Impendle Local Municipality - Municipal Investment
Competitiveness (MIC) Index Breakdown and
Analysis

This analysis covers key performance areas for Impendle Local Municipality as part of the Municipal
Investment Competitiveness (MIC) Index. The metrics are benchmarked against the average values
of other municipalities, highlighted in orange, to provide context for the municipality’s relative
performance.

1. Overall MIC Index (4.20)

The Overall MIC Index for Impendle is 4.20, which is below the average of 5.09, indicating that the
municipality underperforms in comparison to others in the country. This low score stems from
significant weaknesses in Economic Development (ED Index: 1.19) and Red Tape & Efficiency Costs
(RT&EC Index: 0.00), suggesting both economic and administrative challenges.

2. Municipal Enabling Factors (MEF Index: 5.29)

Impendle’s MEF Index is 5.29, marginally below the average of 7.04, highlighting moderate
performance in factors that support municipal operations.

Key Indicators:

e Audit Outcomes (7.50): This score is higher than the average of 5.65, showing that the
municipality has had relatively favorable audit outcomes, which suggests transparency and
good financial governance.

e Financial Distress (4.00): Impendle's financial distress score is 4.00, which is close to the
average of 4.54, signaling moderate risks related to the municipality's financial stability.

¢ General Performance Rating (0.00): This score is far below the average of 0.37, indicating poor
overall performance in municipal operations and governance.

e IDP Submitted (0.00): The Integrated Development Plan (IDP) submission score of 0.00 is a
major concern, as the average is 8.73. This implies that the municipality has failed to submit its
IDP, which is crucial for development planning and securing funding.

¢ ManagerialVacancies (0.00): With a score of 0.00 compared to an average of 8.57, this suggests
a significant number of managerial vacancies, leading to gaps in leadership and decision-
making.

e Professionalism Rating (0.00): This is well below the average of 0.38, reflecting low levels of
professionalism in municipal staff, which could affect the quality of service delivery.



Supportive Municipality for Business (0.00): The score here is far below the average of 0.33,
indicating a lack of business support infrastructure, which may discourage investment.

Suspect Expenditure (9.65): This high score, compared to the average of 7.59, suggests that
there are concerns about the management of public funds and potential misappropriation,
raising red flags about financial governance.

3. Infrastructure and Service Delivery (I&SD Index: 4.19)

The 1&SD Index is 4.19, which is lower than the average of 5.29. This suggests the municipality faces

challenges in maintaining and providing adequate infrastructure and services.

Key Indicators:

Asset Renewal as a % of Depreciation (3.84): This score is near the average of 4.11, indicating
areasonable effort in renewing infrastructure assets.

Maintenance of Infrastructure and Resolution of Issues (0.00): This is significantly below the
average of 0.35, indicating that maintenance is not being adequately addressed, leading to a
deterioration of services.

Quality and Cost of Non-Core Service Infrastructure (0.00): This score, compared to the
average of 0.41, shows that non-core services, such as recreational facilities or community
centers, are likely neglected.

Quality and Cost of Service Infrastructure (0.00): Similar to non-core infrastructure, this score
is far below the average of 0.38, reflecting poor service delivery and high costs.

Repairs % of PPE (0.55): This is below the average of 2.76, showing inadequate investment in
repairing infrastructure and equipment.

Sewerage and Sanitation Service Delivery (2.35): This score is below the average of 5.69,
indicating significant issues with sewerage and sanitation services.

Water Service Delivery (10.00): Impendle performs very well in this area, with a score of 10.00,
above the average of 8.34, suggesting that the municipality has effectively addressed water
service delivery.

4. Economic Development (ED Index: 1.19)

The ED Index is 1.19, far below the average of 3.51, indicating severe economic challenges.

Key Indicators:

GFCF per Capita (0.32): Impendle’s Gross Fixed Capital Formation per capitais 0.32, well below
the average of 2.20, reflecting low levels of investment in infrastructure and productive assets.

