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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This study represents yet another chapter in a series of highly beneficial collaborative efforts between the National Youth Commission and the Flemish Government. Flowing from an agreement stretching back to 1998, and a growing awareness of the areas of need in the youth sector, the research reported on in this document seeks to provide an indication of the prevalence, nature and foci of youth development policy in municipalities in South Africa.
The research consisted of a detailed telephonic interview with officials responsible for youth development in municipalities throughout the country during April and May 2006. These interviews were conducted by interns at the National Youth Commission and a lecturer at the University of Pretoria.  

While every attempt was made to cover the whole of the country in the research through calling every municipality at least three times, and scheduling specific times to conduct the interview, a 100% sample was unfortunately not achieved. In the end the study included 31 district municipalities out of a possible 46 (67%), all six metros (100%) and 152 out of a total of 231 local municipalities (65%). This gives a sample size of 67% of the total, which, while not the ideal, still provides a dataset on the topic which is far more comprehensive than anything else that had been compiled to date.    

The key findings of the study are the following:

· Slightly less than 24% of all municipalities have a youth development policy. This figure hides significant differences between the various categories of municipalities. All six (100%) metropolitan municipalities, 35% of district municipalities and 19% of local municipalities have such policies.

· The primary reasons for not having a policy were attributed to a lack of capacity, the fact that the policy is still being prepared and a lack of political will.

· While there are differences between the content of the policies as provided by the interviewees from the three types of municipalities, there are also a number of dominant themes in all three sets. These are: (1) employment creation and LED; (2) capacity building and skills development; (3) sport development; (4) initiating and sponsoring youth development projects and programmes; (5) HIV and AIDS; and (6) ensuring integration between youth and the structures and activities of the municipality. 

· There is strong support for the youth development policies by youth and youth organizations throughout the country – almost all respondents indicated that the policy was prepared in a consultative way.
· According to the respondents, commitment to implementation is high amongst all categories of municipalities. Skills development and local economic development programmes were the areas that were most actively implemented by municipalities throughout the country. The majority of municipalities do not have mechanisms or measures in place to monitor policy-implementation and performance. The majority of municipalities are also enforcing youth quotas in municipal procurement. The most important success factor for implementation of the youth development policy is whether it was budgeted for or not, followed by the support of key officials. Inclusion in the IDP seemed not to be regarded as that important. The main stumbling blocks for implementation of these policies were listed as lack of finances, lack of communication and information sharing, lack of capacity and lack of awareness of youth issues.
· While there was a reasonably strong awareness of the collaboration between the NYC and the Flemish government the actual reported level of involvement in the programme is however far lower than the level of awareness. 

A set of strategic recommendations were made on the back of the research, targeting a whole range of role players. The following represents a brief summary of the content of this set: 
· The results of the study need to be disseminated widely to give the many role players involved in youth development a sense of what the status quo is with regards to youth development policy in local government.
· While the NYC and its partners have made huge progress in advancing the cause of youth there clearly still is some way to go with the small number of municipalities indicating that they have a youth development policy. In addition to this, it does seem from the findings that there is also some room for improvement with regards to the seriousness with which municipalities treat youth and youth development.   

· Capacity, both in terms of actual numbers of officials and competency remains an area of concern that requires urgent attention.

· Far more research on youth issues needs to be conducted in municipalities, especially so if officials seek to prepare appropriate, relevant and useful youth development policies.   

· The NYC should seek to enhance far greater forging of partnerships between and amongst those that are concerned with and about youth (such as donors, development agencies, the private sector, government departments, NGOs and research and higher educational institutions).

· The role and responsibilities of provinces and the various categories of municipalities in respect to youth development, as well as the relationships between these various state actors, needs to be carefully considered and clearly articulated.
· While youth is a distinct area of focus, this does not mean that it should be dealt with in isolation from other local government developmental initiatives. It should be one of the drivers of other municipal plans and programs, instead of one of the many areas of attention in such plans and programs.

· While municipalities need to live within their means, the funding that is made available to youth development needs to be revisited as a matter of urgency.  

· It is clear that while there are many municipalities that are struggling to “get it right” in the arena of youth development there are many that are advancing well. By getting these actors together and/or sharing the lessons of the more successful ones, the catch-up time can be greatly reduced.
· Performance measurement needs to improve to strengthen the prospects of youth development objectives being met.  

· As per the guidelines on institutionalisation developed by the National Youth commission, the youth units should still be located in the office of the Executive Mayors. This will ensure that youth development is given the seriousness it deserves. In addition to this it is recommended that these units should preferably be housed “under the jurisdiction” of the municipal manager for administrative purposes. This will ensure that the unit does not account to a sector department, since youth development is a cross cutting issue. 

· As many candidates become councillors as members of the dominant political party, political parties should be lobbied to advance the youth development agenda

· While the current approach to development in the youth sector is towards integration, it is still recommended that special funds, beside the integrated funds, should be set aside to address specific youth issues and concerns. 
· The current policy framework for local government, including the Municipal Structures and Systems Act, does not provide any legally binding requirements for the implementation of youth development. Extensive lobbying should be undertaken to remedy this situation.  
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

1-1: Setting the scene
Over the last two decades the dual task of nurturing and harnessing the potential of youth has become one of the most vexing challenges facing societies and governments in both the developed and developing world. While many have made serious work of this, there are as many societies and governments that have ignored the task, paid lip service to it, or paid too little attention to it to make the required impact. 

For those concerned about youth, both in seeing young people being allowed to ply themselves at developing their communities, and also having their skills developed to enable them to do and become even more, it is crucial to know what the actual situation on the ground is. It is only then they will be able to play their advocacy, guidance and support roles to their fullest. This means that they require information on a wide range of questions surrounding the issue, such as (1) the way in which government in all its forms and agencies is approaching youth and youth development, (2) what its objectives in this arena are, (3) to what extent youth is being involved in the decision-making processes that shape this engagement, (4) what kind of policies and programmes have been developed, (5) how much funding is being allocated to these programmes, and (6) to what extent and where are these being implemented.

In South Africa youth and youth development has been a key component of the social and economic developmental objectives of the State since the historic elections in 1994. Government has throughout this time made very progressive statements about the nurturing and utilization of young people in the development of the country. A key thrust in this discourse has not only been the need for the involvement of youth in the activities of local government, but also the need for local government, as the closest sphere of government to the people, to seriously take on the challenge of youth development
. The National Youth Commission (NYC), in collaboration with its longstanding partners in the pursuit of its mandate, the Flemish Government, also prepared a set of guidelines for engaging and involving youth and ensuring a focus on youth development at local government level.  

While much has been said, debated, discussed and proposed in many government and government-related conferences, events and various youth related platforms regarding the issues affecting youth, far less so has transpired in practice. The results of a research project commissioned by the NYC into this question
, assessments of the Integrated Development Plans (IDPs) of municipalities and anecdotal evidence on this topic
, suggest that while the picture is very mixed, youth development is in many municipalities not undertaken, or pursued in a way that does not do justice to the task at hand. 

This state of affairs not only disturbed the NYC, but also clearly impressed on it the need to get a nationwide picture of the situation regarding youth development in municipalities. This in turn gave rise to a process of engagement with the Flemish Government, which led to the decision to conduct a nationwide study, with as its focus the state of youth development policy in municipalities in South Africa. This document is the result of that study.

1-2: Historical context of the Study: NYC – Flemish Cooperation

The Cooperation between National Youth Commission and the Flemish Government was conceived in 1995, through a youth organization in Flanders called Jint. This cooperation was established after the Flemish had been engaged in a number of missions in other countries in order to get acquainted with the work on the youth sector, and also to assess which level of agreement would be relevant for each contextual setting.

In 1998 the cooperation became more structured and was managed more rigorously.  This led to the following successful activities:

· Training of youth workers (1998 – 2002): The issue of professionalizing youth work was identified as an important vehicle in the country.  As a result, the SA-Flanders relations, pursued training programmes between 1998 and 2001, structured under the following; (1) Organizational forms and fund-raising; (2) Informal learning; (3) Games and methodology; (4) Voluntary work and (5) Commitment.

· Development of local youth policy (2000 – 2005): During this time the two parties engaged in long discussions to plan for the future cooperation on youth development. This resulted in the second concrete track for cooperation which focused on the development of a local youth policy in 2000. In 2002 and 2003 this concept was further elaborated upon. 
· Action Survey on Local Youth Policy (conducted by the NYC in 2002-2003): The essence of the survey was to explore the lives of young people and the interface between youth and local government in five specific communities in the municipalities of Tshwane and Mangaung. The research was conducted by a team of young researchers recruited from the targeted communities of Thaba Nchu and Botshabelo in Mangaung and the City Centre, Mamelodi and Eersterus in Tshwane. Additional studies were also conducted in OR Tambo district municipality and Polokwane local municipality in 2002. 

· Study visit to Flanders (September 2001): A study visit was conducted undertaken to Flanders, where South African youth practitioners were exposed to youth work in five Flemish municipalities. During this visit, some of the SA municipalities managed to establish twinning agreements with Flemish municipalities, namely: (1) City of Tshwane-Maasmechelen, (2) Mangaung-Gent, (3) eThekwini-Antwerpen and (4) Cape Metro-Vilvoorde and Kortrijk.

· National Conference on Youth Development at Local Government (2002): This conference focused primarily on the results of the action survey conducted in 2002 with an emphasis on exploring the establishment of appropriate mechanisms to deal with the needs of young people in local municipalities. The key resolution of the conference was to establish Municipal Youth Guidelines to assist municipalities in the institutionalization of youth development at local government level.
· Capacity building training between SA and Flemish youth (2003): This was undertaken in at Bronkhortspruit in South Africa. The aim of the course was to promote open dialogue and a spirit of cooperation and collaboration amongst the South African and Flemish youth in the area of youth participation in local governance. 

· Second Youth Conference (2004): The purpose of the conference was to present the municipal guidelines for adoption and to solicit other appropriate mechanism for intervention in the development of young people at local level.    

· Establishment of cooperation on the Capacity-Building, Advocacy and Research-model (CAR) (2004-2006): The cooperation focuses on the following elements:
· Capacity-building;
· Advocacy and lobbying; and 
· Research. 

There is a strong connection between the three elements, viz: Research informs Advocacy and Lobbying, as well as Capacity-building needs. All these activities in turn inform and guide the research agenda.
1-3: Problem Statement

The problem statement for this study was coined in the form of a question and reads as follows:

Which quantitative and qualitative results were achieved in the pursuit of youth development in municipalities in South-Africa?

In an attempt to provide answers to the problem statement or research question, the following objectives were pursued in the study:

(1) To evaluate the present local youth policy in South-Africa: The structural and sustainable development of a local youth policy, as an exponent of an explicit and powerful central South-African local youth policy, is a crucial objective of the cooperation between the Flemish and the South-African governments. The study sought to generate both a “once-off” evaluation, as well as a system of systematic monitoring with respect to the youth policy. In this way a link was made to the cooperation between Flanders and South- Africa, with a verdict on the impact of this process on the development of youth policy in the local sphere in South Africa. While an exploration of this impact was not an objective in itself, feedback on this process was seen as a welcome bonus.

