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Rationale for Planning Reforms Seminar
The division of powers and functions in terms of
the Constitution is logical and clear. Similarly the
National Development Plan is clear about the
need to assign particular functions to metropolitan
municipalities, yet this has not been done to
date (e.g. passenger rail, housing). Even when
powers and functions are clear and uncontested
between spheres/entities of government, or there
is an abundance of money, there is still a need
to align and co-ordinate planning, budgeting and
implementation for achieving outcomes (rather
than outputs only). Outcomes are good if they
positively make a difference to people’s daily lives.
For example, health and education facilities and/
or services are provided in close proximity to where
people live, work and play while at the same time
being affordable and of good quality. The cost
of failure to plan for outcomes (and just plan for
outputs) can be measured by how easy or difficult
it is for people to go about their daily activities in
cities. The more difficult it is for people, the higher
the incidence of civil protests.
The Municipal Systems Act (MSA) and the
Municipal Financial Management Act (MFMA)
require alignment between planning, budgeting
and reporting instruments such as the Integrated
Development Plan (IDP), Service Delivery and
Budget Implementation Plan (SDBIP) and Annual
report. Similarly the Spatial Planning and Land Use
Management Act (SPLUMA) requires alignment
between planning instruments such as the Municipal
Spatial Development Frameworks and budgeting.
Development planning policy, legislation, processes
and practice are ineffective in meeting the
expected outcomes of a developmental state ad
developmental local government. Development
planning has not achieved the delivery of more
compact, productive, sustainable and inclusive

cities that are better governed. Intergovernmental
planning practice and processes also need to be
reformed so that all of government complement
each other in achieving its objectives and outcomes.
However development planning, in and by itself,
is unlikely to succeed in achieving the outcome of
spatial transformation.
Public and Municipal Financial Management has
been reformed since 1994 to be more responsive
and aimed at meeting the needs of a developmental
state that recognises the independence of local
government within the intergovernmental system.
Despite various budgetary and finance reforms over
the last ten years the planning regime has remained
relatively sluggish. Reporting requirements for
metropolitan municipalities were based on 2 572
indicators and 18 467 data elements to be reported
annually until the rationalisation effort in November
2017.
The Planning Reform Seminar scheduled for 13-14
June 2018 acknowledges that planning, budgeting
and reporting reforms need to be complemented
by policy and regulatory reform. The Cities Support
Programme (CSP) in National Treasury addresses
all of these reforms and its inter-linkages to policy
and regulatory reforms in a programmatic and
systematic way. The Planning Reform Seminar
scheduled for 13-14 June 2018 has been designed
to take a deep dive on planning reforms based
on the experience of metropolitan municipalities
over the last five years in producing their Built
Environment Performance Plans (BEPPs) to
contribute to spatial transformation of their cities.
The experience of the metropolitan municipalities
have been documented and produced as five input
papers for the Seminar, and this input paper is on
Strategic Planning Led Budgeting and it connects
the Spatial Targeting activity in the BEVC below
to the activity on Catalytic Programme Resource
Planning.

Built Environment Value Chain

Institutional Coordination &
Operational Resourcing

Desired Outcomes: Compact Cities and Transformed Urban spaces

Spatial Targeting

Catalytic Programme
and Resource
Planning

Project Preparation &
Implementation

Intergovernmental Project Pipeline
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Overview of the five Input Papers
The paper on Directions in Planning Reform
from an International Perspective provided a
background to approaches to planning in different
countries and provides some insight into the
reasons those approaches were chosen. This
set the scene for looking at the South African
metropolitan experience over the last 5 years that
has been captured in five other papers as outlined
below.
The identification and definition of desired integrated
outcomes represents the starting point of the BEVC.
One of the key shifts that is required for planning is
the adoption by all of government to an outcomes
led planning approach based on one set of clearly
defined outcomes established at the outset of the
planning process. The Outcomes Led Planning
paper defines what is meant by outcomes led
planning and why it is important. The paper teases
out the current legislative landscape and notes that
there have been attempts by various agencies to
better realise spatial transformation. To this end, the
BEPPs have made significant progress in planning
and budgeting for interventions and investments
in programmes that build towards transformation
through its focus on establishing a clear line of sight
between setting outcomes and knowing how to
measure/report them upfront.

government level, for consideration for further
enhancement of the process.
As part of the drive to strengthen the financial link
to planning and strategy and towards fostering a
more evidence-based spatial planning decision
making environment, the Fiscal Impact Tool was
developed. The purpose of this tool is to inform
better decision-making around development
approvals and to identify incidence of cost over
the long-term to inform negotiating cost-sharing.
Despite the expressed demand by metropolitan
municipalities for such a tool, the uptake in the
years since its development have been less than
satisfactory. The Fiscal Impact Tool paper takes
a look at the Metro experiences (both successful
and unsuccessful) of applying the tool and makes
recommendations for refining the tool to increase
uptake within municipalities.

