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Executive Summary

Community-Based Monitoring (CBM) implies local information and data gathering through the com-
munity itself. It has gained strong recognition in recent years in the urban development field. The
GIZ sector projects ‘Program Millennium Goals and Poverty Reduction’ and ‘Policy Advice for Urban
Development’ jointly support — on behalf of the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development (BMZ) — CBM as an instrument for inclusive urban development. The objective is
to improve monitoring and impact evaluation of inclusive urban development programs, to enhance
decision-making and management processes of municipalities and strengthen the dialogue between
them and urban poor groups.

The joint measure includes a pilot project in Ethiopia and a survey in Bolivia as well as two studies
by the United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG) and Slum/Shack Dwellers International (SDI). The
report at hand summarizes and reviews the findings from the three studies and a review of the CBM
pilot project in Ethiopia. It gives tentative recommendations to development cooperation and urban
development experts for future application of CBM as an instrument for inclusive urban development,
and assesses the potential of CBM as a contribution to urban indicators with regards to the post-
2015 debate and MDG/SDG monitoring.

One of the key lessons is the conflict between a mainstream understanding of CBM (improving as-
sessments) versus a broader role of CBM (improving inclusion and empowerment).

Application of CBM by local governments

Although CBM seems to be relevant for the accountability and responsiveness by local governments,
the reports are critical about the extent to which local governments actually apply CBM. Even in
contexts with CBM, it is not ensured that it is used for decision-making. The underlying reason is a
mainstream interpretation of CBM with emphasis on data collection and monitoring.

Only a few examples are evident in which local authorities with various degrees of commitment
apply a broader role of CBM to take recommendations forward out of the ‘feeling of losing control’
over the process. Showcase examples are those where authorities play a key role as catalysts by
applying CBM for solution-oriented participation and by linking it to decision-making.

There are also grassroots-initiated examples from Sub-Saharan Africa and Asia. Here processes are
started from the bottom but developed with the approval and often support by local government.

Role of CBM for civil society, empowerment and dialogue
between local government and community

The role of CBM for community empowerment is differently interpreted in the reports at hand: from
considering it as a technical tool in improving service delivery, to raising awareness about criti-
cal aspects such as excluding vulnerable groups, to seeing it as a tool for the community to learn
how to do their own assessments, gain experience working with municipalities and to develop the
potential to influence policy.



Challenges for CBM in playing a role in establishing a dialogue between local government and urban

poor include:

e 'Elite capture’: The challenge of determining who the community is in the context of the threat of
‘elite capture'/gatekeepers. Local power relations need to be understood properly before starting
with CBM in order to avoid a situation where a few people dominate the process and defend their
own interests.

Raising false expectations and mistrust: Dialogue might raise expectations in the communities be-
yond the responsibility of local government. Participative elements mostly do not include decision-
making power because of mistrust between residents and municipal officials.

No legal grounds: Existing laws about local participation do not entail CBM.

Building common understanding: Although CBM has the potential to relax dichotomies between lay
and technical expertise and to articulate demands as a community-level consultation and com-
munication instrument, there is the risk that it aggravates conflicting interests and reinforces
inaccurate perceptions about informal settlements if not properly planned and managed.

e In order to unfold, CBM needs to create 'space’ for coordination among different stakeholders to
show to local governments that communities are capable partners.

e Co-decision: CBM has the potential to foster and strengthen a dialogue within a framework for
accountability and co-decision, strengthen networking, promote new partnerships, provide knowl-
edge-sharing and capacity building, involve urban poor in city-wide dialogue and planning. CBM
is also valued as a potential instrument to enhance ‘social capital’ that seeks to strengthen local
decision-making, public education, community capacity and effective public participation in local
government processes. This potential would have to be identified and properly exploited.

e Negotiation and relationship-building is generally seen as a challenge: Keeping record and gener-
ating data as tools to secure rights can provide opportunities to work with local government.

