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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 and
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 on13-14 June
2018 acknowledges that planning, budgeting
and reporting reforms need to be aligned and
complemented by policy and regulatory reform.
The Cities Support Programme (CSP) in National
Treasury which works within the IUDF addresses
all of these reforms and its inter-linkages to policy
and regulatory reforms in a programmatic and
systematic way. The Seminar was 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) in line with the Built
Environment Value Chain (BEVC) depicted below
to contribute to spatial transformation of their cities.
The experience of the metropolitan municipalities
has been documented and produced as six papers
of the Seminar - this paper is on Outcomes-Led
Planning. It relates to the desired outcomes of
compact cities and transformed urban spaces that
informs planning and spatial targeting and the
outcome statements have been developed into
standardised outcome indicators for reporting and
evaluation across the eight metros).

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

Targeted Urban Management (Precinct Management)

Reporting & Evaluation
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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 outcomesled 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.

on lessons learnt based on experience at local
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 decisionmaking 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.
Series of Papers from the Planning Reform Seminar

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 Infrastructureled Growth through Spatially Targeted Public
Investment takes a look at intergovernmental
alignment in strategy, planning and infrastructure
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

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
This paper is intended to distill and communicate
the “outcomes-led planning” approach that has been
established by the Department Planning, Monitoring
and Evaluation (DPME) in 2010 and is implicit in
the formulation of the National Development Plan
(NDP):“The outcomes approach is designed to ensure
that government is focused on achieving the
expected real improvements in the life of
all South Africans. The outcomes approach
clarifies what we expect to achieve, how we
expect to achieve it and how we will know
whether we are achieving it. It will help spheres
of government to ensure that results improve
the lives of citizens rather than just carrying
out our functions. It will help us to track the
progress we are making in achieving results
and it will help is collect evidence about what
worked and what did not, to help us improve
our planning and implementation on an annual
basis.
Outcomes planning means planning backwards
from the outcome we need to achieve to
work out how best to achieve it. It starts with
identifying what outcome must be achieved
to improve lives and then working out what
outputs will ensure we achieve it, what activities
we must do to achieve the outputs and what
resources are needed to achieve the activities.
If the focus is on the outcome, it is clear which
role-players will need to be involved to ensure
the outcome is achieved. Plans will involve
identifying what outputs area needed to achieve
the outcome and will be implemented by
whichever government entity is responsible
for the area of work each output involves. We
should be able to connect every resource
used and every activity undertaken to real
improvement in people’s lives.
Monitoring and Evaluation of outcomes creates
the basis for accountability and learning.
Systematic assessment of what impacts and
outcomes were achieved will enable us to
identify what works and what does not. It will
enable us to learn and continually develop
our capacity to use scarce resources more
efficiently and effectively to achieve the greatest
benefit for the citizens and communities. Clear
statements of the outcomes expected and clear
indicators, baselines and targets to measure
change will ensure we have reliable information
we can use to monitor progress, evaluate
how successful we were and plan to improve.
(DPME, 2010, pg.10).

In the context of this paper the outcomes approach
complements the parallel pursuit of budget and
fiscal reforms, as well as reporting reforms for
metropolitan municipalities over the last five years.
The aim of this paper is to provide an overview
of the “outcomes-led planning” approach that
forms part of this ongoing processes of planning,
budgeting/fiscal and reporting reform. It is meant
to offer public and private sector stakeholders
operating within the built environment insight into
the purpose, tools and application of outcomes
led planning. Outcomes-led planning is framed
in relation to the broadly stated national policy
and legislative objectives in relation to spatial
transformation of South African Cities which seek to
achieve inclusive economic growth, overcome the
social and economic dysfunction of apartheid spatial
planning including poverty and unemployment.
The preparation of this seminar paper included
a review of the BEPP outcomes-led planning
approach and tools, and the related indicator
components as contained in MFMA Circular No. 88
2017. The outcomes-led components of associated
strategic and policy documents such as the 2016
IUDF and 2017 IUDF Implementation Framework
and earlier research and policy guidance on
effecting, measuring and testing the outcomes and
impacts of planning in the built environment were
scrutinized.
The international policy landscape was scoped
for best practice relating to spatial transformation,
specifically seeking best practice approaches
promoting and motivating inclusivity, sustainability
and resilience as well as more effective planning
processes (including the Ford Foundation,
Brookings Institute, Strong Towns Movement,
Massive Small and the Project for Lean Urbanism).
Interaction and brainstorming with the drafters of
other seminar papers also informed the scope and
focus of this paper together with involvement in
the BEPP review and guideline drafting process
during the course of 2017. The paper is also
informed by insights on the purpose, application
and mechanisms of outcomes-led planning gained
from the preparation of the 2013 DRDLR SDF
Guidelines (in terms of SPLUMA), a subsequent
review of the guidelines arising from the 2017
BEPP evaluation process, the compilation of the
Integration Zone Toolkit (2017), contributions to
spatial targeting working papers in 2013 and Urban
Hub Precinct Evaluations for the National Treasury’s
Neighbourhood Development Partnership
(NDP) Programme as well as the Cities Support
Programme (CSP).
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2. Outcomes-led planning Definition
and Purpose
2.1 What is Outcomes-Led Planning?
As stated in the Introduction above “Outcomes
planning means planning backwards from the
outcome we need to achieve to work out best to
achieve it. It starts with identifying what outcome
must be achieved to improve lives and then working
out what outputs will ensure we achieve it, what
activities we must do to achieve the outputs and
what resources are needed to achieve the activities
(DPME, 2010, pg.10).
The primary source documents for this overview of
Outcomes-Led Planning are:•
•

•

The Guide to the Outcomes Approach (DPME
Outcomes Approach 2010),
The Guidance Note: Framework for the
formulation of BEPPs, 2017 (referred to as Core
Guidance Note BEPP 2017 in the rest of this
paper), and
The MFMA Circular No. 88 on Rationalisation
of Planning and Reporting Requirements, 2017
(referred to as MFMA Circular No. 88 2017 in
the rest of this paper).

This above mentioned documents should be
read with these two documents since this paper
only distills the essential aspects of the rationale,
approach and tools for outcomes-led planning.
BEPPs may be agreed as the nexus of planning
and budgeting within SDFs, fulfilling the SPLUMA
requirement for a capital expenditure [investment]
framework. The outcomes-led planning approach
and BEPP Integrated Outcome Indicators are
central to the Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017.
As noted above, after more five years of review,
alignment and refinement the concept of
outcomes led planning, coordination, budgeting,
implementation and reporting has been
mainstreamed through the publication of MFMA
Circular No. 88 2017. This entrenches outcomesled planning and specifically the Built Environment
as the basis for planning and budgeting across all
government sectors and spheres.
While the focus is on the rationale, purpose and
methodology of outcomes-led planning, this overview
also makes reference to (but does not provide
an exhaustive synthesis of), the related BEPP
Integrated Outcome Indicators that are central to the
outcomes-led approach. These indicators have been
negotiated and agreed across departments (National
Treasury, DCOG, DRLDR and DMPE) and adopted
as part of the BEPP process.

This outcomes-led planning review acknowledges
the extensive Monitoring and Evaluation policies,
protocols and measurement indices such as
the Policy Framework for the Government-wide
Monitoring and Evaluation Systems. Research
for this paper included scrutiny of these and other
policies, reviews and systems relating to the
baseline data collection, quality control and review
(StatsSA, DPME and others) but since these
relationships have been clearly articulated in MFMA
Circular No 88 2017 these are not repeated here.
International outcomes-led planning approaches
such as the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs), work by the OECD, Brookings institute and
UN Habitat were scanned in researching this paper
and reference will be made to the cues provided
by these for future refinement of outcomes led
planning.
As outlined in the MFMA Circular No. 88 2017,
outcomes-led planning implies the clear articulation
of desired outcomes and impacts, practical
measurement indices and coherent reporting.
These are complex and intensely technical
specialist activities, and this is recognized and
tackled in the rationalization processes that
culminated in MFMA Circular No 88 2017. While
comment on the current built environment indictors
is outside the scope of this overview of outcome
led planning, the complexity of connecting planning
activities with the measurement of outcomes and
impacts, together with quite onerous reporting and
compliance requirements raises questions around
their applicability and relevance in the South African
development context where skilled built environment
and management skills remain scarce.
2.2 Components of an Outcomes Led Approach
The 2010 Guide to the Outcomes Approach
highlights the need to “think afresh about the logical
links between what we do and what we achieve”. It
describes the outcomes approach as consisting of
the following:
•
•

•
•
•

•

Focuses on results,
Makes explicit and testable the chain of logic in
our planning, so we can see the assumptions
we make about the resources that are needed
Links activities to outputs and outcome and to
test what works and what doesn’t
Ensures expectations are as clear and as
unambiguous as possible
Provides a clear basis for discussion, debate
and negotiation about what should be done and
how it should be done
Enables learning and regularly revising and
improving policy strategy and plans through
experience
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•
•

Make co-ordination and alignment easier
We need to go beyond the work we do and
interrogate the impact it has. This approach
involves management using a logic model which
links inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and
impacts. The triangle below demonstrates these
links more clearly” (2010, pg. 11).

