HABITAT III POLICY PAPER FRAMEWORK
4 – URBAN GOVERNANCE, CAPACITY AND
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(not edited version)

This Habitat III Policy Paper Framework has been prepared by the Habitat III Policy Unit 4
members and submitted by 31 December 2015. It has followed the Habitat III Policy Paper
Framework template provided by the Habitat III Secretariat to all Habitat III Policy Units1.
Habitat III Policy Units are co‐led by two international organizations and composed by a
maximum of 20 experts each, bringing together individual experts from a variety of fields,
including academia, government, civil society and other regional and international bodies.
The composition of the Policy Unit 4 can be consulted at www.habitat3.org
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1.

Note by the Secretariat: In specific cases slightly changes to the Habitat III Policy Paper Framework template have been
accepted such as addition of executive summaries, introductions, bibliography, etc. However all frameworks have been
adapted to the three basic expected accomplishments: challenges, priorities and implementation. The Habitat III Policy
Paper Framework template can be consulted at: www.habitat3.org

Preamble
The first meeting of Policy Unit 4 agreed to outline overall assumptions and principles to be taken
into account when reading and interpreting the submission made in the formal framework
document.
1. A universal Agenda
The outcome of Habitat III, the New Urban Agenda, should be universal and serve as a reference
equally for the global North and South.
2. An Agenda mindful of diversity
Policy recommendations and solutions will need to be understood and applied taking into account a
range of different realities, cultures and contexts. There will be no one‐size‐fits‐all approach.
3. Holistic approach
Local government is the best sphere of government to ensure cross‐sectoral integration. Sectoral
approaches need to be avoided as much as possible and we need to ensure that the outcome
document of Habitat III encourages a holistic approach to agenda making and the seeking of
solutions.
4. Proximity and flexibility
Building on the flexibility and proximity inherent to local governments will be key. We should avoid
approaching local and regional governments as a smaller version of national governments.
5. A territorial Agenda
The New Urban Agenda is not just about big cities or megacities. It is about a territorial and
population flow approach to building livelihoods and citizenship. Urban governance is the primary
environment for addressing this complex challenge of place‐making.
6. Intertwined and key contribution to other policy processes
The commitment and ownership of local actors to the 2030 Agenda and the climate agreement are
clear examples of the opportunities created for the Habitat III agenda to unlock the transformative
potential of urbanisation.
7. Adequate funding and capacity
Financial and capacity‐building resources will need to be put to the service of the implementation of
this agenda.
8. A political, transformative and action oriented agenda
While the Habitat III process gives unparalleled opportunities for implementing many of the SDGs it
should not be seen as an implementation agenda only. It should be seen as a political agenda for
action that could imply renewal of monitoring and governance mechanisms internationally,
encouraging renewed partnerships among governments and civil society at all levels and the
strengthening of existing platforms for knowledge‐sharing and exchange.
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1. Challenges: Identify challenges, including structural and policy constraints
a. Review of the
Habitat III issues
papers

Multi‐level governance:
Multi‐level governance is treated here as a general concept for governance processes involving state and non‐state actors evident both
between and within governmental levels.
‐ Multi‐level governance should be based on the recognition of the different spheres of government (local, city, metropolitan,
regional, state/provincial and national and principles of subsidiarity and effective decentralisation (respect for local self‐
government, clear share of responsibilities, powers and resources).
‐ Multi‐level governance should be based on a balanced multi‐stakeholder involvement aimed at the protection of public goods.
‐ Multi‐level governance needs both vertical coordination (to cooperate with other governance spheres) and horizontal
coordination (to cooperate (1) with other cities and to network with other cities and (2) to coordinate between policy sectors
and departments).
‐ Multi‐level governance needs to take into account territorial cohesion to reduce inequalities between regions (e.g. poverty,
demographic issues, infrastructure, etc.).
‐ Multi‐level governance needs to implement good quality laws rooted in a system of accountability and transparency.
Participation and equity:
‐ There is a need to confront the lack of recognition that participation is necessary.
‐ There is a need to include groups of stakeholders that have been typically side‐lined in the decision‐making process.
‐ Limited access to information, transparency and comprehensive communication strategies have presented a major challenge to
participation and equity.
‐ Lack of inclusion and participation of women, youth and minorities in local government decision‐making processes remains a
persistent challenge.
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‐
‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Limited use of SMART technologies for innovative public management, participation and accountability continues to constrain
participation and equity.
The potential of civil society capacity and innovation is often left unexploited.
There is a crucial question of how to reduce inequalities.
Obtaining strong and democratic local leadership is a key challenge.
There is the question of how to counterbalance the limited capacity of local governments to act alone.
There is the question of how to create effective mechanisms for co‐production.

