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Peeling the Onion: Forming a Proper Perspective

* Infrastructure failure (sewer spillages, potholes, leaks etc.)

* Infrastructure service delivery interruptions

» Service delivery protests and legal actions from by concerned residents

« Communities drawing water from unsafe sources

* Need for water tankers, new boreholes, requests for additional funding and bailouts by municipalities.

VISIBLE

\
* High Non-Revenue Water, High impairment of new infrastructure.
* Inadequate budgeting and expenditure on repairs and maintenance.
 Lack / shortage of technical skills in local government.
» Poor infrastructure asset management practices.
/

* Inappropriate infrastructure grant structure (no differentiation, no dynamism and no responsiveness or
flexibility).

» Poor planning and asset management

* LG equitable share calculation and structure
SYSTEMIC & | . Apsence of incentives and disincentives

STRUCTURAL| . poor data, information and knowledge management

. ~
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality

Over the Past Five (5) Years

(2017/18 to 2021/22)




Grants (Abbreviations)

PTNG Public Transport Network Grant

INEP Integrated National Electrification Programme

NDPG Neighbourhood Development Partnership Programme
CDG Care Dependency Grant

uUsDG Urban Settlement Development Grant

FMG Finance Management Grant

EPWP Expanded Public Works Programme

EEDSMG Electricity Efficiency Demand Side Management Grant
ISUPG Informal Settlements Upgrading Partnership Grant
RRAMSG Rural Road Asset Management System Grant

MIG Municipal Infrastructure Grant

WSIG Water Services Infrastructure Grant

RBIG Regional Bulk Infrastructure Grant

SRAC Sports Recreation Arts and Culture Grant
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality — City of Ekurhuleni

o)
Grants Total Budget Total Expenditure %Total Exp. TOTAL % spent per FY
PTNG 2795898 000 2 372 433 566 85% 120%
INEP 93 302 337 85000 000 91% 100%
NDPG 392 123 265 360 396 075 92% S 80% '———/\\
ICDG 202 546 148 198 477733 98% én c0%
USDG 9039905 516 8 187 840 146 91% 3
FMG 4446 077 3292 167 74% & 40%
EPWP 110 898 000 110 803 036 100% 20%
EEDSM 35000 108 27 320 295 78% 0%
ISUPG 672 899 000 651225 959 9;:;" 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
Totals 13 347 018 451 11996 788 977 90%

Financial years
Source: Provincial Treasury Report (2023)

Notes

= The municipality received the highest allocation on USDG to an amount of
R9,040bn, with a total expenditure of R8,188bn (i.e. 91%).

= The second highest allocation has been on PTNG with a total amount of
R2,796bn. A total amount of R2,372bn (i.e. 86%)

= The third highest allocation has been on NDPG with an allocation of
R392,123mil and total expenditure of R360,396 mil (i.e. 92%)

= The EPWP had the consistent high performance of 100%
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality — City of Johannesburg

% Total TOTAL % spent per FY
Grants Total Budget Total Expenditure Expend. 120%
USDG 8276 728 800 7790 582 522 94% = 100%
NTNG 2797 954 000 1878223 000 67% o
City Power: Electrification g 80% \\./\U
Program (Municipal) 322176 000 375714 008 17% 509
NDPG 506 817 000 339873371 67% § 0%
Joshco: Social Housing s
Regulatory Authority 113244 000 146 763 000 130% o 20%
Emergency Housing 71000 000 14 027 000 20% 0%
Totals 12 087 919 800 10 545 182 902 87%) 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
Source: Provincial Treasury Report (2023)
Financial Year
Notes

= The USDG received the highest total allocation of R8,277 bn with a total
expenditure of R 7,791bn (i.e. 94%).

= The second highest allocation was on NTNG with a total of R2,798bn and a
total expenditure of R1,878bn (i.e. 67%)

= The third highest allocation received was on NPDG, which amounted to
total of R506,817mil and total expenditure of R339,873 mil (i.e. 67%)

= The Joshco: Social Housing Regulatory Authority had more than 100%
expenditure (i.e. 130%) due to additional funding received.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - City of Tshwane

(o)

