Mkhambathi Local Municipality's MIC Index
Summary

The Mkhambathi Local Municipality has an overall MIC Index score of 5.47, which is slightly higher
than the national average of 5.09. This suggests that the municipality is performing moderately well in
some areas while facing considerable challenges in others, particularly in Red Tape & Efficiency Costs
(RT&EC) and certain aspects of Economic Development (ED). Below is a detailed breakdown of the
municipality's performance in each index and recommendations to address areas of concern.

1. Overall MIC Index (5.47)

The overall MIC Index score of 5.47 is slightly above the national average of 5.09, reflecting moderate
performance across various dimensions of governance, service delivery, and development. However,
weaknesses in Red Tape and Economic Development should be addressed for more comprehensive
progress.

2. Municipal Enabling Factors (MEF Index: 6.08)

The MEF Index score of 6.08 is lower than the national average of 7.04, indicating that while some
aspects of governance and municipal administration are functioning well, there are significant areas for
improvement.

e Audit Outcomes: A score of 7.50, higher than the national average of 5.65, indicates that the
municipality performs well in its financial audits, showing a commitment to sound financial
management.

o Financial Distress: Scoring 7.00, which is above the national average of 4.54, reflects that
Mkhambathi faces less financial distress compared to other municipalities, indicating strong
fiscal health.

e General Performance Rating: With a score of 0.00, below the national average of 0.37, the
overall performance of municipal operations could be improved.

o IDP Submitted: A score of 0.00, compared to the national average of 8.73, suggests that the
Integrated Development Plan (IDP) has not been adequately submitted, highlighting an
administrative failure that must be rectified to ensure strategic planning.

e Managerial Vacancies: The score of 6.00, below the national average of 8.57, reflects some
instability in management positions, which could hinder effective leadership and execution of
municipal plans.

e Professionalism Rating: A score of 0.00, below the national average of 0.38, points to serious
concerns regarding the professionalism of municipal staff, which could negatively impact
service delivery and overall operations.



e Supportive Municipality for Business: Scoring 0.00, compared to the national average of 0.33,
shows that the municipality is not perceived as being business-friendly, a key area that requires
attention to encourage economic growth.

o Suspect Expenditure: The score of 9.90, above the national average of 7.59, raises red flags
regarding the misuse or misallocation of municipal funds, which needs urgent oversight and
corrective action.

3. Infrastructure & Service Delivery (1&SD Index: 5.33)

The I&SD Index score of 5.33 is close to the national average of 5.29, indicating average performance
in the provision of infrastructure and services. There are both strengths and areas requiring attention
within this dimension.

o Asset Renewal as a % of Depreciation: Scoring 0.00, compared to the national average of 4.11,
highlights a serious lack of investment in renewing infrastructure, which could lead to long-term
service failures and escalating repair costs.

¢ Maintenance of Infrastructure and Resolution of Issues: A score of 0.00, below the national
average of 0.35, indicates severe issues in maintaining infrastructure and resolving problems
related to service delivery.

¢ Qualityand Cost of Non-Core Service Infrastructure: Scoring 0.00, below the national average
of 0.41, highlights inadequate non-core infrastructure (e.g., parks, public spaces) that could
affect the quality of life and social amenities.

e Repairs % of PPE: The score of 8.99, higher than the national average of 2.76, shows that the
municipality is actively investing in the repair of public property and infrastructure.

e Sewerage and Sanitation Service Delivery: Scoring 2.35, below the national average of 5.69,
shows that sanitation services are suboptimal and require urgent improvement to meet basic
public health standards.

e« Transparent Prices: With a score of 0.00, below the national average of 0.40, this reflects
concerns over transparency in pricing and procurement processes, which could contribute to
inefficiencies and corruption.

e Water Service Delivery: The score of 10.00, significantly higher than the national average of
8.34, reflects outstanding performance in water service delivery, a critical public service.

4. Economic Development (ED Index: 4.05)

The ED Index score of 4.05 is above the national average of 3.51, showing moderate progress in
fostering economic development but with substantial room for improvement, particularly in reducing
unemployment and attracting investment.

e GFCF / Capita (Gross Fixed Capital Formation per Capita): The score of 2.50, above the
national average of 2.20, indicates reasonable investment in infrastructure and assets, which
can support economic growth over time.



e GVA/ Capita (Gross Value Added per Capita): Scoring 3.16, higher than the national average
of 2.62, reflects above-average economic productivity and output, a positive sign for future
growth.