Metropolitan governance:
‐ Fragmented governance is a persistent challenge.
‐ Inclusion is compromised and regional income and service level inequalities result in missed opportunities for service provision.
‐ Efficiency and competitiveness are compromised.
‐ Externalities associated with metropolitan governance are often not addressed.
‐ Enhanced urban‐rural collaboration is a vital challenge for metropolitan governance.
Capacity‐building:
‐ Decentralisation policies have provided increased authority and resources to local governments, but there is still a gap between
the responsibilities allocated to local governments and their capacities to generate local revenue.
‐ There is an urgent need for initiatives to strengthen capacities of all local stakeholders (local government, civil society, business
community) to improve urban governance and participatory processes.
‐ Capacity‐building relating to performance monitoring, transparent budgets, public asset management, public reporting and
access to information for citizens is vital for responsible leadership. Enhanced governing capacities also rely on improved data
gathering and data distribution.
‐ Intermediary cities are unique and require specific capacity‐building approaches that take local realities into account.
‐ There is a need to promote city‐to‐city cooperation as a collaborative and peer‐to‐peer exchange between cities, administrative
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staff and elected leaders, based on north‐south, south‐south and north‐north cooperation and the support of local government
associations.
a.2 Disagreements/controversies
Multi‐level governance:
‐ Addressing the importance of national urban policies with respect to the development of balanced and dynamic systems of
cities (e.g. recognition and support to intermediary cities, complementarity between metropolitan areas, urban‐rural linkages).
‐ The need to adopt a holistic model of sustainable urban development (cross‐sectorial, cross‐governmental).
‐ Support to encourage inter‐municipal cooperation, especially in specific regions with specific characteristics (e.g. delta regions,
mountain regions) and across national boundaries.
‐ Support to encourage (national and international) cooperation between metropolises and peripheral cities (within countries,
and between countries North‐South, South‐South and North‐North).
‐ The introduction of new forms of democracy, and to innovate and improve accountability, transparency and participation: use
of social media and other digital tools, highlighting the relevance of access to public (open) data.
‐ The conflict between long‐term sustainable policies and short‐term political mandates.
Participation and equity:
‐ How to avoid paternalism and knowledge hierarchies.
‐ How to develop better tools for deliberating and engaging all types of participants.
‐ How to mobilise resources to enable participatory and co‐production processes.
‐ How to avoid capture by elites and vested interests.
‐ How to ensure that local decision‐makers perceive participatory processes add value to decision‐making, planning and
implementation processes.
‐ How to develop a culture of communication bridging the gap between political and non‐political local leaders and society at
large.

5

‐
‐
‐

How to integrate the knowledge of the urban poor in local decision‐making and project planning and implementation.
How to change the current paradigm that is reinforcing inequalities in the urban development model.
How to enforce the many rules and regulations that support grassroots movements.

Metropolitan governance:
What is metropolitan governance?
‐ How to define functional urban regions (e.g. based on commuting flows, system boundaries, etc), what about city networks
(e.g. Northern Italy, Randstad, Ruhr Area)?
‐ There are different types of metro governance (according to the OECD Metropolitan Governance Survey, which covers 263
OECD metropolitan areas above 0.5 million inhabitants, there are four main types: informal/soft coordination 52%, inter‐
municipal authorities 24%, supra‐municipal authorities 16%, special status of “metropolitan cities” 8%).
‐ Is metropolitan governance necessary only for cities above a certain size?
‐ Urban patterns may change over time, hence a constant requirement for updating metro governance.
What does metropolitan governance do?
‐ Which sectors should be addressed at the metro level, which should not? In the OECD Metropolitan Governance Survey: over
80% of metropolitan governance bodies work on regional development, over 70% on transport, over 60% on spatial planning,
versus only 35% on waste / water.
‐ Financial resources at the metropolitan level.
Politics of metropolitan governance
‐ Competition with other tiers of government (central, state/regional, local level).
‐ Broader responsibility of metropolitan areas for the broader national context.
‐ Legitimacy: who proposes and decides on establishing/setting up metropolitan governance?
‐ Accountability (checks and balances).
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‐

Politics of core city vs region (progressive policy agenda vs. conservative region).

New 21st century challenges for metropolitan governance
‐ Digitisation will question the very definition of functional urban regions and integrated labour markets.
‐ New transport technologies creating entirely new geographies of delivery, information exchange and knowledge transfer.
‐ Demographic change and ageing societies will lead to greater risks of isolation within metropolitan regions and put additional
pressures on cost effectiveness of key services (above all health).
‐ Shift from governing location to governing flows: metropolitan regions offer a critical mass to play a role as origin/destination of
global flows of people, capital, material, etc and therefore may allow for additional governance arrangements of flows (beyond
trade agreements).
Capacity‐building:
We need to recognise as a starting point that complexity is a reality facing all cities and acknowledge the inherently different
capabilities, responsibilities and roles of local government, civil society and the business community.
‐ Capacity‐building initiatives must acknowledge these characteristics and foster a culture of learning‐by‐doing.
‐ Many local governments tend to be risk‐averse in their decision‐making processes and do not have the tools to allow for
experimentation and innovation. Capacity‐building programmes need to encourage and provide the tools for innovation by
local governments.
‐ There continues to be a lack of buy‐in from leadership at all levels related to the importance of capacity‐building in general.
There is also an urgent need to recognise different types of capacity‐building (leadership capacity vs. more technical and
professional skills development).
‐ Weak civil society has led to a democratic deficit. Capacity‐building needs to focus on strengthening the voice and
organisational capabilities of civil society.
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b.1 Reviews of key documents
b. Review /
analysis of key
publications /
documents

c. Identify
examples,
projects,
practices

See Annex 1

c.1 List of examples/projects
See Annex 2

d. 1. SGD targets and indicators related

d. Identify
research and
data

Multi‐level governance:
The following goals and associated targets have been identified as being of particular relevance to multi‐level governance:
‐ Goal 6: sustainable management of water and sanitation for all
o 6.5 “integrated water resources management at all levels, including through trans‐boundary cooperation”
‐ Goal 11: Make cities and human settlements inclusive, safe, resilient and sustainable
o 11.3 “…capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable human settlement planning and management in all
countries” (see also targets 11.a (linkages between urban, rural and peri‐urban areas by strengthening national and
regional development planning) and 11.b (integrated policies)
‐ Goal 16: Promote just, peaceful and inclusive societies. Especially:
o 16.6 “build effective, accountable and inclusive institutions at all levels”
o 16.7 “ensure responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative decision‐making at all levels”
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‐

o 16.10 “ensure public access to information”
Goal 17: “Means of implementation”
o 17.14 “enhance policy coherence for SD”
o 17.16 “enhance global partnerships… complemented by multi‐stakeholder partnerships”
o 17.17 “encourage… public, public‐private and civil society partnerships”
o 17.18 “enhance capacity building... to increase the availability of data”