Diagram 1: Logical model linking inputs, activities,
outputs, outcomes and impacts,
DPME, 2010, pg.11

Diagram 1: Logical model linking inputs, activities, outputs, outcomes and impacts, DPME, 2010, pg.11
The long term developmental result at a
societal that is the logical consequence of
achieving specific outcomes

IMPACT

The medium - term results for specific
beneficiaries that are a logical
consequence of achieving specific outputs

OUTCOMES

The final products or good and services
produced for delivery
The processes or actions that use a
range of inputs to produce the desired
outputs and ultimately outcomes
The resources that contribute to the
production and delivery of outputs

OUTPUTS

ACTIVITIES

INPUTS

The Guide to the Outcomes Approach suggests four
important underpinning components to an outcome led
approach (p12):
“Problem Analysis: The first step involves developing
a clear understanding of the problem, to ensure that
the plan is relevant and focuses on root causes. If our
assumptions about causes and their relationships to
effects are explicit, we can test and amend them in
later cycles of planning based on our experiences and
M&E. It is usually important to ensure that the problem
is understood from the point of view of the needs
and concerns of the intended beneficiaries as well as
possible. This will help us ensure that the intervention
planned is relevant. Analytical tools such as problem
tress can assist with problem analysis.
2. Theory of Change: The second step involves
developing a clear understanding of the
assumptions behind choices about what the key
levers of change are and what we should focus
our efforts on. This is our “theory of change” based
on the best available knowledge about causes
and effects. This also needs to be clearly stated
so that we can use evidence from M&E to test it
through experience and build reliable knowledge
about what works in which circumstances.
1.

What we aim to change

What we wish to achieve?

What we produce or deliver?

What we do?

What we use to do the work?

3. Intervention Logic: A clear statement of the
intervention logic – the assumptions about
what results must be achieved to achieve
the outcome, how they will be achieved
and what resources will be necessary. The
outcomes approach involves a move away from
statements of intention to statements which
stress measurable results. This chain of logic
will enable us to track progress and test whether
the outputs are actually a necessary and
sufficient condition to achieve the outcome.
4. Clear Indicators, Baselines & Targets: Finally,
indicators are identified in order to provide a clear
basis for monitoring progress and evaluating
results. Ideally, there should be a set of indicators
for each level of the outcome triangle. This will
allow progress to be checked along the whole
chain for delivery. Each indicator should have
a clear baseline, and targets and timelines
should be clearly defined. Indicators must be
measurable”.
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Adopting best practice approaches to effective spatial
transformation through planning, implementation
and monitoring, outcomes are understood in relation
a clearly defined end state (impacts) and the
preconditions (inputs, activities and outputs) required
for their achievement.

The following 3 diagrams show the relationship
of outcomes to the various plans in metropolitan
municipalities.

Diagram 2.1: Integrated (Transformational) BEPP Outcomes in relation to city plans

GDS

Satisfaction

Economic, social
and qualitative
(place) wellbeing
of city residents

Spatial Equity

Inclusive,
productive spatial
structure

Effective
Human Capital

Sustainability
Customer service
Resource
Efficiency

Financial
Sustainability

Affordability
Ongoing activities

IMPACTS
“BEPP”
Indicators

INTEGRATED
OUTCOMES

IDP

FUNCTIONAL
OUTCOMES

SDBIP

Functional
outcomes
and outputs
indicators

MUNICIPAL
OUTCOMES
MUNICIPAL ACTIVITES &
PROCESSES

MSCOA

MUNICIPAL INPUTS

Essential Services Access,use,
infrastructure
Diagram 2.2: Integrated (Transformational) BEPP Outcomes in relation to city plans

Impact

BEPP (Metros)
IDP
SDBIP

Rationalised
indicators

Plan

Outcomes
(Transformational)

IDP

Outcomes
(Fuctional)

SDBIP

Outputs
Activities
Inputs
2.3 The Spatial Restructuring Imperative in
Outcomes-Led Planning
Change is not happening as radpidly and effectively
as we require. Despite all the achievements since
1994, significant levels of poverty, unemployment and
inequality persist. We have made some progress in
many areas of our work. Goverment has successfully
improved access to services and increased its
expenditure on service delivery; however, we are
still not achieving the outcomes necessary to ensure
adequate progress in creating “a better life for all”. Many
of our communities are rightly impatient with the quality,
relevance and adequacy of goverment services and
delivery.

Result-level

Report(s)

Outcomes

Annual
Reports

Outputs

Annual
and
Quarterly
Reports

Outputs
Perf.
Agreement

Perf.
Appraisal

This does not simply mean doing more things and
spending more money. We have increased expenditure
and increased activities steady since 1994 but this has not
always led to us achieving the outcomes we expected.
Improving outcomes means doing things differently in order
to increase the impact we have on improving the lives of
citizens
The situation has not changed significantly since the
above quote in 2010 and the above statement still
holds true. Frameworks and policy statements relating
to outcomes-led planning and the imperative for spatial
transformation have been ‘on the agenda’ for over a
decade. Radical new ways of working are imperative
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to redirect built environment development
trajectories and achieve long awaited spatial
transformation of more compact, inclusive,
productive and sustainable cities that have good
governance as their foundation.
Twenty four years into the post-apartheid era, the
outcomes and impacts of the forces of racially based
segregation and the ”functional separation of land
uses remain entrenched in the spatial structure of
South African cities in spite of policy and legislation
promoting integration, inclusion and compaction
(DFA 1995, BNG 2006, NDP 2010, SPLUMA 2013).
Our cities remain shaped by the forces of apartheid
spatial planning and the modernist planning and
are thus spatially segregated by race and income,
fragmented by mono-functional zoning and sprawl,
and un walkable as the result of suburban car
dominated suburbs and townships on the urban
periphery.
Concerted spatial and development planning,
expansion of essential services and spending on
housing, social services and transport infrastructure
over the past two decades have achieved minimal
spatial transformation outcomes and impacts. These
features undermine quality of life, further marginalize
the poor and vulnerable and erode economic
prospects. Publicly funded and private sector driven
development patterns and infrastructure investments
are escalating strains on municipal operational
viability and essential ecosystems in a context of
a shrinking national fiscus. South African cities are
becoming increasingly vulnerable to climate change
and global economic shocks. Together these factors
diminish the capacity of cities to work effectively
as the engines for inclusive growth of the national
economy.
2.4 Case Studies
A few cases studies are outlined below in this
section:•
•

Government capacity and stability; Leadership
and Trust – Portland, USA
Compliance Driven Versus Enabling
Developmental State – Massive Small UK

Portland, USA
The UN Habitat’s publication, “Steering the
Metropolis: Metropolitan Governance for
Sustainable Urban Development” (2017) is
an expansive global comparative analysis of
the capability and experiences of metropolitan
governments to give effect to the New Urban
Agenda, specifically the “transformative power
of urbanization as an endogenous source of
prosperity” (p 11). This document provides insights
into, among others, the financial, institutional,
political, infrastructural and leadership complexities
of the “art and science” of metropolitan governance,