GVA per Capita (0.38): Similarly, the Gross Value Added per capita score of 0.38 is far below the
average of 2.62, indicating limited economic activity and productivity in the municipality.



Unemployment Rate (2.86): The unemployment rate is higher than the average of 5.77, pointing
to serious issues with job creation and economic opportunities.

5. Workforce and Social Environment (W&SE Index: 6.14)

Impendle’s W&SE Index is 6.14, slightly above the average of 5.32, indicating that the municipality
performs reasonably wellin this area, though there are still issues to address.

Key Indicators:

Bachelor’s per 1000 (0.08): This is far below the average of 1.81, indicating a shortage of highly
educated residents, which could hinder economic development and the ability to attract
investment.

Burglaries and Robberies at Non-Residential Premises (8.21): This score is higher than the
average of 6.53, indicating a high rate of crime affecting businesses, which could deter new
enterprises from setting up in the area.

Gini Coefficient (9.51): This is close to the average of 5.96, suggesting high levels of income
inequality within the municipality.

Hiring (0.00): The municipality scores 0.00, compared to an average of 98.15, showing a
complete lack of job creation.

Other Business-Related Crimes (6.74): This is lower than the average of 6.98, showing a
relatively moderate crime rate affecting businesses.

Severity of Crime (0.00): This score, compared to the average of 0.46, indicates minimal focus
on addressing serious crime.

Skills (0.00): Impendle scores 0.00 in skills, reflecting a lack of adequately trained labor force,
which could limit economic growth.

6. Red Tape & Efficiency Costs (RT&EC Index: 0.00)

The RT&EC Index for Impendle is 0.00, significantly below the average of 0.39, highlighting major
inefficiencies and high costs in dealing with municipal bureaucracy.

Key Indicators:

Assistance and Complaints Resolution (0.00): This is below the average of 0.37, showing that
the municipality is unresponsive to public complaints and does not offer adequate assistance
to businesses or residents.

Cost of Compliance with Regulations (0.00): This score is below the average of 0.47, indicating
high regulatory costs, which may discourage business investment.

Helpdesk and Communication (0.00): The municipality scores 0.00 in communication and
helpdesk services, far below the average of 0.35, pointing to significant gaps in communication
between the municipality and its stakeholders.



Inside Contacts and Informal Payments (0.00): A score of 0.00 compared to the average of
0.38 suggests a lack of transparency and the presence of corrupt practices, further discouraging
investment and eroding trust in the municipality.

Recommendations

Based on the analysis of Impendle Local Municipality’s MIC Index, several critical areas need to be

addressed to improve its competitiveness and foster economic development:

1.

Improve Economic Development Initiatives: The ED Index is severely underperforming,
indicating the need for targeted economic development strategies. The municipality should
focus on improving Gross Fixed Capital Formation (GFCF) by attracting more investment into
infrastructure and business development. Additionally, increasing Gross Value Added (GVA)
through supporting key industries and addressing unemployment by promoting job creation
initiatives is crucial.

Strengthen Infrastructure and Service Delivery: The I&SD Index reflects significant
challenges in maintaining and delivering quality infrastructure. Addressing the deficiencies in
maintenance and repairs, particularly in sewerage and sanitation, is critical. Continuing to excel
in water service delivery is a strong point, but additional investments in non-core infrastructure
are needed to improve the overall quality of life for residents and attract new businesses.

Address Managerial and Professionalism Gaps: The MEF Index highlights concerning
vacancies and a lack of professionalism in the municipal workforce. Filling these managerial
positions and investing in staff training will improve the efficiency and quality of municipal
operations. Additionally, submitting the IDP is crucial for strategic planning and securing
development funds.

Reduce Red Tape and Improve Bureaucratic Efficiency: The RT&EC Index shows that the
municipality struggles with administrative inefficiencies. Streamlining processes, reducing the
cost of compliance