Participation and equity:
The following goals and associated targets have been identified as being of particular relevance to participation and equity:
‐ 16.7 Ensure responsive, inclusive, participatory and representative decision‐making at all levels.
‐ 11.3 By 2030, enhance inclusive and sustainable urbanization and capacity for participatory, integrated and sustainable human
settlement planning and management in all countries.
‐ 1.4 By 2030, ensure that all men and women, in particular the poor and the vulnerable, have equal rights to economic
resources, as well as access to basic services, ownership and control over land and other forms of property, inheritance, natural
resources, appropriate new technology and financial services, including microfinance.
‐ 16.6 Develop effective, accountable and transparent institutions at all levels.
‐ 10.4 Adopt policies, especially fiscal, wage and social protection policies, and progressively achieve greater equality.
Metropolitan governance:
The following goals and associated targets have been identified as being of particular relevance to metropolitan governance:
Most directly linked SDGs:
‐ 11b integrated policy and plans (existence, urban expansion coefficient); 11a Links urban/rural/other; 10.1 income inequality
(GINI).
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Other related SDGs:
‐ 1.5 resilience of the poor; 1b regional frameworks; 2.3 access to land for agriculture; 3.6 road safety (number of road deaths per
100 000 people); 6.1 equitable water access; 6.3 waste and water; 6.5 cross boundary integrated water management; 7.2
renewable energy (percentage of renewable energy in total energy consumption); 8.2 and 8.3 productivity; 8.4 resource
efficiency; 9.1 trans‐border infrastructure (existence); 12c beyond subsidy of fossil fuel; 13.1 Climate change mitigation and
adaptation (CO2 emissions, capital expenditure on adaptation); 15.1 ecosystem services.
Capacity‐building:
The following goals and associated targets have been identified as being of particular relevance to capacity‐building: 5.c; 10.2; 11.3;
16.6; 16.7; 16.a; 17.1; 17.9; 17.17.3.
2. Priorities: Identify the policy priorities & critical issues for implementation of a new urban agenda
a. Establish
criteria for
identifying policy
priorities
b. Define key
transformations
to achieve by
policy priorities

a. 1 List of criteria
Universality; diversity; holistic approach; proximity (including application of the principle of subsidiarity) and flexibility; territoriality;
links with 2030 Agenda; adequate funding and capacity.

b. 1 List of key transformations
Multi‐level governance:
Good urban governance within an effective legal and institutional framework shall promote and ensure:
‐ Clear vertical division of responsibilities, powers and resources for effective decentralisation.
‐ Involvement of local governments in processes of metropolitan and subnational administrative reforms.
‐ Effective cooperation between different spheres of government based on principles of respect of local self‐government and
subsidiarity to promote sustainable urban development (consultation mechanisms, development of shared strategies).
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‐
‐
‐
‐
‐

Horizontal cooperation between governments and institutions to promote more integrated policies (at national, local and
community level).
A culture of democracy, accountability and transparency (with check & balance mechanisms).
New governance models based on citizens’ empowerment through, for instance, participatory planning and budgets,
neighbourhood committees, digital democracy, referenda, and monitoring of urban policies (municipal/metropolitan level).
The reduction of territorial inequality (e.g. between metropolitan areas and intermediary cities), taking into account urban‐rural
linkages.
Acknowledgement of the existence and emergence of urban regions and corridors across national borders, supporting cross‐
border cooperation to facilitate economic and social development.

Participation and equity:
‐ Local governments need to be democratic and operate with integrity. Direct democracy mechanisms need to be improved,
including the use of local referenda regarding major urban transformations.
‐ Local governments need to be open and accountable. Transparency, easy access to public information, and comprehensive
communication strategies are basic conditions to achieve this.
‐ Today participation is generally regarded as a technical tool. It is necessary to develop a culture of participation. Embedded in
this is the notion that participation is necessary.
‐ Current participation practices do not guarantee fairness and equality. Participation has to foster or create a mechanism
through which the poor and other disadvantaged groups are empowered and must prevent manipulation by local elites and/or
vested interests.
‐ The interface between government and civil society needs to be strengthened. This involves the development of more creative
means of communication, deliberation and interaction. We need to create an environment where different groups meet and
engage in dialogue at eye level.
‐ We need to foster innovative ways of state and non‐state actors coming together in the achievement of better quality of life for
all (such as participatory budgeting and co‐production).
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‐
‐

Local actors (including local government) need to recognise the potential for new forms of communication and participation
that increasingly make use of new digital technologies.
Inequalities are embedded in the current urban development model. We need a change of paradigm where social development,
not just economic development, becomes the driving factor.

Metropolitan governance:
‐ It is important to adjust decision‐making to system boundaries.
‐ Equity, economic productivity, and environmental sustainability are among the key metropolitan challenges and problems that
must be addressed.
‐ The risks of infrastructural lock‐in as a result of path dependencies (strong for built environment issues), must be addressed.
Capacity‐building:
‐ Political leaders at all levels (local, regional, national, and international) will need to recognise the value and the need for
capacity‐building across all stakeholder groups (elected officials, civil servants, civil society).
‐ We need to allocate adequate resources (time, money, credibility) for capacity‐building at local, national and international
levels.
‐ We need to foster alliances between local governments and civil society for learning between these actors.
‐ We need to scale up peer‐to‐peer learning and knowledge associations both within countries and also internationally.

‐
c. Identify
common
external factors
favourable to the

We need to encourage the dignification and professionalisation of local government institutions and create adequate career
paths for public service, including higher pay and appropriate training.

c. List of external factors
Multi‐level governance:
‐ Informed citizens.
‐ Democracy and rule of law, peace and stability.
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success of the
policy priorities

‐
‐
‐

Respect of human rights and diversity.
Gender and social equity.
Environmental sustainability.

