a conservative allocation of 2 jobs per hectare in fresh
produce production and 0,25 jobs per hectare in orchard production).

QUICK STATS
Population: 2011
541 248
Households: 2011

134 197

Regions

11

Wards

34

Population density

53 people per km2

Estimated GVA: 2014

R12 billion

District Municipality

Ehlanzeni (DC 32)

Province

Mpumalanga
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1.4 Summary
1.4.1 Introduction
The relevance of conceptualising an agricultural development program for
Bushbuckridge is underpinned by 3 key factors that are both economic and political in
nature and that are indeed complementary and mutually reinforcing:
• The imminent development of a Special Economic Zone (SEZ) at the Lebombo
Border in Nkomazi which is expected to be implemented over the next 5 years
• The imminent implementation of an Agri-Hub in Bushbuckridge Local
Municipality which is expected to be supported through fiscal spending over the
next 10 years
• The existing agricultural development potential associated with the vast number
of unproductive fruit estates and under-productive irrigation schemes known to
exist in the Bushbuckridge area
1.4.2 Special Economic Zone
Both the Provincial Government’s Industrial Development plan (2015) and the DTI’s
Special Economic Zone Business Plan and Strategy Document (2014) point specifically
to the development of a SEZ at the Lebombo Border in Nkomazi. Both documents
further refer to the growth enhancing effects of this on the agricultural sector in the
Northern Regions and the potential for agro-processing feeders as being both potential
contributors and potential spin-offs from the planned SEZ development.
There is also commonality in the view that Bushbuckridge is an appropriate site for
further agricultural development – at the primary level and with the related potential
for agri-hub (and agro-processing) development.
Whilst it has not been
confirmed that
procurement and/or
construction of the SEZ has
commenced, there is
general consensus9 that this
is imminent and carries the
support of the provincial
EXCO (comprising MEC’s off
all ten Provincial
Departments and chaired
by the Premier of the
Province).
That being the case, export oriented primary production of agricultural products in
Bushbuckridge will potentially enjoy the benefits of improved storage and handling
facilities located in Nkomazi in the medium term – rather than Durban – and the
inherent transport and time cost savings.

9 Interviews with officials from both DARDLEA (custodian of the CRDP) and the DRDLR (jointly coordinating the

implementation of Agri-Parks in Ehlanzeni) suggest a general consensus that these “long standing” plans for the
development of the SEZ at Lebombo are a high priority of the office of the Premier.
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Whether located in Bushbuckridge or in Nkomazi, the planned development of an Agrihub (for packaging and agro-processing) will also be reinforced by its alignment with
the industrial development plan in general and the SEZ strategy specifically.
1.4.3 Agri-Parks
Given the alignment of politicians and technocrats alike and given both the expert and
general reporting around the establishment of Agri-Parks, it is reasonable to presume
that the various articulated plans are in the process of becoming a reality. These
specifically include:
• The establishment of Farmer Production Support Units near the irrigation
schemes in Bushbuckridge (and in the other 7 CRDP nodes in Mpumalanga)
• The establishment of an Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu (Bushbuckridge)
• The establishment of the new Mpumalanga International Fresh Produce Market
just outside Nelspruit (serving as the regional RUMC)

That being the case, there is every reason to believe that the opportunities for market
access of both fresh produce (vegetables) and orchard crops (fruits and nuts) will be
improved for local producers – including those in Bushbuckridge.
By locating packing, storing and processing facilities at the Agri-Hub in Mkuhlu,
Bushbuckridge producers will enjoy the added benefit of reduced logistics costs and
possibly of previously unavailable value adding opportunities.
This suggests not only new opportunities in production and post harvest practices but
also the possible removal of high capital costs associated with developing similar
facilities on an individual “farm level” basis.
In fact, once fully developed, the concentration of agro-industries and related supply
chain components will translate into more efficient farming practices at every level.
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1.4.4.1 Irrigation Schemes
Whilst a number of small schemes lie scattered throughout the Bushbuckridge area,
there are 4 main irrigated schemes that are well known and well established – covering
an area of approximately 3,600 hectares and representing allocated rights to some
1,400 farmers collectively.
In central Bushbuckridge, there are two large schemes known as Dingley Dale and New
Forest. These schemes are adjacent to each other (originally developed in the early
1960s as a single 2,040 hectare flood irrigated cultivation area servicing some 1,31710
farmers but later split into two as a result of ethnic conflict between the siPedi speaking
and Shangana speaking inhabitants at the time).
In the South of Bushbuckridge – located along the R536 from Hazyview to Kruger Gate
and in places, between the R536 in the North and the Sabi River in the South – lie the
two schemes of Sabi River and Sabi Hoxani.
These two schemes account for about 1,520 hectares shared by some 109 farmers thus
representing substantially larger portions of irrigated farmland per farmer than those
of the schemes in central Bushbuckridge.
With appropriate levels of investment, the gross value generated from these schemes
will be multiples higher than the depressed levels of production currently displayed.

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R90,000
R120,000
R180,000

3,600 hectares
R 324,000,000
R 432,000,000
R 648,000,000

1.4.4.2 Orchard Estates
There are at least 12 known estates in the Bushbuckridge area that traditionally grew
Mango, Citrus, Avocado, Coffee and Bananas (with Mangos and Citrus being the most
common crops). A number of timber plantations were also established and some timber
still exists on 3 of the farms.
These estates were typically developed by the former Development Corporations with
the result that once these Corporations were unbundled and discontinued in the 1990s,
the estates were left to various unknown fates.
By and large, none of these once iconic estates can be said to be operational anymore
(save for some “salvage” operations taking place on the last of the degraded orchards
within some of the orchards). Even where some level of production is on-going, from a
commercial point of view, most – if not all – of these farms would need to be entirely
replanted following years of neglect and poor farming practices.
The following table provides a simple summary of irrigable area as well as ownership
and operational status:
10 Given the uncertain institutional arrangements, transitions from Limpopo to Mpumalanga and natural attrition of

plot holding farmers, there are no accurate records of exactly how many farmers have how many hectares
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Previously
irrigated
orchard (ha)
Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog
Total

Dryland
(Timber) by ha

130
3000
400
45
25
Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140
2,360 ha

105
17
4800

3800
150

2016
Ownership
Status

Operational
Status

CPA (Pending)
State Land (lease)
CPA
State Land (PTO)
State Land (PTO)
CPA
Community Trust
State Land (PTO)
State Land (PTO)
CPA
State Land (lease)
CPA (Pending)
State Land (PTO)

Vacant
Informal
JV Partner
Vacant
Limited Plots
Informal
Vacant
Vacant
Mentorship
Leased out
Informal
Mentorship
Vacant

11,872 ha

In using a benchmark average – in this case of R111,000 per hectare per annum (being
the average of a basket of 5 orchard types) as the potential gross value of each hectare
of fruit and nuts per annum, the sum of the value of all undeveloped or underutilized
irrigated orchard land in Bushbuckridge amounts to R261,960,000 per annum.

Conservative Value
Reasonable Value
Good Value Performance

Gross Value per ha per an
R 111,000 discounted by 40%
R 185,000 expected result
R 205,000 premium

2,360 hectares
R261,960,000
R436,600,000
R483,800,000

1.4.5 Potential Development Impact
The productive potential of the agricultural assets in Bushbuckridge is remarkably
under-utilised. Whilst there is no reliable record of the gross value of output from these
assets, there is anecdotal evidence that less than 40% of the area on smallholder
irrigation schemes are being farmed and that at most 15% of the irrigable area on the
fruit estates is being farmed.
Even to the extent that farming is taking place, these farming practices are constrained
by a range of institutional and supply chain deficiencies. No noteworthy growth has
occurred in the sector over the past 10 years (or more) owing to the absence of private
sector investment as well as insufficient or inconsistent public sector investment.
Provided that the correct framework conditions for both public and private sector
investment can be created, the potential exists for this sector to generate over to R1,1bn
per annum in gross value at the upper end or nearly R600m at the lower end.
The combined employment impact would amount to at least 8,000 direct jobs and
20,000 indirect jobs (based on a conservative allocation of 2 jobs per hectare in fresh
produce production and 0,25 jobs per hectare in orchard production).
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2 Agricultural Development Plan (ADP)
It is reasonable to presume that the original establishment of irrigation schemes and
orchard estates in the Bushbuckridge was based on sound agricultural principles – even
where these developments are 50 years old. Soil, water and climate are relatively stable
principles (and fairly fixed variables) and will thus not form the basis of defining a
viable agricultural development plan for Bushbuckridge.
Indeed, no researcher, practitioner or operator has ever commented that, “this farm is
failing because it is in the wrong place,” or, “because the tree lines are incorrectly
spaced,” or, “mangos are not suited to this area.” Rather, the reasons proffered for the
failure of the agricultural sector have consistently centred on disinvestment and
underinvestment as a result of institutional, social and political factors.
What has been determined is that Bushbuckridge exhibits the potential for substantial
agricultural growth based on the existence of vast tracts of under-utilised agricultural
assets – as compared to the neighbouring areas of Mbombela, Nkomazi and Hoedspruit
where all similar assets are at or near optimum production and have been extensively
capitalised – both historically and recently.
The key to unlocking the productive potential in Bushbuckridge thus lies in unlocking
investment. Achieving improved levels of investment in turn requires managing and
addressing the fragmented institutional environment that consistently thwarts the bestlaid plans.
As discussed in the previous chapters, a number of mutually reinforcing plans are in the
offing as part of Mpumalanga’s Industrial Development Plan (generally) and its Rural
Industrialisation Plan (specifically). Key amongst these are the development of the
Special Economic Zone (SEZ) at the Lebombo border and the implementation of the
Agri-Parks concept in Bushbuckridge which is importantly coupled to the establishment
of a International Fresh Produce Market in Neighbouring Mbombela.
Currently there exists a fortuitous combination of the Industrial Development Plan –
driven by DEDT and MEGA – and the Agri-Parks Plans – driven jointly by the DRDLR
and DARDLEA – and the existing CRDP program (driven by DARDLEA but overseen by
EXCO which is comprised of the MECs of all 10 Provincial Departments and is in turn
chaired by the Premier). This combination of strategies and plans suggests that the
political will exists to support the premise that Bushbuckridge is in a better position
than ever before to step up from its protracted agricultural decline and bring nearly
6,000 hectares of irrigated land into commercial production.
Whilst the value adding opportunities as well as the market linkage and export
improvement strategies associated with the district and provincial plans all have merit
and bode well for continued growth and multipliers within the sector, these effects will
in all likelihood only bear fruit in the medium to long term.
In the short term, the value of these interrelated plans and strategies lies in their ability
to galvanise key players, partners and stakeholders to step up and make Bushbuckridge
a viable investment destination for both public and private capital.
If Bushbuckridge is to realise the medium to long-term opportunities inherent in these
various Provincial and District plans, it must commence with the establishment of its
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primary production capacity over the next five to ten years lest its established
neighbours (Nkomazi, Mbombela, Thaba Chweu and even Maruleng) once again enjoy
the lion’s share of the agricultural and agro-industrial benefits.
The following sections provide an overview of the institutional environment within
which the ADP will be implemented as well as the core components of the proposed
ADP. This is examined under two thematic sections:
1. Bushbuckridge and its socio-economic, institutional and traditional authority
context.
2. The role of Government and the Private Sector in supporting and driving an ADP