¢ Unemployment Rate: The score of 6.49, better than the national average of 5.77%, suggests
that the unemployment rate is lower than other municipalities, though efforts should still be
made to create more job opportunities and reduce underemployment.

5. Workforce & Social Environment (W&SE Index: 6.41)

The W&SE Index score of 6.41, higher than the national average of 5.32, suggests that the municipality
has a relatively favorable social environment, but challenges in education and crime need to be
addressed.

e Bachelor’s per 1000: A score of 0.70, lower than the national average of 1.81, indicates a small
proportion of the population with higher education degrees, which could affect the long-term
skill level of the workforce.

e Burglaries & Robberies at Non-Residential Premises: The score of 8.33, higher than the
national average of 6.53, reflects a high rate of crime against businesses, which could hinder
economic activity and deter investors.

¢ Gini Coefficient: A score of 7.66, above the national average of 5.96, highlights severe income
inequality within the municipality, which could lead to social unrest and hinder social cohesion.

e Hiring: With a score of 0.00, compared to the national average of 98.15, this indicates very
limited job creation, a critical issue that must be addressed to alleviate poverty and stimulate
economic growth.

o Other Business-Related Crimes per 1000: The score of 8.95, higher than the national average
of 6.98, indicates that businesses are severely affected by crime, which discourages new
enterprises and stifles economic activity.

o Severity of Crime: A score 0f 0.00, below the national average of 0.46, suggests that while crime
exists, itmay not be as severe orviolent, though this is little consolation for the high overall crime
rate.

e Skills: The score of 0.00, compared to the national average of 0.37, reflects a lack of skilled
labor, which could impede the municipality’s ability to attract industries and investment that
require a qualified workforce.

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

The RT&EC Index score of 0.00, which aligns with the national average of 0.39, highlights significant
challenges in dealing with administrative inefficiencies, regulatory burdens, and informal payments,
which hamper the municipality’s ability to create a conducive environment for businesses.

e Assistance and Complaints Resolution: The score of 0.00, below the national average of 0.37,
suggests that the municipality struggles to effectively address complaints and concerns from



businesses and residents, which could result in frustration and reduced confidence in the
administration.

Cost of Compliance with Regulations: Scoring 0.00, below the national average of 0.47,
indicates high regulatory burdens, which could discourage investment and entrepreneurship in
the area.

Helpdesk and Communication: A score of 0.00, lower than the national average of 0.35,
suggests poor communication with the public and businesses, limiting the municipality’s ability
to respond to service issues in a timely and efficient manner.

Inside Contacts and Informal Payments: The score of 0.00, below the national average of 0.38,
raises concerns about corruption and reliance on informal networks to get things done, which
could further undermine business confidence and public trust.

Recommendations for Mkhambathi Local Municipality

1. Improve Economic Development (ED)

Attract Investment: Focus on increasing Gross Fixed Capital Formation by offering incentives
to investors, improving infrastructure, and creating a more business-friendly environment.

Job Creation: Develop targeted employment programs, especially for youth and women, to
address the lack of hiring and reduce the unemployment rate even further.

Address Crime Against Businesses: Partner with local law enforcement to improve security for
businesses, which could also boost investor confidence.

2. Strengthen Service Delivery and Infrastructure Maintenance (I1&SD)

Invest in Infrastructure Renewal: Prioritize asset renewal and infrastructure maintenance to
prevent further deterioration. Special attention should be given to sanitation and non-core
services.

Improve Transparency: Enhance transparency in pricing and procurement processes to build
trust with the public and improve service delivery outcomes.

3. Enhance Workforce and Social Environment (W&SE)

Educational Investment: Partner with higher education institutions to improve access to
tertiary education, thereby increasing the Bachelor’s per 1000 ratio.

Combat Income Inequality: Introduce policies aimed at income redistribution and support for
small enterprises to address the high Gini Coefficient.

4. Reduce Red Tape & Improve Efficiency

Streamline Regulations: Simplify regulatory processes to reduce the Cost of Compliance and
make it easier for businesses to operate in the municipality.

Combat Corruption: Implement stricter anti-corruption measures to tackle informal
payments and reliance on inside contacts for services.



e Enhance Complaint Resolution: Strengthen customer service and helpdesk functions to better
address complaints from businesses and residents in a timely manner.

By focusing on these recommendations, Mkhambathi Local Municipality can significantly improve its
governance, service delivery, and economic development, creating a more prosperous environment for
its residents and businesses alike.