The reports indicate a number of preconditions necessary for the successful implementation of

Community-Based Monitoring:

e Organizational capacities and established structures in the local communities to establish a sound
indicator system;

e Capacities for implementation also on the side of the municipal administration;
e Particular projects as a basis for CBM review;

e Open and committed local authorities to the CBM process and its recommendations.

Opportunities and threats for the future application of CBM

Community-Based Monitoring seems to offer a number of opportunities for inclusive urban develop-
ment: CBM has the potential to capacitate both local authorities and local communities. It improves
the dialogue between local government and communities. CBM thereby has the potential to increase
accountability and quality of services.

The mainstream understanding of CBM (as a feedback approach) has the potential to create greater
impact beyond its technical usefulness — for instance Community Score Cards in selected communi-
ties can be seen as a success, but should be considered as a vehicle for pursuing more substantial
goals.

If CBM is used to its full potential, it can develop into a space for coordination and lead to a pro-
cess of joint decision making.
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At the same time Community-Based Monitoring exposes a number of threats that can be detrimental

to inclusive urban development:

e A technical CBM approach burdens communities with additional responsibilities and costs and
does not necessarily contribute to empowerment and inclusion.

e Standardized CBM tools tend to be applied irrespective of the local political and cultural environ-
ment. Without proper adaptation to the specific social, cultural and political contexts CBM may
remain an exercise with limited impact on systems.

e Local governments do not assume a proactive role out of fear of losing control. This results in a
lack of commitment to respect priorities presented by inhabitants.

e CBM can raise unrealistic expectations and lead to frustrations within the community about the
lack of consequences and continued exclusion from decision-making and service delivery.

e CBM processes can also exclude certain (vulnerable) groups from the process, such as women,
youth and tenants, and thereby reinforce existing power structures. To see CBM as a tool to create
community cohesion is not only romantic, but also risky. In reality there is a real threat of ‘elite
capture’ and ‘gatekeeping’ through local leaders.

e CBM is not a universal recipe for inclusive urban development. Instead it needs to be understood
as one out of many participatory approaches with no one-size-fits-all recipe for implementation.

Three-dimensional CBM application

From the case studies analyzed in this report CBM needs to be understood in its three dimensions,

which may in practice overlap.

1. CBM as a tool to give feedback (Feedback Approach): This approach in isolation does not yet
meet Development Cooperation principles about ownership and democratization. It is primarily
limited to improve the efficiency of local government and improve baselines. Implicitly, however,
the ‘feedback approach’ does have the potential to be a door opener for more inclusive ap-
proaches, or even empowerment. If this perspective is kept in mind, even the simple ‘feedback
approach’ should not be underestimated, especially in a context where a participatory culture
is still lacking and frontiers of mistrust between local governments and civil society must be
overcome.

2. CBM as a tool for more inclusive urban development (Inclusion Approach) requires a realistic
strategy towards more inclusion in which CBM would then become an instrumental part. The
more local governments adopt a catalytic role in the process and withdraw from super-imposing
the right’ solutions, the more effective they become in strengthening the negotiation power of
communities vis-a-vis other players.

3. CBM as a tool for mobilization and negotiation driven by grassroots and their civil society al-
liance partners (Empowerment Approach). This implies a new approach towards local urban
governance that empowers excluded communities to actively (and competently) participate in
local negotiation processes around planning, resources and services. Ideally, this would result in
an open horizontal dialogue among various stakeholders leading to a commonly accepted share
of resources and power.

Recommendations for Development Cooperation

The following propositions emerge with regards to supporting CBM as an instrument for inclusive

urban development:

e Develop context-specific CBM approaches adapted to the organizational capacity of the respective
community and municipality;

e Target ‘side-effects’ of feedback approach — e.g. by providing a ‘learning environment’ for both
local governments and communities;



® Mainstream a broader understanding of CBM and combine monitoring with co-decision making and
support capacity building of both local government and local communities as a necessary plug-in
component for an inclusion approach;

e Additional support for a community-driven process (Empowerment Approach) in facilitating a
learning process, in professional assistance, in extending its application to monitor both commu-
nity processes and changing relationships between local government and communities.