The paper entitled Strategy-Led Budgeting draws
on the successful experiences of the BEPPs to
recommend the implementation of an approach to
budgeting that depends on a stronger and more
direct relationship between strategic planning and
budgeting.
Outcomes Led Planning and Strategy Led
Budgeting at the metropolitan sphere should be
complemented by co-ordinated public-sector
planning, regulatory and investment approaches
within a spatially targeted planning framework to
attract and leverage private sector and household
investment in spatially targeted areas. The paper
on Infrastructure-led Growth through Spatially
Targeted Public Investment takes a look at
intergovernmental alignment in strategy, planning
and investment programming. The paper details
lessons learnt by metros within the broader intergovernmental planning context.
A reflection on best practices in municipalities that
have implemented the principles and methodology
of aligning strategy, planning and budgeting is
given in the paper on Aligning Planning & Capital
Budgeting. The paper provides a guideline
at an introductory level of detail together with
considerations that make up the strategy led
budgeting process. The paper also provides notes
on lessons learnt based on experience at local

Seminar Papers and Complementary Papers
1. Directions in Planning Reform: International
Perspectives
2. Outcomes Led Planning
3. Infrastructure led growth through spatially
targeted public investment
4. Fiscal Impacts Tool – the metro experience
5. Good practice: A system to align planning and
budgeting frameworks
6. Strategy Led Budgeting
7. Reforming the Regulatory Environment for
Urban Reform
8. Sharpening the Planning Tools from COGTA
(Rationalisation Strategic Planning Frameworks)
9. MSDF Guidelines (DRDLR)
10. Rationalising Planning and Reporting, Circular
88, National Treasury
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1. Introduction
Metros are required to produce Built Environment
Performance Plans (BEPP) in order to align capital
spending with strategic investment programmes
for spatial transformation, which must focus on
outcomes-based performance-orientated planning
for the built environment.
As part of this drive to employ rational and evidencebased spatial planning decision-making, the South
African Cities Network and National Treasury’s
City Support Programme (CSP) commissioned a
study to investigate the development of a tool to
assist Metros to address their housing backlogs and
deliver housing solutions at scale.
The outcomes of the study included:•
•
•

•

a review of the tools and models in use by the
Municipalities at the time,
an analysis of the suitability of these tools for
decision-making with a focus on costs,
engagements with the Municipalities to identify
the need for the development of a new tool and
inform its purpose,
and the development of a demonstration model
in partnership with eThekwini Municipality on
the basis that they had sufficient capacity and
experience to assist.

The evaluation concluded that metros do not
have comprehensive methods of assessing large
scale residential development proposals that
consider the total (or close to) fiscal impact (capital
and operating) including the cost of provincial
infrastructure required for greenfield projects.
With the need for a tool firmly established,
eThekwini Municipality was chosen as a partner to
develop a demonstration model on the basis that
they had sufficient capacity to assist and experience
in similar tools.
Through this partnership, The Fiscal Impact Tool
was developed having the need for such a tool
further refined and the scope defined. It is an
Excel-based model developed for use by Metros to
assess the long-term fiscal impact of development
applications, considering capital costs and operating
costs to multiple actors.
The purpose of the tool is to: inform better decisionmaking around development approvals; to illustrate
the trade-offs around spatial location; and to identify
incidence of cost over the long-term to inform
negotiating cost-sharing.
In researching this paper it is clear that significant
steps are being taken by most Metros to establish

the foundations for and systems to support strategyled budgeting, within an existing enabling legislative
environment.