Grants Total Budget Total Exp. Total % TOTAL % spent per FY

Exp. 120%
INEP 122746136 107 645 161 88%
PTNG 2061231752 1855104916 90% p 100% ,/‘\’\/a
NDPG 49 873 000 40 260 557 81% S go%
USDG 6933974273 6035567 424 87% §D
Social Infrastructure Grant 101743 531 93271 371 92% £ 60%
Library Grant 61860738 47161167 76% g 20%
Electrical Demand Site 24 500 000 23 803 268 97% e
LG Seta 33934 869 22339452 66% 20%
Delft Grant (Nederlands) 140713646 140713646 100% 0%
Department of Water Affairs (Sanitation) 73 808 366 73 808 366 100%] 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
ISUPG 923512776 850833899 92% Financial Year
Total 10 527 899 087 9 290 509 227 88%

Notes

= The USDG received the highest total allocation of R6,934bn with a total
expenditure of R 6,036bn (i.e. 87%).

= The second highest allocation was on PTNG with a total of R2,061bn and a
total expenditure of R1,855bn (i.e. 90%)

= The third highest allocation received was on ISUPG, which amounted to total
of R923,513mil and total expenditure of R850,834 mil (i.e. 92%)

= The 100% expenditure was realised on Delft Grant and Department of Water
Affairs allocation.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Midvaal LM

Grants Total Budget Total Exp. % Total Exp. TOTAL % spent per FY

MIG 238 378 750 221997 868 93% 1o

INEP 103 410 066 88 613 371 86% 100% \//‘\.
WSIG 63 049 199 59 325 000 94%) 8 80%

FMG 6 200 000 6 200 000 100% % 60%

EPWP 5571999 5571999 100% § 0%

MDG 718 000 718 000 100% o

SRAC 13476 493 10 424 255 77%

Fire and rescue Grant 2700 000 1626 821 60% 0%

rotals 433 504 507 394 477 314 91% 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22

Financial years
Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023)
Notes

. The MIG is the highest grant received by the municipality to a total
amount of R238,379 mil. Over the past five (5) years, the
municipality spent a total of R221,998mil (i.e. 93%).

. The second highest allocation to the municipality is INEP (i.e.
R103,410mil) with a total expenditure of R88,613mil.

] The WSIG allocated amounts to a total of R63,049mil. The
municipality has spent a total of R59,325mil (94%)

. A total of 100% expenditure has been realised on FMG, EPWP and

MDG.
% & cooperative governance S, ' ﬁ
(: E’) Department; 2030 M l S A ‘
\‘év.,e:‘f‘ Cooperative Governance n p
mzs® REPUBLIC OF SOUTH AFRICA MUNICIPAL INFRASTRUCTURE 9

SUPPORT AGENT



Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Emfuleni LM

Total Budget Total Exp. % Total Exp. TOTAL % spent per FY

Grants 100%

MIG 487 510 442 269 176 288 55% o 80%

INEP/ DOE 35815000 21868777 61% ff 60%

WSIG 34541028 23438328 68% g ‘2‘2;

EEDSM 9 400 000 9 400 000 100% 0%

NDPG 9474 000 8054 144 85% 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
Total 576 740 470 331937 537 58% Financial Years

Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023)
Notes

= The MIG remains the highest grant received by the municipality over the past five (5) years
to a total amount of R487,510mil, with a total expenditure of R269,176mil (55%)

= It should be noted that the allocation of the municipality has been reduced over 2018/19,
2019/20, 2020/21 and 2021/22 through stopping of transfers in terms of DoRA due to poor
expenditure.

= The WSIG was last transferred to the municipality in 2019/20 to a total amount of
R34,541mil where the total expenditure was R23,438mil (i.e. 68%). The DWS has been
managing the implementation of WSIG with effect from 2020/21 to date.

= The NDPG was last transferred once to the municipality in 2017/18. The National Treasury
has since been managing the grant on behalf of the municipality as an indirect grant.

= The municipality has managed to spend 100% on EEDSM grant.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Lesedi LM

% Total Exp.
Grants Total Budget [Total Exp. TOTAL % spent per FY
MIG 149451609 132328 588 89% 120%
IINEP 104 851 252 94 417 366 90% 100%
WSIG 109 534 845 87 041006 79% £ u \/
EEDSM 23000 000 22819 564 99% é’. )
Fire and Rescue Services Grant | 6000 000 6 000 000 100% 9 60%
Recapitalisation of Communicty 8 20%
Libraries Grant 60 942 509 34 979 936 57% g
Small Development Grant 1230000 1230000 100% £ 20%
Total 455010215 378 816 460 83% & 0%

2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22

Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023) Fi ial Vi
inancial Year

Notes

= The total MIG over the past five (5) years in Lesedi LM amounts to R149,452mil,
which is the highest grant received. The total expenditure realised during this
period is R132,329mil (i.e. 89%).