(2) To position research as a base for “advocacy”: As one of its key roles, the National Youth Commission has to act as advocate on behalf of young people in South Africa. One of the strongest tools for advocacy is the publication and dissemination of research results and reports. The research results and the subsequent reports on it were seen as helpful in keeping social and political attention on (1) local youth development policy and (2) the South-Africa-Flanders cooperation on this subject active, operational and current. The results were also seen as guiding the further elaboration on the local youth policy and negotiations on that subject. In essence, it was seen as providing a founded argumentation for “advocacy”.
(3) To develop a shared frame of reference: While the two countries share many concerns and aspirations regarding youth, there are also significant contextual differences between South Africa and the area of Belgium comprising Flanders. While the National Youth Commission developed the principles for the implementation of youth development policy in the 283 municipalities in South Africa, there have not been adequate levels of uniformity in terms of their application. This makes comparison with municipalities in Flanders, where the implementation of youth development policy at municipal level has been going on for decades and has over the course of this lengthy period been institutionalised, very difficult. It was therefore agreed that the initial research in South Africa should first be aimed at establishing a shared frame of reference for South Africa, before any comparisons with Flemish municipalities should be attempted.
Out of this broad frame of reference, a set of focal areas for the study were generated: Firstly, to determine whether a municipality has a youth development policy or not. Secondly, should a municipality have such a policy: 

· What the content/focus of the policy is;

· How it (the policy) is perceived/viewed in the municipality;

· What the municipal capacity to formulate and implement the policy is;

· What the institutional arrangements are regarding the policy (in particular where it is located in the organization and who is responsible for it); 
· How it was prepared, with whose involvement, and from whom it enjoys buy-in and support;
· Whether the municipality does research into youth development issues in its area as part of its function and in the preparation of youth policies and programmes;

· How the policy is disseminated/communicated;

· What the level/degree of implementation of the policy is; and

· What the stumbling blocks are for its implementation.
In addition to these questions both the NYC and the Flemish Government wanted to make use of the opportunity to determine what the fruits of its involvement in South Africa have been, both in the arena of policy development and implementation. 
1-4: Objectives and Uses/Benefits

The study has the clear objective of providing the NYC with information on what municipalities have done in the area of formulating and implementing youth development policy. As such the main users will be the NYC, municipalities and youth structures and organizations throughout the country. In addition to these groups the information should also be of value to a wider audience, such as (1) provincial and national government departments, including the Presidency, involved in youth development and local government; (2) donors and international aid and technical support organizations; and (3) researchers and practitioners in the fields of youth development and/or local governance. The study will also be used to enhance the institutionalisation of youth development as conceptualized in the CAR model (Capacity Building Advocacy and Research) currently being used by the National Youth Commission in the cooperation with the Flemish Government.  
1-5: Approach

This study was conceptualised from the perspective that, “the force of a policy domain (here the local youth policy) can be measured by an analysis and interpretation of the comprehensive set of policy tools that the involved government designed for it. The more powerful and effective this package of policy tools works, the better the policy goals that were set in this specific policy domain, will be reached”. 
For comprehensive set of policy tools, the following definition is used (Redig & Dierckx, 2003):
A coherent whole of policy means (like actors, measures, provisions, communication systems), meant for the execution of an explicated policy vision and strategy (a policy plan).
In this research project the study team consciously sought to explore as wide a range of policy tools (see Figure 1 below) as possible, because of:

· The importance of, for example not fixating on for instance youth managers in an isolated way, but rather in an integrated wider frame of reference;

· The inherent coherence of these separate instruments, where the whole is more than the sum of the parts;

· The prospect it holds to track general, but also specific, contingent obstacles that stand in the way of the implementation of previously discussed objectives for the youth policy; and
· The potential it holds for assisitng in fostering and introducing a new practice of policy research in Flanders and South-Africa.
Figure 1: Elements of a package of policy tools – Redig  and Dierckx (2003) – adaptation 2004
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In accordance with this perspective it is not just the “quantitative” tallying of the instruments (Are they present? How many are there? And so on) that are important, but the qualitative filling-in is of equal importance. This is the most sensitive and most important exercise. Through the qualitative analysis, also the sometimes implicit, sometimes explicit frame of values of the user becomes clear, which in itself a part of this exercise.

1-6: Scope of the Study 
While the study covered all the municipalities in the country, it was not intended to provide an in-depth analysis and assessment of the actual policies and activities of municipalities in the arena of youth development. It was conceptualized as an exercise in obtaining a broad overview, rather than an in-depth analysis. This option was chosen within the understanding that a follow-up study would delve deeper into the policy content issues in a sample of municipalities.

As for the specific area of focus, the study sought to focus on the role of local government in the institutionalisation of youth development policy model as espoused in the CAR model , with policy here understood to be policy specifically prepared with youth development as its focus, and not a generic social or economic development policy (or plans, such as the IDP), and youth development as meaning “the ongoing process in which all youth are engaged in attempting to (1) meet their basic personal and social needs to be safe, feel cared for, be valued, be useful, and be spiritually grounded and (2) to build skills and competencies that allow them to function and contribute in their daily lives”

1-7: Research team

Both as a result of a shortage of researchers in the NYC and also to ensure the involvement of independent actors in the process, the University of Pretoria (UP) was approached to become a partner in the project. This meant that the research team consisted of (1) researchers from the NYC, (2) the Flemish Government and a research agency from Belgium (i.e. the University of Antwerp) and (3) the University of Pretoria (more specifically the Department of Urban and Regional Planning). In terms of numbers the team comprised five persons from the NYC, four from Belgium and two from UP. The research study was managed jointly by a researcher from the NYC, Mr Sello More, and his Director, Ms Margaret Tshoane. 

1-8: Methodology

As in all studies the problem, objectives and scope of the study played a key part in the approach to the study and the research methodology that was selected. As explained in paragraph 1.5 the characteristics of the domain of study led to the study being approached as both qualitative and quantitative in nature. 

In the light of the need to generate a large set of comparable high-level data from the total population (all municipalities) a questionnaire with a mixture of closed and open-ended questions (to allow for the recording of user-assessments and viewpoints) was selected. This questionnaire was prepared in a joint endeavour between the various researchers in the team in workshops and by e-mail. As past experience with studies of this nature had taught that the return rate of such questionnaires is very low and that some of the questions may require some prompting and/or interpretation to ensure a useful (and comparable) response, the decision was taken that the questionnaires would need to be completed by a field worker. This in turn posed a serious time and cost-issue, with the best alternative being to conduct the interviews by phone
. 

Given that the NYC had three interns that it wanted to give the opportunity to become involved in a research project, it was decided to deploy them in the study as telephonic interviewers. Due to their newness to the field it was furthermore decided to allocate the local municipalities, which are generally less complex institutions than the district and metropolitan municipalities to these three interns and allocate the metropolitan and district municipalities to an interviewer at the University of Pretoria. As there are, however, also a number of local municipalities that are equal in complexity to the metropolitan municipalities it was decided to allocate these to the researcher at the University of Pretoria as well.

In order to ensure consistency in the interviews a two-day session was scheduled in which Mr Sello More and Ms Margaret Tshoane from the NYC, the interviewer from the University of Pretoria, Mr Josiah Lodi, and the three interns worked through the questionnaire and came up with a shared approach as to how the various questions would be posed and additional information provided, should questions to this effect be asked by interviewees. Within this shared framework the interviews were jointly undertaken from the offices of the NYC and UP with the understanding that each municipality would be called at most three times to conduct the interview. In the event of no success after these three calls no further attempts were to be made. 

While most municipal officials that were interviewed were positive about the study and more than willing to be part of the research project, the interviews were not problem-free. In a number of cases the responsible official was not available. In others the official was not familiar with the territory or a recent appointee, and experienced difficulties in making sense of and answering the questions. 

In the end though 31 district municipalities out of a potential 46 (67%), all six metros (100%) and 152 out of a total of 231 local municipalities (65%) were included in the study, which gives a sample size of 67% of the total. While not the ideal, it still provided a dataset on the topic which is far more comprehensive than anything else that had been compiled to date.    

1-9: Space and time 

The study covered the whole of South Africa, meaning all 283 municipalities, and was conducted during April and May 2006, shortly after the second local government elections.

1-10: Limitations

The study has four limitations, which need to be noted. Firstly the timing of the study shortly after the local government elections meant that a number of officials were caught in the midst of major internal transformation. In a number of cases the institutional arrangements regarding the youth-function in the municipalities had not been clarified, whereas in others officials were uncertain as to how the new leadership was going to approach youth development. While this was a problem in some cases it needs to be noted that this did not apply to more than 5% of municipalities that were included in the study.

Secondly the study was focused on breath/width instead of depth. This meant that the research team did not embark on a detailed analysis of the youth development policies of the various municipalities. This in turn means that the team relied on the answers on the policy as provided by the interviewees. Were the study to have been an in-depth analysis of youth development policies, with a need for an in-depth assessment of the effectiveness of such policies, then the approach as adopted would have clearly been dangerous. With the focus on providing a first order set of data, from which no detailed analyses was to be made and for which there would be no reason to provide incorrect information, this issue was noted as a potential limitation, but not as destroying the usefulness of the study, or requiring any follow-up actions.

Thirdly, the study did not involve all municipalities in the country despite the research team making every effort to do so. This means that the knowledge base has grown by a significant degree, but still does not provide the 100% picture.
Finally, due to the nature and formulation of some of the questions contained in the questionnaire, the respondents could not provide adequate and proper information. It is important to note that this was the case for only less than one percent of the questions contained in the questionnaire. 

1-11: Validation 

In order to validate the findings of the research a random sample of 10% of the municipalities who indicated that they had a youth development policy were asked to provide copies of these policies to the NYC who undertook to cross-check these with the responses as provided in the interviews. The following municipalities provided the NYC with proof of their youth policies: Nelson Mandela metropolitan municipality, Mangaung local municipality, Ekurhuleni metropolitan municipality, the City of Johannesburg metropolitan municipality and Thabo Mofutsanyane district municipality. 

1-12: Further Research

As indicated in the problem statement this study will be followed by a study in which a detailed analysis of the situation in a sample of municipalities will be undertaken. This will provide the NYC with a far more nuanced picture as the effectiveness of, and practicalities (especially the difficulties) around youth development policies in municipalities in the country.

1-13: Structure of the document

In addition to this introductory chapter the document consists of three more chapters. Chapter Two provides a brief overview of the international picture relating to youth development. Chapter Three provides the findings of the study, while Chapter Four provides a summary of the main findings a set of recommendations that were prepared in the light of these findings.
CHAPTER TWO: YOUTH DEVELOPMENT IN LOCAL GOVERNMENT: A BRIEF INTERNATIONAL OVERVIEW
2-1: Introduction

In this chapter a brief international overview of youth development in local governments is provided. The chapter seeks to merely give a sense of what is happening elsewhere, so as to enable some kind of comparison between the South African situation and other countries. Stating this intention is easy enough, giving effect to it in practice is less so. The reason for this is twofold. Firstly, the focus on youth as a specific function of local government is a concept which is closely tied up with the particular institutional model in a country. So for instance some countries do not treat youth development as a unique functional area with an associated set of roles, role-players, powers and functions. In others it is dealt with, but at a higher level, e.g. the province or state (in the case of federations). The second reason relates to the unique South African definition of youth, which includes all persons between the ages of 15 and 35. In most other countries the definition of youth has a much smaller stretch and tends to relate to persons younger than 28, 25, 24, 21 or 18 years of age
. The implication of this is that what would be regarded as “youth development” in South Africa includes aspects that would in most other countries be regarded as part of “broad-based generic development” and would not necessarily feature, or be described as youth development per se. Notwithstanding these challenges, it was possible to locate some international sources which deal with youth development in a way that is comparable to the South African situation and at the local government/municipal level. 

In the rest of this chapter some international examples are provided as backdrop to the findings that follow in Chapter 3.

2-2: Some international examples

A: The European Union

Youth development in Europe is dealt with at the continental as well as the local level.  The European Charter, for instance, recognizes the importance of youth participating at local and regional levels for the purpose of democratic and inclusive societies, but places the responsibility of ensuring and promoting participation with local and regional authorities. At the same time the White Paper of the European Commission on Youth recognizes the need to involve a specific focus on youth people in “other” policies and strategies.
The Charter sets out three principles regarding the participation of young people in local and regional life:

· It is part of a global policy of citizen participation in public life;

· All sectoral policies should have a youth dimension developed through consultation and cooperation with youth; and

· Participation should be non-discriminatory and encouragement given to disadvantaged groups.

The Charter also covers:

· Sectoral policies, including sport and leisure; employment; housing and transport; education and training; health and gender;

· Instruments to encourage participation including training; information; communication; IT; voluntary and community work; support and promotion of youth projects, initiatives and organisations; and

· Institutional Participation by young people.

B: Africa 

While numerous searches on the internet and published material revealed very little on youth development policy in countries on the continent outside of South Africa, the growing awareness of the dire situation of youth on the continent and the difficult challenges they face, suggest that this is set to change in the near future
. One initiative that holds much potential is the establishment of the African Youth Parliament in 2003
. This structure will not only engage on issues that affect youth throughout the continent, and act as a conduit for sharing and learning good practices, but also lobby for youth to be given far more recognition and voice in all the countries on the continent, under which is understood youth development in the local government arena.    