2.1 Bushbuckridge Local Municipality (BLM)
2.1.1 Socio-Economic Profile (interpretive Summary)
The following are the most important key issues and trends arising from the socioeconomic profile that was prepared as part of the Bushbuckridge Local Municipality’s
LED process (2010-2014):
Ø Demographic trends: BLM has a large population of about 541,248 (Stats SA:
2011) [which is only 11,000 people more than the projected population as per
the 2007 Stats SA census.]
Ø Poverty situation: What is striking about BLM's population is that it is estimated
that more than 52% are unemployed and as a result about 75% of the BLM
population lives below the Minimum Living Level (MLL) which makes BLM one
of the poorest 3 places in RSA.
Ø An important fact that makes this already dire situation worse in terms of
stimulating a turn-around is that education levels are very poor and BLM has one
of the lowest levels of education in the country from grade 12 and above.
Although the matric pass rate has improved substantially (76%) only 18% of
matriculants obtain access to a B degree.
Ø Structure of the economy: In looking at the structure of the economy a number of
key trends are important:
o The local economy is overwhelmingly reliant on the ‘community services ‘
sector that comprises 36% of GVA (2013).
o The next largest contributor to GVA is the services and retail sector (listed
as “trade”) which comprises 20% of GVA (2013) - and again these
activities are essentially underpinned by a reliance on the salaries of and
contracts generated by public sector spending in community services.
o Collectively, public sector spending is thus directly and indirectly
responsible for over 55% of GVA, and this is indicative of an economy that
is not self-sustaining, and structurally flawed.
In terms of productive sectors, the only other substantial opportunities
that are known to have good inherent (but under-utilised) development
potential are the agriculture and tourism sectors. Of concern in terms of
current trends is that:
- The contribution of these sectors is still very small
- In terms of trends, the agriculture sector is declining and tourism is
poorly understood and substantially under-developed compared to
the natural resources and location potentials
Ø Inherent and under-utilised development potential: The performance of the
agriculture and tourism sectors in BLM is a matter of great concern since it is
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within these two sectors that BLM has its greatest natural resource potential.
Both the agriculture and tourism sectors do not have very high educational
'barriers to entry'. The fact that communities and land claimants own or have the
use rights to vast areas of potentially highly productive land located in close
proximity (or often immediately adjacent) to the Kruger National Park and the
Sabi Sands and Timbavati Private Nature Reserves, is an obvious opportunity to
boost productive activities. What makes this situation of under-development all
the more extraordinary is that both agriculture and tourism development enjoy a
very high policy priority in terms of South African and Mpumalanga Government
development strategies.
Ø Policy and strategy context: In context of the structural economic issues
identified above, it is important for the public sector planning processes and
policy makers to understand why tourism and agriculture do so badly in BLM.
Key issues to be considered in the design of an Development Strategy for BLM
will include:
o What policy and strategy priorities do these sectors actually get in IDP or
LED? Related to this question is whether or not there are clearly defined
programmes and projects with associated budgets?
o What are the obstacles to agriculture and tourism development? - Why
are people unable to utilise the inherent natural resources potential?
Related to this, the following issues must be considered:
§ land tenure problems
§ public sector response times
§ training and experience levels of government officials
§ the friendliness of the regulatory framework, and whether or not
the private sector is easily able to invest in agriculture and tourism
development projects. Similarly, in terms of the development of
community based agriculture and tourism development, does the
regulatory environment help small and medium scale local
entrepreneurs to develop businesses?
§ lack of strategic infrastructure and deteriorating existing
infrastructure
§ lack of government technical and financial support
§ lack of experience in successful economic participation
§ The incidence and impact of lack of market access for local and
community based agriculture and tourism enterprises.
Ø Public sector capacity: It is common knowledge that (similarly to most
municipalities in South Africa) the BLM experiences substantial capacity
constraints in terms of technical and financial capacities. In terms of technical
capacity, the underlying problems include a shortage of suitable formally
qualified and experienced staff as well as substantial vacancies. The financial
capacity shortage has a direct impact on the ability of the state to address the
technical capacity issues and is substantially due to the tremendous demand for
public sector finance to address problems related to service delivery as well as
health and welfare priorities across the Province and the Country.
Neither the technical or financial capacity problems of the public sector will be resolved
in the short to medium term. An acceptance of this is particularly important for
agriculture development because it means that support strategies must look at
alternative approaches to securing much needed technical and financial investment in
support of agriculture development. In addition, if it is common knowledge that there
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are severe technical and financial constraints, it is not advisable or helpful to develop
excessively comprehensive or complex development strategies since they are unlikely
to be clearly articulated and thus unlikely to be adequately agreed to, and thus unlikely
to be successfully implemented.
2.1.2 Institutional Context
Since the inception of IDPs (in 1999), there was recognition of the need for improved
alignment of projects and programs – both within local municipalities and between
local offices and provincial departments. Poor municipalities have consistently
struggled to coordinate and prioritise projects and programs as they grapple with the
challenge of extraordinary social needs and a vastly insufficient resource base.
Bushbuckridge was until 2008, a cross-border municipality. The challenges of
coordinating provincial programs in the context of cross-border municipalities are
extreme with neither province (the former Limpopo or the subsequent Mpumalanga)
being able to formulate either a long-term strategic plan or a comprehensive set of
functional and political relationships amongst local and provincial officials. The result is
simply a municipality in limbo.
With the eventual allocation of Bushbuckridge to the Mpumalanga Province, a new
vacuum of integration emerged where there was no institutional memory, no historic
accountability and no functional relationships. In this context, the municipality
remained both subject to and divorced from the new provincial administration. During
the period 2007 to 2010, numerous provincial agriculture projects targeting the
municipality (including Masibuyele Emasimini and a number of CASP initiatives on
irrigation schemes) were characterised by stop-start operations and by often changing
rules of engagement with no effective communication between the provincial and local
structures.
These types of dynamics were worsened by recurrent changes at the provincial level
(including Heads of Departments, Members of the Executive Council, Chief Directors
and the like) that invariably compounded the inability of officials and politicians to
develop effective working relationships.
In order for a local municipality to make any meaningful contribution to LED, the roles
and functions must be clarified – both internally as well as vis-à-vis the province. In its
most basic formulation, respective responsibilities would be shaped as follows:
Ø Service Delivery (including water, sanitation, electricity, waste management,
commercial infrastructure, town planning, spatial planning and zoning, bi-law
enforcement and the provision of social infrastructure) are municipal functions
with primarily local externalities
Ø Socio Economic Development (including agriculture, health, safety and security,
environmental management, education, research and development, social
services, minerals and energy) are provincial functions with externalities that
impact on the broader region and on national welfare
To date there has been no effective allocation of responsibility between the province
(and by extension the national offices) and the local municipality. LED officers are often
(and very much on an ad hoc basis) allocated responsibility for everything from water
problems to economic sector failures (e.g. agriculture projects, reticulation projects,
land reform disputes, education results, healthcare initiatives and so on). The
introduction of IDP officers first and LED officers later, was intended to improve
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coordination and integration of state projects and programs but the unintended result
was simply the addition of more complexity which comes with additional layers of
stakeholders and consultations. Effective coordination and integration requires role
clarity first and foremost. The necessary chronology is as follows:
ü Define the role of the province (and each provincial line department) within the
municipality
ü Define the responsibilities of the municipality (in terms service delivery)
ü Define the resource base for:
o Programs that are nationally funded but implemented by the province
o Programs that are nationally funded but implemented by the municipality
Within this “defined” context, the IDP office will be better able to track both provincial
and local projects and programs and monitor the effectiveness of delivery as well as the
progress towards intended commitments or outcomes. Similarly, within this “defined”
context, the LED office will be well positioned to assess the local economy and thus the
LED office will be in a position to be the primary source of information to guide the
socio economic projects and programs implemented by the various provincial offices.
With improved role clarity, the local municipality will, through both political and
organisational structures, play their proper role as representatives of the needs of the
local community. They will be in a position to lobby for additional resources in priority
areas and they will be able to motivate for targeted projects and programs by
articulating both the socio economic and the socio political realities on the ground.
2.1.3 Traditional Authorities
Very little is ever said about the role of traditional authorities in Rural Development or
economic development or – in this case – agricultural development – other than poorly
articulated statements like, “they should be engaged,” or, “they should be consulted,” or,
“they have an important role to play.”
Part of the reason for this is that the role of Traditional Authorities in a constitutional
democracy remains a confusing issue AND it is one of those “faults” within our
understanding of the development framework that remains largely unsolvable.
Traditional Authorities have a custodianship over communal areas but the land belongs
to the state. Traditional Authorities were often the target of group forced removals but
they are generally not permitted to claim land “as tribes.” Rather, recognition is given to
the individual householders as “land claimants.”
Traditional Authorities have a role to play in representing the interest of their
communities but they have no related budget or voting (in the political economy sense.)
These vest with municipalities (and councillors and ward committees and branch
committees – all party political structures).
In the context of land reform projects, even where a traditional authority has a strong
link to the claimant (or beneficiary) group, they are very seldom represented in the
leadership (other than in an ex-officio capacity) and are thus barred from having any
direct influence over decision-making. There are some exceptions – with certain chiefs
or kings asserting a very direct and dominant role in their communities and/or
community entities but this is not the norm.
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In light of the above, a development plan will not benefit significantly from attempting
to pre-empt complex strategies for obtaining traditional authority buy-in. Rather, such a
plan should make provision for all the proper consultations and engagements that any
credible plan should inherently entail and such consultations should commence at the
project conceptualization level, persist through the project planning phase and conclude
with the project implementation stage.
These “normal consultations” are as relevant to National, Provincial, District or
Municipal officials as they are to Private Investors intending to implement anything
from investment projects to public infrastructure programs and will naturally including:
ü Consultations with ward councillors
ü Consultations with traditional council representatives
ü Consultations with LED officers
ü Consultations with communal entities (Trusts or CPAs or Coops or Associations)
who have bona fide rights or ties to the land that may be the subject of or
impacted by a proposed development
ü Consultations with LTA officers (the land tenure division of the DRDLR)
Figure 11 - Geographic Spread of Traditional Authorities in Bushbuckridge
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In Bushbuckridge there are 13 Traditional Authorities whose areas of jurisdiction end
at or near the CBD, the Sabi Sand and Kruger National Park boundaries and the State
and Private Forest Areas.
These traditional authorities further find themselves in a perplexing situation in so far
as some have lodged land claims in areas presided over by other traditional authorities
whilst some have seen land falling under their jurisdiction transferred to land claimant
communities who, irrespective of whether they were traditionally subjects or not, tend
to carry on the affairs of the land claimant entity with little regard for or consultation
with the affected traditional authority. This again highlights the somewhat complex and
confusing space in which traditional authorities find themselves – with no access to
fiscal budgets and no bona fide land rights other than those accorded them by virtue of
presiding over state land.
2.1.4 Conclusion
Only about 11% of the population of Bushbuckridge is employed – 61,710 people in fact.
Table 7 - Employment and unemployment numbers

Census
2001

Census
2011

Working age population (15-64)

288 574

312 224

Economically Active Population

103 530

128 861

Number of employed

38 684

61 710

Number of unemployed

64 846

67 152

Unemployment rate (%)

62.6%

52.1%

LABOUR INDICATORS

According to Stats SA’s 2011 census, “almost a fifth
(19%) of the adult population had no education at all.
Almost half of the adult population had no secondary
education at all. The 2007 census showed that only
14.5% of the population had completed grade 12 and by
2011, only 8% of people received a tertiary education.
These social statistics suggest that there is little
prospect of the citizens of Bushbuckridge improving
their socio-economic conditions through a natural
progression from hardship to prosperity or through a
burst of entrepreneurial endeavour. Rather, they point
to a need for long term investments of productive
capital to stimulate employment on an on-going,
increasing and sustainable basis.