2. Introducing the tool to the metro
Following the FIT’s release in August 2015, training
sessions were held with all the Metros on the
usage of the tool to enable them to take it forward
in their respective areas. Each Metro nominated
a Champion to drive the initiative and selected
appropriate potential projects to test the tool with.
Testing of the Fiscal Impact Tool in Metros (April
2016)
With the exception of eThekwini’s initial involvement
in the development of the tool, it was discovered
that only the City of Cape Town had tested the tool
successfully and that Buffalo City had achieved
partial success in testing it.
Cases of successful testing
eThekwini
Cornubia development was chosen as the project
site for the initial development of the tool due to the
availability of data from a previous case study. This
data was used to validate the outputs given by the
Fiscal Impact Tool with success.
Buffalo City
Buffalo City applied the tool to at least one of the
identified sites. Two iterations of the tool were
submitted to the developer, the first identifying
a mistake in the tool, and the second containing
incorrect inputs into the tool. Feedback was given
to the Municipality on the usage, but there has been
subsequent communication from Buffalo City.
Two officials were nominated as champions to drive
the tool’s application. However, both officials have
subsequently left the Municipality. It is assumed that
all practical knowledge and experience in using the
tool has departed along with the officials.
City of Cape Town
The Pelican Park mixed use housing development
was used as an example to familiarise the
Municipality with the tool as the data required as
inputs to the tool across all the fields are mostly
available for this site. It was noted that the costs
estimated by the tool were comparable to the actual
costs of the development, indicating a successful
application of the tool, even though it was only for
the purpose of testing the tool’s validity.
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3. Adapting the FIT - city of Cape
Town
Some of the reasons the City of Cape Town
succeeded in applying the tool include the following:
•
•
•

•

•

•

There was a high level of buy-in from the project
champion,
A dedicated official was assigned to run the tool,
The official was comfortable enough to pick
up the phone and contact the developer with
queries on using the tool,
The tool was tested against a project where the
outputs could be compared to real data and
presented internally. This inspired confidence
and gained further buy-in from other officials
and departments,
The purpose of the tool was in alignment with
the Medium-Term Infrastructure Investment
Framework (MTIIF) workstream; which aims to
enable evidence based, considered resource
allocation and decision-making in relation to
city infrastructure planning, implementation and
management; and feeds into the City’s Growth
Management Plan;
As such, the city recognises the value of the tool
to assess “Black Swan” development proposals
that are located on or beyond the urban edge
where the rationale for development is not
always clear.

Despite this, the City of Cape Town still had
challenges relating to the usage of the tool, namely:
•

•

•

The Fiscal Impact Tool requires many inputs,
some of which are Municipal-wide parameters
and some of which are development-specific
parameters. It took longer than expected to
source the data for these parameters. This
task required liaising with other departments
with varying degrees of success. Information is
often not archived, stored electronically or not
organised in a structured manner.
The Fiscal Impact Tool has three levels of
engagement. The spreadsheet is initially
distributed to the Metros prepopulated with
default values for all the parameters. The
increased levels of engagement encourage the
users to replace default values with real data
representative of the context of the Municipality,
if the information is available. Engagement
with the tool was admittedly at a basic to
intermediate level, where based on the real
value data that could be sourced at a projectlevel and at a Municipal-level.
For many of the inputs that could not be
sourced, others were estimated and others were
“thumb suck” values.

•

Despite the outputs of the model being
comparable to the real values of the Pelican
Park development, even with limited
engagement with the model parameters, the
City of Cape Town still do not officially use the
FIT to assess any development applications.