C: The Flemish government

The Flemish government has been a pioneer in the area of youth development. From as early as the Second World War it has through collaboration with non-state actors ensured the preparation of a range of youth development policies and the development of young people between the ages of 0 and 25 years of age. Flemish municipalities must prepare “Youth Work Policy Plans” which focus on the full spectrum of youth activities with a particular focus on the leisure time of youth. Municipalities can be supported financially by the Flemish Government, both in the preparation and the execution of the plans. These plans must also be aligned with all other plans of municipalities that have implications for youth and youth work. The Flemish government and the respective province oversee the process of policy/plan formulation, but do not interfere in the content of the policy. Typically municipalities seek to support and facilitate non-state actors/agencies active in the youth field/arena, rather than initiate initiatives or “run the show”. It would only seek to initiate an initiative if there were no non-state actors or agencies active in the field.        

D: Australia

The Southern Australian Local Government Association, a body very similar to our own South African Local Government Association, has a specific policy on youth development. The normative stance of the policy is that: “Local Government… affirms its respect for all young people and acknowledges their right to be involved in matters which impact on their quality of life and aspirations for the future. Defining a role for Local Government in youth affairs is not necessarily about taking on new responsibilities, but about recognising youth needs in existing consultative, planning and service functions to ensure young people’s needs are catered for in accordance with the principles of access and equity.” The policy (1) recognises the right of young people to be involved in all issues that impact on their lives, (2) acknowledges diversity, the importance of capacity-building in developing the skills and talents of young people and (3) stresses the need for local government to respond to the needs of youth and represent their interest to other spheres of government and the broader community.
In accordance with the policy the support municipalities provide to youth is to set up structures in which youth can participate, forge partnerships between youth, municipal councils and other spheres of government and use “fun activities” to stimulate the learning of young people. The policy also commits local government in Southern Australia to foster a safe community where young people are respected, enhance communication with young people, promote a positive image about youth and celebrate their achievements. 
In a survey conducted by the Southern Australian Youth Services forum in 2004 it emerged that metropolitan councils all had youth policies in place or were in the process of developing new ones.  In most cases these Councils also had a youth strategy and/or action plan linked to Council’s budgetary processes, which sets out actions to respond to local youth issues. In the case of non-metropolitan councils none had a policy, but nearly half were in the process of developing one. According to the researchers involved in the study there is a growing awareness of the need to prepare such policies. Finally, in the survey a number of benefits of having a youth policy and/or strategy in place were identified by respondent Councils as: (1) a greater awareness of youth issues, (2) better targeting of youth services; (3) improved consultation with young people; (4) increased awareness of the benefits of inclusion youth in the matters of local government; (5) an improved ability to represent and lobby for youth issues in other spheres of government; and (6) a greater sense of worth and belonging by young people.  
E: New Zealand

In 2005 the Ministry of Youth Development in New Zealand developed a Local Government Youth Participation Project plan.  The objectives of the plan are to:

· Support local government in the development of effective youth participation 

· Increase local government responsiveness to young people’s opinions, issues and ideas 

· Foster greater involvement of young people in local government 

· Support the development of youth councils attached to local government and independent youth councils. 

Also, a nationwide youth participation needs analysis of local government took place in New Zealand in 2005 to inform the above mentioned plan. Some key findings from the survey included that “A majority of local government respondents (70%) indicated that they would like youth participation training in their workplace. The priority areas identified for future youth participation training for TAs were practical youth participation tools (55%) how to consult with young people (52%),and how to work with young people on committees and boards (42%). A significant majority (80%) of respondents indicated that a local government specific resource for involving young people would help them in their work.”
. 

Two conferences on the role of youth development in local government are facilitated in New Zealand during September this year. This first is being held by the Local Government Association of Queensland and the Townsville City Council. The conference aims to build the skill and capacity of Youth and Community Development Officers, Councillors, Youth Service Providers and Key Stakeholders to respond to issues affecting young people across Queensland. The Conference will focus on local government engaging young people, and in particular:

· Planning and Evaluation; 

· Youth Councils / Reference Groups; 

· Youth Leadership / Mentoring; and 

· Hard to Reach Groups. 

The second conference is entitled “Youth in Local Government” and will be facilitated in New Plymouth with three sub-themes:

· Inclusion – participation and how to engage with young people 

· Understanding and Celebrating Youth Culture – holistically explore the protective factors that promote positive youth development and resiliency 

· Innovation and Leadership – Employment, Entrepreneurial skills, and Training. 

CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH FINDINGS

3-1: Introduction

In this chapter the findings of the study are presented. These are presented under a number of headings with in each case the key findings provided in a box, followed by the tables under the heading ‘”Evidence”. The data is presented with the category of municipality as defined in terms of the Municipal Structures Act, 1998 – i.e. local, district and metropolitan – as the key distinguishing factor. It needs to be noted that metropolitan municipalities (of which there are only six) are presented throughout the chapter in total numbers only so as to maintain the anonymity-agreement in terms of which the interviews were conducted. Provinces are only referred to when there is either a very strong or a very weak occurrence in a particular province. To delve any further is at this point not useful, as this is not the objective of the study, and is also in some cases problematic due to the difference in the response per province to the questionnaire or sections of it. 

The presentation of the findings in the tables is either done in percentages or actual numbers, and in some cases both. The choice on the particular mode (percentages and/or numbers) was done in accordance with what best demonstrated the situation encapsulated in the table and which would be most useful for readers (especially those interested in getting the picture in a particular province).     

3-2: Existence of policy
	A: Key findings

1. Only 24% of municipalities have a youth development policy. That is just less than one in four.

2. There is a big difference between the percentages of the three types of municipalities that have a youth development policy, with 83% of metropolitan municipalities having such a policy, 35% in the case of district municipalities and 19% in the case of local municipalities.

3. In both the case of local and district municipalities the majority of the provinces scored below the national average insofar as the existence of a youth development policy is concerned. In none of the provinces did more than 40% of local municipalities have such a policy. In the case of district municipalities in Gauteng, Western Cape and the Eastern Cape more than 65% of the municipalities had such a policy. The relatively higher percentages of DMs vis-à-vis LMs with such policies may suggest a focus in some provinces to develop such policies on the district and not the local level.

4. The Eastern Cape had the highest percentage of local and district municipalities with a youth development policy (37% in the case of LMs and 75% in the case of DMs). 

5. The municipal officials that work with the youth development policy primarily attributed the lack of policy to three reasons:

· Lack of capacity;

· The fact that the policy is still “under construction”; and

· Lack of political will.    

The high level of metropolitan municipalities, which tend to be better capacitated than the other two types, with a youth development policy, does suggest that there could be validity in the explanations offered by the interviewees. The lack of political will is of course a different challenge, but could also (at least partially) be a function of despondency amongst politicians when confronted with the reality that they lack adequately capacitated or motivated officials or structures.


B: Evidence

Tables 1 – 4 provide a summary of the numbers and percentages of local, district and metropolitan municipalities that have a youth development policy: 

Table 1: Municipalities with a youth development policy

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	Uncer-tain
	%
	Total

	Total
	45
	24
	141
	75
	3
	2
	189


Table 2: Local Municipalities with a youth development policy 

	Province
	Response

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	Uncer-tain
	%
	Total

	Gauteng
	1
	25
	3
	75
	0
	0
	4

	North West
	1
	6
	16
	89
	1
	6
	18

	Free State
	2
	13
	14
	88
	0
	0
	16

	Western Cape
	3
	16
	16
	84
	0
	0
	19

	Eastern Cape
	11
	37
	17
	57
	2
	7
	30

	Mpumalanga
	4
	29
	10
	71
	0
	0
	14

	Northern Cape
	1
	5
	18
	95
	0
	0
	19

	Limpopo
	5
	19
	22
	81
	0
	0
	27

	Kwa-Zulu Natal
	1
	20
	4
	80
	0
	0
	5

	Total
	29
	19
	120
	79
	3
	2
	152


Table 3: District Municipalities with a youth development policy
	Province
	Response

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	Uncer-tain
	%
	Total

	Gauteng
	2
	67
	1
	33
	0
	0
	3

	North West
	0
	0
	2
	100
	0
	0
	2

	Free State
	1
	33
	2
	67
	0
	0
	3

	Western Cape
	3
	75
	1
	25
	0
	0
	4

	Eastern Cape
	3
	75
	1
	25
	0
	0
	4

	Mpumalanga
	0
	0
	2
	100
	0
	0
	2

	Northern Cape
	0
	0
	4
	100
	0
	0
	4

	Limpopo
	1
	33
	2
	67
	0
	0
	3

	Kwa-Zulu Natal
	1
	17
	5
	83
	0
	0
	6

	Total
	11
	35
	20
	65
	0
	0
	31


Table 4: Metropolitan municipalities with a youth development policy

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	%
	No
	%
	Uncer-tain
	%
	Total

	Total
	5
	83
	1
	17
	0
	0
	6


Tables 5 and 6 provide an overview of the reasons as offered by municipal officials for the reasons for the lack of a youth development policy. There is no table in this regard for the metropolitan municipalities, as no responses were offered by the only municipality that does not have a policy on this question.

Table 5: Reasons for lack of youth development policy in local municipalities according to officials in these municipalities

	Reason
	Number
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Ignorance/ lack of knowledge
	0
	1
	1
	3
	6
	1
	3
	3
	2
	20
	13

	Integration of youth matters into broader policies of the municipality
	0
	0
	0
	2
	2
	0
	2
	2
	0
	8
	5

	Lack of political will
	0
	1
	0
	3
	3
	3
	2
	6
	0
	18
	12

	Lack of administrative will
	0
	1
	1
	5
	3
	2
	4
	6
	0
	22
	14

	Lack of capacity to develop a youth policy
	1
	10
	8
	2
	8
	4
	7
	9
	2
	51
	34

	Other
	1
	8
	6
	4
	2
	2
	3
	5
	1
	32
	21

	Total
	152
	100


Table 6: Reasons for lack of youth development policy in district municipalities according to officials in these municipalities

	Reason
	Number
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Ignorance/ lack of knowledge
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Integration of youth matters into broader policies of the municipality
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Lack of political will
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Lack of administrative will
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5

	Lack of capacity to develop a youth policy
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	4
	20

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No Youth official
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	10

	Busy developing
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	3
	15

	Legislation does not require it
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Still seeking advice from provincial NYC
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5

	Still in draft format
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5

	Newly appointed youth official
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Lack of time
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Adhering to the provincial youth framework
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	10

	Not a core function of the district
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Council has not adopted youth development as part of their mandate
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	5

	Total
	20
	100


3-3: Officials’ Perceptions of their Youth Development Policy
	A: Key findings

1. The average rating by interviewees of their municipality’s youth development policy is highest amongst the MMs at 7.6 out of 10, followed by DMs at 6.9 out of 10 and LMs at 5.8 out of 10. The relatively high average for the MMs does, however, also hide two MMs that rated their policies as a being a “5 out of 10”.

2. While the Eastern Cape had the highest percentage of LMs and DMs with youth development policies, these policies were given the second lowest rating by officials in LMs working with these policies and the lowest in the case of DMs. This suggests that the existence of a policy does not necessary mean that “things are in order”.

3. The reasons for the higher rating vary between the three types of municipality. There does, however, seem to be a number of common features in all three groups, which does provide an indication of what the interviewees regard as a “successful policy”, viz.:

· The policy deals with what it should – youth issues;

· The policy is aligned with the national framework;

· The policy is aligned with other policies and plans in the municipality

· The involvement of youth and other stakeholders in the formulation of the policy; and

· The inclusion of youth’s concerns and expectations in the policy.

4. The reasons for the lower rating tend to also cluster around the following:

· The policy is still “under construction”;

· A lack of implementation of the policy;

· The policy is not adequate due to it being the first time the municipality prepared such a document;  and

· The policy lacks commitment in the form of political support and funding.