Participation and equity:
‐ Political systems that allow for democratic and participatory decision making.
‐ International donors.
‐ Education of citizens.
Metropolitan governance:
‐ A strong voice of the metropolitan agenda, leadership advocating for metropolitan governance.
‐ The establishment of communities of interest (including business).
‐ The presence of supranational governance creating incentives and frameworks for metropolitan issues (e.g. EU metropolitan
regions).
‐ The creation of a sense of belonging of population within metropolitan regions (Randstad, Ruhr Area).
‐ Crisis as opportunity or big flagship events (Barcelona vs. Athens in the case of Olympics).
‐ Federalism helps: creation of federal states/provinces which reflect metropolitan boundaries.
Capacity‐building:
‐ Sound legal frameworks in particular related to decentralisation; clearly identifying mandates of all spheres of government.
‐ Greater ability to raise revenue to support capacity‐building programmes.
‐ A closing of the gap between academia and local government realities.
‐ Stronger learning links between local governments and business sector.
‐ ‐ New learning modalities such as social learning going beyond traditional methods and cost benefits analysis.
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d. Create targets
for those policy
priorities

d. List of targets
Multi‐level governance:
‐ Increase the number of countries with periodic elections of local and sub‐national authorities.
‐

Adopt enabling rules to promote innovative forms of democracy, accountability and transparency to strengthen active citizen
participation in local decision‐making (e.g. participatory budgeting, referenda, digital democracy).

‐

Ensure legal reforms and efficient regulation to improve multi‐level governance and effective decentralisation to facilitate the
implementation of the New Urban Agenda.

‐

Develop national policies and mechanisms to ensure equal partnerships across governmental levels (national, regional, local)
fostering sustainable urban development and territorial cohesion.

‐

Advance integrated governance across traditional policy sectors.

‐

Achieve improved metropolitan governance and develop inter‐municipal cooperation mechanisms to strengthen urban and
territorial management and basic services delivery.

‐

Achieve equitable distribution of resources between different levels of government and between territories to promote
balanced territorial development: local and regional expenditures and revenues as a proportion of national expenditures and
revenues.

Participation and equity:
‐ Improve participation of the community in the election of the local leaders.
‐ Disseminate and provide easy access to all administrative documents.
‐ Promote meaningful participation of all in planning and implementation processes.
‐ Include compulsory participation in the relevant legal framework.
‐ Ensure access of all to decision‐making.
‐ Ensure access of all to education, health and basic services.
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Metropolitan governance:
By 2030:
‐ Initiate a top‐down/bottom‐up process to identify those metropolitan regions in need of metropolitan governance.
‐ Either introduce metropolitan governance as a formal category of multi‐level governance within national laws/constitutions or
provide the incentives for establishing voluntary metropolitan governance regimes.
‐ Establish/increase dedicated revenue streams to the metropolitan governance institution.
‐ Relevant municipalities are to establish an accountable, metropolitan level institution in the regions identified in target 1.
‐ Relevant municipalities are to identify key sectors (and integration thereof) that need to be addressed at the metropolitan level.
Capacity‐building:
‐ Increase the share of budgets at all levels used for capacity‐building.
‐ Develop local capacity‐building strategies, drawing on peer‐to‐peer learning, academia and the business community.
‐ Map civil society institutions (who are the relevant actors) and develop initiatives to address and scale capacity‐building.
‐ Recognise (by law) local government associations as providers of capacity‐building and important vehicles for knowledge‐
sharing.
‐ Increase the share of budgets managed by local governments.
3. Implementation: Develop action‐oriented recommendations

a. Identify key
actions at all
levels of
implementation

a.1 Key actions
Multi‐level governance:
Member States are requested to:
‐ Review local government legislation and rules to ensure that they are fit for purpose.
‐ Develop national urban and territorial policies based on an improved dialogue and coordination mechanisms between different
spheres of government.
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‐
‐
‐
‐

Ensure adequate financing of subnational governments and create adequate mechanisms (i.e. equalization funds or transfer
mechanisms) to ensure territorial balance of development (territorial cohesion).
Improve dialogue and cooperation with reference to horizontal cooperation: a) inter‐sectorial within the governmental bodies
(at national, regional and local levels), b) inter‐municipal cooperation, c) inter‐stakeholder dialogue.
Enhance citizens’ access to different levels of decision‐making, enhance influence of citizens on decision‐making, and improve
transparency and accountability by using for example digital technologies.
Promote appropriate use of new technologies to facilitate access to disaggregated data for subnational governments and
citizens, mindful of the protection of public goods (i.e. big data) to ensure accountability and transparency and improve urban
and territorial management.

Participation and equity:
‐ The adoption of a legal framework for participation which makes it compulsory for all local authorities. This framework should
respect the following:
o The drafting of the legal provisions should be the responsibility of a comprehensive and inclusive platform of individuals
and organisations that considers the local context, culture and practice.
o It will have to contain the principles of participation, operational mechanisms, the suitable policy arenas (e.g. transport
infrastructure, housing, local annual budget), the strategic moments where it must be applicable, monitoring
instruments, and financial provision.
o It will have to have strong provisions against the opportunistic use of participation for private benefit.
o All rules, legislation and traditions must not prevent other spontaneous engagements and collaborations (e.g.
innovative co‐production processes).
‐ The introduction of strict rules for transparency, accountability and comprehensive communication strategies, such as, but not
limited to:
o Open data policies.
o Codes of conduct.
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‐

‐

‐

o Declaration of interests and assets.
o Anti‐corruption enforcement mechanisms.
The promotion of a culture of participation, inclusion and equity:
o Raising the awareness of local leaders through transparency, accountability and comprehensive communication
strategies.
o Acknowledging and supporting the existence of civil society movements and organisations by local authorities.
o Considering the allocation of a percentage of the local budget to civil society movements. The support can also be in
kind, such as the provision of space, equipment, access to the media and other enabling means;
o Introducing experimentation with innovative processes such as participatory budgeting and community‐based
monitoring.
o Gradually taking advantage of digital technologies and social media.
The creation of room for co‐production and collaboration outside the formal participation framework:
o The relevant stakeholders, which will vary with each local context or project, must identify and engage in projects or
sectors that have potential for co‐production or other forms of collaboration.
o Individuals, NGOs, CBOs and other civil society organisations have to be assigned with appropriate roles in an equitable
manner.
o Partners in co‐production projects must accept co‐responsibility about the respective projects/services.
A shift in the current urban development paradigm towards an emphasis on social development:
o Introducing local measures of social development.
o Introducing measures for guaranteeing social security.