this document is the assertion that the role of
cities is so fundamental to our global future that
metropolitan
The core message of this wide-ranging publication
is that stronger, more capable, sophisticated
technical capacity and more empowered
(independent), accountable, inclusive and visionary
leadership metropolitan government is necessary for
the long term national economic performance and
sustainability of nations and even regions.
The publication cites strong institutional capacity
as one of the key factors in the successful spatial
transformation of Portland, USA. According
to Robert Libberty of the Urban Sustainability
Accelerator, the autonomy, specialization and scale
of the Portland metropolitan authority (referred to as
Metro) “has allowed it to develop staff competency
to a depth that cannot be matched by most or
any of the governments within its boundaries.
This is particularly evident today in land use and
transportation planning, for which it has developed
sophisticated modeling and forecasting capacities of
national reputation that draw on immense amounts
of local data.
Less appreciated is the way in which its narrow
focus on sustainability issues shapes the politics of
elections to the Metro Council. Metro Councillors
run primarily on platforms related to Metro’s
regional sustainability plans: whether they support
or oppose additions to the urban growth boundary,
how strongly they approve or criticize investments
in transit, and the degree to which they back
Metro’s regional perspective versus deferring to the
judgments of local governments.
The trend over the past 20 years has been clear—
virtually all successful candidates for Metro Council
and Metro President support the general direction
of compact growth and environmental protection
(p320).
Related and necessary preconditions to effective
metropolitan governance, capable of driving
outcomes-led planning is consolidating institutional
memory and by implication incentivizing
administrative stability. At present there are
no penalties in South Africa for ongoing, ad
hoc organizational redesign, staff turnover and
administration hopping and no incentives for the
opposite.
The target audience of the 2012 UN Habitat Urban
Planning for City Leaders, highlights the need for
inclusive, accountable and visionary leadership
that is not obstructed by compliance, over
legislation, coordination challenges. The document
predates the New Urban Charter foreshadowing
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the now global acceptance of significance of
cities in relation to economic development and
sustainability. The existence of the guide highlights
the absolute necessity that city leaders understand
the importance of planning in achieving desired
development goals.
The Portland Charter, is cited in UN Habitat 2017
(p316) as an example of a commonly agreed
vision that set the scene for over 24 years of
consistent, concerted outcomes-led planning that
flew in the face of US planning practices at the
time (promoting compact development and public
transport) but resulted in remarkable economic,
social, environmental and fiscally resilient outcomes.
Through committed leadership and a sustained
focus on clear spatial outcomes “...Portland is the
second fastest growing metropolitan economy in the
[United States]” (Redden, 2015).
According to a Bloomberg News article published
in February 2016, Oregon “had the bestperforming
economy in the nation measured by employment,
home prices, personal income, tax revenues,
mortgage delinquency, and the publicly traded
equity of its companies, according to data compiled
by Bloomberg” (Winkler, 2016).
Rather than detracting from its economic
development, the region’s commitment to urban
sustainability and environmental protection is an
important reason it is able to attract the young,
college-educated people who are in the tech and
creative industries and who start new businesses.
According to Badger (2014), “young people are
drawn to the compact living, the easy access to
nature, the possibility that a farm might actually
be near your table, the emphasis on communal
assets—parks, public transit, tool shares—over
individual ownership.(UN Habitat, 2017, pg.320)
Compliance Driven Versus Enabling
Developmental State – Massive Small (UK) and
Lean Urbanism (USA)
In his 2016 book “Radical Incrementalism”, Kelvin
Campbell cites examples of the successes of
The Massive Small Movement, which recognizes
that even in the UK, with the highest per capita
ratio of planners, the planning system is too
complex. Recongnising the capacity limitations of
government, both in terms of skills and finance, the
approach argues for a shift in the approach and

language of urban management from compliance
and predetermined outcomes to clear rules and
directive condition making.
This approach is not counter to outcomes led
planning, in fact, Campbell argues that clearly
articulated outcomes connected with simple but
firm rules and supported by tools that he refers
to as protocols and condition-making are more
likely (than prescriptive compliance) to give effect
to inclusive change within a resource constrained
world. He argues for adaptive and enabling systems
that connect top-down, enabling leadership to
connect with bottom-up innovation, creativity and
the resources of the “massive- small” collective
energies of many organisations and individuals.
“Massive Small works with cities as they really are –
deeplycomplex systems, wherein over prescriptive
regulation proves unpredictable and ineffective.
Assuch it offers an alternative to our current highly
mechanistic model of urban development” (www.
massivesmall.org/#purpose).
The publication “Radical Incrementalism” (2016) is
framed as a set of 12 inspirational stories distilled
from case studies around the world that present the
concepts in an accessible and jargon free language.
Core to these lessons is the recommendation that
planning requires a code of ethics as a foundation
for building an urban society in an inclusive,
incremental enabling and responsive way. The
notion of rapid and meaningful feedback and
correction is also an important component of the
narrative.
The “massive small compendium” is an evolving
record of practices that have adopted this approach
to counter what they describe as the crisis of top
down, rigid masterplans. Their website states that
“For three generations governments the world
over have tried to order and control the evolution
of our cities through rigid, top down, single-vision
interventions. They have failed. Master plans lie
unfinished. Housing standards have declined. The
environment is worse off. The urban poor have
become poorer. We are in crisis. The problems
faced by our rapidly increasing urban populations
are as deep and complex as the rich and diverse
opportunities that cities foster” (https://www.
kickstarter.com/projects/1641121629/themassivesmall-compendium-build-a-better-urban).
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Diagram 3: Compliance and Effectiveness

In a similar vein, Lean Urbanism “is an approach to
community-building that requires fewer resources.
It is a response to the requirements, complexities
and costs that disproportionately burden smallscale developers, builders, and entrepreneurs.
The Project for Lean Urbanism is developing tools
and daylighting techniques to better enable smallscale development and entrepreneurial activity by
focusing on incremental, successional growth, by
reducing the resources required for compliance, and
by providing ways to work around onerous financial,

bureaucratic, and regulatory processes” (2016,
Ditmar & Falk, pg.1). Lean Urbanism has developed
the concept of the “Pink Zone” which they advocated
as “a powerful tool for concentrating resources on
the task of enabling small-scale, communitycentered
development and revitalization. It defines an area
of focus, leverages a suite of available tools, and
provides a platform for the community to gather
resources, make commitments, and work together
on projects that enhance community character and
allow existing businesses and residents to remain
and profit from the improved quality of life”.

Diagram 4: The Lean Urbanism Approach

One of the Lean Urbanism tools is the identification
of “pink zones” – areas where red tape is lightened
and experimentation encouraged within a framework
of pre-negotiated (outcomes).
This could be described as spatially targeted radical
incrementalism. Tools include simple financing
tools (“low fat vanilla financing”), lean infrastructure
guides, lean governance guides and techniques for
pilot projects and sharing the results of case studies
(Lafayette LA, Chattanooga TN, St. Paul MN, and
Savannah GA.). A Lean Scan tool is also offered as
atechnique to scope and unlock opportunities for
growth and urban transformation.
“The Lean Scan is a new tool for finding latent
opportunities in a town, a district or a corridor and
leveraging underused assets in a way that unlocks
synergies between built, financial, social and natural
resources. The Lean Scan is to be applied at the

scale of the neighbourhood, corridor or town, and
may be commissioned by or for a state, a locality or
a community organization.”

3. Planning for Built Environment
Outcomes in Cities
3.1 Enabling legislation, regulations and
guidelines for achieving spatial outcomes
The 2012 National Development Plan (NDP) was
explicit about the need to trigger a virtuous cycle of
development enabled by a vision for social cohesion
comprising active citizenry, strong leadership and
effective government. Neither the desired outcomes
nor the enabling context have been realized and
combined with a dramatically changed global
context, South Africa’s prospects for inclusive
economic growth, built on powerful, well run cities is
far from realization.
11

Outcomes-Led Planning

While the MSA is relatively open-ended on what
“explicit spatial restructuring strategies”should
be pursued, both the IUDF and the BEPP
processes have attempted to remedy this bygiving
greater clarity on the desired end state of spatial
transformation (outcomes and impacts) as well as
the intended means to measure progress toward
and achievement of this end state (indicators).
Similarly SPLUMA and the SDF Guidelines clarify
many previously contentious matters of spatial
planning and land use management, but fall short
of specific built environment outcomes, outputs and
activities required to realise these principles and
values in practice. It is accepted that legislation
should not go as far as prescribing a planning
approach, but Guidelines could do so, especially
when the outcomes we seek have been difficult
to attain after 24 years. Furthermore the SPLUMA
and the SDF Guidelines do not make provisions for
monitoring and review beyond general statements
on alignment, compliance and quality. Parallel
processes relating to reporting and data were
in progress in 2014 in the DRDLR but have not
reached the public domain.
What has become clear since 2013 is that for SDFs
to achieve the spatial transformation outcomes
implied by the SPLUMA principles, SDFs need to
be underpinned by a strong and measurable theory
of change and resultant strategy to guide the state
and a robust and democratic decision-making
system to enable broad and deep participation in its
realization. The notion of evidence-based planning
that goes beyond generalized normative statements
is key.
As noted in the 2016 City Budget Forum Memo
“Reforming the planning regulatory environment
is not sufficient to achieve spatial transformation

but it is necessary”. The memo notes the point
made in the NDP’s chapter on human settlements
that “spatial transformation is a long term project”,
once achieved, however it would “fundamentally
transform job and
livelihood prospects [and.. ] reduce travel time and
cost between home and work, increase mobility for
poor households to access better job and education
opportunities. This in turn will reduce poverty and
inequality” (NDP, pg. 259, cited in 2016 CBF Memo).
To reach this point, a steady stream and consistent
programme of legal, fiscal and institutional reform is
needed to create an urban spatial planning system
that is fit for purpose in the twenty first century
South Africa” (2016, CBF, pg.5).
Aiming to resurrect and renew the aspirations of
the NDP and reflecting on the factors that mitigated
against the realization of the NDP objectives with
respect urban spatial transformation, the 2016
Integrated Urban Development Framework (IUDF)
from COGTA sets out strategic goals and identifies
nine policy levers to realise these. The IUDF has the
following four strategic goals:
3.1 Spatial integration: new spatial forms in
settlement, transport, social and economic
areas.
3.2 Inclusion and access - ensuring people have
access to social and economic services,
opportunities and choices.
3.3 Growth - harnessing urban dynamism for
inclusive, sustainable economic growth and
development.
3.4 Governance - enhancing the capacity of the
state and its citizens to work together toachieve
spatial and social integration.
Note the specific strategic goal on spatial integration
above and in the Diagram 5 below.