Potential of CBM to be included in post-2015 MDG systems

The Community-Based Monitoring approach in the urban development field has given rise to discus-
sions about its usefulness in the context of an advanced indicator system in the post-2015 develop-
ment agenda. The ongoing discourse allows for evaluating a supportive role of CBM as follows:

e CBM as an instrument for inclusive consultation on the local/national level: Intensive consultations
in various national and local contexts are suggested during the process of developing national
targets and indicators to measure performance and progress. CBM could be used in this context to
test global goals and to adjust them to different local levels, and thus contribute to the transla-
tion of global targets into local conditions of individual countries (and cities).

e CBM as an instrument for improved national data collection and to strengthen statistical capacity
on the country level: When it comes to target setting, one of the core issues in the discussion of
setting indicators is the availability and disaggregation of data. CBM could be a powerful tool to
translate global goals to local ones, modifying the level of detail and adapting them to local con-
ditions. However, it may be worth recalling the limited scope of the narrow ‘technical’ approaches
that are associated with this idea. Any conceptual extension towards empowerment processes will
almost inevitably run into difficulties of fixing benchmarks and criteria that are transferable from
one context to another.

e CBM as helpful instrument for setting up national statistical development strategies: National sta-
tistical systems could be improved by integrating different stakeholders into peer-group analysis
and review procedures. CBM could be an important tool when local communities are among one of
the identified stakeholder groups.



1. Context — Innovative Measures for
Urban Poverty Reduction

1.1 Reference Framework: Addressing poverty reduction
in the MDG and post-2015 process

The GIZ sector program on Millennium Development Goals and Poverty Reduction ("Programm Millen-
niumsziele und Armutsreduzierung’) advises the German Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation
and Development (BMZ), as well as the implementing agencies in development cooperation (EZ-
Durchfiihrungsorganisationen), in the further development of policy in terms of the millennium decla-
ration, MDGs and poverty reduction. The program reviews findings of implementing the current set of
eight MDGs (see Factsheet MDGs in der Praxis, GTZ 2010), assesses new issues, themes and trends
such as multi-dimensional aspects of poverty (see Workshop Reader, GTZ 2010), and offers policy
advice in the post-2015 debate. Key concerns are to integrate aspects of addressing social inequal-
ity, human rights and the need to strengthen responsibilities within partner countries, and enabling
participation of the population in developments (see: GIZ 2014a and BMZ 2012a).

1.2 Reference Framework: Urban development as a field of
action in international Development Cooperation (DC)

The unprecedented dynamics typical for current urbanization trends are paralleled with the growth
of urban poverty, informal settlements in often slum-like conditions and social inequality. Population
growth and poverty have become an urban, city-wide phenomenon — all in all contributing to risks
in terms of social conflicts (BMZ 2012b, Herrle et al. 2012, Herrle et al. 2006, oikos 2006).

The GIZ sector project ‘Policy Advice for Urban Development’ (‘Politikberatung in der Kommunal- und
Stadtentwicklung’) understands urban areas as places where global change becomes effective and
visible as well as actors in development processes. Among other issues it is believed that ‘pov-

erty reduction can only be achieved in and with cities and regions.’ Reaching this goal will require
increased urban management capacities that are promoted through initiatives of urban policy advice
in various fields and on different levels (e.g. inclusive and safe cities, resilient and resource-efficient
cities, responsive and well-governed cities). (See: GIZ 2014b).