IHS Global Insight
2014

47.5%

According to the NSDP 2006
report, “Bushbuckridge Local
Municipality shows the third
highest incidence of people
living under the Minimum
Living Level (MLL) in a Local
Municipality in South Afirca after
Emfuleni
of
the
Sedibeng District Municipailty
in Gauteng and Buffalo City
Local Municipality of the
Amatole District in Eastern
Cape.

Faced with the social burden of servicing a poor and poorly educated population, the
local municipality is not well placed to drive or position key economic strategies and
programs. Nor are the traditional authorities empowered or indeed able to play a
central role in meaningful economic development initiatives.
For economic development initiatives to effectively benefit Bushbuckridge, they must
be embedded in broader regional programs that create compelling local opportunities.
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2.2 The role of Government and the Private Sector
2.2.1 Investment Framework
Whilst many lofty ideas exist about the role of the private sector in addressing social ills
and similarly, the long lists of challenges that the government “must address”, it tends to
be those investments that are rooted in viable economic opportunities that have the
intended impact and do so sustainably.
The Agricultural Development Plan (ADP) that is being conceptualized for
Bushbuckridge is premised on the fact that:
1. The Provincial Government is embarking on a 10-year program to support the
growth of primary agriculture in Bushbuckridge and that of agro-processing,
value adding and export orientation in the Province
2. The Bushbuckridge area has nearly 6,000 hectares of irrigated land that could be
redeveloped or further developed to generate upwards of R1,1bn per annum in
gross value at the primary production level
Whilst it is not clear what the expected level of investment for the complete
implementation of the Agri-hub and Farmer Production Support Units will be, it has
been estimated that the total investment in the International Fresh Produce Market will
be R1bn and that of the Special Economic Zone will be in the region of R530m.
With the estimated cost of canal refurbishment at New Forest and Dingley Dale being in
the region of R100m and similar infrastructure development at Sabie River and Sabie
Hoxani estimated to be in the region of R70m, the core infrastructure costs for the
irrigation schemes and the RUMC and SEZ alone amounts to some R1,7bn.
As will be shown later, further critical investments in soil health (R300m) and 1st stage
Farmer Production Support Unit (FPSU) establishment (R80m) will push the price tag
to just over R2bn (over a period of 5 to 8 years).
Investments required to bring the former orchard estates to full production will require
a further R517m (based on a start-to-break even average cost of R200,000 per hectare)
thus suggesting a total cost (before agri-hub implementation) of R2,5bn.
The following table will help to separate these defined costs and will further allocate an
amount of R300m to the agri-hub development – which is presumed to be a reasonable
ballpark and which will assist to fill the gap in the calculation logic:
Table 8 - Integrated Agricultural Development Cost - including Mbombela, Nkomazi and Bushbuckridge

Capital Item
SEZ (Nkomazi)
MIFPM (Mbombela)
Agri-Hub (Mkuhlu)
Irrigation (BBR Central)
Irrigation (BBR South)
Redevelopment - Estates

Cost
R 530m
R1,000m
R 300m
R 340m
R 240m
R 520m
Total R2,930m (or R2,9bn)

Note
Strategic Infrastructure
Strategic Infrastructure
Supporting Infrastructure
Primary (core) Infrastructure
Primary (core) Infrastructure
Development & Operations

Whilst R2,9bn may seem very substantial at 1st glance, the gravity of the number is
greatly reduced when considering the following:
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1. R1,53bn is to be invested in the Province (and not in Bushbuckridge)
2. The amount will be spent over a period of 5 to 10 years (in which case, R576m
per annum over 5 years or R288m per annum over 10 years is not that much)
3. There will be private partners contributing in both the SEZ and MIFPM projects
4. There will be private partners contributing in the Estate Redevelopment projects
(to be implemented over 7 years at an average cost of R74m per annum)
5. The projected gross value generated in Bushbuckridge alone will be in the range
of R600m to R1,1bn per annum once fully developed 10 years from now
6. The annual return on initial investment from the capital spending in only
Bushbuckridge will therefore be between 43% - 80% - even long after the fact
It is a generally accepted principle that the public sector is best placed to fund strategic
and supporting infrastructure whilst the private sector is best placed to fund
operational (commercial) investments. Similarly – as in the case of communal irrigation
infrastructure – these semi-public goods11 are the work of the state12.
In both the SEZ and MIFPM plans, provision has already been made (in the DTI business
plan and the MIDP plan respectively) for public private partnerships – including the
further engagements that have to be held once the relevant governance structures have
been established.
What follows will thus focus on the appropriate investment approach – specifically in
relation to Bushbuckridge and the investment and development projects earmarked
and conceptualized for implementation within that Municipality’s agricultural sector.
2.2.2 Irrigation Schemes
The schemes in the South exhibit better farming conditions and indeed farming
practices than those in Central Bushbuckridge. This may in part relate to their proximity
to markets (for both inputs and harvests) and in part to the water access enjoyed by the
schemes in the South that are situated in a more linear arrangement near the Sabi River.
To a greater or lesser extent, all of
the
irrigation
schemes
are
constrained by 3 fundamental
challenges:
1. Irrigation Infrastructure: in
the absence of a coordinated
infrastructure maintenance
program, gradual chronic
degradation is inevitable and
the pace and extent of such
degradation tends to increase
over time.
2. Soil Health: Following 50
years of intensive cultivation
using chemical fertilizers,

Following the extensive flood damage of the
year 2000, most of the collective canals and
pump stations servicing the Southern schemes
were destroyed (and sadly this occurred not
long after some state funded upgrades and
maintenance). In time, many of these farmers
obtained small pumps and lengths of pipe to
irrigate directly from the river or from semifunctional portions of canal. By contrast, the
farmers on the Central schemes are all very far
from primary water sources and are thus totally
dependent on the extensive canal networks’
ability to deliver water to the various holding
dams on the schemes.

11 The canals are not pure public goods in that there are barriers to access given that persons who are not members

of the schemes or who do not have permission to use the scheme land do not have access to this infrastructure.
However the infrastructure is shared by more than 1000 people with little regulation or administration.
12 It is conceivable that in a more structured (future) environment, management and maintenance of the canal