Diagram 5: The Four IUDF Strategic Goals and Nine Policy Levers
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While the MSA, SPLUMA and the SDF Guidelines,
the NDP and the IUDF all try to addressand enable
spatial transformation as an outcome, there are
some gaps remaining. The BEPPwas designed to
address these gaps as well as to align planning,
budgeting and reporting.
3.2 Outcomes-led planning, spatial targeting,
budgeting and reporting in the BEPP
Starting from the premise that outcomes-led
planning means planning backwards from the
outcome we need to achieve, the identification of
the outcomes/s should be followed by ensuring that
they are measurable. This would be followed by
working out what outputs will ensure we achieve it,
what activities we must do to achieve the outputs,
and what resources are needed to achieve the
activities.
Formulation of the spatial transformation outcome
statements and the integrated (transformational)
outcome indicators started in 2013, and work on the
functional outcome and output indicators started in
2016/17. This was a challenging process since it
was agreed that indicators arising out of the process
would be a set of standardised indicators applicable
to all metropolitan municipalities. This process
marked the start of Outcomes-Led Planning and
culminated in the issuing of the MFMA Circular No.
88 2017 which not only informs spatial targeting
and budgeting, but also institutionalises the set of
indicators for reporting.
The spatial transformational outcome statements
and the integrated (transformational) outcome
indicators informed the urban network planning
in metropolitan municipalities that resulted in
identifying spatially targeted areas at a submetropolitan scale. These spatially targeted areas,
the Inner City or Central Business District; the
Primary Hub within the largest disadvantaged
township/area; the Corridor that linked these
areas otherwise known as the Integration Zone;
Informal Settlements that will be upgraded in-situ;
Marginalised Areas; and Economic Nodes become
the focus of the intergovernmental co-ordination,
planning, budgeting and implementation. It is called
the Intergovernmental Programme Pipeline in the
BEPP and contributes to infrastructure-led growth
by spatially targeting public investment in specific
areas. There is a separate Seminar Paper on this
theme called Infrastructure-led Growth through
Spatially Targeted Public Investment.
The planning and budgeting process outlined above

did not exclude the parts of the metro that were not
spatially targeted, it simply prioritised the spatially
targeted due to its potential to transform the urban
form and thus improve the lives of as many citizens
as possible. Capital Budgeting was thus informed by
the strategy for spatial targeting rather than being a
list of projects. Furthermore the planning and spatial
targeting also results in the identification of Catalytic
Land Development Programmes (CLDP) within the
Integration Zones – generally at the precinct level.
The CLDP is an ensemble of a series of related
projects (public, private or a combination of the
two) that need to be implemented within a specific
spatially targeted area. Resourcing, and especially
financing the CLDP and development in the spatially
targeted areas is what is referred to as StrategyLed Budgeting.
The BEPP is the instrument that holds all three
activities together with a clear line of sight across
planning, budgeting and reporting.
“Spatial planning and land use management is
primarily a municipal function in terms of SPLUMA
and the precedent-setting ruling of the Constitutional
Court (2010). The BEPPs and its related Guidelines
do not usurp the municipal function of spatial
planning and land use management. They seek to
work collaboratively with metropolitan municipalities
to share good practice, within the context of
efforts by the national government to introduce a
more enablingpolicy and regulatory environment
to achieve more compact cities. The planning
alignment and reform advocated by the BEPPs and
its related Guidelines (and its inherent approach,
tools and instruments) are part of package of
reforms complemented by national regulatory, fiscal,
monitoring and reporting reforms”. (MFMA Circular
88, pg.8)
3.3 Articulating Desired Outcomes in a ResultsBased Framework
“BEPP guidelines have consistently required effort
from Metros to adopt a results-based approach,
working in terms of a specific intervention logic
that follows a spatially targeted planning approach
- requiring a behavioral change at the institutional
level to achieve the desired outcomes and impact.
The desired outcome of spatially transformed cities
that are well-governed, inclusive, productive and
sustainable is unpacked in the theory of change in 6
below.
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Diagram 6: BEPP Results-based Framework or Theory of Change
Intermediate Outcomes

Well governed Cities

Inclusive Cities

Vision & leadership to
initiate & drive
spatial restructuring

New housing options
with social diversity

Partneringwith
citizens, civil society,
Delivery of catalytic
projects in spatially
Enabling Environment
for City Transformation
Restructured fiscal &
financial
framework to support
urban growth

Compact Cities & Transformed Urban
Space

Capability to plan,
facilitate, deliver and

Affordable & efficient
public transport services

Assignment of human
settlements and
public transport functions
to cities
Reviewed policy &
regulatory
frameworks that
hinder cities in
The BEPP challenge is to establish a clear line
of sight between setting outcomes, knowing how
to measure/report these upfront; planning and
budgeting for interventions and investments that
build towards these transformations, implementing
them and managing the product to sustain the
result” (Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017).
The BEPP process is premised on the assumption
that spatial transformation of the metros is central to
achieving the integration and sustainability impacts
that underpin resilient and inclusive economic
growth. The integrated outcomes are framed
around three intermediate impacts, namely to direct
investment so that SA cities become more inclusive,
productive and sustainable.” (SDF Guideline
Review, NT, 2017, pg.7)However, this impact is not
direct, and requires a series of coordinated actions
to achieve this objective. The casual chain that
provides the logic of spatial targeting, as well as

Integrated public transport
system that is used by
Social facilities and services

Productive Cities
Growing city economies
Increased city productivity

Decoupling of nonrenewable energy inputs
from economic growth

Decoupling of nonrenewable energy
inputs from
economic growth

Impact

Urban economic growth and a reduction of
inequality and poverty

Immediate Outcomes

Sustainable Cities
Integrity of eco systems
Climate mitigation and
adaptation

Sustainable resource
utilisation

guidance as to what action needs to happen,
is at the core of the BEPPs.
Accordingly “The Built Environment Value Chain
(BEVC), depicted in Diagram 7 below, is an
intervention logic that structures the BEPP as a
plan and planning process whose starting point is
the identification and definition of the integrated
outcomes” (Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017 pg.22).
The BEVC is an intergovernmental process aimed
at achieving the identified set of built environment
outcomes in cities. The BEVC activities are linked
together in a logical sequence, and form part of an
iterative process rather than a linear process”
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Diagram 7: Built Environment Value Chain (BEVC)

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

Targeted Urban Management (Precinct Management)

Reporting & Evaluation
Implicit in a results-based approach and outcomesled planning is an acceptance that the results
(impacts) are evident in transformation of the spatial
structure of the city and can and must be measured.
3.4 Planning and Spatial Targeting
The spatial targeting and investment coordination
emphasis of the BEPP process is focused on
achieving inclusive economic growth for South
Africa. It further takes a spatial targeting approach
that recognizes that metros house the bulk of the
South African population and economy. The starting
premise of the BEPP is that spatial targeting of

investment is necessary to achieve coordinated
public intervention that maximises the leverage
of limited public resources. Starting with an urban
network strategy (Urban Network Support Guide),
the BEPP identifies spatial targeting areas that are
the optimal locations for integrated, transitoriented
development, as recommended in the National
Development Plan, SPLUMA and the Integrated
Urban Development Framework (IUDF).
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Diagram 8: The Urban Network Concept
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The metro BEPPs must identify, quantify, plan,
budget and coordinate implementation within
spatially targeted areas (in line with SPLUMA)
indicating prioritised Integration Zones, TOD
precincts within these zones, marginalised
residential areas including informal settlements,
and economic nodes “integration zone”. Details on
the emphasis of this spatial targeting approach is
provided in the Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017
Framework and supporting toolkits.

their planning processes and lack of timeous (or
nonexistent) disclosure of national departmental and
SOE plans and budget priorities. The BEPP notion
of spatial targeting cascades from the national level,
by virtue of its deliberate focus on metros as the key
drivers of the economy Improved intergovernmental
co-ordination, planning and budgeting is detailed
in a related Seminar Paper called Infrastructureled Growth through Spatially Targeted Public
Investment.