B: Evidence

Tables 7 – 9 provide the rating as indicated by officials from the three types of municipalities:

Table 7: Rating of youth development policy by Local Municipal officials tasked with youth development
	Province
	Rating out of 10
	Number
	Average

	Gauteng
	6
	1
	6

	North West
	6
	1
	6

	Free State
	6
	1
	6.5

	
	7
	1
	

	Western Cape
	5
	2
	6

	
	8
	1
	

	Eastern Cape
	3
	2
	5.1

	
	4
	2
	

	
	5
	4
	

	
	6
	1
	

	
	7
	1
	

	
	10
	1
	

	Mpumalanga
	4
	1
	6

	
	6
	2
	

	
	8
	1
	

	Northern Cape
	5
	1
	5

	Limpopo
	5
	2
	6.8

	
	6
	1
	

	
	8
	1
	

	
	10
	1
	

	Kwa-Zulu Natal
	6
	1
	6

	Average for all LMs
	
	
	5.8


Table 8: Rating of youth development policy by District Municipal officials tasked with youth development
	Province
	Rating out of 10
	Number
	Average

	Gauteng
	6
	2
	6

	North West
	0
	0
	n/a

	Free State
	8
	1
	8

	Western Cape
	7
	1
	8.3

	
	8
	1
	

	
	10
	1
	

	Eastern Cape
	5
	3
	5

	Mpumalanga
	0
	0
	n/a

	Northern Cape
	0
	0
	n/a

	Limpopo
	8
	1
	8

	Kwa-Zulu Natal
	8
	1
	8

	Average for all DMs
	
	
	6.9


Table 9: Rating of youth development policy by Metropolitan Municipal officials tasked with youth development
	Rating out of 10
	Number
	Average

	5
	2
	7.6

	9
	2
	

	10
	1
	


Tables 10 to 15 provide an indication as to the reasons for the ratings – both the higher, as well as the lower ratings by officials in the three types of municipalities. 

Table 10: Local Municipalities: Reasons for higher rating

	Reasons
	Number of respondents

	The policy includes programmes to deal with youth issues 
	6

	The existence of a youth council 
	3

	Good level of participation by youth in policy formulation 
	1

	Youth inclusion in the IDP
	1


Table 11: Local Municipalities: Reasons for lower rating
	Reasons
	Number of respondents

	Still in the process of developing the policy 
	7

	Implementation of the policy is not satisfactory (lack of capacity, settling in after the elections) 
	4

	Youth policy has only been adopted recently
	1


Table 12: District Municipalities: Reasons for higher rating

	Reasons
	Number of respondents

	Youth development policies are integrated with other municipal plans 
	9

	Youth development policies are integrated with the national development framework
	5

	Youth aspirations are reflected in the youth development policy 
	5

	There are specific targets, outputs and projects for evaluation 
	2


Table 13: District Municipalities: Reasons for lower rating

	Reasons
	Number of respondents

	Policy not adopted by Council yet 
	3

	First attempt at developing a youth policy  
	1

	Still waiting for feedback from the public 
	1

	There is no strategy that backs up the policy 
	1

	Budget constraints 
	1

	Not addressing all youth issues 
	1


Table 14: Metropolitan Municipalities: Reasons for higher rating

	Reason for higher ratings 
	Number of respondents

	Good level of participation by youth in policy formulation 
	3

	Alignment with national youth development framework 
	2

	Departmental collaboration and consultation 
	2

	Contribution from wards and communities 
	1

	Consultation with political parties 
	1


Table 15: Metropolitan Municipalities: Reasons for lower rating
	Reasons
	Number of respondents

	Institutional challenges 
	1

	Lack of political will 
	1

	First time endeavour 
	1

	Budget constraints  
	1


3-4: Content/Focus of policies

	A: Key findings

1. While there are some differences between the content of the policies as provided by the interviewees from the three types of municipalities there are a number of dominant themes in all three sets. These are the following:  

· Employment creation and LED;
· Capacity building and skills development;
· Sport development;
· Initiating and sponsoring youth development projects and programmes;
· HIV and AIDS; and
· Ensuring integration between youth and the structures and activities of the municipality. 

2. The strong focus on employment creation and LED in such policies in the case of the DMs does suggest a serious concern with youth unemployment at this level of municipality. This focus is incidentally also in line with national government’s vision of the District as the focus for economic development in municipalities.

3. The strong focus on ensuring integration between youth and the municipality in the LMs makes sense as it would ensure grassroots involvement which would assist higher-level engagement on the district level.

4. The strong focus on sponsoring youth development programs in the MMs suggests that job creation is dealt with in other programs and that there are in all likelihood youth structures in metropolitan areas that can make their own plans, but need support from the MMs to put them into practice.


B: Evidence

Tables 16 – 18 provide an indication of the content of the policies in the various types of municipalities:

Table 16: Key features of Local Municipal youth development policies

	 Features 
	Number

	Ensuring integration between youth and the municipality (information centre, outreach programme, youth advisory centre)
	8

	Capacity building for youth (skills development, computer courses)
	7

	Don’t remember 
	4

	Challenges and problems facing youth 
	2

	Planning and managing youth social activities 
	2

	HIV and AIDS 
	1

	Procurement policies for youth 
	1

	Making provision for the employment of a youth officer 
	1

	Establishes a link between the policy and the IDP and the LED 
	1


Table 17: Key features of District Municipal youth development policies

	Features 
	Number

	Employment creation and LED
	15

	Sport development
	4

	Youth development projects 
	3

	Capacity building and skills development 
	2

	The needs of disabled youth 
	2

	Ensuring integration of youth development into the mainstream of municipal activities 
	2

	Link to IDP
	2

	Youth structures 
	2

	Arts and culture
	2

	Recognition of disadvantaged schools 
	1

	Crime prevention
	1

	HIV and AIDS
	1


Table 18: Key features of Metropolitan Municipal youth development policies

	Features 
	Number

	Facilitating and sponsoring youth development programmes
	6

	Capacity building for youth (skills development & training)
	2

	HIV and AIDS 
	2

	Unemployment
	2

	Establishes a link between the policy and the IDP and the LED 
	2

	Poverty, crime, substance abuse 
	1

	Economic empowerment 
	1

	Planning and managing youth sports activities 
	1

	Moral regeneration 
	1


3-5: Institutional arrangements and the role of the youth official
	A: Key findings

1. Across all types of municipalities, by far the most predominant way through which the Youth Development Policy is authorized is by means of the youth official being allowed to make presentations at the Municipal platforms, including the Mayoral Committee, Executive Committee and Council Sitting. In the case of metropolitan municipalities, it is in fact the only way.

2. Whereas more than half of all types of municipalities have an official to deal directly with youth matters, in the Eastern Cape, Mpumalanga, Northern Cape, and KwaZulu Natal there were more local municipalities without an official than those that had one.
3. The majority of local municipalities placed their youth officials with the office of the mayor, whereas the majority of district and metropolitan municipalities placed theirs with another office apart from that of the mayor or municipal manager. A significantly larger number of local municipalities in the Western Cape, however, placed their official with another office as well.

4. In relation to the above, by far the majority of youth officials in local municipalities report to the mayor. What is different to the above, however, is that the majority of youth officials in district municipalities also report to the mayor. Similarly, in the Western Cape, which placed the majority of youth officials in another office, the majority of youth officials also report to the mayor. 

5. At least half of local and metropolitan municipalities have councilors responsible for youth issues in the municipality, whereas less than half of district municipalities have councilors responsible.

6. The key functions of youth officials in local and district municipalities include:

· Development of youth strategies in the municipality

· Coordination of youth matters and Youth Council

7. In metropolitan municipalities, functions of youth officials tended to be orientated around monitoring and evaluation, lobbying and advocacy. This may be ascribed to urban areas in metropolitan municipalities being more conducive for such functions.

8. The post levels of youth officials tend to be clustered around the middle, bar metropolitan municipalities which each reported a different level, although the validity of this finding may be questioned. What is of concern, however, is that the majority of local municipalities in the Eastern Cape were unsure about the post levels of their youth officials.


B: Evidence

B-1: Local Municipalities
Table 19: Way in which Youth Development Policy gets ratified/authorized in the municipality

	Route/way
	Province
	Tot
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Lim
	KZN


	
	

	It goes through the office of the municipal Manager
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	7
	19

	It goes through the office of the Mayor
	0
	1
	1
	1
	6
	1
	0
	3
	0
	13
	35

	The youth official is allowed to make presentations at the

Municipal platforms including Mayoral Committee/

Executive Committee/ Council sitting
	0
	0
	2
	1
	4
	2
	1
	1
	0
	11
	30

	It never reaches higher platforms
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	1
	0
	4
	11

	It goes through other officials/ committees
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	2
	5

	Total
	37
	100


Table 20: Existence of official appointed to deal directly with youth matters

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	2
	13
	13
	12
	17
	4
	9
	16
	2
	88
	61

	No
	2
	5
	3
	5
	20
	7
	10
	11
	3
	56
	39

	Total
	144
	100


Table 21: Length of time ago that official dealing with youth issues was appointed

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	A year ago
	1
	7
	2
	11
	13
	4
	9
	13
	4
	64
	44

	Under three years ago
	3
	6
	8
	4
	12
	5
	7
	12
	0
	54
	38

	Under five years ago
	0
	3
	5
	1
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	16
	11

	More than five years ago
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	
	2
	1
	1
	10
	7

	Total
	144
	100


Table 22: Office in municipality in which official responsible for youth is located

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	1
	8
	12
	1
	16
	5
	6
	10
	0
	59
	40

	Municipal Manager
	1
	6
	1
	6
	4
	5
	6
	5
	2
	36
	24

	Other 
	2
	4
	3
	10
	10
	4
	7
	12
	3
	55
	37

	Total
	149
	100


Table 23: Person to whom youth official accounts to politically  

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	2
	16
	13
	9
	17
	9
	14
	19
	3
	102
	68

	Another Councillor
	0
	2
	0
	3
	4
	0
	2
	1
	0
	12
	8

	Other 
	2
	2
	2
	5
	9
	4
	3
	7
	2
	36
	24

	Total
	150
	100


Table 24: Person to whom youth official accounts to administratively

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	2
	16
	13
	9
	17
	9
	14
	19
	3
	102
	68

	Municipal Manager
	0
	2
	0
	3
	4
	0
	2
	1
	0
	12
	8

	Other
	2
	2
	2
	5
	9
	4
	3
	7
	2
	36
	24

	Total
	150
	100


Table 25: Existence of a councillor responsible for youth matters in the municipality

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	2
	8
	9
	8
	23
	7
	8
	23
	1
	89
	60

	No
	2
	9
	6
	9
	7
	6
	11
	4
	4
	58
	39

	Not sure
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Total
	148
	100


Table 26: Functions of youth official

	Functions
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Development of youth strategies in the municipality
	4
	11
	11
	10
	23
	9
	6
	14
	4
	92

	Conducting or commissioning impact research
	2
	10
	3
	9
	13
	7
	5
	10
	2
	61

	Coordination of youth matters and Youth council
	4
	14
	14
	14
	28
	12
	12
	25
	4
	127

	Management of projects
	4
	10
	12
	15
	22
	19
	10
	11
	1
	104

	Monitoring and evaluation
	3
	14
	13
	11
	26
	10
	8
	14
	2
	101

	Lobby and advocacy
	4
	14
	15
	13
	25
	10
	12
	23
	3
	129


Table 27: Organisation of youth summit for municipality

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	4
	8
	10
	16
	6
	6
	17
	4
	72
	51

	No
	3
	11
	7
	3
	14
	7
	13
	10
	1
	69
	49

	Total
	141
	100


Table 28: Post level of youth official
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	Post level
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2

	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	3
	1
	5
	0
	0
	11
	9

	3
	0
	1
	1
	1
	3
	2
	0
	1
	1
	10
	8

	4
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	0
	5
	1
	18
	14

	5
	0
	2
	1
	3
	1
	
	3
	1
	0
	11
	9

	6
	2
	3
	1
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	0
	16
	12

	7
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	1
	2
	3
	0
	11
	9

	8
	1
	3
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	3
	13
	10

	9
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	2

	10
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	4
	3

	12
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Municipal Manager
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1

	Not sure
	0
	4
	1
	3
	12
	4
	0
	3
	0
	27
	21

	Total
	129
	100


B-2: District Municipalities

Table 29: Way in which Youth Development Policy gets ratified/authorized in the municipality
	Route/Way
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Lim
	KZN