infrastructure can be undertaken by the farmers and/or their water users’ associations. This is however not currently
feasible.
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soil-health has deteriorated substantially and there is a high prevalence of
nematodes. Besides the impact of chemicals, soil health has been further harmed
by limited crop rotations, compacting as a result of consistently rushed and
poorly managed land preparation and in large part, water logging from leaking
canals.
3. Fragmented Institutions: The Water Users’ Associations are barely functional
and the overall system of administering land allocations, membership fees and a
register of rights holders, farmers or tenants, renders any form of collective
planning, buying or selling ineffectual.
2.2.2.1 Role of the Private Sector
There are a number of theoretical opportunities for private sector involvement in the
irrigation schemes but none are particularly practicable within the current context
(save for the few private leases that have been entered into in the South which cannot
really qualify as “private sector involvement”.) For example:
û Fresh Produce Out-grower programs: These would normally entail an
established commercial operator creating opportunities for smaller producers to
link into an established network – both in acquiring inputs and in selling the
produce. The transaction costs of dealing with multiple individual small
producers can be quite high – especially in the early stages of establishing such
relationships. For such an arrangement to work effectively, the following factors
must be in play:
o The existing commercial operator must have a market whose demand
exceeds his/her ability to supply (i.e. exceeds the existing production
capacity)
o The potential out-growers must be sufficient in number and ability to
make a meaningful contribution to the overall volume being supplied to
market (since the commercial operator can only make a small margin on
the produce that they process on behalf of the out-growers)
o The administrative capacity to manage the out-grower transactions –
from input supply to quality control to credit to tracking to sales to
payment – must be sufficiently robust to be effective, accurate and
capable of addressing disputes.
û Permanent Crop Out-grower programs: As in many LDCs, small holders can
establish orchards that are then collectively marketed through a central
cooperative or through a partnership with an existing commercial operator.
These arrangements could be either by design (where top down investments are
made to establish an out-grower estate with central facilities) or by incremental
development (where more and more producers convert to orchard
establishment in response to an existing market/commercial producer). Such
schemes are also subject to the same transaction costs of the fresh produce outgrowers although the frequency of transactions is reduced owing to the
homogenous crop and the seasonal nature of harvesting (once per annum as
opposed to numerous diverse crop cycles). There are however other
impediments including the following:
o The long lead times from establishment to profitability of orchard crops
can be prohibitive for poor, small-scale producers
o Related to the above point, small-holder farmers tend to lack the cash
flow for long term strategies
o Over-dependence on a homogenous crop leaves farmers vulnerable to
any market or price shocks (or changing long term trends)
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o Establishment of collective infrastructure is difficult where there are so
many farmers involved that a significant percentage will not opt to
participate in a proposed scheme thus making a contiguous estate (and
related infrastructure) impossible
o Inconsistent quality and yield: A key success factor in fruit production is a
viable export orientation. Viable production for export in turn depends on
the producer’s ability to secure market opportunities in advance. For
these market arrangements to be sustained, delivery of an agreed volume
of a particular standard and at an agreed time is critical. The greater the
number of individual small contributors to a given export crop, the
greater the likelihood that volumes will be variable and thus unreliable.
û Large Scale leasing: Propositions have been put forward at times for a large
commercial operator to lease most or some of an existing irrigation scheme. The
notion is that this will generate economic benefits to the region as well as
financial benefits to the lessors (i.e. the individual “peasant” farmers whose land
is being leased). This approach is not viable for a wide range of reasons:
o The same physical conditions limiting the ability of smallholders will
impact a commercial operator – namely poor soil health and degraded
irrigation infrastructure. The time and scale of investment to address
these shortcomings will be prohibitive.
o Whilst there may be a tendency to associate smallholder farmers with
“peasants”, this is not the case in South Africa. The majority of farmers –
even though poor and struggling – have middle class aspirations (at least
for their children). These farmers use agriculture as a means to generate
income whilst having a safety net of government grants at the household
level. The land is thus an opportunity to engage in entrepreneurial
endeavour motivated by ambitions for moving up the income ladder.
o The potential margins available from commercial production are quite
small. That is to say that rent incomes payable by a lessor will be very low
(not more than R2,000 per annum per hectare) and any proposed profit
shares will not likely contribute substantially enough to make such a
proposal attractive to current plot holders. Put differently, even poorly
performing small-holders can make more from their 1,5 hectare plot than
what is likely to be generated through a lease.
o There is no resonance in the idea that farmers will become labourers on
their own land. Nor in the idea that smallholders should become “land
lords”. There is also no merit in the idea that a large-scale operator
renting multiple small plots will engage in any useful skills transfer.
The theory underpinning out-grower programs does remain valid and has been
practiced successfully in various parts of Africa. These successes are relatively few in
number though and not easily replicated. In the current context, the fundamental
challenges to effective functioning of the irrigation schemes can only be addressed
through a medium to long-term state assisted program.
2.2.2.2 Role of the State
A great many of the farmers on the irrigation schemes have the will and arguably the
ability, to farm successfully. But farming is difficult and expensive – even at the best of
times. For these schemes to realize their inherent gross value potential, a number of
medium to long-term interventions are required.
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2.2.2.2.1 Soil Rehabilitation
Soil health can only be sustainably improved through the application of organic
remedies over a sufficiently long period of time. It is possible in the short term to
fumigate pre-planting and apply appropriate fertilizers, phosphates and/or lime. But
with time, these practices will become increasingly expensive and less effective.
Organic remedies may include the introduction of banana plantations or grasses or
some-other semi-permanent plants that have restorative qualities and help the soil to
stabilize (being free from tillage for some years).
As a pre-cursor to “resting the fields” by introducing such crops, contours and ridges
should be re-established as years of individual ad hoc land prep, combined with
occasional flooding, have undermined the integrity of the contours, drains and ridges on
large parts of the schemes.
Soil Rehabilitation can conceivable be incorporated in a DARDLEA land care program.
Whatever the case, a substantial amount of detailed planning would be required in
order to coordinate a program on such a scale and in a manner that does not impede the
ability of individual farmers to keep farming. In the same vane, such a program would
have to span multi-years in order to be applied with consistency and in chorus with the
re-introduction of crop rotations at the individual farm plot level.
It is conceivable that either bananas or grasses or lucerne can contribute – in the short
term – to on-going revenues (by way of sales of bananas and/or sales of hay bales) but
these will not be sufficient to sustain farmers who are dependent on seasonal sales of
whatever crops they have (individually) come to depend on.
At R50,000 per hectare, such a program would cost in the region of R180m but, given
the fact that it will have to be a multi-year program (spanning at least 4 to 7 years) and
given the coordination cost of joint planning with over 1,400 individual farmers and
given the probable introduction of banana trees or seeding programs on large portions
of the schemes, this cost is likely to exceed R300m.
2.2.2.2.2 Irrigation Infrastructure
The refurbishment of the Irrigation Scheme infrastructure is seen as the key to
unlocking the potential of these smallholder schemes. In the climate in which the
schemes are situated, access to water is the lifeline of farming success. A refurbishment
project will have a tremendous impact on the whole area - reducing poverty, creating
jobs (with over 400 jobs potentially associated with the medium term refurbishment
process) and increasing the amount of income generated in the area which will up-lift
the entire community in both the short and long term.
With refurbished irrigation canals, water will be used more efficiently and effectively.
The 60% of the irrigation schemes currently lying fallow can be productively cultivated,
and over time, the area will become better able to supply and tap into the packaging,
marketing and agro-processing opportunities presented by the introduction of the agrihub and international fresh produce market.
The potential of the area for agriculture has been shown to have the added advantage of
being able to produce during winter. This presents a unique market opportunity as a
very small percentage of the productive area in the country is able to produce summer
crops in winter.
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The refurbishment of the canals should be done is such a way that the farmers and their
Water Users’ Associations (or Coops) will participate and be trained in the construction
work - thereby putting them in a position to successfully maintain and manage the
canals in the future and take full ownership and responsibility for their biggest asset
and opportunity.
From an institutional perspective, it is proposed that a Community Management
Contract approach is applied in terms of which the Water Users’ Associations’
management committees manage the project. The committees will thus be empowered
in the construction, operation and maintenance of the irrigation schemes.
They will be responsible for the appointment of labour and consultants and will be
accountable for the entire process. One of the objectives on the community-managed
contract is that the Famers’ Associations will be left with the capability and skills for
repairing and maintaining the irrigation infrastructure.
Such a project plan entails the use of labour intensive methods to repair or replace all
canals throughout the irrigation schemes using an estimated 200 workers sourced from
the surrounding villages for each of the 4 scheme refurbishment projects.
The aim is to improve supply reliability and overcome poor usage and wastage of water
within the irrigation schemes, thus increasing water use efficiency. Previous canal
surveys have also identified areas along the canals where footbridges, vehicle/animal
crossings, drinking troughs and washing areas need to be installed to prevent future
damage to the infrastructure.
Canal refurbishment falls within the realm of the DRDLR’s Rural Infrastructure
Development (RID) division but may also be implemented in partnership with
DARDLEA as the long-term custodian of the project (and possibly DWA as a major
stakeholder and arguably beneficiary of such a water efficiency enhancing program –
especially given its impact on the sensitive Sand River).
The cost of refurbishment is estimated at R100m13 for the 2 central Schemes and R70m
for the 2 Southern Schemes making a total of R170m. Again, the likelihood of multi-year
implementation and the high coordination and consultation requirements would
suggest that an overall budget of R200m is probable.
2.2.2.2.3 Institutional Development
Having been established in the 1960s and having transitioned from the homeland era to
the Limpopo administration to the Mpumalanga administration – and with all this
having taken place in a context of declining output, reduced support and diminished
market access – the levels of organization and administration on the schemes are
extremely fragmented.
In order to position the schemes to take full advantage of the agri-parks opportunities
and to systematically improve output and effective infrastructure maintenance, some
form of administrative rigour will have to be introduced. A few practical examples of the
gaps will help to illustrate:

13 In 2010, LIMA developed a 5 year implementation budget for New Forest and Dingley Dale showing an estimated

implementation cost of R89m for those two schemes alone.
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Ø Water management (excluding repairs and maintenance) requires coordinated
management of sluices and balancing dams. Historically, the schemes were
divided into different sections with “Dam Committees” coordinating the release
and flow of water to different sections of the schemes (at different times and on
different days). Even with properly functioning canals, these coordination
functions are necessary. However, in the absence of any current register of which
farmers exist in which sections AND in the absence of any annual fees to the
Water Users’ Association and/or the Dam Committees, such functions are now
performed on a voluntary, ad hoc basis and understandably, with limited effect.
Ø Farmer representation is most effective at the collective level where a committee
or representative body (e.g. a coop) is able to lobby for and disseminate
information to their numerous member farmers. To a limited extent this practice
does exist but again, it is largely voluntary and ad hoc as the representative
committees seldom receive any membership fees - nor do they have any current
register of active farmers.
Ø Planning and problem solving are both dependent on a credible information
base. In the case of the small-holder farmers, such an information base would at
the very least contain the following:
o Name
o Plot site (i.e. location of the land to which the farmer has rights)
o Residential site (as the majority of farmers reside within the scheme level
village)
o Active or not active?
o If not active, fallow or leased out?
With this very basic farmer information captured, the information base could be
deepened over time to include what will eventually become useful farm records:
o Area currently cultivated
o Crops currently cultivated
o Yield estimate of current crops
o Intended market for current crops
o Value estimate for current season
If consistently administered, this type of information will gradually form the
basis of historical records that in turn inform future strategies and plans. [Any
effective commercial operation is based on a credible information system that
flows from 1) Static data to 2) current operations and eventually to 3) historical
reflection as a basis for future projection.]
As things stand, researchers and planners alike are hard pressed to provide any reliable
answers – even to the static questions of “how many hectares are there in total per
scheme?” or, “how many farmers are there in total per scheme?” Under such
circumstances, the more dynamic information pertaining to levels of activity, output
volumes, gross value etc. is understandably very limited. As a result, the effectiveness
and appropriateness of farmer support programs and interventions will be largely
based on guesswork and will thus be susceptible to a range of implementation failures.
In the context of the proposed canal refurbishment and soil rehabilitation programs, the
re-introduction of a farmer administration system may be a spin-off but it can be argued
that such an approach is somewhat back-to-front. A more immediate possibility is to
link the development of appropriate member data to the on-going input supply program
administered by the DRDLR’s Rural Enterprise and Industrial Development (REID)
division.
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Similar to DARDLEA’s Msibuyela Emasimini program, REID makes inputs (seed,
fertiliser and chemicals) available to smallholders – albeit on a small scale – to boost
agricultural production. A natural opportunity thus exists to link the distribution of
these inputs to the registration of farmers as a condition for eligibility. Such an
approach is likely to be far more effective than a fieldworker driven approach akin to
household surveys.
This may also be (conceptually) the first step towards establishing Farmer Production
Support Units (FPSUs) as the input distribution sites will likely be located at central
points close to where the schemes are located (one in Central Bushbuckridge and one in
the South). The distribution exercise and related administration and logistics
arrangements will lend themselves to the establishment of an effective farmer
information database. In terms of the static information, collection can be done at the
desktop interview level (within the FPSU office) as follows:
ü Name – Make a copy of the ID document of the farmer
ü Contact number – enter the cell phone number of the farmer and that of their
elected alternative number into the data base
ü Plot site – Using a large, high resolution hybrid map/satellite image, ask the
farmer to locate their plot and log this (both physically and digitally)
ü Residential site – In the same manner as with the farm plot, ask the farmer to
identify their dwelling on one of a number of village satellite photos for the area
(and log the site accordingly)
ü Active or not active – a simple question/answer
ü If not active, fallow or lease out – a simple question/answer
It is always tempting, when embarking on a data collection exercise, to overload the
process with all manner of potentially interesting data fields (e.g. number of
dependents, levels of income, occupation, household size, crop types etc.) It is however
recommended that the re-introduction of an information and administration system be
implemented gradually and incrementally in order to protect the integrity and accuracy
of information captured and to ensure maximum compliance and minimum resistance
and inconvenience to the respondents.
With the 1st cycle (or year) of data collection, the objective must be for 100% coverage
and 100% accuracy. In order to achieve this, the minimum and least subjective
information should be captured. In subsequent years, the breadth and depth of
information can gradually be increased (building on a 100% reliable base of data).
Although the current annual input supply budget is variable and less than R10m per
year, it is recommended that, in order to achieve the additional aims of 1st step FPSU
establishment and 1st step producer information system establishment, a budget of at
least R16m per annum should be allocated.
Again, such a program should span multiple years in order to be more effective and
comprehensive. That being the case, an allocation of R80m over 5 years will place both
the department and the schemes in a substantially better planning and administration
position – coinciding with the time at which the agri-park implementation is in full
swing and the various scheme level interventions are also conceivably at an advanced
stage.
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2.2.3 Orchard Estates
In contrast with the communal irrigation schemes where large numbers of farmers have
individual rights to individual portions of land, the orchard estates are typically
comprised of a large single production unit (or farm) that is collectively owned (by a
community entity). There are no individual divisible rights to portions of the farm but
rather a collective share in ownership of the farm.
These estates thus lend themselves to the establishment of commercial arrangements
where a single management structure operates all aspects of the farm on a commercial
basis with the benefits of profitable operations accruing to the community entity (and
by extension, to its members).
Of the 12 estates that have been identified as exhibiting potential for agricultural
development, only 4 have been transferred to community entities (CPAs and Trusts)
through the land restitution process but most of them are under claim. Of those that
have not yet been settled through the restitution process, all 8 have been allocated to
existing community entities (in most cases coops or CPAs) through either a PTO14 from
the Traditional Authority or through a lease from the DRDLR15.
Each of these 12 “projects” has, over the years, approached either the Department of
Agriculture or the DRDLR for grant funding in one form or another and many of them
have received grant funding at one time or another. The persistent failures of these
farms is however a well-known and unfortunate reality as commercial businesses can
neither be collectively operated and nor can they be state managed.
Even as the painful memory of the failed partnerships at Champagne and Lisbon lingers,
the establishment of well-structured community public private partnerships remains
highly feasible and effective as a means to recapitalize such high value agricultural
assets and bring these farms back into full production.
2.2.3.1 Operational Models
The “Technical Guide to Establishing Community Private Partnerships” - as developed
for the South African Business Trust in 2010 – describes the experiences under different
models as follows: “Over the years, there have been various models used in South Africa
and in other countries. The most common types of models are the following:
1. Collectives: these are projects where the community sets up an executive
committee or a management committee and runs the farm or other form of
business on the land. Collectives usually do not survive for very long and the
reasons they fail include:
a. Difficulties in joint decision making
b. Lack of track record and experience
c. No benefits
d. Infighting
14 Where the traditional authority is the custodian of State Land, the authority may issue a “Permission to Occupy”