The BEPP processes have made significant strides
towards improved intergovernmental coordination
and planning. The metros have reported this
as one of the central benefits of the process to
date, highlighting the dual challenges of securing
government sector department involvement in

The nuanced spatial targeting hierarchy from a
national focus on cities to the scale of precincts
within Integration Zones align with marginalized
areas, informal settlements and economic nodes is
illustrated in Diagram 9 below.

Diagram 9: Spatial Targeting Hierarchy
Country

Targeted Cities

Region/City Region

Urban Network

Sub-region

Integration Zones

Local

IZ Precincts

There are 2 outputs resulting from spatial targeting
namely the Intergovernmental Programme Pipeline
(IGPP) and the Catalytic Land Development
Programme (CLDP) which are outlined below.
3.5 Intergovernmental Programme Pipeline
A Metro’s BEPP should take particular interest
in the pipeline of projects planned for the Metro
across the public sector actors (national, provincial
and municipal government as well as stateowned
entities). Inclusive economic growth and more
efficient urban form will not be possible without
understanding the plans and programmes,
particularly investment plans of all relevant sectors,
spheres of government and state-owned entities.
Metros should then coordinate, guide and align
these programmes and projects to the Metro’s
plan for better outcomes, e.g. the alignment of the
planning and delivery of provincial infrastructure,
such as health facilities and schools, within
metropolitan spaces. Furthermore alignment
between the investment in public transport and
human settlements is required to enable integration
at the local level.

Marginalised Areas

Enonomic Nodes

Marginalised Areas

Enonomic Nodes

There has generally been weak intergovernmental
coordination and planning across the three spheres
of government and state owned companies although
all have substantive investments in the built
environment at the city level.
The BEPP is interested in the intergovernmental
programme pipeline at two levels outlined
below:
A city-wide perspective of the intergovernmental
programme pipeline This is aimed at providing
information and a baseline for the progressive
spatial targeting of this investment in terms
of a Metro’s plans – the basis for dialogue on
alignment of objectives and programmes in
terms of a shared set of agreed outcomes. Most
Metros have struggled at one point or another with
limited information on plans and projects of other
spheres and/or entities within their jurisdiction. This
information is often only received when the spheres
and/or entities apply for development approvals.
This severely limits their
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ability to co-ordinate the implementation of these
projects in relation to their own projects – where
there are codependencies or opportunities lost in
the failure to coordinate.
In the short term, all spheres and entities who
have projects within cities should be able to
provide Metros with their lists of projects (capital
projects over the medium term) to include in an
intergovernmental project pipeline. The main
purpose of the pipeline is to share information,
enable engagement on this information and
to shift towards agreement and commitment
to a programme of collective, coordinated
public investment in priority precincts based on
identified needs set out in the precinct plan’s
intergovernmental project pipeline, and to inform the
development of the long term financial strategy to
sustain this investment programme.
The intergovernmental programme pipeline
within the catalytic land development
programmes
The preparation of a catalytic land development
programme of projects to a ready status of
implementation is complex containing many projects
over the medium to long-term which include many
municipal projects, other inter-governmental projects
(as well as a variety of private sector related
projects) which necessitate rigour and discipline in
programme management and corporate decisionmaking processes in order to ensure progression
through various stages of programme preparation.
The BEPP process aims to progressively move
Metros from the alignment of processes and time
frames in the public sector to joint planning of
priority precincts within spatially targeted areas
followed by the sequencing of public investment
in these areas, while respecting the various
mandates of government spheres and entities
and understanding their business models through
the catalytic urban development programmes, as
discussed above.
As institutional coordination mechanisms take hold
at the Metro and precinct level that enable the
sharing of information and in time, joint planning,
prioritisation and project alignment, ultimately
the goal is to have municipal, provincial, national
sector departments and stateowned entities plan
their projects and budgets collaboratively, under
the leadership of the Metro, for the transformation
of integrations zones and priority precincts within
these. The ‘crowding-in” of public investment should
generate confidence and generate a response from
the private sector and households, and in so doing
serve to optimise the gearing of public funds.
As this pipeline is established and supported by
legislated and other intergovernmental cooperation

mechanisms that serve as implementation
agreements between the Metros, other spheres of
government and state-owned entities, the existence
of these agreements and the performance of this
pipeline, evaluated through the annual BEPP
evaluation process, must become an informant
to the national process of funding allocations to
state-owned entities and national and provincial
departments.
3.6 Catalytic Land Development Programme
(CLDP)
As mentioned before the BEVC starts with a process
of spatial targeting flowing from the Metros’ spatial
planning. Spatially targeted areas are prioritised
and plans developed for the priority precincts within
these prioritised areas. A catalytic land development
programme is developed out of this precinct plan,
and this programme and the projects within it
undergo preparation towards implementation.
Catalytic land development programmes; for the
purposes of the BEPP, are specifically defined as
programmes that:
a) Enable integration, that is, mixed and intensified
land uses where the residential landuse caters
for people across various income bands and
at increased densities thatbetter support the
viability of public transport systems;
b) Are game changers in that the nature and scope
of the projects are likely to have significant
impact on spatial form and unlock economic
activity.
c) Involve major infrastructure investment;
d) Require a blend of finance where a mix of
public funds is able to leverage private sector
investment as well as unlock household
investment;
e) Require specific skills across a number of
professions and have multiple stakeholders
Catalytic land development programmes are an
ensemble of all related projects (public: municipal,
public: non-municipal and private [PPPs, SPVs,
and pure private development] projects) needing
to be implemented within a priority precinct of
a specific spatial targeted area and from which
the total intergovernmental project pipeline is
identified and updated for all public sector projects
in the programme. At the same time, it must be
demonstrated how private sector and household
investment is leveraged within the programme.
The catalytic programme preparation process
is therefore aimed at delivering a series of built
environment projects to be implemented by either
national, provincial, municipal or private sector which
will progressively put cities on the path to achieving
compact cities and transformed urban spaces.
A portfolio management approach for the catalytic
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programmes at the city level is required. That is
the centralized management of the processes,
methods, and technologies used by the programme
and project managers and programme/ project
management offices (PMOs) toanalyse and
collectively manage current or proposed catalytic
programmes and associated projects. These
catalytic land development programme portfolios of
the metropolitan municipalities will be amalgamated
at the national level by National Treasury for the
purpose of providing specialist technical support,
aligning public investment across the spheres and
entities, as well as attracting private sector funding.
A focus on the portfolio rather than individual
projects only (whether mega, large or small projects)
will enable effective identification, description and
tracking of such interventions. Projects within a
programme can be prioritised and sequenced
in terms of dependencies (for instance, which
projects are needed to unlock resources, align with
budget cycles, are in states of readiness, respond
to market conditions, as well as manage political
expectations).
Projects within such a portfolio can be supported
to manpotential risks and clearly demonstrate
the consequences of delays. It will also allow
for improved resource allocation across spheres
and entities, clearer monitoring, better project
management and improved political reporting
and project marketing. Careful thought should
be given to how this approach can be inclusive
of intergovernmental role players and the private
sector, effectively.
Metros are required to provide detailed information
on a progressive basis on the planning and
implementation of each of their catalytic urban
development programmes and related projects;
including both public: municipal, public: nonmunicipal and private [PPPs, SPVs, and pure
private development] projects. A standardized
format which records these programmes enables
effective tracking of programme implementation, and
this is especially important to encourage the interest
of potential private sector investors.
3.7 CLDP Resourcing and Project Preparation
There are limited public resources and these need
to be deployed to effect maximum benefit to society.
The current urban infrastructure funding approach is
not doing enough in this regard. At the same time,
national government has a clear mandate to ensure
higher returns on infrastructure investment across
spheres and sectors at both the city and city-region
scales. Prioritisation is therefore not optional and
careful strategic choices need to be made with
regard to the allocation of resources in space This
recognition, has focussed interventions so that