= The WSIG is the second highest grant received by the municipality with a total
amount of R109,535mil and expenditure of R87,041mil (i.e. 79%) achieved.

= INEP is the third highest grant received by the municipality to a total amount of
R104,851mil and expenditure of R94,417mil (i.e. 90%) achieved.

= The Fire & Rescue Services Grant received in 2020/21 was 100% spent as well
as the Small Development Grant in 2018/19 & 2019/20.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Merafong City LM

Grants Total Budget Total Exp. %Total Exp. Total % Spent per FY
MIG 383519483 316629404 83% 100%

INEP 79514 987 74 300 463 93% 80%

MDRG 79531470 47725119 60%)

WSIG 262213257 148390127 57% 60%

FMG 10618 607 9928 625 94% 40%

EPWP 5150000 4845939 94% 0%

MDG 6791714 6791714 100%) 0%

Total 827339518 608 611391 74% 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023) =@—"Seriesl

Notes

= The MIG received by the municipality over the past five (5) years
amounts to R383,520mil, with a total expenditure of R316,629mil (83%).

= The WSIG with a total of R262,213mil is the second highest grant
received by the municipality over the period.

= The INEP and MDRG received a total of R79,515mil and R79,531mil,
respectively. The total expenditure of R74,301mil and R47,725mil was
achieved on the two grants, respectively.

= The municipality has spent 100% on MDG since receipt in 2019/20.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Rand West City LM

% Total Exp.

Grants Total Budget Total Exp.

MIG 493 373 324 491197 321 99,6% s

INEP 85650 000 85 650 000 100% g 100%
WSIG 258 068 286 248 008 302 96% o 9%
EEDSM 14000 000 13557 730 97% éﬂ 90%
HSG 338211 046 293 008 360 87% § 85%
SRAC 41609 508 41609 508 100% E 80%
Total 1230912 164 1173031221 95% 75%
Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023)

Notes

Total % spent per FY

2017/18

2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22

Financial Year

The MIG is the highest allocation received by the municipality on
conditional grants to a total of R493,373 over the past five (5) years.

The HSG is the second highest allocation received by the municipality
with a total amount of R338,211mil. An expenditure of R293,008 has

been achieved over the period.

Rand West City LM is the only municipality among all MIG recipients
to spend almost 100% over the past five (5) years.

It is also the only municipality to spend 100% consistently on INEP

over the past five (5) years.
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Infrastructure Grant Expenditure per Municipality - Mogale City LM

rants Total Budget Total Exp. % Total Exp. TOTAL % spent per FY
105%
IUDG 610 445 874 596 640 558 98% 2 100%
INEP 75941 589 75930873 100% & ooy
(0]
WSIG 169 782 753 164 064 028 97% f’go 90%
= 0,
HSG 374922 898 329791 259 88% S :(5) j
(O] °o
SRAC 38 973 880 36 222932 93% R
NDPG 111 596 000 111 485 800 100% 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22
Total 1381 662 994 1314135 450 95% Financial Years

Source : Provincial Treasury Report (2023)
Notes

= Mogale City LM is the only municipality receiving the IUDG in the province.

= The IUDG is the highest conditional grant received by the municipality to an
amount of R610,446mil over the past five (5) years.

= The total expenditure on IUDG over the period is R596,641mil (i.e. 98%).

= The HSG is the second highest conditional grant allocation received by the
municipality to an amount of R374,923mil, with the total expenditure of
R329,791mil (i.e. 88%).

= The municipality has performed exceptional well in spending 100% on the
INEP and NDPG over the period.
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Overview on the Implementation of Infrastructure Related Grants

Overview of grant
performance in the province

The overview of the past five (5) indicates that municipalities have not been able to fully (100%) spend
all their allocations received.

There are isolated total expenditures of 100% that have been achieved e.g. INEP and NDPG at Mogale
City LM, INEP and SRAC at Rand West City, MDG at Merafong City, EEDSM at Emfuleni, FMG and EPWP
at Midvaal as well as EPWP at City of Ekurhuleni.