FIT to SCOT
The Fiscal Impact Tool may not have been used
at the City of Cape Town for its intended use to
assess development applications, the tool was used
during the development process of the MediumTerm Integrated Infrastructure Framework. The
development of the MTIIF involved the evaluation of
the impact of three spatial growth scenarios in Cape
Town over a 20-year period, including a financial
analysis over each scenario, which resulted in the
development of a Spatial Costing Tool (SCOT).
The SCOT is an excel-based model that projects
the capital and operating costs of multiple services
and apportions these to multiple actors, sometimes
referred to as the Simplified Fiscal Impact Tool.
For the development of the SCOT model, the FIT
was run 2300 times for each of the transport zones
within the City of Cape Town. Each transport zone
was treated as an individual development in the FIT
model with the spatial inputs required queried from
GIS and a Land use model. The outputs of these
FIT runs were used to generate cost surfaces that
spanned the entire metro landscape.
The reason why it has been described as a
simplified Fiscal Impact Tool in terms of inputs
required, is that by selecting a transport zone in
this model, you essentially prepopulate many of
the area-specific data you would otherwise have
had to manually source if you were using the older
Fiscal Impact Tool. With the SCOT tool, the City
could now run development scenarios across the
metro to inform the fiscal impact in response to
different growth strategies (in terms of infrastructure
investments). In AECOM’s Land Use model, from
which the data was sourced in the development
of SCOT, there are no future land uses allocated
to land parcels outside the urban edge. However,
it is a requirement of the FIT model for the Future
Planning parameter scenario to have land uses
allocated to it. As a result, the SCOT model fails
when selecting transport zones outside of the urban
edge to test development scenarios.
As a result of this exercise, it was demonstrated that
the FIT model was powerful and complex enough
to be adapted to answer other questions. The City
of Cape Town recognises that assessing projects
proposed in areas around the urban edge are where
the greatest need for a costing tool lies. However,
the newer SCOT model fails to answer that question
due to the lack of land uses being allocated outside
6
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of the urban edge in the future planning scenario.
A workaround was proposed by the developer,
whereby a similar transport zone (within the urban
edge) is identified and used in place of the actual
transport zone. This has proven to be a difficult task
with a lot of manipulation required though. The City
is recognising that to assess these “Black Swan”
or outlier proposals, developers either need to go
back and adapt the SCOT tool for this purpose, to
develop a new tool, or to revisit the usage of the
original FIT.

4. Improving the FIT

1. The Tool is too complex for officials to use,
2. The Tool requires inter-departmental
cooperation, which is difficult to achieve,
3. The value of the Tool is not seen or understood,
4. The project champions do not have capacity
to engage with the tool or are not the suited to
the task of engaging with the tool in terms of
technical capability, position or experience,
5. The process of workshopping the tool with the
Metros was flawed,
6. Or insufficient data was available from projects
to test the Tool with.

Some of the possible reasons the tool had not been
adopted for the purpose of assessing development
applications in any of the Metros were previously
documented and are as follows:

In terms of complexity. the following diagram
provides a frame work for the discussion around the
trade-offs between developing a model where the
complexity of the various aspects range from simple
to complex

•

•

SCOPE – Complex is Desirable

By definition, the model is required to determine
the fiscal impact of a development includingcosts
and benefits. As such, it has been designed to
consider all aspects financially and toconsider all
actors involved. Naturally, a model of this scope
will be complex. However, it was a requirement that
the model also makes provision for environmental
and social impact considerations. While these are
addressed in the model, they are simple calculations
in relation to the financial considerations

APPLICATION – In between Simple and
Complex is Desirable

The Fiscal Impact Tool is intended to be used
by Municipalities with the initial support of the
developer with the view to upskilling the municipal
members to be fully competent in applying the tool
themselves. Ideally the municipal members will
thereafter be sufficiently capacitated to operate at
the complex level of engagement by themselves. To
this end, the model is flexible enough to begin at the
simple level and increase engagement to a complex
level. For municipal members who are not inclined
to interact regularly with the developers, it could be
the case that the tool is perceived as overwhelming
in its application.
7
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•

FORMAT – Web-based tool embedded with
GIS is Desirable

The tool itself is Excel-based, requiring multiple
compulsory user-inputs and default parameters that
can be tweaked should the user wish to, across
numerous sheets. As such, the tool is a complex
spreadsheet without a spatial component and is
not linked to any online databases or platforms.
Newer versions or updates have to be distributed
traditionally through email or electronic storage
medium and all parameters re-entered into the
model. This is in contrast to a web-based platform or
custom-made software where the engine or features
can be updated online and the Metro-specific
“settings” stored. As such, in its current state, the
tool is neither too simple nor too complex in terms of
having a spatial component.