maximum, productive and inclusive public benefit
is derived from public planning and investment. In
other words, To achieve specific spatial outcomes,
the funding application and means of measurement
must include spatial instruments as outlined in
the Seminar Paper on Infrastructure-Led Growth
through Spatially Targeted Public Investment. It
extends beyond the activities and investments of
the public sector, recognising that the government
cannot dictate the market, it does play a crucial role
in creating the economic environment for growth,
stability, stagnation or decline It noted that the
government cannot dictate the market, it does play a
crucial role in creating the economic environment for
growth, stability, stagnation or decline. Facilitating
the development environment in a manner that
promotes healthy competition, cooperation and
improved productivity. This typically happens by
modifying government policies to motivate, facilitate
and provide incentives for collective private action in
a development cluster.
Metropolitan municipalities have direct control over
their projects within the catalytic urban development
programme and indirect influence (although
substantial) over the rest of the projects that make
up the programme. Not all projects require extensive
project preparation focus, only key projects. Metros
should as far as possible enable the leveraging
of investmen in catalytic urban development
programmes through individual project partnership
arrangements using public expenditure to influence
the location of investment by firms and households,
e.g. identifying land to be serviced and packaged
for development in particular spaces while using
development control measures to discourage
development elsewhere (e.g. Integration Zones
in relation to other spaces). Collective investment
from the public and private sector in specific urban
spaces will enable these programmes to play an
important role in spatially transforming cities by
providing key services and developing mixed use,
higher density developments.
The BEPP is a tool to enable strategy-led budgeting
and to pursue long term financial sustainability of
the Metros investment programme and is currently
an eligibility requirement for the Integrated City
Development Grant (ICDG). The ICDG is an
incentive grant that rewards the application of
infrastructure grants, as part of the total capital
budget, toward catalysing spatial transformation
through a spatial targeting approach at a submetropolitan level.
3.8 Targeted Urban Management
While urban management is the ongoing business of
metropolitan governments at a city-wide scale, the
importance of specific, sustainable precinct urban
management approaches for priority precincts/
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areas in the three spatial categories cannot be
under-estimated. It is a important lifecycle approach
that will assist to secure transformative outcomes.
Urban management is needed to sustain the capital
investment made and to establish the preconditions
for investor confidence and continued investment
momentum. Importantly, it does not follow capital
investment but is a continuous activity in the
precinct.
While urban management can be understood to be the
day to day operations in a precinct, such as cleaning,
waste removal, traffic, transport and trader management
and security services, it can extend to place-making
and marketing and social services. The management of
localised public transport operations is also a critical success
factor to successful urbanmanagement. Similarly, the quality
of asset or facilities management of public sector facility
owners has a considerable impact on successful precinct
management.
Effective urban management requires a partnership
approach - with the private sector and resident
households and businesses – tailored to the
specificities of the particular priority precinct. The
models will differ across the three spatial targeting
areas. However, successful urban management
is based on working with precinct stakeholders
on a continuous basis, through mechanisms such
as CIDs, in a shared efficient management and
maintenance approach, to retain and increase
investment, create jobs, and manage risks for
all parties. This will contribute to the safety and
maintenance of precincts. The objective is to
achieve inclusive, vibrant, safe, and investment
friendly precincts owned by the community active
within them.
3.9 Reporting: Built Environment Indicators
The ultimate impact sought in the BEPP process,

echoed in the NDP (2010), SPLUMA (2012),IUDF
(2016) and now the MFMA Circular 88 (2017
and the 2018 Integrated Planning Framework, is
inclusive economic growth brought about by spatial
transformation. Some important concepts embedded in
an outcome led approach are:
• “monitoring” includes the collection and analysis
of data and reporting on activities,inputs, outputs,
outcomes and impacts as well as external factors in
a way that supportseffective management
• “evaluation” means a systematic collection and
objective analysis of evidence on public policies,
programmes, projects, functions and organisations,
to assess effectiveness and efficiency,
• “indicator” means a specific measurement that
tracks progress, or not, toward achieving an
output, outcome or impact. Within the DPME
and Treasury space, efforts are beingmade
to ensure that indicators that are SMART –
specific, measureable, achievable, and relevant
and time bound
The monitoring and evaluation of outcomes is a
crucial basis for accountability and learning. The
DPME Outcomes Approach 2010 describes this as
a “systemic assessment of what impacts outcomes
were achieved will enable us to identify what works
and what does not. It will enable us to learn and
continually develop our capacity to use scarce
resources more efficiently and effectively to achieve
the greatest benefit for citizens and communities.
Lear statements of the outcomes expected and
clear indicators, baselines and targets measure
tochange will ensure we have reliable information
we can use to monitor progress, evaluate how a
set of four integrated/transformational outcome
areas, together with general results statements have
been incorporated into the monitoring and reporting
framework for the2018/2019 BEPPs as per the
requirements of MFMA Circular No. 88 2017:

Table 1: BEPP Integrated Outcome Statements (Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017 pg. 41)
Integrated Outcome Area

Result Statement
Vision and leadership to initiate and drive spatial restructuring

Well-governed city

Capability to plan, facilitate, deliver and manage urban spatial transformation
Delivery of catalytic urban development programmes in spatially targeted areas
Housing options with social diversity

Inclusive city

Affordable and efficient public transport services
Integrated public transport system that is used by the majority of city
inhabitants
Social facilities and services
Growing city economies

Productive cities

Increased city productivity
Decoupling of non-renewable energy inputs from economic growth

Environmentally sustainable
city

Integrity of ecosystems
Climate mitigation and adaptation
Sustainable resource utilisation
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The BEPP Integrated/transformational Outcome
Indicators have been developed against a rigorous
monitoring and evaluation framework that aims
to clearly stipulate the desired developmental
results (impacts) of achieving specific outcomes.
These link back to the outputs, activities and inputs
by stakeholders effecting change in the spatial
structure of cities (government and the private
sector).
“In relation to transformation, a second set of
“Outcomes” are understood in terms of how
functional outcomes integrate with and produce
complex results of their own. These indicators apply
a distinct transformational and usually spatial lens
in terms of how outcomes are spread. By their
very nature they reflect a complex confluence an
interplay of functional outcomes with some effects
reflecting only over the medium term. However,
the integrated, transformational outcomes are not
necessarily mutually exclusive from functional
outcomes as there may be points of mutual
overlap and confluence, particularly as it relates
to the transportation and housing functions which
increasingly entail integration of functional planning
and associated outcomes” (p4).
The statement that there “may be points of overlap”
between housing and transport worryingly suggests
a reductionist perspective on where these wholly
interrelated components of city performance are
not being measured in an integrated way. The key
result areas will never be realized while these two
powerful forces of city shaping are thought about
and measured independently.
The Circular 88 sketches the long-standing
problematics of misaligned reporting,
indicatorproliferation and compliance and reporting
overload among national departments in respect
of their own as well as provincial and municipal
competencies. It overviews the reporting reform
processes and collaborations which have resulted
in the identification of a common set of city
transformational outcomes viewed through a spatial
lens. The core city transformation outcomes that
must now inform government planning, budgeting,
implementation and reporting are:
•
•
•
•

Targeted investments in integration zones;
Reduction in urban sprawl;
New housing options with social diversity; and
Affordable and efficient public transport services
(MFMA Circular 88, pg.4):

MFMA Circular No. 88 2017, endorses the BEPPs
as the most appropriate lens through which these
City Transformation Objectives could find expression
and directs all spheres and sectors of government to
adopt and implement the BEPP integrated outcome

indicators. (p5). It also outlines the classification of
indicators in terms of their readiness for tracking
outcomes, with a four-tier system in line with the UN
SDG being adopted.
MFMA Circular No. 88 2017 is clear that more work
and refinement of data sources,development of
capacity and further reporting reform is required.
How this powerful government instrument impacts
or improves day to day decision making with respect
to the private sector operating (and impacting) the
built environment is unclear and may be an areafor
additional or parallel efforts.

4. Institutionalising Outcomes-led
planning
The MFMA Circular No. 88 2017 started the process
of institutionalising the outcomes-led approach. In
addition, the Planning Reforms Seminar in June
2018 confirmed that BEPPs (approach, plan and
process) will be used to strengthen the SDFs, IDPs,
Budgets and SDBIPs. COGTA has already started
the review of IDP Guidelines. COGTA also intends
reviewing the Municipal Planning and Performance
Management Regulations during 2019 given the
changes in planning and reporting requirements.
COGTA has also adopted the BEPP process, with
less onerous requirements than for metros, for the
two pilot IntermediateCity Municipalities, Polokwane
and uMlhatuze.
The annual budgeting process over the last five
years has already de facto institutionalised the
outcomes-led approach. While there are significant
successes that can be counted to date, there is
still much more work to be done over the next five
years for the institutionalisation process to reach
conclusion.
Other ways of institutionalising the outcomesled approach is to get the approach, content and
process approved by the South African Planning
Institute and the South African Council ofPlanners
as Continued Professional Development, and
perhaps start introducing it as part of the Planning
Curriculum at universities.