Metropolitan governance:
‐ Taking into account the specific economic, social, environmental, cultural/identity characteristics of the different metropolitan
areas, establish national standards (such as population thresholds) for identifying areas where metropolitan governance is
required.
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‐

‐

‐

‐

Change either the law or constitutional arrangement to encourage metropolitan governance for metropolitan regions
(identified as above), or to provide legal frameworks and related incentives to foster voluntary cooperation at the metropolitan
scale.
Assign at least one of the following streams of financing to the metropolitan level: tax revenue‐sharing; taxes on income,
property, land, consumption; land value capture; user fees; bonds; revenues from land and infrastructure, tax on economic
activities; PPPs; municipal credit rating and borrowing; a metropolitan fund.
Municipalities in the metropolitan region to identify the right mix of institutions and the right time line for rolling out different
models, ranging from informal/soft partnerships to more institutionalised arrangements: e.g. soft, informal coordination
platforms in a polycentric system; single vs. multi‐sectoral agencies; inter‐municipal collaboration (potentially beyond national
borders); elected or non‐elected metropolitan supra‐municipal structure.
Municipalities in the metropolitan region to identify the key sectoral policies to be addressed at the metropolitan scale: e.g.
economic development, transport infrastructure, land use and spatial planning, housing, environmental protection, regional
recreation, water management, and regional resilience.

Capacity‐building:
‐ Create a system‐wide capacity‐building alliance allowing for a structural dialogue between local governments and likeminded
partners, building on existing local government networks (including peer‐to‐peer) and other established programmes. This
alliance should be led by local government institutions and supported by international development partners.
‐ Every local government should set up a well‐resourced capacity‐building programme that is led locally in partnership with civil
society and supported nationally and internationally.
‐ Governance reforms must be accompanied by targeted capacity‐building to ensure the changes are sustainable and
implementation is successful – this will require alliances of diverse partners from the local to the international level.
‐ Decentralisation and devolution should be the focus of specific capacity‐building programmes, including training around
assessment of the state of decentralisation and legal frameworks, identification of barriers and risks etc.
‐ Accountability and transparency mechanisms are an important priority for capacity‐building and should contribute to the

18

‐
‐
‐

b. Analyse
financial
resources
required and
instruments for
their
sustainability

reduction of corruption and bribery and improve the efficiency of service delivery. As a precondition to such efforts, dignifying
the career of civil servants through both financial and reputational recognition will be essential.
Sectoral approaches in traditional training need to evolve into more integrated approaches that break down silos and allow for
more strategic, system‐wide thinking.
Local governments should decide on hiring, rewarding and firing their own staff, based on merits and transparency, to improve
the quality of local institutions.
‐ Awareness‐raising initiatives need to be promoted to demonstrate the added value of capacity‐building and links between
capacity‐building and wider policy outcomes.

b. 1 Financial resources
Multi‐level governance:
‐
‐
‐
‐

National governments should be responsible for the implementation of key actions 1 and 3 (see above).
Local and national governments are responsible for the implementation of key actions 2, 4, 5 and 6.
Stakeholders are responsible for the implementation of key action 4c.
Local governments need to have adequate resources to ensure their responsibilities and services delivery: able to raise their
own funding (local taxes, fees, land added‐value capture), receive regular and predictable transfers and have access to
responsible borrowing and financing.

Capacity‐building:
‐ Capacity‐building at the local level is an investment that creates a positive financial return, improved service delivery and higher
ethical standards, all of which improve effective urban governance.
‐ International development programmes should always include funding for training and ongoing capacity‐building at the local
level to ensure the sustainability of any such programmes.
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c. Establish
indicators of
successful
implementation,
monitoring and
evaluation