	
	

	It goes through the office of the municipal Manager
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	18

	It goes through the office of the Mayor
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	The youth official is allowed to make presentations at the

Municipal platforms including Mayoral Committee/

Executive Committee/ Council sitting
	2
	0
	0
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	73

	It never reaches higher platforms
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	It goes through other officials/ committees
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	9

	Total
	11
	100


Table 30: Existence of official appointed to deal directly with youth matters
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	2
	2
	3
	4
	3
	1
	4
	2
	5
	26
	84

	No
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	5
	16

	Total
	31
	100


Table 31: Length of time ago that official dealing with youth issues was appointed
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	A year ago
	1
	1
	0
	3
	2
	1
	1
	1
	3
	13
	43

	Under three years ago
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	1
	2
	7
	23

	Under five years ago
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	13

	More than five years ago
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	1
	6
	20

	Total
	30
	100


Table 32: Office in municipality in which official responsible for youth is located
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	0
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	1
	1
	0
	11
	37

	Municipal manager
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	7

	Other 
	2
	0
	1
	3
	1
	1
	3
	1
	5
	17
	57

	Total
	30
	100


Table 33: Person to whom youth official accounts to politically  

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	2
	2
	1
	2
	4
	0
	3
	1
	2
	17
	59

	Another councilor
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Other 
	1
	0
	1
	2
	0
	2
	1
	1
	4
	12
	41

	Total
	29
	100


Table 34: Person to whom youth official accounts to administratively

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Mayor
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	3
	10

	Municipal manager
	1
	2
	0
	1
	2
	0
	3
	0
	2
	11
	37

	Other 
	1
	0
	3
	3
	1
	2
	1
	1
	4
	16
	53

	Total
	30
	100


Table 35: Existence of a councillor responsible for youth matters in the municipality

	
	Scoring
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	1
	0
	1
	3
	1
	1
	3
	2
	13
	42

	No
	2
	1
	2
	3
	1
	1
	3
	0
	4
	17
	55

	Not sure
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Total
	31
	100


Table 36: Functions of youth official
	Function
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Development of youth strategies in the municipality
	2
	2
	3
	4
	4
	2
	3
	2
	6
	28

	Conducting or commissioning impact research
	2
	2
	1
	3
	3
	1
	1
	1
	4
	18

	Coordination of youth matters and Youth council
	2
	2
	3
	4
	4
	2
	2
	2
	6
	27

	Management of projects
	2
	1
	1
	4
	3
	1
	4
	1
	4
	21

	Monitoring and evaluation
	2
	2
	3
	4
	4
	2
	3
	1
	6
	27

	Lobby and advocacy
	2
	2
	3
	4
	4
	1
	4
	2
	4
	26


Table 37: Organisation of youth summit for municipality

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	3
	2
	3
	6
	4
	2
	2
	2
	5
	29
	88

	No
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	4
	12

	Total
	33
	100


Table 38: Post level of youth official

	Post level
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	2
	7

	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	1
	4
	15

	4
	0
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	3
	11

	5
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	1
	6
	22

	7
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	4
	15

	8
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4

	9
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	2
	7

	13
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4

	Not sure
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	15

	Total
	27
	100


B-3: Metropolitan Municipalities

Table 39: Way in which Youth Development Policy gets ratified/authorized in the municipality
	Scoring
	Total

	
	

	They should go through the office of the municipal Manager
	0

	They should go through the office of the Mayor
	0

	The youth official is allowed to make presentations at the Municipal platforms including Mayoral Committee/Executive Committee/ Council sitting
	4

	They never reach higher platforms
	0

	They go through other officials/ committees
	1


Table 40: Existence of official appointed to deal directly with youth matters
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	4
	2
	0


Table 41: Length of time ago that official dealing with youth issues was appointed
	
	Total

	A year ago
	5

	Under three years ago
	1

	Under five years ago
	0

	More than five years ago
	0


Table 42: Office in municipality in which official responsible for youth is located
	
	Total

	Mayor
	0

	Municipal manager
	0

	Other
	6


Table 43: Person to whom youth official accounts to politically
	  
	Total

	Mayor
	1

	Another councilor
	2

	Other
	3


Table 44: Person to whom youth official accounts to administratively

	
	Total

	Mayor
	0

	Municipal manager
	0

	Other
	6


Table 45: Existence of a councillor responsible for youth matters in the municipality
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	3
	3
	0


Table 46: Functions of youth official
	Response
	Total

	
	

	Development of youth strategies in the municipality
	5

	Conducting or commissioning impact research
	4

	Coordination of youth matters and Youth council
	5

	Management of projects 
	4

	Monitoring and evaluation
	6

	Lobby and advocacy
	6


Table 47: Organisation of youth summit for municipality
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	6
	0
	0


Table 48: Post level of youth official

	Post level
	Total

	3
	1

	4
	1

	6
	1

	8
	1

	13
	1

	Not sure
	1


3-6: Preparation, involvement & Buy-in

	A: Key findings

1. There is overwhelming support for the youth development policy by youth and youth organizations across all municipalities. Only two district municipalities, one in Gauteng and one in the Eastern Cape, said that the policy was not supported.

2. There is a fair balance between various forms of support by youth and youth organizations across local and district municipalities, with significant support in the form of attendance of events organized by the youth unit. This, however, was the only form of support reported by metropolitan municipalities.

3. Almost all municipalities indicated that the development of the youth development policy was consultative in nature, bar a few municipalities in Gauteng and the Eastern Cape.

4. By far the most predominant form of consultation across all municipalities and provinces was meetings. There is little evidence of other forms of consultation which is perhaps indicative of poor innovation with regard to consultation. Similarly, this corresponds with the finding that a significant proportion of municipalities indicated that meetings, together with youth councils and youth forums constituted a platform for youth advocacy in the municipality.
5. Local and district municipalities mostly consulted youth as individuals and through organizations, whereas all metropolitan municipalities consulted other officials in their municipalities, youth organizations and youth as individuals.


B: Evidence

B-1: Local Municipalities 

Table 49: Support for youth development policy by youth and youth organisations
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP 
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes 
	1
	2
	3
	2
	11
	4
	1
	6
	1
	31
	100

	No 
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total  
	31
	100


Table 50: Demonstrable examples of support by youth and youth organisations
	Example
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	They attend all the events organized by the unit
	1
	2
	2
	0
	8
	4
	0
	6
	1
	24
	31

	They provide support to programmes organized by the Youth Unit
	0
	2
	3
	2
	6
	0
	0
	5
	1
	19
	25

	They consult the youth unit on key policy matters
	0
	2
	1
	0
	7
	0
	0
	5
	1
	16
	21

	They recognize the existence of the youth unit by inviting the unit to their events
	0
	2
	2
	1
	4
	1
	1
	5
	1
	17
	22

	Other
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1

	Total
	77
	100


Table 51: Consultative nature of the development of the youth development policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	0
	2
	2
	3
	10
	4
	1
	6
	1
	29
	94

	No
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Not sure
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Total
	31
	100


Table 52: Type of consultations that were undertaken

	Type of consultation
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Meetings
	0
	1
	2
	2
	8
	4
	1
	6
	1
	25
	63

	Focus group interviews
	0
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	10

	Face to face interviews
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	On line interviews/submissions
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Letters
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	4
	10

	Other
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	13

	Total
	40
	100


Table 53: Who was consulted in the policy preparation process

	Actors
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Youth as individuals only
	0
	0
	0
	2
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	5
	15

	Youth as individuals and through organisations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	2
	0
	5
	1
	11
	32

	Youth organisations only
	0
	0
	1
	1
	4
	1
	1
	0
	0
	8
	24

	Officials in the Municipality
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3
	9

	Officials in the municipality and youth organisations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	9

	Officials in the municipality, youth organisations and youth as individuals
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	4
	12

	Total
	34
	100


Table 54: Platforms for youth advocacy in the municipality
	Platform
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Meetings
	1
	5
	9
	6
	19
	7
	11
	13
	3
	74

	Electronic Feedback
	0
	1
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	3
	0
	7

	Newsletters
	1
	0
	1
	3
	2
	0
	2
	6
	0
	15

	Youth Council
	1
	5
	6
	6
	8
	4
	5
	14
	2
	51

	Youth Forums
	2
	3
	2
	5
	10
	1
	4
	9
	0
	36


Table 55: Ways by which youth advocacy messages reach the municipality  

	Ways
	Number

	Youth council and youth unit 
	12

	Youth voice concerns during public meetings 
	5


Table 56: Buy-in form other officials: Indicators of support of the officials in the municipality of the youth development policy

	 Indicators
	Number

	Other officials cooperate in youth development 
	9

	Various departments include youth development in their projects and plans 
	2


B-2: District Municipalities 
Table 57: Support for youth development policy by youth and youth organisations
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	0
	1
	3
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	9
	82

	No
	1
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	18

	Not sure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	11
	100


Table 58: Demonstrable examples of support by youth and youth organisations
	Examples
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	They attend all the events organized by the unit
	2
	0
	1
	3
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	9

	They provide support to programmes organized by the Youth Unit
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3

	They consult the youth unit on key policy matters
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	They recognize the existence of the youth unit by inviting the unit to their events
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2


Table 59: Consultative nature of the development of the youth development policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	0
	1
	3
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	73

	No
	1
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	3
	27

	Total
	11
	100


Table 60: Type of consultations that were undertaken
	Type
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Meetings
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5

	Focus group interviews
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Face to face interviews
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	On line interviews/
submissions
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Letters
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Table 61: Who was consulted in the policy preparation process
	Actors
	Province
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Youth as Individuals Only
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Youth as individuals and through organisations
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2

	Youth organisations only
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Officials in the Municipality
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1

	Officials in the municipality and youth organisations
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Officials in the municipality, youth organisations and youth as individuals
	0
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	7


Table 62: Platforms for youth advocacy in the municipality
	Ways
	Scoring
	Total

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	

	Meetings
	2
	0
	1
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	4
	11

	Electronic Feedback
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Newsletters
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	2

	Youth Council
	0
	1
	2
	3
	2
	2
	0
	1
	1
	12

	Youth Forums
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	5


Table 63: Ways by which youth advocacy messages reach the municipality 
	Ways
	Number

	Youth council and youth unit 
	6

	Youth summits and imbizos
	4

	Youth voice concerns during public meetings 
	4

	Total
	14


Table 64: Buy-in from other officials: Indicators of support of the officials in the municipality of the youth development policy

	Reasons
	Number

	Involvement of other officials in policy preparation 
	4

	Partnerships have been established with other officials
	1

	Budget provided 
	1


B-3: Metropolitan Municipalities
Table 65: Support for youth development policy by youth and youth organisations
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	4
	0
	1


Table 66: Demonstrable examples of support by youth and youth organisations
	Example
	Total

	
	

	They attend all the events organized by the unit
	4

	They provide support to programmes organized by the Youth Unit
	0

	They consult the youth unit on key policy matters
	0

	They recognize the existence of the youth unit by inviting the unit to their events
	0

	Other
	0


Table 67: Consultative nature of the development of the youth development policy

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	5
	0
	0


Table 68: Type of consultations that were undertaken
	Types
	Total

	
	

	Meetings
	2

	Focus group interviews
	0

	Face to face interviews
	0

	On line interviews/submissions
	0

	Letters
	0

	Other
	0


Table 69: Who was consulted in the policy preparation process
	Actors
	Total

	
	

	Youth as Individuals Only
	0

	Youth as individuals and through organisations
	0

	Youth organisations only
	0

	Officials in the Municipality
	0

	Officials in the municipality and youth organisations
	0

	Officials in the municipality, youth organisations and youth as individuals
	4


Table 70: Platforms for youth advocacy in the municipality
	Platform
	Total

	
	

	Meetings
	1

	Electronic Feedback
	0

	Newsletters
	0

	Youth Council
	3

	Youth Forums
	4

	Other
	0


Table 71: Ways by which youth advocacy messages reach the municipality
	Ways
	Number

	Youth voice concerns during public meetings 
	2

	High levels of youth involvement 
	1


Table 72: Buy-in form other officials: Indicators of support of the officials in the municipality of the youth development policy
	Indicators
	Number

	Other officials cooperate in youth development 
	3


3-7: Research

	A: Key findings

1. The majority of all types of municipality reported that no research had been conducted on the status of youth development in the municipality since the youth unit had been established.