Most municipalities receiving infrastructure related conditional grants spent less than 90% over the past
five (5) years with the exception of Mogale City (95%), Rand West City (95%), Midvaal (91%) and City of
Ekurhuleni (90%)

The Rand West City LM is the only municipality in Gauteng that has spent almost 100% (i.e. 99,6%) of its
MIG allocation over the past five (5) years.

Mogale City and Rand West City have maintained a 100% expenditure on INEP in every year over the

period under study.

Major challenges resulting in
lack of expenditure

Late implementation of project due to poor planning (i.e. appointment of Consultants and Contractor in
same year of implementation)

Reactive implementation of infrastructure projects not guided or informed by Infrastructure Master Plans
and Asset Management Plans.

Delays in the appointment or procurement of service providers.

Interruptions on implementation of projects by so called ‘Business Forums’.

Lack of technical capacity in Project and Contract Management.




MIG Stoppages and / or Reallocations 2022/23

Province Original Adjusted Number of Amount Number of Amount Gains/ )
2022/23 MIG |2022/23 MIG | municipalities| stopped |municipalities| reallocated | (-) Losses Overview
Allocation Allocation stopped R'000 reallocated R'000 R'000 _ _ _
R'000 R'000 « Gauteng Province received the lowest allocation
EC 3490712 3467 969 8 -214 510 8 191 767 -22 743 but had the h|ghest MIG Fund Stoppage of 11%.
FS 844 877 788 051 9 -67 626 1 10 800 -56 826 .
« Western Cape and Gauteng Provinces are the
GP 449 940 399 940 2 -50 000 0 0 -50 000
Kz 3663143 3838843 5 78 274 13 253974 175700 only municipalities with no reallocations.
MP 2 007 800 2 072 800 0 0 1 65 000 65 000 MIG f d st
n .
NC 492 495 493 649 10 -83 309 5 84 463 1154 u stoppage
NW 2009965 1846929 8 -238 036 3 75000, -163 036 » North West Province had the highest MIG Funds
WC 520 297 495711 5 -24 586 0 0 -24 586 StOpped.
Total 16 842 001 16 842 001 54 -932 294 40 932 294 0
3l cooperative ﬁ‘ ——N
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Impact of Poor Grant Spending

17



Impact of Poor Grant Spending on Basic Infrasructure Services

Overview of Basic Services Standards (STATS SA, 2016).

Service Type

Level 1 Basic

Level 2
Intermediate

Level 3 Full

Water Commynal Yard taps, yard In house water
standpipes tanks
Pit latrine and . .
o . VIP Latrine Septic
Sanitation portable chemical P Full water borne
i tanks
toilets
- 5-8 Amp or non-
Electricit ) . 20 Amps 60 Amps
y grid electricity P P
Pav rr
Roads Graded Gravel aved/tarred &
kerbs
Stormwater Earth lined open  Open channel :
. . Piped systems
drainage channel lined
Solid Waste Communal Communal )
) . Kerbside
disposal (Residents) (Contractors)
« Onein ten people do not have access to drinking water.
 Nearly two in ten people do not have access to sanitation.
+ Nearly two in ten people do not have access to electricity.
w cooperative
> governance

Levels of Access to Basic Infrastructure Services (STATS SA, 2018).

PROVINCE WATER SANITATION SOLID ELECTRICITY
WASTE
wC 98,7 93,8 98,3 87,9
EC 75,1 88,0 48,9 87,4
NC 95,3 90,0 72,0 91,7
FS 91,1 85,5 70,6 91,2
KZN 86,6 81,4 56,5 83,5
NW 85,2 70,6 59,1 83,7
GP 97,1 91,8 94,0 77,7
MP 86,5 68,1 46,5 90,7
LP 74,1 58,9 27,3 92,7
SA 89,0 83,0 69,8 84,7

Three in ten people do not have access to solid waste management facilities.

These numbers nearly always double in rural areas and even triple in remote rural areas.