(PTO) certificate giving a community or an individual rights to use that land. PTOs incur a minimal annual fee for
administrative purposes and they tend to persist indefinitely (except where ownership of the land is transferred
through, for example, land reform).
15 Some State Land does not fall under the jurisdiction of the Traditional Authority (e.g. State Forest Areas) and in

these instances the DRDLR may issue a lease to a private operator or a community entity. Even where a private
operator intends to conclude an investment agreement on State Land that is under the jurisdiction of the Traditional
Authority, the security of tenure required for capital investments necessitates that a lease be provided by the DRDLR
(and not by the Traditional Authority) which process requires prior permission from both the Traditional Authority
and the local community (through a process known as IPILRA).
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2. Service Level Agreements (or Management Contracts): these are similar to
collectives. The main difference is that the collective now hires a company or an
experienced individual for the day-to-day running of the business. Whilst
management agreements can help to overcome the challenges of joint decisionmaking, track record and experience, they also do not tend to survive very long.
This is due to:
a. Insufficient capital to operate, maintain and expand the business
b. Inability of the management company (or individual) to raise funds
c. No benefits
d. Suspicion and disappointment from members
3. Lease Agreements: these often occur when the community has given up trying to
run the farm or the business and sees the land degrading. In an attempt to stop
the degradation and retain jobs and also get some small income, the community
rents out the land. Lease agreements are common all over the world and in all
sectors. On community land, lease agreements face the following challenges:
a. Nobody knows whether the lease fee is too low or the lease period too
long
b. The company or individual who is renting may promise certain things in
return for lower rent – things that cannot be delivered – leading to
unhappiness
c. When the community leadership changes, the new leadership often wants
to renegotiate the terms or cancel the lease – leading to unhappiness
d. If the business does not prosper, the rent does not get paid. If the business
does prosper, the community feels that they are not getting a fair share of
the benefits. Unhappiness results.
4. Share-equity Schemes: these schemes involve the purchase of shares in an
existing farm or other business. The most common type has been farm-workershare-equity schemes where the employees become part owners of the business
in the hope that they will obtain profit shares, skills transfer and empowerment
rather than mere wages. There are examples of successful schemes in South
Africa. There are also many that have failed. The reasons for failure include:
a. Joint decision-making is difficult when ordinary employees become coowners. The former employer is still the employer but now it becomes
difficult to issue instructions
b. If the business is not very profitable, the employees become suspicious of
the employer and begin to make accusations
c. The business has difficulty raising funds because the land can no longer
be used as security and the community (employees) cannot contribute
any finances to the partnership
d. Some members become demanding and want to obtain more benefits and
more control of the business – leading to unhappiness
5. Joint Ventures: in some projects, strategic partners were identified as a potential
solution to the shortcomings of other models. In these cases, an experienced
private sector partner enters into a joint venture with the community. The two
partners to the venture have equal (50/50) shares or something close to that.
The intention is that the community is empowered through its high shareholding
whilst the business is run successfully through the experience and financial
capability of the strategic partner. A great number of joint ventures have
collapsed. The most common reasons are the following:
a. Commercial operations require a great deal of funds. In a partnership,
both partners must put in the same amount of money. If it is 50/50
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shares, then it must be 50/50 cash in and 50/50 cash out. The community
does not have the cash to contribute and so the business cannot be run,
maintained or expanded.
b. Even in those instances where the strategic partner has enough money to
finance the whole business, the strategic partner will not do it for free.
Normally a loan account is established – meaning that the strategic
partner loans the half of the money that the community partner was
supposed to pay in. If there is a profit at the end of the year, the strategic
partner will first take back the amount that they put in (the 50%) + the
amount of the loan that they put in for the community (the other 50%)
before there can be any profit sharing. This can make the community
unhappy if they end up seeing the strategic partner taking back a huge
amount and the community is getting only a small share of the money at
the end of the year – or none at all.
c. Often times the farm or business requires a huge investment in the first
few years to get it up and running properly. Again, the community cannot
contribute. This can result in a situation where for many many years –
even 10 years – there is no profit share going to the community. Normally
within 3 years, this situation will lead to disputes between the strategic
partner and the community partner.
d. Business does not always go smoothly – even big business. When the
community is a shareholding partner, they are required to share the
losses and share the gains. Even where the joint venture is paying rent,
the community is also responsible to pay that 50% of the rent to itself.
When the business is not making profit – or is loosing money for one or
more years – the business often stops paying rent in order to save costs.
When this happens, even the little benefit that was flowing to the
community side is taken away. This makes the community loose faith in
the whole deal and even to turn on those who structured the deal in the
first place. People will say it is better to strip the land than to let others
farm it for themselves whilst the owners – the community – get no benefit
at all.”
These anecdotal descriptions mainly indicate that every model or approach is
susceptible to a number of dynamic risks and challenges in implementation.
2.2.3.2 Key Success Factors
In research conducted for the GTZ (now GIZ) in 2011, the surprising result was that, of
all the intuitive factors examined to determine what are the most critical elements
contributing to the success or failure of a partnership – irrespective of model type – the
most important element was “the strength of the private partner”. There are of course a
number of components of any partnership that can contribute positive or negatively to
the overall partnership experience (and performance of the project) including:
o How the opportunity was identified and conceptualized
o How the agreement was negotiated and by whom
o How the agreement was structured
o How stable was the community
o How supportive was the government
o What was the state of the assets and related investments required
o How lucrative was the sector and/or the venture
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…and many others. But the overarching key to long-term success rested in the financial
strength of the partner and, presumably, their ability to ride out the ebbs and flows of
business cycles, political cycles and socio-political cycles. That being said, there are also
a great number of known cases where strong partners were bullied out of perfectly
sound arrangements having sunk substantial capital into long-term projects. So it is not
as simple as that…
In the case of the estates in Bushbuckridge, there are always going to be three key
parties to any potential partnership arrangement – irrespective of which model is
applied or where the capital comes from.
1. The Community entity – having the rights to the land
2. The DRDLR – having the regulatory and public oversight responsibility
3. The Private Party – having the human and financial capital to give effect to a
commercially viable business
Each of these parties operates from a different context and brings a different
perspective but bi-and-large, all three parties have an aspiration for success.
In considering the threats to the success of a proposed commercial partnership – from
the perspective of the roles played by the different parties to such a partnership, the
following are most commonly of concern:
1. Community: these entities are seldom stable in the long term and all too often,
hostile changes or challenges to leadership tend to spill over to the other
partners. Leadership changes tend to result in an assertion that existing
agreements must be either reviewed or renegotiated or terminated. From the
perspective of government and the private sector, this is the single biggest threat
to sustainable partnerships.
2. DRDLR: the department is generally in favour of mutually beneficial
partnerships but there are often conditions imposed that may not match the
operational requirements. Examples of these are an equity condition in favour of
the community. Where an equity condition is matched by appropriate levels of
funding, such an arrangement is potentially favourable. But where the private
partner is required to fund the community equity, this can potentially tip the risk
profile or alternatively lead to future conflict (once the private partner recoups
their equity loans and the community perceives an imbalance in benefits).
3. Private Party: It is essential that the private partner is both committed to
transformation and committed to fulfilling the financing and operational
requirements of the business. The two most common weaknesses associated
with private partners are:
a. An opportunistic (so called) investor who seeks low hanging fruit and
hopes to leverage free grant money but lacks the resources to follow
through if grant money is not forthcoming
b. A pretentious (so called) partner who seeks to partner with an ignorant
community thus maintaining total ownership and control of the project
without the need or scope for meaningful engagement with the
community partner
All of these factors are complex and ever present and although they cannot be directly
addressed in a “once and for all” manner, there are deal structuring processes and
approaches that can ameliorate the risks and contribute positively to an improved
outcome.
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2.2.3.2.1 Neutral Brokers
By and large, deals that are structured by experienced neutral brokers (transaction
advisors) tend to reduce the intensity of (inevitable) future tensions in that none of the
three parties can point the finger of blame at each other for any of the terms or
conditions that may later become a point of contention. During the MABEDI project
(2006 to 2010), of the 16 partnerships that were structured, in 100% of the cases,
private partners reported that the existence of an external broker was the single most
important contributor to the smooth implementation of their agreement – even more
important than the terms of the agreement itself.
2.2.3.2.2 Quality of the Asset
The GTZ research (2011) results yielded substantial evidence to support a correlation
between the asset value, ability to attract a strong investor and the outcome of the deal:
“There is an intuitively obvious (and empirically supported) causality where a good
asset attracts a stronger investor. The stronger investor in turn has the means to
develop an optimal business and also to entertain a benefit-maximizing contract. The
combination of good revenue streams and a fair distribution of benefits in turn have a
positive impact on community stability and may, in the longer term, have a positive
impact on community capacity.