2. In cases where research has been done, this was mostly during the course of the last year. This is in all likelihood be due to the fact that most youth units are relatively new.


B: Evidence

B-1: Local Municipalities
Table 73: Research conducted on the status of youth development in the municipality since the establishment of the youth unit
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	0
	5
	6
	5
	11
	5
	6
	5
	1
	44
	30

	No
	0
	13
	10
	11
	18
	5
	12
	19
	4
	92
	63

	Not sure
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	3
	1
	3
	0
	10
	7

	Total
	146
	100


Table 74: Time when the last study was conducted

	Time
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Over the last year
	0
	3
	2
	3
	8
	4
	3
	2
	1
	26
	67

	Over the last 2 years
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	0
	2
	0
	7
	18

	Over the last 3-5 years
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	1
	1
	0
	6
	15

	Over the last 6-10 years
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	39
	100


B-2: District Municipalities
Table 75: Research conducted on the status of youth development in the municipality since the establishment of the youth unit
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP 
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	2
	0
	1
	4
	11
	37

	No
	3
	2
	2
	2
	3
	0
	4
	1
	2
	19
	63

	Total  
	30
	100


Table 76: Time when the last study was conducted
	Time
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP 
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Over the last year
	0
	0
	0
	2
	1
	1
	0
	1
	3
	8
	80

	Over the last 2 years
	0
	0
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	20

	Over the last 3-5 years
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Over the last 6-10 years
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	10
	100


B-3: Metropolitan Municipalities
Table 78: Research conducted on the status of youth development in the municipality since the establishment of the youth unit

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total 
	1
	5
	0


Table 79: Time when the last study was conducted
	Time
	Total

	
	

	Over the last year
	1

	Over the last 2 years
	0

	Over the last 3-5 years
	1

	Over the last 6-10 years
	0


3-8: Implementation
	A: Key findings

1. Commitment to the implementation of the youth development policy is high, with 97%, 91% and 75% of the local, district and metropolitan municipalities being committed. It seems that the Eastern Cape has the most committed local municipalities, followed by the Limpopo Province. This commitment strongly correlates with the number of demonstrable examples.

2. The youth development programmes that were most often implemented by all three types of municipality are aimed at skills development (computer training, capacity building, internships, etc.) and local economic development (LED). On metropolitan level community outreach projects were more important than LED projects. The nature of the other important local municipal programmes was t sport and HIV/AIDS, whereas the establishment of youth structures is quite important on district council level. It seems that performing arts and culture, anti-crime and driver’s license programmes were less often implemented. A bit concerning is that – although disabled youth would probably also benefit from some of the other programmes – only one local municipality has a programme specifically aimed at disabled youth. The number of programmes aimed at HIV/AIDS is also disconcerting.

3. A few district councils and 5 metropolitan municipalities have municipal performance management and progress reports in place. However, most local municipalities (63%) do not monitor and evaluate the effectiveness of the implementation of youth development programmes.

4. Youth quotas are enforced on municipal procurement, budgeting and programmes by many municipalities. 

5. The most important critical success factor for implementing youth development policy on all municipal levels is whether or not is has been budgeted for. This is followed in importance by the support of key municipal officials on local level. The inclusion of youth matters in the IDP and LED also seem to play a role, albeit less important. 

6. The major stumbling block by far in delivering on the youth mandate on local and district levels is lack of finances. This is followed by poor communication and information sharing on local municipal level, compared to lack of human capacity on metropolitan and district council levels.  Other important stumbling blocks are lack of awareness of youth issues amongst officials and councilors on a local level and poor youth participation on metropolitan level. Political interference is not the major stumbling block, but this may be due to the fact that it is only encountered later on during the implementation phase.


B: Evidence

B-1: Local Municipalities
Table 80: Commitment of municipality to the implementation of the Youth Development Policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	1
	2
	3
	10
	4
	1
	6
	1
	29
	97

	No
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Not sure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	30
	100


Table 81: Demonstrable examples of the municipality’s commitment to implementing the policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Budgeting for youth development
	1
	1
	2
	3
	10
	4
	1
	6
	1
	29
	97

	Support from key officials
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	3

	Inclusion of youth matters in Integrated Development Plans
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Inclusion of youth matters in the Local Economic Development Plan
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	30
	100


Table 82: Implementation of youth programmes in the municipality since term of youth official started
	
	Scoring
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	4
	14
	14
	8
	19
	8
	9
	20
	3
	99
	67

	No
	0
	4
	0
	9
	11
	5
	9
	5
	1
	44
	30

	Not sure
	0
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	1
	1
	1
	5
	3

	Total
	148
	100


Table 83: Tangible examples of the implementation of youth development programmes

	 Examples 
	Number

	Skills development programmes (computer training, capacity building, tourism training, internship)
	38

	LED and employment scheme (financial assistance)
	38

	Sports programmes 
	16

	HIV and AIDS (including Love Life)
	15

	Dissemination of information of importance to youth 
	8

	Establishing youth structures (youth forums, youth councils, youth clubs, workshops and indabas)
	7

	Performing arts and culture 
	7

	Community outreach projects and programmes 
	3

	Youth anti-crime programmes
	3

	Youth drivers license programme 
	2

	Programmes for disabled youth 
	1


Table 84: Existence of indicators/principles for effective youth development in municipality

	
	Province 
	Total
	%

	
	GP 
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes 
	2
	4
	3
	3
	10
	5
	5
	11
	2
	45
	29

	No 
	2
	10
	11
	14
	15
	6
	11
	15
	2
	96
	63

	Not sure 
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3
	2
	3
	0
	2
	12
	8

	Total  
	153
	100


Table 85: Monitoring and evaluation tools

	 Tools 
	Number

	None 
	7

	Municipal performance management 
	4

	Communicating with the mayor and the speaker at the public meetings 
	2

	Youth council 
	1

	Visits to projects and programmes 
	1

	Communication between the municipalities and the commission 
	1

	Progress reports to young planners 
	1


Table 86: Utilisation of enforceable methods for the implementation of youth development policy in municipality

	Method
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Enforceable Youth Quotas on municipal procurement
	2
	1
	1
	8
	14
	9
	11
	17
	0
	63
	41

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal budgeting
	2
	1
	1
	11
	13
	10
	8
	19
	0
	65
	43

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal programs
	2
	1
	1
	9
	21
	10
	8
	22
	0
	77
	51

	Mandatory feedback reports for the implementation of the youth development policy.
	1
	1
	1
	7
	18
	7
	5
	14
	1
	55
	36

	Total
	7
	4
	4
	34
	66
	36
	32
	72
	1
	
	


Table 87: Critical success factors for the implementation of the youth development policy in the municipality
	 Factors 
	Number

	Budgeting for the implementation of the youth development policy 
	10

	Support of key municipal officials
	8

	Inclusion of youth matters in the IDP
	6

	Inclusion of youth matters in the LED
	5

	Planning and implementation strategy 
	1

	Communication between the municipality and the youth commission 
	1

	Appointment of the youth official
	1


Table 88: Major stumbling blocks for municipalities in delivering on the youth development mandate 

	Reasons
	Number

	Lack of finances 
	71

	Poor communication and information sharing (NYC and the municipality, within the municipality) 
	53

	Lack of human resources capacity (numbers and skills) 
	23

	Lack of awareness of youth issues amongst officials and councillors 
	17

	Lack of youth structures 
	13

	Lack of support from municipal officials not directly involved with you
	11

	Political interference 
	9

	Youth officials in junior posts cannot influence decisions
	9

	Lack of interest from the youth 
	8

	Managers do not understand youth development 
	8

	Lack of policies of strategies 
	7

	Lack of political will 
	6

	Youth development not a priority in the municipality 
	2

	Poor research into youth development 
	2

	Lack of integration of youth development with the IDP 
	1


B-2: District Municipalities 

Table 89: Commitment of municipality to the implementation of the Youth Development Policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	2
	0
	2
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	10
	91

	No
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Uncertain
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	9

	Total
	11
	100


Table 90: Demonstrable examples of the municipality’s commitment to implementing the policy

	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Budgeting for youth development
	1
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	1
	1
	8
	80

	Support from key officials
	1
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	7
	70

	Inclusion of youth matters in Integrated Development Plans
	2
	0
	1
	2
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	8
	80

	Inclusion of youth matters in the Local Economic Development Plan
	1
	0
	1
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	7
	70


Table 91: Tangible examples of the implementation of youth development programmes

	Examples 
	Number

	Skills development programmes (computer training, capacity building, tourism training, internships)
	23

	LED and employment scheme (financial assistance)
	17

	Establishing youth structures (youth forums, youth councils, youth clubs, workshops and indabas)
	10

	HIV and AIDS awareness programme
	4

	Sports programmes 
	4

	Youth anti-crime programmes
	3

	Youth drivers license programme 
	3

	Information dissemination of importance to youth 
	1

	Performing arts and culture
	1


Table 92: Implementation of youth programmes in the municipality since term of youth official started
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	2
	4
	3
	5
	27
	87

	No
	2
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4
	13

	Not sure
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	31
	100


Table 93: Existence of indicators/principles for effective youth development in municipality
	
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Yes
	1
	0
	1
	3
	2
	1
	0
	0
	2
	10
	40

	No
	1
	0
	2
	0
	2
	0
	4
	1
	4
	14
	56

	Not sure
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	1
	4

	Total
	25
	100


Table 94: Monitoring and evaluation tools

	Tools 
	Number

	None 
	7

	Municipal performance management 
	6

	Progress reports
	6

	Visits to projects and programmes 
	1


Table 95: Utilisation of enforceable methods for the implementation of youth development policy in municipality

	Method
	Province
	Total
	%

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	
	

	Enforceable Youth Quotas on municipal procurement
	1
	0
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	5
	46

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal budgeting
	1
	0
	0
	1
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	36

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal programs
	0
	0
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	4
	36

	Mandatory feedback reports for the implementation of the youth development policy.
	0
	0
	1
	1
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	4
	36


Table 96: Critical success factors for the implementation of the youth development policy in the municipality
	Factors 
	Number

	Budgeting for the implementation of the youth development policy 
	7

	Inclusion of youth matters in LED
	4

	Inclusion of youth matters in the IDP
	1

	Appointment of the youth official
	1


Table 97: Major stumbling blocks for municipalities in delivering on the youth development mandate
	Reasons
	Number

	Lack of finances 
	18

	Lack of human resources capacity (numbers and skills) 
	11

	The IDP does not address youth development issues 
	7

	Poor communication and information sharing (Umsobomvu, NYC and the municipality, within the municipality) 
	6

	Political interference 
	6

	Lack of awareness of youth issues amongst officials and councillors 
	6

	Lack of political will 
	5

	Lack of interest from the youth 
	3

	Lack of guidance and direction in drafting the policy  
	3

	Lack of implementation 
	2

	Youth development not a priority in the municipality 
	2

	Lack of innovation in youth development projects
	1

	Lack of youth structures 
	1

	Poor commitment from local municipalities 
	1

	Poor IGR
	1

	Lack of reliable data
	1

	DMs too large (spatially)
	1

	Youth development not a core function of the DM 
	1


B-3: Metropolitan Municipalities
Table 98: Commitment of municipality to the implementation of the Youth Development Policy

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total 
	3
	1
	0


Table 99: Demonstrable examples of the municipality’s commitment to implementing the policy

	Yes
	Total
	%

	
	
	

	Budgeting for youth development
	2
	66.7

	Support from key officials
	3
	100

	Inclusion of youth matters in Integrated Development Plans
	3
	100

	Inclusion of youth matters in the Local Economic Development Plan
	2
	66.7


Table 100: Tangible examples of the implementation of youth development programmes
	Examples 
	Number

	Skills development programmes
	3

	Community outreach projects and programmes 
	3

	LED and employment scheme (financial assistance)
	2

	International partnerships 
	2

	Youth drivers license programme 
	1

	Establishing youth structures (youth forums, youth councils, youth clubs, workshops and indabas)
	1


Table 101: Implementation of youth programmes in the municipality since term of youth official started

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	6
	0
	0


Table 102: Existence of indicators/principles for effective youth development in municipality
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	Total
	2
	4
	0


Table 103: Monitoring and evaluation tools

	Tools 
	Number

	Municipal performance management 
	5

	Youth confirmation  
	1

	Progress reports
	1


Table 104: Utilisation of enforceable methods for the implementation of youth development policy in municipality
	Example
	Total
	%

	
	
	

	Enforceable Youth Quotas on municipal procurement
	3
	50

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal budgeting
	2
	33.3

	Enforceable youth quotas on municipal programs
	2
	33.3

	Mandatory feedback reports for the implementation of the youth development policy.
	4
	66.7


Table 105: Critical success factors for the implementation of the youth development policy in the municipality
	Factors 
	Number

	Budgeting
	3

	Support of key municipal officials
	1

	Inclusion of youth matters in the IDP
	1

	Inclusion of youth matters in the LED
	1


Table 106: Major stumbling blocks for municipalities in delivering on the youth development mandate
	Reasons
	Number

	Lack of human resources capacity (numbers and skills) 
	3

	Poor youth participation  
	2

	Lack of political will 
	1

	Youth needs are often very diverse  
	1

	Youth development always associated with sports 
	1

	Lack of integration of youth development with the IDP 
	1


3-9: International links – the Flemish connection

	A: Key findings

1. Compared to local municipalities (34%), district and metropolitan municipalities are more aware of the cooperation between the NYC and the Flemish Government (58% and 83% respectively). However, few municipalities are directly involved in the NYC - Flanders Cooperation. On local level it is only 20%, on district level 17% and 2 of metropolitan municipalities are involved.