1.3 Community-Based Monitoring for inclusive urban
development

Community-Based Monitoring (CBM) implies local information and data gathering through the com-

munity itself. The background document on CBM by UCLG offers a helpful differentiation based on

Conrad (2006):

1. The mainstream definition of CBM stresses a narrow and technology-oriented interpretation of
improved data gathering and monitoring (for instance the Community-Based Monitoring System
Network). Data generation is meant to improve accountability and service delivery.
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2. An emergent ‘broader’ definition of CBM is more comprehensive and entails the view that CBM is
a tool for introducing more inclusive decision-making, local empowerment and capacity building
(UCLG Report, Allegretti et al. 2013).

3. Another important differentiation needs to be made between local government-led initiatives
and bottom-up participatory initiatives, where local governments only get involved in the second
phase (Allegretti 2013:26ff).

Up to now, CBM has been most extensively used with regards to health services (Israel et al. 1998)
and in the environmental field (Conrad and Hilchey 2011), but has gained strong recognition in
recent years in the urban development field. Here, community mapping and enumerations of informal
settlements by community organizations are prominent examples. Enumerations and mappings were
already used in the 1970s as a way to prevent evictions (Arputham 2012) and are seen nowadays
also as ways to mobilize communities and build local knowledge as well as a basis for building
relationships with local governments both in terms of bringing awareness around the ‘blind spots’
within the city, and as a basis for planning upgrading or relocation projects (see Karanja 2010; UN-
Habitat and GLTN 2010; Appadurai 2012; Archer et al. 2012; ACHR 2011; Baptist and Bolnick 2012;
Livengood and Kunte 2012; Makau et al. 2012; Muller and Mbanga 2012; Patel and Baptist 2012).

Since 2012, the sector projects ‘Program Millennium Goals and Poverty Reduction’ and ‘Policy Advice
for Urban Development’ jointly support — on behalf of BMZ — measures to use Community-Based
Monitoring (CBM) as an instrument for inclusive urban development. This initiative is based on a
broader understanding of urban poverty reduction, which amongst others entails the inclusion of the
urban poor into planning processes and progress monitoring. The objective is to apply CBM tools to
monitor progress and evaluate impact of inclusive urban development programs, to enhance decision
and management processes of municipalities, and strengthen the dialogue between local administra-
tion and the political arena, as well as urban poor groups.

The joint measure includes a pilot project in Ethiopia and a survey in Bolivia as well as two studies
by the United Cities and Local Governments (UCLG) and Slum/Shack Dwellers International (SDI).

1.4 Aim and structure of the report

The report summarizes and reviews the findings from three studies (UCLG report by Allegretti et al.
2013, SDI report by d’Cruz et al. 2014 and Bolivia report by Dibbits 2013) and a review of a CBM
pilot project in Ethiopia (Getahun and Denekew 2014). The aim is to present recommendations to
development cooperation and urban development experts for future application of CBM as an instru-
ment for inclusive urban development. A further objective is to identify the potential of CBM as a
contribution to urban indicators with regards to the post-2015 debate and MDG/SDG monitoring.

This report is structured in two main parts: Firstly, a synthesis of the lessons-learned from existing
initiatives and an outline of the way forward in terms of preconditions, opportunities and threats and
application of Community-Based Monitoring for inclusive urban development are presented. Secondly,
we offer recommendations for development cooperation — both in terms of ways how to support
CBM as an instrument for inclusive urban development as well as an assessment of its potential —
to be included in the post-2015 indicator and monitoring process.



2. Community-Based Monitoring — Im
proving Inclusive Urban Development?

2.1 Summary of reports

Community-Based Monitoring and a Possible New Dialogue with Local Governments:
An Overview of International Experiences (Allegretti et al. 2013)

The report commissioned by UCLG and GIZ (from now on referred to as UCLG report) focuses on the
relevance of CBM for accountability/responsiveness by local governments — including the improve-
ment of dialogue between local authorities and community groups. The study identifies two main
limitations of CBM: First, the lack of commitment to integrate CBM data into policy and decision-
making. And second, in the few cases where CBM data is used in decision-making processes, these
participatory forums are limited to single issues.