These are the basics, and the most vulnerable (generally rural women and youth) in society are without these.
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Impact of Poor Investment on Infrastructure Maintenance Services

Repairs and Maintenance of Municipal Infrastructure

NO PROVINCE 2018 2017 2016 2015
1 Eastern Cape 0,8% 0,9% 1,3% 1,1%
2 Free State 0,5% 0,8% 1,0% 2,3%
3 Gauteng 0,9% 2,1% 2,1% 3,3%
4 Kwa Zulu Natal 1,6% 2,5% 2,5% 2,0%
5 Limpopo 0,2% 1,3% 1,9% 1,8%
6 Mpumalanga 0,5% 0,4% 1,2% 1,4%
7 North West 1,2% 1,5% 1,4% 1,7% < There can be no access without reliability. Reliability refers to
8 Northern Cape 0,7% 0,7% 1,0% 1,3% the quality of service.
9 Western Cape 1.2% 1.8% 1.6% 1,4% - Huge under-investment in repairs and maintenance.
AVERAGE 0,8% 1,3% 1,6% 1,8% Municipal infrastructure services are of inferior quality. This
(Treasury, 2019). kind of situation results into:
* High non-revenue water, potholes,
Dismal average expenditure on Repairs and Maintenance on Municipal - Raw sewage on streets,
Infrastructure « Dysfunctional landfill sites,
* Non-operational wastewater treatment works.
G ovimancs MIS Af“ T



facilities are non — compliant.

Nearly half of South Africa’s solid waste management

48%
42%
44%
56%
33%
24%
55%
58%
0%*
45%
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45%
42%
36%
70%
27%
41%
53%
58%
0%*
47%

42%
44%
22%
47%
31%
23%
56%
53%
0%*
40%

35%
35%
21%
22%
32%
30%
57%
52%
14%
33%

Impact of Poor Management of Solid Waste & Waste Water Treatment

One in three municipal wastewater treatment facilities are discharging
partly or untreated sewage into water bodies. This is a blatant act of
active pollution and disease outbreak.

1 Eastern Cape 150 74 49%
2 Free State 104 54 52%
3 Gauteng 67 26 39%
4 Kwa Zulu Natal 176 31 18%
5 Limpopo 88 56 64%
6 Mpumalanga 92 20 22%
7 North West 60 23 38%
8 Northern Cape 89 40 45%
9 Western Cape 182 8 4%

20 AN\
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Reflection on the Reliability of Water and Electricity

* Most of the 144 WSAs cannot account for at least one-third of the
water they produce or buy.

- Estimates of non-revenue electricity vary, from the 2018/19

audited municipal annual financials, non-revenue electricity
« The latest estimates from DWS put non-revenue water at nearly R9,9

was estimated at nearly R5 billion. billion a year.

- This is partly attributed to poor management of infrastructure, *  Much of this lost water is due to poorly maintained infrastructure.

among other causes.

Avg. %
FROVINES EIeRca;r:iOcli\t/; IEoess E'eLC;QSty N NRW 10 YEAR TREND
Limpopo R184.69 million 15 . SD:G% .
Gauteng R2.8 billion 20 gmm —e—Fs
Mpumalanga R438 million 37 g 30,0% *qupm
North West R15.32 million 54 § 20,0% ::::P
KwaZulu-Natal R1.21 billion 10 x 10,0% "':‘:
Free State R6 million 8 o8 00 010 011 012 2013 2014 a0t 2016 2017 018 —=WC
Northern Cape R137.19 million 16 AR
Western Cape R50.67 million 6
Eastern Cape R340 million 18
%‘@ gigil’i AFRICA R4.83 billion 20 » ‘-;
@ =ewmn DP



Concluding Remarks

* Infrastructure development is key to driving economic activities in the country.

* Failure to spend allocated conditional grants has a huge socio-economic impact and derails the goal of growing the
economy through infrastructure development.

* Unspent funds returned to the National Treasury in the face of service delivery backlogs and unemployment in our
country are of great concern to all.

Key issues for consideration to improve service provision :

» Institutionalise the planning processes to ensure timely implementation of projects.

» Procurement delays in the appointment of service providers need urgent attention.

» Improved technical capacity in municipalities guided by Municipal Capacity Building Plans
>

The need for community stakeholder facilitation and engagement in the implementation of infrastructure projects to
minimize disruptions by ‘Business Forums’.

A\

Master Plans guided by Spatial Development Framework in municipalities require updating urgently to ensure seamless
implementation of projects.

» The development of Infrastructure Asset Management Plans as provided for in the DoRA Framework should be given
attention in view of collapsing state of infrastructure, particularly the bulk infrastructure and road network.
Lo csopemie MISAZE ;
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THANK YOU

Ngiyabonga | Re a leboga | Ndo livhuwa | Nndza nkhensa | Ke a leboha haholo | Dankie | Enkosi
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