5 Concluding Observations
A concern relating to the durability of the outcomesled planning approach is that the timeframes for
the realization of outcomes and impacts go beyond
political term of office (spatial impacts come home to
roost long after political decision makers, and often
City Managers/ senior leadership have moved on).
This is exacerbated by highly fluid city leadership
(political and senior management) resulting in loss
of Institutional memory, reinventing the “strategic
wheel.” And as this revolving door leadership
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prevails, the compliance burden falls to officials who
are not incentivized to innovate, which by its nature
involves making mistakes.
Related is the question of accountability
outside local government and developing more
effective ways for government to share both the
responsibility and accountability of changewith an
“active citizenry” and engaged “private sector”.
The challenges of intergovernmentalcoordination
have been reviewed elsewhere, but in relation to
outcomes-led planning it is important to highlight
concerns flagged by municipalities who are at
the delivery coal face being measured against
outcomes that they cannot control. MFMA C88 has
set the foundation, requiring all sectors and spheres
of government to work towards and be measured
by the Built Environment Indicators. The proof will
be in the doing. Can we overcome decades old
silo mentalities and entrenched cultures, especially
at a time of uncertain political direction and vague
leadership agendas?
While city transformation outcomes have been set
out in the MFMA Circular No. 88 2017 with respect
to the statutory planning mandates of all spheres
of government and direct reference made to the
Built Environment Indicators, somewhat greater
emphasis is placed on performance indicators (the
inputs, activities and outputs of administrations,
departments and individuals). Since these are
more easily evaluated and more directly related
to the accreditation, grading and remuneration
of organisations and individuals there will always
be a risk that the focus and efforts of officials will
be directed towards demonstrating performance
(spending, implementation, compliance) over
outcomes and impacts. Innovation is central to
change and in turn innovation requires permission
to experiment and fail, outcomes not enabled in a
‘compliance mode’.
We must also ask, is it all about government, big
money, big actions? What is the role for society, “an
active citizenry” and other city users and investors
in achieving better quality cities? How can private
sector actions and impacts be measured, and
desired activities and outputs incentivized? The
engagement of the NT with the banking sector, a
powerfully conservative force in city making is noted
but mechanisms to include or enable small scale
investors and developers (the city of 1000
developers) is also an area that merits effort
An outcomes-led planning approach, and the
80/20 principle implicit in the emphasis on spatial
targeting, is premised on an acknowledgement of
the human resource, skill and financial limitations
of government. We note how we fare in relation to
the highly resourced UK in termsof our capacity to
manage top down, complex, command and control
planning systems.

Even experienced planners who have had extensive
in-house involvement with municipalspatial planning,
IDPs and integrated planning and budgeting find the
mechanics of outcomesled planning (the M&E and
indicators dimensions) somewhat bewildering. While
the immense efforts at rationalization, alignment and
streamlining are recognized the systems remain
complex and demand technical and institutional
experience and capability to navigate (andfrustrate).
This process of refinement, and the processes
of compliance with the outcomes-led planning
approach is heavily reliant on outsourcing and
will continue to be so while government technical
capacity in the built environment is constrained.
Aside from sophisticated, financially and
institutionally intelligent spatial planning capacity,
these systems will demand increasing skills in
project management, data gathering and quality
control. When (or if) the client departments involved
in built environment budgeting and oversight are
on the same page around the desired impacts,
outcomes and processes, the sophistication of
the outcomes led approach is at the mercy of the
fragmenting forces of short term appointments,
protracted procurement and individual professional
perspectives.
Given these technical limitations, can we maintain a
focus on enabling real and inclusiveimprovements to
the performance of cities and ensure accountability
while avoiding the audit anxiety, indicator and
compliance overload that drives perverse behaviors,
activities and projects? Or will a rapid up-skilling of
spatial planners and financiers in the private and
public sector be sufficient to operate this system.
Contemplating the time and resources (inputs) that
have gone into the modernization and review of
planning and budgeting reporting and impacts, it is
hard not to wonder whether all this effort has been
directed towards the most effective activities and
outputs. Are sophisticated indicator sets and M&E
systems appropriate and necessary to realise an
effective planning system that actually effects real
transformation (outcomes and impacts) in South
Africa?
Citing case studies including Portland, Mumbai,
Mexico City, Lagos and eThekwini, UN Habitat’s
2017 “Steering the Metropolis” is clear that
metropolitan monitoring and evaluation is essential
to measuring progress towards achieving the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and
a prerequisite to transparent, accountable and
effective metropolitan government (p34). They
underscore that a highly capable and sophisticated
metropolitan staff complement is essential to steer
to meet these goals and enable cities to face
resilience challenges and sustain inclusive viable
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economies into the future. (UN Habitat 2018,
pg.320)
Kelvin Campbell and the evidence of the Massive
Small movement, suggest that effective planning
systems that actually deliver outcomes focus
attention on setting clear, simple rules and
enabling frameworks (make it easy to do the right
things) rather than complex top-down “operating
systems”. Should we not be paying more attention
to more proactive tools in guiding all role player
through clear, accessible and simple rules and
condition making rather than specifying outcomes
and measuring results? Evidence (Radical
Incrementalism) suggests that fewer unambiguous
“rules of the game” are more difficult to fudge than a
myriad of regulations, compliance requirements and
engender greater transparency.
This also implies a much greater focus on the
outcomes of day-to-day built environment decision
making and the power of many small actions to
effect change and by implication questions the
emphasis on ‘catalytic programmes” as defined
in the Core Guidance Note BEPP 2017 as multisectoral, mixed-use programmes that require a mix
of funding that are thus inevitably complex. Putting
substantial planning, project pipelines, review inputs
into big, slow, complex and costly projects with
high risk of stalling, failure or unintended outcomes
seems a dangerous gamble in our context of
diminishing resources.
Moving forward it may be worth giving consideration
to tools can achieve the desired outcomes that are
not necessarily big bang, big cost – but speak to
enabling inclusive investment by citizens, firms and
government, incrementally over time.

6 References
SA Legislation, Policies and Guidelines
Constitution of the Republic of South Africa No. 108
0f 1996. 1997. South Africa.
Local Government: Municipal Finance Management
Act 56 of 2003. 2007. South Africa. Available:
http://www2.saflii.org/za/legis/consol_act.DEL/
lgmfma2003399/
Local Government: Transition Act, 1993 No. 209 of
1993. 1994. South Africa. Available: http://www.
saflii.org/za/legis/num_act/lgta1993311
Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act
16 of 2013. 2015. South Africa. Available: http://
www.sacplan.org.za/documents/SpatialPlanningandLandUseManagementAct2013Act16of2013.pdf
Integrated Planning Framework Bill. 2018. South
Africa. Available: https://pmg.org.za/bill/783/

Department of Cooperative Governance and
Traditional Affairs (DCGTA). 2016. Integrated
Urban Development Framework: 2016-19
Implementation Plan.
Available: http://markswilling.co.za/wp-content/
uploads/2016/06/IUDF-2016_WEB.pdf
National Planning Commission, South Africa. 2012.
National Development Plan 2030, Executive
Summary.
National Treasury, South Africa. 2018. Guideline
on Budget Submissions for Large Strategic
Infrastructure Proposals. Budget Facility for
Infrastructure.
General References
Aiello, J. 2017. The Role of Public Private
Partnerships in Urban Regeneration. National
Treasury Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Amirtahmasebi, R., Orloff, M., Wahba, S. & Altman,
A. 2016. Regenerating Urban Land
A Practitioner’s Guide to Leveraging Private
Investment, Urban Development Series.
Coetzee, J. 2017. Catalytic Land Development Life
Cycle Presentation: A Framework. National
Treasury Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Dachs, W. 2017. Our Journey to a Better Gauteng:
Preparing for Catalytic Urban Redevelopment
Projects. National Treasury Cities’ Support
Programme Technical Assistance Workshop
(24-26 July 2017).
Department of National Treasury, South Africa.
2017. Creating Real Estate Market Feasibility
Studies. National Treasury Cities’ Support
Programme Technical Assistance Workshop
(24-26 July 2017).
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017. Measuring
the Social, Fiscal, and Economic Impact of
Land (Re)Development Programs and Projects.
National Treasury Cities’ Support Programme
Technical Assistance Workshop (24-26 July
2017).
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017. Municipal
Circular on Rationalisation Planning and
Reporting Requirements for the 2018/19
MTREF. MFMA Circular No. 88. Municipal
Finance Management Act No. 56 of 2003.
MFMA Circular No88 2017
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017. TransitOriented Development. National Treasury
Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
National Treasury, South Africa & The Construction
Industry Development Board (CIDB). 2010.
Infrastructure Delivery Management Toolkit:
Management Companion.
23