One of the key lessons from the study is the conflict between a mainstream understanding of CBM
(monitoring policy issues) versus a broader role of CBM (empowerment). The latter understanding is
stressed as crucial for social accountability in terms of opening ways to collective decision-making
and public accessibility of data. However, this broader role of CBM can only be found in a few
examples with various degrees of involvement from the side of local authorities. Showcase exam-
ples are those where authorities play a key role as catalysts by applying CBM for solution-oriented
participation and by linking it to decision-making. The study therefore highlights principles relevant
to develop a ‘mature vision of CBM’, the relevance of community influence for policy and implemen-
tation, and the different phases for an extended CBM notion and key challenges to unlock unexplored
potentials.

A key recommendation for international actors is to mainstream a broader understanding of CBM.

The Inclusive City: The roles of Community-Based Engagement and Monitoring in reducing
poverty (d’Cruz et al. 2014)

The study looks at how federations aligned to the international network Shack/Slum Dwellers
International (SDI), establish and develop relations with local authorities and what role CBM plays
in this regards (from now referred to as SDI report). It reviews experience from three cities: Ha-
rare, Jinja and Pune. One of the key messages is that CBM usually monitors performance of service
provision, but in a context with no infrastructure and where others become service providers this
has no relevance. Instead, the authors use the term Community Based Engagement with the aim to
not only focus on improved service provision, but empowerment. This would entail the monitoring of
community processes which the federations use for their own activities, and secondly the monitor-
ing of partnerships between federations and the state. Important aspects include the role of CBM for
enhancing the recognition of the capacities of local communities and changing inaccurate assump-
tions of informal settlements.



The Inclusive City and the use of Community-Based Monitoring in Bolivia.
Practical experiences in La Paz and EL Alto (Dibbits 2013)

The report from Bolivia highlights the fact that inspite of strong participatory approaches in commu-
nity development, systematic feedback and monitoring is not well known, nor is it practiced in any
of the reviewed case study areas in La Paz or in El Alto. Monitoring refers so far to infrastructure
projects and to the control of financial resources.

A new legal framework might foster broader CBM but needs to be strongly supported when applied.
The process of defining indicators to be monitored has to guarantee that all stakeholders, includ-
ing the communities themselves, are involved. However, citizens of indigenous origin in Bolivia are
bound more to an oral tradition (than to a western written one) that might influence the skills and
mindset required for CBM. Also, traditional hierarchies of power tend to exclude in particular women,
young people and non-homeowners from decision-making processes.

These key messages from Bolivia reveal the need for awareness rising among local communities, lo-
cally adapted types and procedures of CBM, consistent information, training and continuous support,
indicators to be developed on the community level and the need for an understanding of local power
relations.

Piloting Community-Based Monitoring (CBM) in Assosa and Yirgalem Cities (Ethiopia)
(Getahun and Denekew 2014)

A strategy development mission in June 2013 revealed that legal and planning documents as well
as the policy framework offer good opportunities for participation strategies. Based on the prior
identification of possibilities for introducing CBM-tools in Assosa and Yirgalem two basic city
services, i.e. solid waste management and cobblestone road construction, were selected for testing
the usefulness of Community Score Cards (CSC). The focus of both schemes was on ‘encouraging a
process of dialogue between service providers and users towards improved delivery of services'.

The process was initiated by workshops for raising awareness among key stakeholders. Scoring
meetings were held separately with service users and service providers. The pilot program has
obviously contributed to enhance the awareness of city officials on the need for more transparent
decision-making. Communities learned to articulate more precisely their needs. Most importantly, the
CSC test run created space for joint learning and overcoming the widespread mistrust between com-
munities and local governments. It also triggered discussions about a wider application of CBM tools
beyond service delivery, for example as a ‘complement’ to city planning on the neighborhood level.