Good Asset

Good
Investor

Good
Business

Substantial
Benelits

The more distant assertion that a good deal will enhance community stability and
capacity is not empirically proven from the sample of projects [researched]. There is a
theoretical argument that by virtue of generating revenue streams, a community is
better able to improve its own capacity – simply because revenue translates into
resources and the means to improve benefits and administration processes. The
existence of revenue streams also potentially creates an incentive for communities to
become better organized and for strong leadership to come to the fore. The counter
argument is that revenue streams create conflict as they increase the stakes.
Although the research cannot unequivocally show that either argument holds, there is
evidence [in the research] of communities that were experiencing high levels of conflict
in the pre-deal and implementation stages, becoming relatively more stable in the postdeal-implementation stages. The research team thus surmised that a successful deal
positively contributes to improved capacity and stability at the community level – even
if this “stability” is rather a form of “managed conflict”. Even in situations of overt
threats to the commercial operation, there have not been any examples of conflictridden communities actually destroying or destabilizing the business – and thus, the
revenue streams persist” (GTZ, MRDP: Success factors for CPPs – 2011).
2.2.3.3 Role of the Private Sector
The private party, by virtue of its greater technical and financial capacity and
experience, takes on the major burden of the development and commercial operation
responsibilities in exchange for the opportunity to invest and operate the assets on
community owned land.
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As captured in the Vumelana Advisory Fund’s Strategic Perspective (2011): “A credible
private partner has the resources to offset the weaknesses of the land-owning
community and these will generally include:
1. Financial capacity: The private partner must be able to mobilise all capital
requirements (fixed and working capital) for the development and operation of
the relevant assets/facilities.
2. Ability to construct and maintain the proposed fixed assets/facilities: The private
partner must have the ability to cope with the operating risks of establishing,
operating and maintaining orchards and crops - often in remote locations.
3. Track record in marketing similar products: The private investor must
demonstrate a proven track record of marketing the types of agriculture produce
under consideration. They must also demonstrate market credibility and an
existing client base.
4. Experience in managing/operating similar projects: The private investor must be
able to demonstrate the nature and extent of their experience in operating
similar business activities in similar conditions.
5. Policy and strategy that relates to local community upliftment: Partners must
have policies or strategies in place that assist with local community upliftment in
relation to procurement of local labour, skills transfer and capacity building of
employees, administrators and managers”
Whilst it is desirable and indeed beneficial for the state to induce private sector
investment into risky new projects by contributing grant funding and whilst the
inclusion of grant funding also enables a more balanced approach to ensuring that the
land holding communities become genuine equity partners, the reliance on grant
funding as a key component in developing a new estate has all too often been the key
weakness of projects in the past.
For any new proposed development (and partnership) it is therefore critical that the
development plan be structured in such a manner that the private partner can carry
100% of the establishment and operational cost.
Even where the state has every intention of committing funds, the nature of the public
processes and the risk of changes in budgets or policies are a very real factor that
cannot be discounted.
Put differently, public funding can have a tremendously positive impact in terms of
lowering the risk profile to all parties and in terms of increasing the benefits to all
parties BUT any project plan that is dependent on public funding for its survival is
unlikely to survive – particularly longer-term capital dependent projects.
In the case of the orchard estates and using a development cost of R200,000 per hectare
(for the complete re-establishment of orchards and infrastructure plus the initial
running costs before orchards begin to generate sufficient revenues), the ballpark total
capital cost – over a period of 7 years – to redevelop all the identified irrigation areas
will amount to R517m.
Needless to say, not all the assets will be considered ideal and not all the communities
will necessarily desire a partnership (and so too the actual capital requirements will
differ amongst different sites and circumstances).
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In order to put these investment costs into a project perspective, the following table
provides a per-project view (still focusing only on the irrigated orchard opportunities):
Table 9 - Summary of Orchard Estate Redevelopment Costs

Project
Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog
Total

Irrigated Area

Cost

130
0
400
45
25
Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140

R26m
0
R80m
R9m
R50m
0
R126m
R40m
R60m
R48m
R40m
R10m
R28m

2,360 ha

R517m

2.2.3.4 Role of the Public Sector
It is generally stated that the public sector has to provide the regulatory framework
within which deals can be concluded and that the public sector is responsible for
creating conditions that are conducive to stimulating investment. These are valid
statements but the rural development landscape and the land reform context make for a
somewhat more ambiguous set of framework conditions.
It is undeniable that, where conflicts arise – either at community level or between the
community and the private partner – all eyes are on the “government” to intervene
(somehow). That being the case, the tension around more state involvement versus less
state involvement is very real.
Officials do not have the capacity to make meaningful contributions to the deal
structuring process and they also do not have the capacity to police existing deals and
partnerships. Nor is there capacity to intervene in every crisis that arises – be it
financial or social. And yet, they do bare the burden of responsibility when it comes to
community private partnerships.
In looking at definitions and the relationship that these have with the nature of legal
agreements:
o Any partnership between a land holding community and a private operator is
called a community private partnership (CPP).
o Any partnership where the state has an actual legal stake – either by virtue of
being the owner of the land or by virtue of contributing grant funding – will be
called a community public private partnership (CPPP).
That being the case, the state would be a co-signatory to a CPPP agreement but not to a
CPP agreement. Needless to say, where the state is a partner and signatory, the role of
the state will be explicitly stated in the agreement. However, in a CPP, the role becomes
less clear and is often loosely defined as “a supporting role".
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In promoting and supporting the re-development of the orchard estates (and export
orientation) in Bushbuckridge’s agricultural asset base, the State has three mainstream
options:
1. Enter into mentorship arrangements with established operators and fund the
establishment costs through RECAP
2. Support the formation of CPPs or CPPPs – with or without RECAP
3. Support the formation of arm’s length long-term leases between private
operators and land owning communities
This is not necessarily a “once-and-for-all” decision as circumstances will vary from
project to project and with the passage of time (presuming that these assets will be
developed over a number of years – 7 or more).
2.2.3.4.1 Mentorship
The DRDLR’s Recap program does support mentorships at a rate of between R5k and
R15k per month per mentor (with R5k being for part-time mentors and R15k being for
full time mentors). These arrangements can be sustained for up to 5 years and, with the
requisite Recap budget available for re-establishment of orchards and related
infrastructure, it is conceivable that a community entity (or representatives) may obtain
sufficient professional support throughout the re-establishment process to ultimately
sustain a profitable venture.
There are however three key risks to this approach:
1. The mentorship approach places an absolute reliance on Recap funding. Any
underestimation of costs or unforeseen lags in implementation or deficiencies in
the timing or amount of grant money released could potentially halt or collapse
the project.
2. Farms cannot be developed and operated by committees and hence communal
entities are ill placed to benefit from mentorship. Numerous questions arise for
example, who is being mentored? What happens when the committee changes?
Even if an individual is nominated to become the manager – under the mentor what happens if they leave? So the effectiveness of pure mentorship is not
guaranteed.
3. Mentors are generally farmers (or at times retired farmers). As such, they are
seldom versed in managing group dynamics (in coming from a background of
being a boss) and they tend to be practical and pragmatic individuals (with little
patience for due process and protocols). Given that R15k is a relatively small
monthly stipend for an established farmer or businessperson, there is a very real
risk that the mentor may loose interest amidst community dynamics with the
passage of time.
On the positive side, mentorship presents a very good opportunity for a prospective
future partner to begin a constructive relationship with a land holding community in a
relatively low risk scenario. Early stage project development is characterised by
enthusiasm and positive relationships and with all the vibrancy that goes with initiating
a new development, there is every opportunity for communities and mentors to form a
bond that can potentially evolve into a more meaningful partnership over time.
2.2.3.4.2 CPPs and CPPPs
For the reasons described earlier, these arrangements can be quite strenuous for all
parties but they are also the most likely to yield sustainable benefits to all parties.
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Provided partnerships are appropriately structured (in terms of process and in terms of
the actual eventual agreement) and provided the private partner has the requisite
capacity (financial and human) and provided the legal agreements are sound and
proper, commercial partnerships are most likely to yield the developmental, social and
economic gains they promise to yield.
2.2.3.4.3 Leases
These legally binding agreements tend to be stable since – even amidst social pressures
and/or political resistance - property law and the law of contracts remains very robust
in South Africa.
The downside is that leases tend to defer the transformational imperatives. As has been
demonstrated by the various collapsed estates in Bushbuckridge, the mere development
or existence of an orchard does not translate into benefits if the owners of the land are
not able to operate and maintain the orchard.
In the context of these orchard estates that have to be entirely redeveloped, leases
would endure for two decades in order to recover the sunk costs and by the time of
termination, land owning communities would not be in a better position than they were
at the onset. The developed asset would merely degrade again…
2.2.4 Conclusion
There is no prospect for any meaningful private sector participation on the smallholder
irrigation schemes in the short to medium term. Given the fundamental infrastructure,
soil health and institutional challenges and given the communal nature of these
schemes, extensive multi-year public spending is required to improve output and value.
By committing the requisite fiscal budgets over a multi-year program however, these
schemes can potentially generate between R324m and R648m in yields annually.
Table 10 - Positioning irrigation schemes to achieve long term growth – Program and budget summary

Program
Soil Rehabilitation
Irrigation Infrastructure
Institutional Development

Cost
R300m
R200m
R 80m

Department
DARDLEA
RID
REID

Implementation
4-7 years
6-7 years
4-5 years

On the orchard estates, the requisite R517m to be invested over 7 to 10 years can
potentially generate between R262m and R484m per annum.
In the ideal situation, the private sector will consistently partner with both land holding
communities and the DRDLR where the DRDLR commits 50% of the requisite
redevelopment budget thus achieving the dual goals of:
3. Empowering communities to be meaningful owners and partners
4. Inducing private investment with resultant fixed investment, income generation
and labour absorption
Given a preference for the CPPP approach, the DRDLR’s LAR division would be required
to set aside approximately R258m over the next 7 to 10 years (amounting to between
R26m and R37m per annum on average).
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2.3 Summary
2.3.1 Introduction
It has been determined that Bushbuckridge exhibits the potential for substantial
agricultural growth based on the existence of vast tracts of under-utilised agricultural
assets – as compared to the neighbouring areas of Mbombela, Nkomazi and Hoedspruit
where all similar assets are at or near optimum production and have been extensively
capitalised – both historically and recently.
The key to unlocking the productive potential in Bushbuckridge thus lies in unlocking
investment. Achieving improved levels of investment in turn requires managing and
addressing the fragmented institutional environment that consistently thwarts the bestlaid plans.
Currently there exists a fortuitous combination of the Industrial Development Plan –
driven by DEDT and MEGA – and the Agri-Parks Plans – driven jointly by the DRDLR
and DARDLEA – and the existing CRDP program (driven by DARDLEA but overseen by
EXCO which is comprised of the MECs of all 1O Provincial Departments and is in turn
chaired by the Premier). This combination of strategies and plans suggests that the
political will exists to support the premise that Bushbuckridge is in a better position
than ever before to step up from its protracted agricultural decline and bring nearly
6,000 hectares of irrigated land into commercial production.
2.3.2 Institutional Context
Only about 11% of the population of Bushbuckridge is employed – 61,710 people in fact.
Census
2001

