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BACKGROUND /

The NDP chapter on a Capable
and Developmental State
envisioned that by 2030 we will
have a developmental local state
that is accountable, focussed on
citizen’s priorities and capable of
delivering high-quality services. In
an attempt to support and improve
the performance of municipalities,
the Local Government Management
Improvement Model (LGMIM) tool
was developed.




LGMIM - KRA 2: SERVICE DELIVERY

LGMIM is a model or technique that is used to measure or
benchmark the institutional performance of municipalities -
across a number of Key Performance Areas (KPAs). In each KPA | @
KPA, performance is assessed against standards established

by the relevant transversal departments. LGMIM provides an

integrated and holistic view of a municipality’s performance

across several critical key performance areas, thus making

it easier to prioritise areas that are in need of significant KPA 2
improvement and potential support. The objectives of the

LGMIM are to:

* Provide a management tool for the municipal leadership — to reflect

on ways of working and shaping management practices to deliver &

quality services and increase productivity; and KPA 3 r——

Do
Do
Do

* Inform support measures by national and provincial departments.

LGMIM focusses on the management practices in 6 Key
Performance Areas, namely:
. Integrated Planning and Implementation KPA 4
2. Financial Management
3.Service delivery
4.Human Resource Management

5. Community Engagement
6. Governance
KPA 5
A municipality that scores at Level | or Level 2 for a management performance

standard is not fully compliant with the legal, regulatory and prescribed best
practise requirements and there is room for improvement before a level 3 score,
indicating full compliance can be achieved.When a municipality scores a level 4 in
respect of a management performance standard it means that it is fully compliant
and operating smartly and or innovatively in respect of that management
performance standard.The four levels are described below:

KPA 6

The municipality lacks basic adherence 1o management practices in line with legal, regulatory and prescribed best practice requirements. Affected
management standard require serfious attention from the management team.

The municipality has some management practices in place that partially adhere to legal, regulatory and prescribed best practice requirements. A
platiorm exists to becoma fully effective, but will require some attention from the management team.,

Munidipality employs management practices in line with legal, regulatory and prescribed best practice requirements, The municipality i fully effective
and the management team should endeavour to sustain the good performance,

Municipality employs management practices in line with legal, regulatary and prescribed best practioe requirements and shows innovation.




MUNICIPAL PARTICIPATION /

This report is based
on the results of
one hundred and
forty one (141)

municipalities

District municipalities
that have been
assessed:

21 out of 44 (48%)

@

Local municipali-
ties that have been
assessed:

120 out of 205 (59%)




Standard 1.1

Integrated Development Planning
Standard 1.2

Service delivery implementation,
monitoring and reporting

Standard 3.1

Application of prescribed
recruitment practices
Standard 3.2
Implementation of prescribed
performance management

practices for the MM and section

56 managers

LGMIM - KRA 2: SERVICE DELIVERY

The 6 KPAs are further broken down
into 26 Management Performance
Standards against which performance
are assessed.

This is a special focus report that
only covers key performance area 2:
Services delivery.

Standard 5.1

Functionality of ward committees
Standard 5.2

Service standards and complaints
management

Standard 2.1

Access to free basic services
Standard 2.2

Water and sanitation services/
facilities

Standard 2.3

Performance against Municipal
Strategic Self- Assessment (MuSSA)
Standard 2.4

Management of waste disposal sites
(landfill sites)

Standard 2.5

Refuse Removal

Standard 2.6

Public lighting / household
electrification

Standard 2.7

Distribution, operation, maintenance
and refurbishment of the municipal
electricity infrastructure
Standard 2.8

Municipal road network

Standard 4.1

Effective budget planning and
management

Standard 4.2
Management of unauthorised,
irregular and/or fruitless and
wasteful expenditure
Standard 4.3

Revenue management
Standard 4.4

Supply Chain Management

Standard 6.1

Assessment of accountability
mechanisms (MPAC)
Standard 6.2

Response to external audit
findings

Standard 6.3

Assessment of Internal Audit
Standard 6.4

Assessment of Audit Committee
Standard 6.5

Assessment of policies and
systems to ensure professional
ethics

Standard 6.6

Prevention of fraud and corruption
Standard 6.7

Risk management

Standard 6.8
Administrative, operational and
financial delegations




RATIONALE FOR SPECIFIC FOCUS
ON KPA 2: SERVICE DELIVERY

The prewision of free bask services Is impariant in respect of providing 28 least 3 minimum quantbemn of electricity, water, sanitaticn snd refuse reenoval a5 part of
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KPA 2:
DASHBOARD /

2.1:
Free Basic
Services

(FBS)

mMNA mLlevel 1 Level 2 mLevel3 mLevel 4

Median Performance

Level 2: Attention Required

Lewel 2: Attention Required
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Planning
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LGMIM - KRA 2: SERVICE DELIVERY

2.1
ACCESSTO FREE
BASIC SERVICES

The standard criteria focused on whether or not municipalities:

* Had a policy(s) in place detailing its approach to the provision of FBS in
terms of services falling within the municipality’s powers and functions.

* Had budgeted for the provision of FBS falling within the
municipality’s powers.

* Are implementing practises in terms of Free Basic Services that it
considers innovative, and/or can be considered a potential best practice
and has potential to be replicated in other municipalities.

From the LGMIM assessment results, it is apparent that the majority of
municipalities has adopted some form of policy framework place detailing

its approach to the provision of FBS in terms of services falling within the
municipality’s powers and functions, CoGTA has however noted that many
municipalities struggle to keep proper records of indigent households or use
proxies such as geographical location to target free basic services. Further to
this, the LGMIM assessments revealed that there seems to be a challenge to
accurately establish the cost of such services being rendered.