•

OWNERSHIP – Simple is Desirable

The Fiscal Impact Tool was Always intended to
be for Public usage and for Public access. The
development of a full-fledged tool may result in a
proprietary product with licencing requirements in
order to ensure the sustainability of the software.
The reality is that it is impossible to satisfy the
desirability of each aspect and that the developer
will have to compromise on some aspect. However,
there is room to tweak the tool in order to improve
the experience of using the Fiscal Impact Tool. The
options are presented in the figure below:

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Scope

Reduce the Scope

Expand scope

Adjust features in current
tool

Application

Set the tool to be at a basic Force advanced level of
level of engagement with engagement with model
model parameters
parameters and spatial
component

Automate some of the
inputs required

Format

Simplify user interface

Migrate to web-based
platform with GIS
component

Simplify user interface

Ownership

Remain for Public Access

Develop proprietary
software

Remain for Public Access
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Option 1 and Option 2 would require significant
modifications to the tool. Option 1 will most likely
result in a tool that will not be able to accurately
determine the fiscal impact of a development,
whereas Option 2 will necessitate the upskilling
of and increased investment of municipal officials,
many of whom already do not have sufficient buy-in
to invest time in the tool.
Option 3 seems the most feasible. This is where
moderate modifications to the process or model are
made across the four criteria in order to improve the
user experience.
Provided there is substantial indication by the
Metros for the use of the tool, the improvements
proposed through the discussion above can be
taken forward for further consideration.

5. ADOPTING THE FIT
Legislation now requires cities to consider capital
cost planning projects. This should be expanded
to include consideration for operating cost. There
are many capital grants for infrastructure, but no
grants for operating costs. As a result, there are
many capital projects where there is very little
understanding of the burden placed on cities in
terms of operation and maintenance. Officials from
the financing departments would have a good
understanding of these implications. As such, there
needs to be closer alignment between finance and
planning.
Through the discussion in the previous section,
recommendations have been made on changes
to be made to the Fiscal Impact Tool to improve
the user experience. Will this be enough to get
Municipalities to use it?
•

•

Perhaps new Champions are required to
drive the application of the tool for assessing
developments. Ideally, the Champions should be
in senior positions and possibly from financing
departments. These individuals should form part
of strategic high level interdepartmental task
teams so that the outputs of the tool are seen by
the right people. In theory, the seniority of these
officials implies they have the influence to drive
the usage of the tool forward and delegate to
others in their respective department to assist in
sourcing needed data.
If relying on a Champion to drive the application
of such tools internally in Metros is not enough,
perhaps the usage of such a tool needs to be
enforced.

Ultimately, a tool designed to add transparency to
decision-making processes, will naturally be met
with resistance by those with the power to approve

the tool who stand to benefit from the veil of the
current decision-making processes.

6. PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS
Through interviews with the metros and PDG, who
developed the tool, the following recommendations
have been made to improve the overall accessibility
of the Tool to increase usership.
6.1 REDUCE THE SCOPE
In its current form, the Fiscal Impact Tool answers
more questions than were originally defined in the
Terms of Reference. Some of these questions are
not explicitly related to answering the question of
“What is the Fiscal Impact of the development?”.
Reducing its SCOPE can lead to fewer inputs
required, which can reduce the time and effort
needed to populate the model. This could in turn
affect the level of expertise needed in the application
of the model.
6.2 ADD A SPATIAL ELEMENT
The principles applied in the development of the
SCOT tool are most relevant here in terms of being
able to accept GIS inputs. This will simplify the tool
in terms of APPLICATION by reducing the amount
of manual user inputs required, while granting it
a spatial component, which in turn increases the
FORMAT complexity.
6.3 PROVIDE TECHNICAL SUPPORT
As previously mentioned, the Fiscal Impact Tool
is a data-heavy model that requires information
that is both specific to the project and specific to
the municipal context, without which the outputs
will not be representative of the real world.
Understanding what information is required and
being able to source the information from the
various departments in the correct formats can be
a daunting task. For this purpose, it is suggested
that technical support be available to:
a) Familiarise the user with the model,
b) Assisting the user to source the municipalwide data (This will be a once off exercise,
setting up the model specific to the municipal
context, standardising the developmentspecific
outputs for comparison with other development
scenarios within themunicipality)
c) Assist the user to understand the developmentspecific inputs that are required, assist the user
to source the data from the various departments
and assist the user to request the data in the
required formats.
6.4 ADD GRAPHICAL USER INTERFACE
The user experience of applying the Fiscal Impact
Tool can be improved by adding a graphical layer
9
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over the engine. By carefully designing the user
interface, the tool can be broken down into easily
manageable, memorable and engaging sections that
can serve to make the overall task less overwhelming, in
turn, making the tool more user-friendly.
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