c.1 Indicators of success
Multi‐level governance:
‐ The number of countries with adopted national urban and territorial policies through a consultative process, and reflecting the
dynamic flows of people (migration), goods, finance and others.
‐ The number of countries with reviewed and/or adapted local government legislation to reflect the New Urban Agenda.
‐ Increasing decentralisation and deconcentration of subnational finances: local expenditures/revenues as a proportion of
national expenditures/revenues (by regions and municipalities).
‐ The number of countries that have developed equalisation funds or transfers mechanisms that effectively reduce territorial
inequalities.
‐ The number of cities that have adopted integrated urban planning in consultation with their citizens.
‐ Improved access to disaggregated data at local levels for SDGs and key local development indicators.
Participation and equity:
‐ The number of cities with citizen satisfaction surveys.
‐ The number of governments that have adopted a compulsory legal framework for participation.
‐ The percentage of local budget decided on in a participatory manner.
‐ The number of cities with a locally‐developed index or measure of urban poverty.
‐ The percentage of the urban population living in slums.
‐ The percentage of the urban population with access to education.
‐ The percentage of the urban population with access to health, with particular attention to gender equality.
‐ The percentage of the urban population with access to basic services.
‐ The percentage of the urban population with access to secure tenure.
‐ Gender ratios in government positions.
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Metropolitan governance:
‐ The existence of metropolitan governance institutions with concrete policies in place.
‐ Evidence of limited urban sprawl and transit‐oriented development.
‐ The convergence of voting patterns in metropolitan regions.
Capacity‐building:
‐ The creation of a knowledge‐sharing alliance focusing on local capacity‐building.
‐ The number of cities with capacity‐building programmes.
‐ The number of public officials trained.
‐ Increased international, national and local financial mechanisms dedicated to local capacity‐building.
‐ ‐ The evolution of academic curricula related to local development, urbanisation and sustainability.
c.2 Monitoring mechanisms
Multi‐level governance:
‐ The reporting of indicators.
‐ A joint commission between national and local governments to monitor implementation.
‐ Peer‐to‐peer review between countries and local authorities.
‐ Multi‐stakeholder/citizens’ report cards or a similar mechanism.
Participation and equity:
‐ Citizen satisfaction surveys (e.g. citizens’ report card).
‐ Community‐based monitoring.
‐ Peer‐to‐peer monitoring and evaluation.
‐ National observatories.
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Metropolitan governance:
‐ Policy monitoring against declared goals.
‐ Regular monitoring of urban extension and share of people living within walking distance of public transport.
‐ Opinion polls.
Capacity‐building:
‐ Capacity‐building initiatives should be evaluated regularly by the local government in consultation with other relevant
stakeholders, to ensure effectiveness and continued relevance of these initiatives.
‐ Capacity‐building outcomes for programmes sponsored by international organisations need to be defined.
d. Analyse links
with Agenda
2030

d.1 Linkages with Agenda 2030
Multi‐level governance:
‐ Develop quality, reliable, sustainable and resilient infrastructure, including regional and trans‐border infrastructure, to support
economic development and human well‐being, with a focus on affordable and equitable access for all (Target 9.1.)
‐ By 2030, empower and promote the social, economic and political inclusion of all, irrespective of age, sex, disability, race,
ethnicity, origin, religion or economic or other status (Target 10.2.)
‐ Adopt policies, especially fiscal, wage and social protection policies, and progressively achieve greater equality (Target 10.4)
Participation and equity:
See SDG targets outlined in 1d.
Metropolitan governance:
‐ 11b existence of integrated strategic plans.
‐ 11.1 reduction of metropolitan disparities.
‐ 11a urban‐rural linkages.
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Capacity‐building:
‐ Strong link to Goal 16, especially the targets related to reductions in corruption and improved accountability and transparency.
‐ Strong link to Goal 11 and most of the targets contained within.
‐ Strong link to Goal 17, especially 17.9 (capacity‐building) and 17. 16 ‐ 17.19 (knowledge‐sharing and multi‐stakeholder
partnerships and capacity‐building around data and measurement).
‐ ‐ Also linked to 6.a, expand international cooperation and capacity‐building support to developing countries in water‐ and
sanitation‐related activities and programmes, including water harvesting, desalination, water efficiency, wastewater treatment,
recycling and reuse technologies measurement.

23

Annex 1: Indicative bibliography
General urban governance literature
Ahrend, R. Farchy E., Kaplanis, I., Lembcke A., ‘What Makes Cities More Productive? Evidence on the Role of Urban Governance from Five OECD Countries’,
OECD Regional Development Working Papers, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2014.
Andersson, M., Unpacking Metropolitan Governance for Sustainable Development, Discussion Paper, UN Habitat ‐ GIZ, Bonn & Eschborn (Germany), 2015.
Burdett, R., Rode, P., Shankar, P. & Vahidy, S. (editors), Governing Urban Futures, LSE Cities, London, 2014.
Clark, G. & Moonen, T., The Ten Traits of Globally Fluent Metro Areas: The International Edition, The Brookings Institution, Washington D.C., 2013.
Dunleavy, P. and Margetts, H. The Second Wave of Digital Era Governance, American Political Science Association Conference, 2010.
ESPON, Second Tier Cities and Territorial Development in Europe: Performance, Policies and Prospects, Luxembourg: ESPON & European Institute of Urban
Affairs, Liverpool John Moores University, 2012.
Evans, B., Joas, M. Sundback, S. and Theobald, K., ‘Governing local sustainability’, Journal of Environmental Planning and Management, 49(6), 849‐867,
2006.
Floater, G, Rode, P., Friedel, B. and Robert, A. Steering Urban Growth: Governance, Policy and Finance. New Climate Economy Cities, Paper 02, London, LSE
Cities, London School of Economics and Political Science, 2014.
Hamilton, D.K., Governing Metropolitan Areas: Growth and Change in a Networked Age, Routledge, New York, 2014.
IOPD (International Observatory on Participatory Democracy), http://www.oidp.net/en/home/ (see “Studies and Research”).
Kearns, Ade and Ronan Paddison, ‘New challenges for urban governance’, Urban Studies, 37(5‐6), 845‐850, 2000.
Lorrain, D. (editor), Governing Megacities in Emerging Countries, Ashgate, Surrey, 2011.
OECD, Rural‐Urban Partnerships, an integrated approach to economic development, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2013.
OECD, Redefining “Urban”, A New Way to Measure Metropolitan Areas, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2012.
Peters, G.B. and Pierre, J. ‘Urban Governance’, in: John, P., Mossberger, K., and Clarke, S.E., (editors) Oxford Handbook of Urban Politics, Oxford University
Press, 2012.
Pierre, J., ‘Models of urban governance: the institutional dimension of urban politics.’ Urban Affairs Review, 34(3), 372‐396, 1999.
Roberts, B.H., Managing Systems of Secondary Cities, Cities Alliance, Brussels, 2014.