2. Local municipalities list capacity building as the most important benefit of the relationship between the NYC and the Flemish Government. Other important benefits for them are cultural exchange and increased awareness on youth matters. However, some felt that the two countries differ too much to be compared. The response of district and metropolitan municipalities included:

· Sharing and exchanging knowledge and skills;  

· Innovative ideas learnt from the Flemish; and
· Training of youth workers.


B: Evidence

B-1 Local Municipalities

Table 107: Awareness of cooperation between the NYC and the Flemish Government in LMs

	Response
	Province

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	Total

	Yes
	2
	8
	11
	5
	5
	4
	4
	11
	0
	50

	%
	50
	47
	69
	29
	17
	31
	22
	41
	0
	34

	No
	2
	9
	5
	11
	25
	7
	12
	15
	5
	91

	%
	50
	53
	31
	65
	83
	54
	67
	56
	100
	62

	Not sure
	0
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	2
	1
	0
	6

	%
	0
	0
	0
	6
	0
	15
	11
	4
	0
	4

	Total
	4
	17
	16
	17
	30
	13
	18
	27
	5
	147


Table 108: Extent of involvement of LMs in the NYC Flanders Cooperation

	Response
	Province

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limp
	KZN
	Total

	Yes
	1
	3
	1
	0
	1
	3
	0
	3
	0
	12

	%
	50
	30
	10
	0
	20
	75
	0
	15
	n/a
	20

	No
	1
	7
	8
	5
	4
	1
	4
	15
	0
	45

	%
	50
	70
	80
	100
	80
	25
	100
	75
	n/a
	75

	Not sure
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0
	0
	2
	0
	3

	%
	0
	0
	10
	0
	0
	0
	0
	10
	n/a
	5

	Total
	2
	10
	10
	5
	5
	4
	4
	20
	0
	60


Table 109: Benefits of the relationship between the NYC and the Flemish government according to respondents in LMs
	Yes
	Number

	Capacity building
	4

	Cultural exchange
	3

	Increased awareness on youth matters
	3

	No

	Provided no new information
	1

	The situation between in Belgium and South Africa cannot be compared
	1


B-2: District Municipalities

Table 110: Awareness of cooperation between the NYC and the Flemish Government in DMs

	Response
	Province

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limpopo
	KZN
	Total

	Yes
	2
	2
	3
	3
	2
	1
	2
	2
	1
	18

	%
	67
	100
	100
	75
	50
	50
	50
	67
	17
	58

	No
	1
	0
	0
	1
	2
	1
	2
	1
	5
	13

	%
	33
	0
	0
	25
	50
	50
	50
	33
	83
	42

	Total
	3
	2
	3
	4
	4
	2
	4
	3
	6
	31


Table 111: Extent of involvement of DMs in the NYC Flanders Cooperation

	Response
	Province

	
	GP
	NW
	FS
	WC
	EC
	Mpu
	NC
	Limpopo
	KZN
	Total

	Yes
	0
	0
	1
	1
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4

	%
	0
	0
	50
	33
	100
	0
	33
	0
	0
	17

	No
	2
	2
	2
	3
	1
	2
	3
	3
	6
	24

	%
	100
	100
	67
	75
	50
	100
	75
	100
	100
	86

	Total
	2
	2
	3
	4
	2
	2
	4
	3
	6
	28


Table 112: Benefits of the relationship between the NYC and the Flemish government according to respondents in DMs
	Yes
	Number

	Sharing of knowledge and skills
	1

	Innovative ideas learnt from the Flemish situation
	1

	Enabled the review of the youth strategy
	1

	Experience of the Flemish Youth Advisory Councils
	1

	Technological support to youth NGOs
	1


B-3 Metropolitan Municipalities

Table 113: Awareness of cooperation between the NYC and the Flemish Government in MMs
	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Not sure

	Total
	5
	1
	0


Table 114: Extent of involvement of MMs in the NYC Flanders Cooperation

	
	Response

	
	Yes
	No
	Not sure

	Total
	2
	3
	0


Table 115: Benefits of the relationship between the NYC and the Flemish government according to respondents in MMs
	Yes
	Number

	Knowledge and skills exchange between youth practitioners
	1

	Training of youth workers and partnership with Belgium was secured
	1


CHAPTER 4: SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

4-1: Introduction

In this chapter a summary of the key findings and a list of recommendations are provided. Given the synoptic level of analysis the recommendations do not go into detail. Instead they seek to provide a set of strategic interventions that would make a significant impact in the preparation and implementation of youth development policies in municipalities.   

4-2: Findings

The findings are presented in accordance with the main areas of analysis as set out in Chapter 3:

1. Existence of policy: While slightly less than 24% of all municipalities have a youth development policy, the figures hide significant differences between the various categories of municipalities. All six (100%) metropolitan municipalities, 35% of district municipalities and 19% of local municipalities have such policies.
2. Reasons for not having a policy: The primary reasons for not having a policy were attributed to a lack of capacity, the fact that the policy is still being prepared and a lack of political will.

3. Officials’ perceptions of their youth development policies: The highest average rating of their policies was amongst officials employed in metropolitan municipalities (7.6 out of 10), followed by officials employed in district municipalities at 6.9 out of 10 and officials employed in local municipalities at 5.8 out of 10. These ratings do, however, hide a wide range of perceptions, with some officials scoring their policies as low as 4 out of 10 and others as high as 10 out of 10. The reasons for the higher ratings were given as the focus of the policy on youth issues, involvement by youth and alignment with other developmental plans and policies, as well as with the national youth framework. Lower ratings were primarily attributed to the policy still being under construction and a lack of implementation.

4. Content/Focus of policies: While there are differences between the content of the policies as provided by the interviewees from the three types of municipalities, there are also a number of dominant themes in all three sets. These are: (1) employment creation and LED; (2) capacity building and skills development; (3) sport development; (4) initiating and sponsoring youth development projects and programmes; (5) HIV and AIDS; and (6) ensuring integration between youth and the structures and activities of the municipality. 
5. Institutional arrangements and the role of the youth official: More than 50% of all municipalities have appointed an official to deal directly with youth issues. The location of this official in the administration varies significantly in and between the various categories of municipalities. Despite the differences in location, the majority of these officials tend to report to the Mayor. As for the key functions of these officials, this tends to revolve around the development of youth strategies, coordination of youth matters, lobbying and advocacy.

6. Preparation, involvement and buy-in: There is strong support for the youth development policies by youth and youth organizations throughout the country – almost all respondents indicated that the policy was prepared in a consultative way. This seems in most cases to have been in the form of meetings, which does suggest a lack of innovation in this field. The same prevails in the case of other forms of communication between municipalities and youth.

7. Research: Not much research was reported by municipalities into youth and youth issues. The bulk of the research that was done, was also undertaken during the course of the last year, which may not necessarily be a result of a lack of concern, but rather a function of the newness of the youth function and youth officials in municipalities.

8. Implementation: According to the respondents, commitment to implementation is high amongst all categories of municipalities. Skills development and local economic development programmes were the areas that were most actively implemented by municipalities throughout the country. The majority of municipalities do not have mechanisms or measures in place to monitor policy-implementation and performance. The majority of municipalities are also enforcing youth quotas in municipal procurement. The most important success factor for implementation of the youth development policy is whether it was budgeted for or not, followed by the support of key officials. Inclusion in the IDP seemed not to be regarded as that important. The main stumbling blocks for implementation of these policies were listed as lack of finances, lack of communication and information sharing, lack of capacity and lack of awareness of youth issues.
9. International links – the Flemish connection: Officials in district and metropolitan municipalities are on average more aware than those in local municipalities of the cooperation agreement and activities between the NYC and the Flemish government. The actual reported level of involvement in the programme is however far lower than the level of awareness in all three categories of municipality. The most important benefits officials derived from the collaboration were noted as capacity building, cultural exchange, sharing of innovative ideas and increased awareness of youth issues.       
4-3: Recommendations

The following fifteen strategic proposals for sustaining and building on the good work in many cases, and improving on those where it is less so, are made:

1. Dissemination: The results of the study need to be disseminated widely to give the many role players involved in youth development a sense of what the status quo is with regards to youth development policy in local government. This should also enable municipalities to benchmark themselves and give officials in municipalities that have as yet not made much progress in this area some backing/ammunition when engaging their managers and political heads on addressing the situation.

2. Advocacy: While the NYC and its partners have made huge progress in advancing the cause of youth there clearly still is some way to go with the small number of municipalities indicating that they have a youth development policy. In addition to this, it does seem from the findings that there is also some room for improvement with regards to the seriousness with which municipalities treat youth and youth development. This not only relates to where the youth function is located in the municipality and how much attention and budget it receives, but also the extent to which it features in (and even drives) other development planning initiatives, especially the preparation of the IDP and sector plans.       

3. Capacity-building: Capacity, both in terms of actual numbers of officials and competency remains an area of concern. Of importance is also what specific capacities are required to meaningfully undertake youth development policy preparation, projects and programmes.    

4. Research: The study has had many positive outcomes. Not only did it provide a snapshot of the situation relating to youth development policy in municipalities, but it also demonstrated the value that can be gained from information. Far more research needs to be conducted, especially so if officials seek to prepare appropriate, relevant and useful youth development policies.   
5. Partnerships: The NYC should seek to enhance far greater forging of partnerships between and amongst those that are concerned with and about youth (such as donors, development agencies, the private sector, government departments, NGOs and research and higher educational institutions), which should assist municipalities in (1) their youth development activities in general and (2) their preparation and implementation of youth development policies in particular. 
6. Roles, responsibilities and relationships: The role and responsibilities of provinces and the various categories of municipalities in respect to youth development, as well as the relationships between these various state actors, needs to be carefully considered and clearly articulated. At the same time the relationship between the state and non-state actors in youth development needs to defined and advocated by the NYC.

7. The approach to youth development: While youth is a distinct area of focus, this does not mean that it should be dealt with in isolation from other local government developmental initiatives. It should be one of the drivers of other municipal plans and programs, instead of one of the many areas of attention in such plans and programs.

8. Funding for youth development policies and programmes: While municipalities need to live within their means, the funding that is made available to youth development needs to be revisited as a matter of urgency. Unless this is addressed there is a serious risk that all the enthusiasm for youth development will be dampened and all the serious developmental action that is required in the area of youth, will not take place.   

9. Mutual, horizontal lessons-learning and information-sharing: It is clear that while there are many municipalities that are struggling to “get it right” in the arena of youth development there are many that are advancing well. By getting these actors together and/or sharing the lessons of the more successful ones, the catch-up time can be greatly reduced. Also, many municipalities have one or very few youth officials, meaning they have very little contact with their peers. Such sharing can surely address this undesirable situation too.
10. Performance measurement: This is an area in which far too little has been done and far more needs to be done to strengthen the prospects of youth development objectives being met.  