Considering the occurrence of errors of exclusion and inclusion affecting the
rights of the poor and the financial sustainability of the municipalities, there has
been a steady decline in the number of households that paying for services due
to various reasons, including, but not limited to rising unemployment, eroding
the revenue base (adding to the indigent list) and steep tariff increases that
impact the ability of consumers to pay their utility bills.

Municipalities need to give serious consideration to the sustainability of the pro-
vision of FBS in excess of the minimum standards given the current economic
challenges facing South Africa. It is also important to interrogate the possibility
of unconventional/alternative technology options in the provision of FBS, that
may achieve cost savings and also improve the sustainability of the provision of
FBS over time.

LEWEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEWEL 3 LEVEL 4
Level achieved



Mumber of municipalities

2.2

WATER SERVICES
PLANNING

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 2
Level achieved
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2.3:
MUNICIPAL STRATEGIC
SELF ASSESSMENT (MUSSA

Results of the WSAs Municipal
Strategic Self-Assessment (MuSSA)

The standard criteria focused on whether or not WSA:s:
¢ Conducted the MuSSA on an annual basis,

* Vulnerability Indexes (VI) were categorised as e.g. at low vulnerability

In man (VI<0.25), moderate vulnerability (0.25 <VI < 0.5) or high vulnerability
y (0.5 <VI < 0.75) for the relevant assessment cycle.

Munici Pal Ities the e Data confidence levels of the MuSSA results were GREEN, in that it

J was completed by delegated representatives from Technical, Finance and
fOCUS on eXPandlng Corporate Services departments.

aCcess has come * Had developed water balances aligned to the requirements as set by

at the expense
of repairs and
maintenance

the International Water Association (IWA).

*  4WSAs scored level 4 during the first years of assessment, when the
level 4 criterion required such WSAs to have improved or maintained
their vulnerability levels over 2 to 3 consecutive years.

The MuSSA is a strategic information tool that reflects municipal water and
sanitation “business health”, and identifies institutional vulnerabilities that
require attention.

In many municipalities the focus on expanding access has come at the
expense of repairs and maintenance, leading to unreliable service delivery
and high levels of water losses due to leaks.

If this situation is not rectified it may lead to a total collapse of water and
sanitation service delivery in some municipalities.

wm
k=

Number of municipalities
A o
i=] b=

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
Level achieved

o




Number of municipalities

2.4:

(WASTE)

n WASTE IVIANAGEIVIENT/

The standard criteria focussed on whether or not municipalities:

T
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Had Integrated Waste Management Plans, (IVWWMPs) and submitted such
to relevant MECs for endorsement.

Ensured that all operational waste disposal (landfill) sites were licensed.

Complied with the audit requirements as prescribed in the respective

license conditions.

Implemented actions to address the such audit findings.

/A

LEVEL 1

LEVEL 2
Level achieved

LEVEL 3

T 1

L

LEWEL 4
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Number of municipalities

LGMIM - 5 Year Report

The standard criteria focussed on whether or not municipalities:

¢ Are aware of the number of clients or residents that do not receive
refuse removal services.

* Had designated Waste Management Officers (WMOs) from their own
administrations.

* Implement programmes / initiatives to facilitate the diversion of waste
away from landfill sites, i.e. the municipality implements programmes /
initiatives to facilitate separation at source.

Municipal waste management is characterised by low levels of compliance

with landfill licensing conditions, limited recycling, litter; and illegal dumping.
Challenges also exist in calculating the accurate volume of waste being disposed
of, as many landfill sites do not have working weigh bridges.

The percentage of households for which refuse was removed at least once per
week has increased with as much as 10% since 2002, although this is a positive
advance in service delivery, it inevitably puts more pressure on landfill sites,
which are not being managed effectively.

In order to mitigate this knock-on effect, the realisation of
recycling objectives, specifically through separation at source
needs to be prioritised.

LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL
Level achieved
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Public Lighting/Household Electrification
The standard criteria focussed on whether or not municipalities:

¢ Are aware of the number of clients or residents that do not have access
to electricity.

* Had an Electricity Sector Plan in place.

* Had budgeted for household electrification and public lighting projects
and implementation thereof is being monitored.

* Are implementing programmes aimed at reducing energy consumption/
demand.

o0
&0
ra
G0

50

Number of municipalities

20

MSA LEWEL 1 LEVEL 2
Lewel achieved

LEVEL 3
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2.7:
ELECTRICITY
INFRASTRUCTURE

The electricity
distribution network
is in a serious state
of disrepair in most
municipalities

40

Nurnber of municipalities
&

[
[=]

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2
Level achieved



2.8
MUNICIPAL ROAD
NETWORK (ROADS)

Number of municipalities

1

LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 LEVEL 3 LEVEL 4
Level achieved
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CONCLUSION

In respect of standards assessed
through the LGMIM related to
service delivery, of concern is the
issue of sector plans not being
updated and formally approved
for implementation. This may
hold implications on how well
municipalities are able to do
realistic forward planning and
budgeting for service delivery.

In these performance standards, the development and/or updating of plans
adhering to legislative prescripts require specialised technical expertise and is
resource intensive and costly; many small municipalities may not have sufficient
expertise and resources to meet these requirements.

Furthermore, across all the services assessed, effective programme and project
preparation systems are required, including the need to roll out infrastructure
delivery management systems.

To enable municipalities to harness economies of scale in a fiscally constrained
environment, it is important to consider the potential benefits of district
wide master planning that may also facilitate the pooling of expertise in
the fields of technical planning, project management, procurement, contract
management, etc.
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PHYSICAL ADDRESS

Department of Planning
Monitoring and Evaluation
Hatfield Office
330 Grosvenor Street
Hatfield
Pretoria

LGMIM
IDENTIFY
GAPS TO
IMPROVE

SERVICE
DELIVERY