24

Rode, P., Wagner, J. Brown, R., Chandra, R., Sundaresan, J., Konstantinou, N., Tesfay, N. and Shankar, P. Integrated City Making. Governance, Planning and
Transport. Urban Age Research Report, London, London School of Economics and Political Science, 2008.
Rydin, Y, Governing for Sustainable Urban Development, Earthscan, New York, 2010.
Salet, W. and Savini, F., ‘The political governance of urban peripheries’, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, Vol. 33, 448‐456, 2015.
Sorensen, A. and Okata, J. Megacities: Urban Form, Governance, and Sustainability, Springer, 2010.
Parnell, S. and Oldfield, S. (editors), The Routledge Handbook on Cities of the Global South, Routledge, New York, 2014.
The Global Commission on the Economy and Climate, Better Growth, Better Climate, The New Climate Economy Report, The Synthesis Report, New Climate
Economy, Washington, 2014.
UCLG, Basic Services for All in an Urbanizing World, 3rd Global Report on Local Democracy and Decentralisation, New York, Routledge, 2014.
UCLG, Intermediary Cities, Building a New Urban Agenda, Barcelona: United Cities and Local Governments, 2014.
UCLG, Local Government Finance: The Challenges of the 21st Century, 2nd Global Report on Decentralisation and Local Democracy, Cheltenham (UK) /
Northampton (MA, USA), Edward Elgar, 2015.
World Bank Group, Metropolitan Governance in Brazil: Inputs for an Agenda and Strategy, The World Bank, Washington D.C., 2015.
Multi‐level governance
European Commission, Cities of Tomorrow: Challenges, visions, ways forward, European Commission, Brussels, 2011.
Curry, D., Network Approaches to Multi‐Level Governance. Structures, Relations and Understanding Between Levels, Palgrave Macmillan, 2015.
European Urban Knowledge Network (EUKN), Challenges of Small and Medium‐Sized Urban Areas (SMUAS), their Economic Growth Potential and Impact on
Territorial Development in the European Union And Latvia, EUKN, The Hague, 2015.
Grisel, M. & van de Waart, F. (editors), Multi‐level Urban Governance or the Art of Working Together, The Hague, European Urban Knowledge Network,
2011.
Hooghe, L. and Marks, G (a). Multi‐Level Governance and European Integration, Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, Inc, 2001.
Hooghe, L. and Marks, G. ‘Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of Multi‐level Governance’, American Political Science Review 97(2), 233‐243, 2003.
LISER, Opportunities of Cross‐border Cooperation between Small and Medium Cities in Europe, 2015.

25

Meuleman, L. and Niestroy, I., ‘Common But Differentiated Governance: A Metagovernance Approach to Make the SDGs Work’, Sustainability, 7, 12295‐
12321, 2015.
UN ECOSOC Integration Segment, http://www.un.org/en/ecosoc/integration/, 2014.
Participation and equity
Ansell, C. and Gash, A. ‘Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice’, Journal of Public Administration Research 18, 543‐571, 2012.
Benz, A. and Papadopoulous, Y. (editors). Governance and Democracy. Comparing national, European and International Experiences, Routledge,
London/New York, 2006.
Boniburini, I., Moretto, L., Smith, H., & Le Maire, J .The right to the city. The city as common good. Between social politics and urban planning. Cahier de La
Cambre N.8, 2013, La Lettre volée.
Bradlow, B. ‘Quiet Conflict: Institutional Change, Informal Settlement Upgrading, and Formalized Partnerships Between Local Authorities and Urban Social
Movements in South Africa’, in Herrle, P., Ley, A. & Fokdal, J. (editors) From Local Action to Global Networks: Housing the Urban Poor, Ashgate, London,
2015.
Cooke, B. & Kothari, U, ‘The Case for Participation as Tyranny’, in: Cooke, B. & Kothari, U. (editors) Participation. The New Tyranny?, Zed Books, New York,
2001.
Gaventa, J., ‘Towards participatory governance: assessing the transformative possibilities’, In Hickey, S. and Mohan, G. (editors), Participation: from Tyranny
to Transformation? Zed Books, London and New York. pp. 25‐41, 2004.
Gurstein, P. & Angeles, L. C., Learning Civil Societies: Shifting Contexts for Democratic Planning. University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 2007.
Healey, P., Collaborative Planning. Shaping Places in Fragmented Societies, Macmillan, London, 1997.
Healey, P., ‘Re‐enchanting democracy as a mode of governance’, Critical Policy Studies, 6 (1), 2012.
Heinelt, H., Getimis, P., Kafkalas, G., Smith, R., And Swyngedouw, E., Participatory Governance in Multi‐Level Context: Concepts and Experience. VS Verlag
für Sozialwissenschaften, 2002.
Herrle, P., Ley, A., & Fokdal, J. (editors), From Local Action to Global Networks: Housing the Urban Poor. Ashgate, London, 2015.