Census
2011

Working age population (15-64)

288 574

312 224

Economically Active Population

103 530

128 861

Number of employed

38 684

61 710

Number of unemployed

64 846

67 152

Unemployment rate (%)

62.6%

52.1%

LABOUR INDICATORS

IHS Global Insight
2014

47.5%

According to Stats SA’s 2011 census, “almost a fifth (19%) of the adult population had
no education at all. Almost half of the adult population had no secondary education at
all. The 2007 census showed that only 14.5% of the population had completed grade 12
and by 2011, only 8% of people received a tertiary education.
These social statistics suggest that there is little prospect of the citizens of
Bushbuckridge improving their socio-economic conditions through a natural
progression from hardship to prosperity or through a burst of entrepreneurial
endeavour. Rather, they point to a need for long term investments of productive capital
to stimulate employment on an on-going, increasing and sustainable basis.
Faced with the social burden of servicing a poor and poorly educated population, the
local municipality is not well placed to drive or position key economic strategies and
programs. Nor are the traditional authorities empowered or indeed able to play a
central role in meaningful economic development initiatives.
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For economic development initiatives to effectively benefit Bushbuckridge, they must
be embedded in broader regional programs that create compelling local opportunities.
2.3.3 Investment Framework
2.3.3.1 Irrigation Schemes
There are a number of theoretical opportunities for private sector involvement in the
irrigation schemes but none are particularly practicable within the current context
(save for the few private leases that have been entered into in the South which cannot
really qualify as “private sector involvement”.)
It is a generally accepted principle that the public sector is best placed to fund strategic
and supporting infrastructure whilst the private sector is best placed to fund
operational (commercial) investments. Similarly – as in the case of communal irrigation
infrastructure – these semi-public goods16 are the work of the state.
The schemes in the South of Bushbuckridge tend to exhibit better farming conditions
and indeed farming practices than those in Central Bushbuckridge. This may in part
relate to their proximity to markets (for both inputs and harvests) and in part to the
water access enjoyed by the schemes in the South that are situated in a more linear
arrangement near the Sabi River.
To a greater or lesser extent though, all of the irrigation schemes are constrained by 3
fundamental challenges:
4. Irrigation Infrastructure: in the absence of a coordinated infrastructure
maintenance program, gradual chronic degradation is inevitable and the pace
and extent of such degradation tends to increase over time.
5. Soil Health: Following 50 years of intensive cultivation using chemical fertilizers,
soil-health has deteriorated substantially and there is a high prevalence of
nematodes. Besides the impact of chemicals, soil health has been further harmed
by limited crop rotations, compacting as a result of consistently rushed and
poorly managed land preparation and in large part, water logging from leaking
canals.
6. Fragmented Institutions: The Water Users’ Associations are barely functional
and the overall system of administering land allocations, membership fees and a
register of rights holders, farmers or tenants, renders any form of collective
planning, buying or selling ineffectual.
There is no prospect for any meaningful private sector participation on the smallholder
irrigation schemes in the short to medium term. Given the fundamental infrastructure,
soil health and institutional challenges and given the communal nature of these
schemes, extensive multi-year public spending is required to improve output and value.
By committing the requisite fiscal budgets over a multi-year program however, these
schemes can potentially generate between R324m and R648m in yields annually.

16 The canals are not pure public goods in that there are barriers to access given that persons who are not members

of the schemes or who do not have permission to use the scheme land do not have access to this infrastructure.
However the infrastructure is shared by more than 1000 people with little regulation or administration.
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A summary of the probable fiscal budgets per department/division is provided below
(including an indicative implementation period) for investments specific to
Bushbuckridge (i.e. excluding the strategic infrastructure targeted for Nkomazi and
Mbombela):
Program
Soil Rehabilitation
Irrigation Infrastructure
Institutional Development and FPSU

Cost
R300m
R200m
R 80m

Department
DARDLEA
RID
REID

Implementation
4-7 years
6-7 years
4-5 years

2.3.3.2 Orchard Estates
In contrast with the communal irrigation schemes where large numbers of farmers have
individual rights to individual portions of land, the orchard estates are typically
comprised of a large single production unit (or farm) that is collectively owned (by a
community entity). There are no individual divisible rights to portions of the farm but
rather a collective share in ownership of the farm.
These estates thus lend themselves to the establishment of commercial arrangements
where a single management structure operates all aspects of the farm on a commercial
basis with the benefits of profitable operations accruing to the community entity (and
by extension, to its members).
Even as the painful memory of the failed partnerships at Champagne and Lisbon lingers,
the establishment of well-structured community public private partnerships remains
highly feasible and effective as a means to recapitalize such high value agricultural
assets and bring these farms back into full production.
In considering various operating models and key success factors it is found that every
model or approach is susceptible to a number of dynamic risks and challenges in
implementation but that the negative impact of these can be greatly reduced (and hence
the prospects of success greatly enhanced) by the introduction of experienced neutral
brokers in the deal structuring process.
It was also found that there is a strong correlation between the economic value of the
asset, the strength of the private investor and the resultant benefit streams to the
community.

Good Asset

Good
Investor

Good
Business

Substantial
Benelits

In promoting and supporting the re-development of the orchard estates (and export
orientation) in Bushbuckridge’s agricultural asset base, the State has three mainstream
options:
1. Enter into mentorship arrangements with established operators (most likely
from the Kiepersol/Burgershall area) and fund the establishment costs through
RECAP
69

PHI – Bushbuckridge Agricultural Development Plan
2016
2. Support the formation of CPPs or CPPPs – with or without RECAP
3. Support the formation of arm’s length long-term leases between private
operators and land owning communities
This is not necessarily a “once-and-for-all” decision as circumstances will vary from
project to project and with the passage of time (presuming that these assets will be
developed over a number of years – 7 or more).
In looking at the potential total cost of redeveloping the known irrigation orchard
estates that exist or used to exist in Bushbuckridge, the total (indicative) cost would be
in the region of R517m over a period of 7 to 10 years.
Project
Allandale
Beestekraalspruit
Champagne
Diepdrift
Dumphries
Injaka
Lisbon
Motlomobi
Saringwa
Wales – Nut Farm
Wales - Timber
Waterval
Zoeknog

Total

Irrigated Area

Cost

130
0
400
45
25
Unknown
630
200
300
240
200
50
140
2,360 ha

R26m
0
R80m
R9m
R50m
0
R126m
R40m
R60m
R48m
R40m
R10m
R28m
R517m

The requisite R517m to be invested over 7 to 10 years can potentially generate between
R262m and R484m per annum.
In the ideal situation, the private sector will consistently partner with both land holding
communities and the DRDLR where the DRDLR commits 50% of the requisite
redevelopment budget thus achieving the dual goals of:
1. Empowering communities to be meaningful owners and partners
2. Inducing private investment with resultant fixed investment, income generation
and labour absorption
Given a preference for the CPPP approach, the DRDLR’s LAR division would be required
to set aside approximately R258m over the next 7 to 10 years (amounting to between
R26m and R37m per annum on average).
Provided partnerships are appropriately structured (in terms of process and in terms of
the actual eventual agreement) and provided the private partner has the requisite
capacity (financial and human) and provided the legal agreements are sound and
proper, commercial partnerships are most likely to yield the developmental, social and
economic gains they promise to yield.
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3 Implementation
3.1 Approaches
The implementation of the Agricultural Development Plan for Bushbuckridge will be a
medium to long-term endeavour – irrespective of what approach is taken. In general,
both the need and the prospect for such a development plan are widely recognized in
the public sector and in the private sector as well as by communal property institutions
(i.e. communities). The approach to implementation is however subject to a range of
political, social and technical factors.
The following conceptual framework serves to illustrate the possible conditions under
which implementation may occur:
Table 11 - Conceptual Implementation Approaches

Structured
Program

The Province formally adopts the plans and strategies contained in this
Agricultural Development Plan and creates the space for a dedicated unit
to facilitate and coordinate the various elements that make up the 2 tier
implementation strategy (as described in chapter 2) namely:
1. Small Holder Agriculture Development
2. Commercial Orchard Estate Development

Such Coordination necessarily entails establishing and deepening the
relationships and roles of the relevant public sector programs,
community entities and private sector investors.
Framework The DARDLEA recognizes the relevance and importance of this
Approach
Agricultural Development Plan but is not able to formalize a
programmatic approach. Instead, it endorses key principles and
articulates policies or priorities in support of these principles. E.g.:
1. REID and RID existing programs should continue to prioritise SmallHolder development
2. LAR should play an active role in supporting and promoting
Community Private Partnerships

On-going
Efforts

This tacit approach will contribute to an enabling environment without
necessarily taking any extraordinary measures to maximize outcomes.
Historically and currently, the various actors within the Bushbuckridge
Agricultural space pursue opportunities and endeavours to the extent
that these may seem feasible – irrespective of the regulatory or support
environment. E.g.:
1. Small Holder farmers continue to produce in spite of the challenging
circumstances and even innovate around developing relationships
with markets, suppliers, State programs or each other (in
cooperatives).
2. Communal Property Institutions (Trusts and CPAs) do engage in
negotiations with prospective private operators – albeit with limited
success – even in the absence of a structured program or framework.
Economic actors (individuals, communities, state programs and
investors) will therefor always engage in some form of economic activity
even where no particular strategy exists.
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3.2 Decision Tree

In many respects, the components of the Agricultural Development Plan as defined in
this report are by their very nature little more than a structured framing of the plans
and policies already prevalent in the Province – specifically in relation to the Industrial
Development Strategy and the Agri-Parks Initiative (as described in Chapter 1).
Similarly, they reflect the core tenets of the NDP (National Development Plan) derived
MTSF outcome 7 and as such are integral to the CRDP (Comprehensive Rural
Development Program) but with a specific focus on the Bushbuckridge Municipal area.
The decision as to what direction should be taken for implementation will thus
ultimately emanate from the Provincial PMC (Project Management Committee)
comprised of the HODs of all 10 Provincial Departments and Chaired by the DG
(Director General) of the Province.
In the event that the approach has resonance within the PMC, it will be referred to the
EXCO (the executive committee) comprised of all provincial MECs and chaired by the
Premier of the Province. Regardless of whether the process of presentation and
consultation - with 1st the PMC and then EXCO – will result in any adaptions or
modifications of the draft Agricultural Development Plan, it is EXCO that will pronounce
on the strategic direction that implementation should take.
The decision to implement a “Structured Program” will in all likelihood see this
program being included in the Provincial Economic Cluster (represented by DEDT,
DARDLEA and Public Works and supported by MEGA). On the other hand, a decision to
rather implement a “Framework Approach” will see implementation devolved to
DARDLEA where the tenets of the plan will (to some extent) be considered within the
ambit of existing programs.
Figure 12 - Implementation Decision Tree