Outcomes-Led Planning

Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL). 2017. Real Estate Market
Update. National Treasury Cities’ Support
Programme Technical Assistance Workshop
(24-26 July 2017).
Karuri-Sebina, G. 2017. Economic and Social
Inclusion and Urban Regeneration. National
Treasury Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Passenger Railway Agency South Africa (PRASA).
2017. PRASA on Transit Oriented Development:
Catalytic Urban (Re) Development Programs
and Projects. National Treasury Cities’ Support
Programme W
Pillay, T. V. 2017. Catalytic Urban Redevelopment
Projects: Municipal Finance Management
Act Framework and Implementation. National
Treasury Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Santos, V. 2017. Economic and Social Inclusion:
Examples of Tools to Promote Inclusion in
Urban Regeneration. National Treasury Cities’
Support Programme Technical Assistance
Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Santos, V., Alorro, R. & Goliath, G. 2017. LandBased Financing Tools to Support Urban
Development in South Africa.
Savage, D. 2017. Key City Challenges. National
Treasury Cities’ Support Programme Technical
Assistance Workshop (24-26 July 2017).
Salat, S. & Ollivier, G. 2017. Transforming the Urban
Space through Transit-Oriented
Development: The 3V Approach. The World Bank
Group: Washington.
Silva, A. 2017a. Porto Maravilha and Social
Inclusion. National Treasury Cities’ Support
Programme Technical Assistance Workshop
(24-26 July 2017).
Silva, A. 2017b. Porto Maravilha Urban Operation.
National Treasury Cities’ Support Programme
Technical Assistance Workshop (24-26 July
2017).
Smolka, M. O. 2013. Implementing Value Capture
in Latin America: Policies and Tools for Urban
Development. Lincoln Institute of Land Policy.
Southworth, B. 2003. Urban Design in Action:
The City of Cape Town’s Dignified Places
Programme - Implementation of New Public
Spaces Towards Integration and Urban
Regeneration in South Africa. Urban Design
International. 8(3):119-133.
National Treasury, South Africa & South African
Cities Network (SACN). 2017. Demonstration
of the Fiscal Impact Tool. Partnerships and
Financing Workshop (July 2017).
South African Cities Network (SACN) & City
of Tshwane. 2017. Towards an Alternative
Financing Model for Metropolitan Cities.

National Treasury, South Africa. [n.d.]. Infrastructure
Delivery Management Support, Provincial
Budgets and Expenditure Review: 2010/11 –
2016/17.
Department of National Treasury, South Africa.
2007. Policy Framework for the Governmentwide Monitoring & Evaluation System. Pretoria:
Shereno Printers.
National Treasury, South Africa. 2010. Guide to
the Outcomes Approach. Available: DPME
Outcomes Approach 2010
National Treasury, South Africa. 2015. Emerging
Framework for Integrated Reporting on Built
Environment Functions for Cities. Cities Support
Programme: Reporting Reforms Project.
Department of National Treasury, South Africa.
2016.City Budget Forum Memo: Annual and
Longer Term Planning and Reporting Reforms
for Metropolitan Municipalities.
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017a. Guidance
Note: Framework for the Formulation of Built
Environment Performance Plans (BEPP). Cities
Support Programme.
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017b.
Supplementary Guidance Note for the Built
Environment Performance Plan (BEPP) 2018/19
– 2020/21. Cities Support Programme.
SBC & PDG. 2016. Provision of Technical
Assistance to the Cities Support Programme,
National Treasury, for an Assessment of
Regulatory Constraints to Urban Infrastructure
Delivery, Evidence Report (Draft).
SBC & PDG. 2017. An Assessment of Regulatory
Constraints to Urban Infrastructure Delivery,
Final Recommendations Report for the Cities
Support Programme, National Treasury.
National Treasury Workshops & Presentations
National Treasury, South Africa. 2016. Accelerating
the Preparation and Implementation of Catalytic
Urban Redevelopment Projects: Institutional and
Financial Tools. South Africa National Treasury
Cities’ Support Program (CSP) Technical
Assistance Workshop, Johannesburg, South
Africa, (7-9 March 2016).
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017. Opportunities
for New Partnerships, Innovative Financing
and Improved Preparation for Implementation.
South African National Treasury Cities’ Support
Program (CSP) Technical Assistance Workshop
on Catalytic Urban (Re)Development Programs
and Projects, Pretoria, South Africa, (24-26 July
2017).
MFMA Circulars & Guidance Notes
National Treasury, South Africa. 2017. City
Transformational Indicators Summary Table.
National Treasury Guidance Note for the BEPP
2018/19-2020/21.
24

Outcomes-Led Planning

International Best Practice
City Performance
Jones Lang LaSalle (JLL) & The Business of
Cities. 2017. Decoding City Performance. The
Universe of City Indices 2017.
Access and Mobility
Davila, J. D. 2013. Urban Mobility and Poverty:
Lessons from Medellin and Soacha, Colombia.
Medellin: Litoimpresos y Servicos.
Brookings Metro Policy Programme
Donahue, R., McDearman, B. & Barker, R. 2017.
Committing to Inclusive Growth: Lessons for
Metro Areas from the Inclusive Economic
Development Lab. Metropolitan Policy
Programme, Brookings.
Parilla, J. 2017. Opportunity for Growth: How
Reducing Barriers to Economic Inclusion Can
Benefit Workers, Firms, and Local Economies.
Metropolitan Policy Programme, Brookings.
Enabling Land Use and Management
Approaches / Lean Urbanism
Campbell, K. 2011. Massive Small. London:
Glennleigh Print.
Dittmar, H. & Falk, B. 2016. The Pink Zone - Where
Small Is Possible. Lean Urbanism (Version 1).
Available: https://leanurbanism.org/publications/
the-pink-zone-where-small-is-possible/
Argilagos, A. M. 2016. How Can Cities Challenge
Inequality and Foster Inclusive Growth.
Available: https://www.fordfoundation.org/
ideas/equals-change-blog/posts/how-cancities-challenge-inequality-and-foster-inclusivegrowth/#top
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD). 2016. Inclusive Growth
in Cities Campaign: A Roadmap for Action.
Available:http://www.oecd.org/inclusive-growth/
about/inclusive-cities-campaign/new-yorkproposal-for-inclusive-growth-in-cities.pdf
Porter, M. (2000) “Location, Competition, and
Economic Development: Local Clusters in a
Global Economy”, Economic Development
Quarterly, 8(2)

Sustainable Development Goals
United Nations (UN) Habitat. 2016. The 2030
Agenda for Sustainable Development: Goals,
Targets and Indicators.
United Nations (UN) Habitat. 2017. The Sustainable
Development Goals Report. Available:
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/files/report/2017/
TheSustainableDevelopmentGoalsReport2017.
pdf
UN Habitat
Gómez-Álvarez, D., Rajack, R., López-Moreno, E.
& Lanfranchi, G. 2017. Steering the Metropolis:
Metropolitan Governance for Sustainable Urban
Development. Inter-American Development
Bank: Housing and Urban Development
Division.
Misra, T. 2016. How to Build Inclusive Cities.
Available: https://www.citylab.com/equity/2016/06/
how-to-build-inclusive-cities/487322/
United Nations Human Settlements Programme,
UN-Habitat. 2012a. State of the World’s Cities
2012/2013: Prosperity of Cities. Nairobi: UNON
United Nations Human Settlements Programme,
UN-Habitat. 2012b. Urban Planning for City
Leaders. Nairobi: UNO
United Nations Human Settlements Programme,
UN-Habitat. 2016. Habitat III: New Urban
Agenda (Draft Outcome Document). United
Nations Conference on Housing and
Sustainable Urban Development, October 2016,
Quito, Ecuador.
The World Bank
Segnestam, L. 2002. Indicators of Environment
and Sustainable Development - Theories and
Practical Experience, Environmental Economics
Series. Washington: The World Bank.

Resilient Cities
Bivens, F., Black, G., Hartnack, A., Waltz, M.
& Wheeler, J. 2017. Translating Complex
Realities Through Technologies: Lessons About
Participatory Accountability from South Africa,
Making All Voices Count Research Report,
Brighton: IDS.

25

AUTHOR Barbara Southworth

|

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS:

Rural Development & Land Reform

SUPPORT
PROGRAMME