26

Herrle, P., Fokdal, J., & Ley, A., ‘New Urban Players in Africa and Asia: The Role of Grassroots Organizations’’, in H. Mieg & K. Töpfer (editors), Institutional
and Social Innovation for Sustainable Urban Development: New York, Routledge, 2012.
Herrle, P., Ley, A., & Nebel, S., Innovative Measures of Community Based Monitoring as an Instrument for Inclusive Urban Development. Working Paper. GIZ,
Eschborn, 2014.
Hickey, S. & Mohan, G. ‘Towards participation as transformation: critical themes and challenges’, In Hickey, S. and Mohan, G. (editors), Participation: from
Tyranny to Transformation? Zed Books, London and New York, 3‐24, 2004.
Levitas, R., et al., The Multi‐dimensional Analysis of Social Exclusion. Social Exclusion Task Force, Cabinet Office, London, 2007.
Morgaine, K., Kapous‐Desyllas, M. ‘Anti‐Oppressive Practice with Communities’, in Anti‐Oppressive Social Work Practice: Putting Theory Into Action. Sage,
2013.
Mosse, D. ‘'People's Knowledge', Participation and Patronage: Operations and Representations in Rural Development’, in: Cooke, B. & Kothari, U. (editors)
Participation. The New Tyranny? Zed Books, New York, 2001.
Moulaert, F., Martinelli, F., Swyngedouw, E. & González, S. (editors), Can Neighbourhoods Save the City? Community Development and Social Innovation,
New York, Routledge, 2010.
Oström, E., ‘Crossing the Great Divide: Coproduction, Synergy, and Development’, World Development, 24, 1073‐1087, 1996.
Westoby, P. And Dowling, G. (2013)., Theory and Practice of Dialogical Community Development: International Perspective, Routledge, 2013.
Teschner, K. ‘Urban Grassroots Movements and Agencies of Development Cooperation’, in: Herrle, P., Ley, A. & Fokdal, J. (editors) From Local Action to
Global Networks: Housing the Urban Poor. Ashgate, London, 125‐142, 2015.
Watson, V., ‘Co‐production and collaboration in planning ‐ the difference,’ Planning Theory & Practice, 15, 62‐76, 2015.
Metropolitan governance
Ahrend, R., Gamper, C. & Schumann, A., ‘The OECD Metropolitan Governance Survey: A Quantitative Description of Governance Structures in large Urban
Agglomerations’, OECD Regional Development Working Papers, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2014.
Bahl, R., Linn, J. and Wetzel, D. (editors), Financing Metropolitan Governments in Developing Countries, Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 2013.
OECD, Governing the City, OECD Publishing, Paris, 2015.

27

Salet, W., Thornley, A., and Kreukels, A. (2003), Metropolitan Governance and Spatial Planning, Spon Press.
LSE Cities, UN‐Habitat, UCLG, The Urban Governance Survey ‐ How Cities are governed. Building a global database for current models of urban governance
https://urbangovernance.net/en/, 2015.
van den Berg, L., Braun, E., and van der Meer, J., “The organising capacity of metropolitan regions”, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy,
15(3), 253‐272, 1997.
Capacity‐building
Campbell, T, Beyond Smart Cities: How Cities Network, Learn and Innovate, Earthscan, New York, 2012.
Farvacque‐Vitkovic, C. & Kopanyi, M. (editors), Municipal Finances: A Handbook for Local Governments, The World Bank, Washington D.C., 2014.
Lovegrove, N. and Thomas, M. ‘Triple‐Strength Leadership’, Harvard Business Review, September, 2013, https://hbr.org/2013/09/triple‐strength‐
leadership/ar/1
LSE Cities, The Urban Age, 2015 https://urbanage.lsecities.net/, (see “Governance”).
UCLG, Decentralisation and Local Democracy in the World, First Global Report, Washington (USA), World Bank, 2008.

28

Annex 2: List of examples, projects and practices
Multi‐level governance
‐ Urban deltas: Ciliwung and Mahakam (Indonesia), Mekong (Viet Nam), Rhine‐Meuse (The Netherlands), Nile (Egypt), Pantanal (Brazil), Ganges‐
Brahmaputra (Bangladesh).
‐ Cooperation between metropolises and peripheral cities: Amsterdam responsible capital (national and international cooperation).
‐ Cross‐border cooperation: Vienna‐Bratislava‐Brno‐Györ, Hong Kong‐Shenzhen, Brazzaville‐Kinshassa, San Diego‐Tijuana.
‐ Territorial contracts (Poland, France).
Participation and equity
‐ Participatory Budgeting in Porto Alegre.
‐ City Mine(d), Brussels, a multi‐local organisation, which promotes self‐determined projects in public and semi‐public urban spaces.
‐ Vancouver, a set of city‐wide participatory design guidelines.
‐ The Right to the City‐New York policy platform.
‐ Abahlali base Mjondolo, South Africa slum dweller movement.
‐ Participatory Rural Appraisal in Gambia and Nepal.
‐ Law no. 69 of December 27, 2007 on citizen participation in policy decision making, Tuscany Region, Italy.
‐ Municipal Forums and Social Tenure Model in Uganda.
‐ Social Cohesion and Equity ‐ Livable cities (various countries in Latin America).
‐ City wide data collection “knowing your city”.
‐ Community Organization Development Institute (CODI), Thailand.
‐ School of Women Leaders on Secure Tenure, Bolivia.
‐ Asian Coalition for community Action Program (ACCA).
‐ ‘Building capacity for the urban poor for inclusive urban development’ in Ghana.
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Metropolitan governance
From least to most formalised:
‐ Soft types of metropolitan governance: Randstad, Ruhr Area.
‐ Intermunicipal constructs: Barcelona AMB, Montreal CMM.
‐ Directly elected metropolitan governments: Portland Metro, Stuttgart VRS.
‐ Lagos State, Shanghai Province.
Capacity‐building
‐ Leadership in Urban Governance Programme – LUGP – (Singapore).
‐ Master Class in Strategic Governance (Denmark).
‐ Association Capacity‐building Working Group (UCLG mechanism that has been working for 25 years fostering peer learning).
‐ Future Cities Programme (Mozambique‐South African‐Brazilian Cities Peer exchange on strategic planning).
‐ Resilience Cities Programme and Congress (organized by ICLEI).
‐ 100 Resilient Cities (Program and CRO’S ‐ Chief Resilient Officers ‐ Funded by Rockefeller Foundation).
‐ MILE (Municipal Institute of Learning of Durban).
‐ The Hague Academy for Local Government.
‐ Training programmes of local governments associations around the world.
‐ Technical support provided by the International Association of Francophone Mayors.
‐ PLATFORMA, European mechanism of coordination for development cooperation (hosted by European Council of Municipalities and Regions.
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