11.  Responsible and accountable politicians in the executive power: As per the guidelines on institutionalisation developed by the National Youth commission, the youth units should still be located in the office of the Executive Mayors. This will ensure that youth development is given the seriousness it deserves because it will be located in the highest office in the municipality. 
12.  Responsible and accountable units in the legislative power: As many candidates become councillors as members of the dominant political party, political parties should be lobbied to advance the youth development agenda. This can be done by putting youth matters on the list of priorities of the municipalities. This can further be enhanced through direct nominations of youth as councillors. 

13.  Responsible and accountable administrative units: In addition to this study recommending that the Youth Office be located in the office of the mayor, it is further recommended that it be located “under the jurisdiction” of the municipal manager for administrative purposes. This will ensure that the unit does not account to a (head of a) sector department, since youth development is a cross-cutting issue.
14.  Explicit budgets: While the current approach to development in the youth sector is towards integration, it is still recommended that special funds, beside the integrated funds, should be set aside to address specific youth issues and concerns. Funds should be set aside to engage in meaningful socio- economic projects. Such projects should not be just for the sake of keeping young people busy and should be sustainable.  
15.  Explicit and coherent regulating frames: The limitation with the current policy framework for local government, including the Municipal Structures and Systems Act is the fact that there is no legally binding framework on the implementation of youth development. It is therefore recommended that extensive lobbying should be undertaken to remedy this situation.  
ANNEXURE: QUESTIONNAIRE
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A POWERFUL AND  EFFECTIVE PACKAGE OF  POLICY TOOLS  


NATIONAL YOUTH COMMISSION

RESEARCH INTO THE STATE OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTH AFRICAN MUNICIPALITIES

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR MUNICIPAL YOUTH OFFICIALS

Instructions:

· Interviewer:

· Complete the questionnaire with a pencil and not a pen 

· Introduce yourself slowly and clearly 

· Explain the purpose of the interview clearly and slowly to the interviewee

· Refer to the letter of consent where necessary 

·  Section A should be completed by yourself before commencing with the interview 

· Keep track of the amount of time it is taking per interview 

· Do not forget to thank the interviewee at the end of the interview 

· The rest of the questions should be put to the respondent

· Responses to questions should be marked with X or appropriate answer on open ended questions.  

· Ensure that the record is complete before concluding the interview. 

Record table 
	1. Date Called
	Time of day
	Result
	Telephone no 
	Duration of call 

	
	
	
	
	

	2. Date re-called
	Time of day
	Result
	Telephone no 
	Duration of call 

	
	
	
	
	

	3. Date re-called
	Time of day
	Result
	Telephone no 
	Duration of call 

	
	
	
	
	


DETAILS OF THE MUNICIPALITY

	Name of Municipality
	Name of Official
	Designation
	Category of Municipality. Indicate one of the following (A, B, or C)
	Name of Province

	
	
	
	
	


CLUSTER 1: STATE/DESCRIPTION OF ACTUAL YOUTH POLICY

1.1 Is there a youth development policy in your municipality?

	Yes
	No
	Uncertain

	1
	2
	3


1.1.1 If the answer to question 1 above is yes, on the scale of 0-10 (if 0 is bad and 10 is excellent) how would you rate its functioning?

[image: image2]
1.1.2 Please motivate?

…………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

1.2 If the answer to question 1.1 above is no, why is there no Youth development policy in your municipality?

	Ignorance/ lack of knowledge
	1

	 Integration of youth matters into broader policies of the municipality
	2

	Lack of political will
	3

	Lack of administrative will
	4

	Lack of capacity to develop a youth policy 
	5

	Other (please specify):

……………………………………………………………
	


1.3 If the answer to question 1.1 above is yes, what are the key features of the Municipal youth development policy?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

1.4 What does your Youth Development Policy reach gets ratified/authorized within the municipal council? 

	They should go through the office of the municipal manager
	1

	They should go through the office of the Mayor
	2

	The youth official is allowed to make presentations at the Municipal platforms including Mayoral Committee/ Executive Committee/ Council sitting
	3

	They never reach higher platforms
	4

	They go through other officials/ Committees

(Specify)

……………………………………………………
	


1.5 Is your municipality committed to the implementation of the Youth Policy? 

	Yes
	No
	Uncertain 

	1
	2
	3


1.5.1 If the answer to question 1.4 is yes, can you provide some demonstrable/provable/self-evident examples indicating the municipality’s commitment to implementing the policy?

	
	Yes
	No

	1. Budgeting for youth development
	1
	2

	2. Support from key officials
	1
	2

	3. Inclusion of youth matters in Integrated Development Plans
	1
	2

	4. Inclusion of youth matters in the Local Economic Development Plan
	1
	2

	5. Other (Specify)……………………………………………………..
	1
	2


1.6 Which three of the factors mentioned above are critical to the success of the implementation of youth development policy in your municipality?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….………………………………………………………………………………………………………..

2 Does the policy have the support of officials in the municipality? (please provide reasons why you think so)

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

CLUSTER 2: ORGANISATION OF THE YOUTH DEVELOPMENT POLICY

2.5 Are you an official appointed to deal directly with youth matters?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


2.6 When were you appointed?

	A year ago
	1

	Under three years ago
	2

	Under Five years ago
	3

	More than five years ago
	4


2.7 In which office are you located?

	Mayor
	1

	Municipal Manager
	2

	Other: Please Specify

………………………………………………………………


	


2.8 To whom do you account to politically?

	Mayor
	1

	Another Councillor
	2

	Other: Please Specify

………………………………………………………………………….


	


2.5 To whom do you account to administratively?

	Mayor
	1

	Municipal Manager
	2

	Other: Please Specify

………………………………………………………………


	


2.6 Is there a councillor responsible for youth matters in your municipality?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


2.7 Do your functions as a youth official include these duties? Please answer yes or no to each of the following functions: 

	Functions of the youth official
	Yes
	No

	1. Development of youth strategies in the municipality
	1
	2

	2. Conducting or commissioning impact research
	1
	2

	3. Coordination of youth matters and Youth council
	1
	2

	4. Management of projects and projects 
	1
	2

	5. Monitoring and evaluation 
	1
	2

	6. Lobby and advocacy
	1
	2


2.8 At what post level have you been appointed?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………..
CLUSTER 3:  POLICY STYLE

3.1 Does the policy have the support of youth and youth organisations? 

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


3.1.1 If the answer to question 3.1 is yes, which of the following are the demonstrable examples of such a support:

	They attend all the events organized by the Unit
	1

	They provide support to programmes organized by the Youth Unit
	2

	They consult the youth unit on key policy matters
	3

	They recognize the existence of the youth unit by inviting the unit to their events. 
	4

	Other (Specifiy)

…………………………………………………………………………………
	5


3.2 Was the development of the policy a consultative process?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


3.3 If the answer to question 3.3 above is yes, what types of consultations were undertaken?

	Meetings
	1

	Focus Group Interviews
	2

	Face To Face interviews
	3

	On Line Interviews/ submissions 
	4

	Letters 
	5

	Others: please Specify

……………………………………………………………….
	


3.4 Who did you consult ?

	Youth as individuals only
	1

	Youth as individuals and through organisations
	2

	Youth Organisations only
	3

	Officials in the Municipality
	4

	Officials in the Municipality and Youth Organisations
	5

	Officials in the municipality, youth organisations and Youth as individuals 
	6


CLUSTER 5: YOUTH RESEARCH AND PROGRAMS
5.1 Since the establishment of the Youth Unit, has there ever been research conducted on the status of youth development in Your Municipality?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


5.1.1 If the answer is “yes” to question 5.1 when was the last study conducted?
	Over the last year
	Over the last Two Years
	Over the last 3-5 Years
	Over the last 6- 10 years

	1
	2
	3
	4


5.2 Since your appointment, have you ever facilitated a Youth Summit for your municipality?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2


5.3 Has there been any implementation of youth programmes since your term started in the Municipality?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


5.4 If the answer to question 5.4 is yes, please provide three significant examples:

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

5.5 Are there indicators/ principles for effective youth development in your municipality?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


5.6 If the answer to question 28 is yes, what are the key features of the principles/ indicators?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………
5.7 What platforms for youth advocacy exist in your municipality?

	Meetings
	1

	Electronic feedback (emails, internet)
	2

	Newsletter/ newspapers
	3

	Youth Council
	4

	Youth Forums
	5

	Other
	


5.8 In your opinion, are youth advocacy messages able to reach the municipality? Provide examples 

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

5.9 What are the monitoring and evaluation tools for the implementation of a youth policy in your Municipality?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………...

5.10 Are any of the following enforceable methods utilized for the implementation of youth development policy in your municipality? Please indicate yes or no to the following: 

	
	Yes
	No

	1. Enforceable youth quotas on municipal procurement 
	1
	2

	2. Enforceable youth quotas on municipal  budgeting
	1
	2

	3. Enforceable youth quotas on municipal programmes
	1
	2

	4. Mandatory Feedback reports for the implementation of the Youth Development policy 
	1
	2

	5. Other (Specify) 

6. …………………………………………………………………………….
	
	


CLUSTER 6: NYC – FLANDERS COOPERATION

6.1 Are you aware of a cooperation between the NYC and THE Flemish Government? 

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


6.2 If the answer to question 6.1 above is yes, then has your municipality ever been part of the NYC Flanders Cooperation?

	Yes
	1

	No 
	2

	Not Sure
	3


6.3 If the answer to question 34 is yes, what has been the provable/incontestable benefits of the relationship?

………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

CLUSTER 7: CONTRAINTS OF YOUTH DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS
6.4 What do you think is the major stumbling block for municipalities in their attempt at delivering on youth development mandate. List 5 key issues.  

1. ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

2. ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

3. ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

4. ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

5. ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………

Thank you for your participation in this significant study!















� The National Youth Policy (2000) for instance acknowledges the role of local government in youth development by encouraging the local government to design mechanisms for the creation of youth development programmes as well as identifying the needs and development opportunities for the youth.


� See National Youth Commission (2002). This research, which was conducted in the municipalities of Tshwane and Mangaung, was funded by the Flemish Government.   


� See for instance Adam and Oranje (2002) and the unpublished report on the nationwide IDP-hearings available on request from the Department of Provincial and Local Government (2005).


� See Mangaung Local Municipality: Youth Development Policy.


� Even if time and funding permitted otherwise, it is doubtful that the choice would have fallen on a visit to each municipality, simply as the nature of the study and the questionnaire could be completed as effectively by phone as in person.


� The UN for instance defines youth as between 15 and 24 of age.


� From Commission of the European Communities, 2001.European Commission White Paper: A new impetus for European Youth. Brussels and  � HYPERLINK "http://www.coe.int" �http://www.coe.int�.


� See inter alia United Nations (2005). World Youth Report and United States Agency for International Development (2003). Urbanization, War, and Africa’s Youth at Risk and Ruble, A et al. (2003) Youth explosion in developing world cities. 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ayparliament.org/Goals%20&%20Objectives.html" ��http://www.ayparliament.org/Goals%20&%20Objectives.html�.


� See the website of the “Vlaamse Overheid” (Flemish Government) at � HYPERLINK "http:///ww" ��http:///ww�.wvc.vlaanderen.be ; Hermans, Jos (2004). Local youth policy in Maasmechelen – a long way! In Municipalities in Action. Batsha! Jan/Feb Edition.


� From � HYPERLINK "http://www.lga.sa.gov.au/site/page.cfm?u=281" ��http://www.lga.sa.gov.au/site/page.cfm?u=281�.





� From http://www.youthinlocalgovt2006.com/programme.html.


� From http://www.myd.govt.nz/Youthparticipation/localgovernment/localgovernment.aspx.


� This question was only answered by those respondents who answered in the affirmative regarding their awareness of the NYC-Flemish Government cooperation.


� This question was only answered by those respondents who answered in the affirmative regarding their awareness of the NYC-Flemish Government cooperation.


� This question was only answered by those respondents who answered in the affirmative regarding their awareness of the NYC-Flemish Government cooperation.
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