It follows that setting the decision making process in motion requires the attention of
the DG of the province 1st and foremost. It also follows that whether or not the
Agricultural Development approach is or is not linked to existing national programs
(through the relevant DDG in the national DRDLR) in order to bolster its robustness and
resource base, will be at the discretion of the provincial structures as depicted above.
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3.3 Structured Program Approach

The main actors in an economic development program include the State, the community
and business. More so in the case of Rural Economic Development – and especially
Agricultural Development – the provision of an engaging, participative and structured
approach can contribute significantly to the acceleration and impact of an effective
implementation outcome.
Figure 13 - Implementation Actors

• Political
Dynamic
• Fiscal Support

Community
• Social Dynamic
• Impact Effects

Public Sector

• Market Forces
• Economic
Effect

Private Sector

Notwithstanding the long term nature of implementation, dedicated capacity will be
required for establishing the relationships, defining the programmatic components,
coordinating implementation and enabling the necessary adjustments and adaptations
over time.
As with any program, it is
conceivable that a pilot or testing
phase may precede full-scale
implementation. It can however be
argued that such “piloting” has
already been implemented (e.g. by
the MABEDI program implemented
in Bushbuckridge between 2006
and 2010). Whatever the case, it is
anticipated that implementation
will endure for a minimum of 7
years with typical start-up lags
characterizing the initial 24 months
followed by 5 years of normative
implementation and the eventual
institutionalization and subsequent
scaling down as the structural
effects of consistent and successful
implementation begin to induce
normal activity within the area.

Decision Making
Stage - 6 months

Establishment Phase
- 18 months
Full scale
Implementation - 5
years
Institutionalisation
(Normative Phase) self sustaining
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3.3.1 Small Holder Support
The various components (as defined in chapter 2) involve medium term intensive
program implementation by a combination of DARDLEA (provincial) and DRDLR
(national and provincial) divisions. By way of example:
• Soil rehabilitation on the irrigation schemes requires extensive works on thousands
of hectares. The implications are numerous but two very significant issues arise:
o The decision to allocate this responsibility to either Public Works or Land
Care or RID or REID and the resource implications thereof
o The timing and phasing of the works since small holder production cannot be
suspended for the 4 to 5 years it is likely to take to implement such a
program comprehensively
• Irrigation refurbishment involves repairing more than 50 kilometres of canals, a
number of holding dams and on some schemes, redeveloping pump house and
extraction networks. Here too, there are allocation and timing considerations that
involve both the public sector (as implementer) and the farmers (as beneficiaries).
• Institutional development – from baseline development to the eventual
consolidation of an effective farmer information system and governance structures –
this will necessarily be tied into the more capital intensive works projects (soil and
water) in every step – from initial planning to on-going monitoring and evaluation.
Whilst it is true that in part, elements of the above are already occurring, it is presumed
that dedicated technical capacity to bolster both alignment and orientation of the
various programs will substantially increase the effectiveness and impact of the various
support interventions.
3.3.2 Estate Development
It is generally accepted that the most effective way to achieve sustainable development
of the orchard estates is through a combination of Community Private Partnerships and
Community Public Private Partnerships. It is also understood however, that the reality
of these arrangements is one fraught with dynamic challenges including:
• Community Level: Social dynamics and perverse incentives
• Public Sector Level: Policy inconsistency and adverse selection
• Private Sector Level: Market apprehension and moral hazard
Again, a structured approach to engaging with all three spheres and importantly, the
development of a structured framework that is both credible and predictable, will
contribute significantly to improving the rate at which projects are implemented and
the feasibility and sustainability of those projects. Similarly, by facilitating effective
engagement with commercial agriculture (Sub-Trop and their member bodies and CGA
and their members – amongst others) as well as with DRDLR and DARDLEA, the efficacy
of implementation will be greatly enhanced as will the incremental learning associated
with successful implementation.
In considering the timeframe implications, cognizance should be taken of the fact that
structuring a Community Public Private Partnership deal typically takes between 12
and 24 months - irrespective of the degree of priority placed on the project and
irrespective of whether it involves RECAP or is a purely market based finance model.
Seeing as there are at least 12 estates for consideration and seeing as a number of these
are not conducive to commercial arrangements, it follows that implementation will
commence on the estates exhibiting a greater degree of “readiness” whilst consultations
and regularization of the more challenging cases is addressed concurrently.
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Another important factor in considering timing is the fact that most redevelopment
projects will take 4 to 5 years before they start to generate revenues – thus increasing
the overall sustainability risk (as time and risk are correlated in terms of lags on return
on investment for both land holding communities and private sector investors). In this
context, it is advisable for a degree of moderating or mediating support to remain in
place until the gains of the agreements begin to be realized by all parties.
A typical partnership formation process (around a commercial land asset) exhibits the
following stages (explained in more detail in annex 6):
Table 12 - Partnership Structuring Steps

Identification
Conceptualisation

Testing the Market
Packaging
Investor Mobilisation

Selection

Negotiation

Signing

Implementation

Where is the land that might be used to attract an investor or
private partner and who is the community that owns it?
What is the commercial business that can be done on the land – is
it possible that such a business can increase the benefits that the
community gets from the land?
Do any investors believe that the land can be worthwhile
developing – do they see a good business opportunity?
What is the opportunity that the community would like to
advertise in order to attract possible partners or investors?
How will investors be selected – through an open advert, through
select invitations or is there already one identified investor with
whom to negotiate?
How does the community eventually decide on a particular
investor or partner – what are the criteria relating to financial
strength, relevant experience and reputation?
The core (8) parts of the deal/model must be negotiated in detail
so that both the community and the private partner are 100%
clear on all the parts of the contract and both partners are in
agreement on all the parts of the contract.
The signing ceremony is an open event where all stakeholders
witness the clinching of the deal and the start of the new
partnership. The manner in which signing occurs is an important
occasion for confirming the blessing of all stakeholders.
After the honeymoon phase, numerous foreseen and unforeseen
challenges arise that should be both anticipated and ameliorated.

3.4 Framework Approach
As previously indicated, a framework approach will imply that some of the tenets and
precepts of the Agricultural Development Plan will be incorporated in the existing
programs and approaches of DARDLEA and the DRDLR. As things stand, there are a
number of interventions already under way in the Bushbuckridge area. These include
(but are not limited to):
• DRDLR Programs:
o Canal Refurbishment – currently implemented by RID
o Recap (and Mentorship) – currently implemented by LAR
o Input Supply - REID
• DARDLEA Programs:
o Mentorship – currently implemented with hundreds of small holders
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o Masibuyela Emasimini – currently implemented at all irrigation schemes
o Fortune 40 – currently commencing implementation on some estates
There is also an existing coordination function provided by DARDLEA in order to ensure
that the various DRDLR and DARDLEA programs are aligned to further the objectives of
the Agri-Parks initiative.
Figure 14 - Existing Framework Approach

DRDLR Programs
LAR
REID
RID

Alignment Function
DARDLEA Director
(Manager – Rural
Development)

DARDLEA Programs
Fortune 40
Masibuyela Emasimini
Agri-Hubs

In this context, even in so far as it is presumed that a Structured Program will yield the
most effective results, the existence of a high level Agricultural Development Plan will
also contribute positively to existing programs to the extent that these programs are
cognizant of the potentials and principles of the plan.

3.5 Ongoing Efforts
The structural effects of the various historical demarcation processes that
Bushbuckridge has been subject to (as referred to in Annex 5) have had a visible
adverse effect on the performance of most sectors in the local economy – most notably
on the agricultural sector.
This combined with the capacity limitations, information asymmetry and discordant
interventions over the previous 2 decades suggests that the prospect of Bushbuckridge
inherently normalizing its economic activities is limited. Given the projected growth
rate of 0,5% alongside the projected population growth of 0,8%, the socio-economic
conditions of the municipality are likely to worsen in the absence of a concerted
intervention.
As indicated, ongoing efforts by all economic actors are a reality – both past and present
– and will continue to be so, regardless of the hardships and challenging circumstances.
The unfortunate consequence of activities that occur outside of a credible and
structured framework are however that the arrangements and deals that are concluded
tend to be spurious at worst or limited in scale and impact at best.

3.6 Conclusion
In order to maximize impact, accelerate implementation and sustain the potential
outcomes of this Agricultural Development Plan, a structured program of
implementation will be most effective. This decision however rests with the provincial
structures – 1st and foremost – starting with the DG of the Province and ultimately
resting with EXCO.
In the event that a structured programmatic approach is supported and adopted, it is
presumed that:
1. Implementation will roll out over a 7-year period
2. The Provincial Economic Cluster will accommodate the program as one of its
many existing program responsibilities
3. External resources (from the PHI partnership or otherwise) will be required in
support of developing and sustaining dedicated technical capacity
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3.7 Summary

In many respects, the components of the Agricultural Development Plan as defined in
this report are by their very nature little more than a structured framing of the plans
and policies already prevalent in Mpumalanga Province.
The approach to implementation of the Plan is however subject to a range of political,
social and technical factors. The most likely approaches include:
1. A programmatic approach (considered most pragmatic and effective)
2. A framework approach (considered least engaging but still useful)
3. An “on-going efforts” approach (considered the choice of no choice)
Given the relevance of this plan to the CRDP generally and Agri-Parks specifically, the
decision as to what direction should be taken for implementation will ultimately
emanate from the Provincial PMC. In the event that the approach has resonance within
the PMC, it will be referred to the EXCO (the executive committee) who will then make a
determination about whether implementation should take a “structured program”
approach (in which case it will be devolved to the Provincial Economic Cluster) or
whether is should merely receive consideration within the existing DARDLEA
frameworks and programs.
Notwithstanding the long term nature of implementation, dedicated capacity will be
required for establishing the
relationships, defining the
Decision Making Stage
programmatic components,
- 6 months
coordinating implementation and
enabling the necessary adjustments
and adaptations over time.
Whatever the case, it is anticipated
that implementation will endure for
a minimum of 7 years with typical
start-up lags characterizing the
initial 24 months followed by 5
years of normative implementation
and the eventual
institutionalization and subsequent
scaling down as the structural
effects of consistent and successful
implementation begin to induce
normal activity within the area.

Establishment Phase 18 months
Full scale
Implementation - 5
years
Institutionalisation
(Normative Phase) self sustaining

In the event that a structured programmatic approach is supported and adopted, it is
presumed that:
1. Implementation will roll out over a 7-year period
2. The Provincial Economic Cluster will accommodate the program as one of its many
existing program responsibilities
3. External resources (from the PHI partnership or otherwise) will be required in
support of developing and sustaining dedicated technical capacity
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