2.2 Synthesis/lessons-learned from existing initiatives

The studies at hand applied different methods and take different perspectives, and therefore allow in
various degrees for generalization: The UCLG report offers a broad overview of international experi-
ence and includes — beyond a literature review — a selection of case studies based on the experi-
ence of UCLG members and researchers. The report by d'Cruz et al. (2014) reflects on the experience
of one member-based network (Shack/Slum Dwellers International) in various countries. The reports
from Bolivia and Ethiopia focus on the implementation of CBM in the respective country.



2. Community-Based Monitoring — Improving Inclusive Urban Development?

Generally, a discrepancy seems to be present in terms of the aim and underlying ‘philosophies’ of

CBM. The question is:

1. If CBM’s primary motive is to monitor inclusive urban development (with the focus on improving
assessments and to capacitate local government administrations); or

2. If the focus in on strengthening inclusion by means of CBM (with the focus on improving em-
powerment and social capital).

Sometimes the different emphases seem to contradict one another.

The authors evaluated the studies along the following categories:
e application of CBM by local government;

e role of CBM for civil society and empowerment;

¢ role of CBM for dialogue between local government and urban poor — including the improvement
of dialogue between local authorities and community groups;

e role of DC programs for inclusive urban development.

2.2.1 Application of CBM by local government

CBM hardly applied

The UCLG study highlights the relevance of CBM for accountability/responsiveness by local govern-
ments. The report from Bolivia more strongly emphasizes that in a context of corruption CBM is seen
as a tool for social control and for monitoring the financial activities by local government.

However, both the UCLG and Bolivia report are critical about the extent to which local government
uses CBM. In the case of Bolivia, despite of strong participatory approaches in community develop-
ment, systematic feedback and monitoring is not well known nor practiced in any of the reviewed
case study areas either in La Paz or in El Alto.

If applied, then not used for decision-making

The UCLG report also raises the concern that even with CBM it is not ensured that its data is used
for planning and implementation. Instead as a basis for (joint) planning decisions, local authorities
see rather their role limited to financing the data collection process and receiving data. The underly-
ing reason is a mainstream interpretation of CBM with an emphasis on data collection and monitor-
ing. This understanding also becomes apparent in the report from Ethiopia where CBM was tested as
a ‘tool’ for better service delivery by local governments.

Three main concerns are raised in this regard by UCLG and through the Bolivia report:

e there is no culture of reviewing, reflecting and monitoring on progress within local government
and that information is centralized by the municipality and not always shared with district coun-
cils or the community;

e the lack of commitment to integrate CBM data into policy and decision-making. Local authorities
receive datasets with limited commitment to use the knowledge or even include participation in
the interpretation of data and development of solutions;

e the few cases where CBM data is used in co-decision-making processes, these participatory fo-
rums are limited to single issues.



Where used for decision-making — local government fears losing control

One of the key lessons from the study is the conflict between a mainstream understanding of CBM
(monitoring as a tool to improve government performance) versus a broader role of CBM (empower-
ment). The latter understanding is stressed as crucial for social accountability in terms of opening
ways to collective decision-making and public accessibility of data. However, this broader role of
CBM can only be found in few examples with various degrees of involvement from the side of local
authorities and their willingness to take recommendations forward. One obstacle is the tendency of
local governments to try to control the process and limit it to single issue — ‘selective listening’ —
instead of transformation of political culture. The ‘feeling of losing control’ over the process appears
to be the reason why local governments in the case studies do not assume a strong and proactive
role.

Showcase examples are those where authorities play a key role as catalysts by applying CBM for
solution-oriented participation and by linking it to decision-making.

A common concern that was raised in the UCLG and SDI report is that local politicians feel threat-
ened by a joint discussion about local priorities.

Alternative: Driven by civil society with support of LG

But whereas the UCLG report differentiates between mainstream and broader/extended CBM (both
government-initiated), the SDI report differentiates between the drivers of CBM and stresses a dif-
ferentiation between government-initiated and grassroots-initiated measures. The latter aspect has
not been studied or reflected upon by UCLG. Grassroots-initiated examples come from Sub-Saharan
Africa and Asia — here processes are started from the bottom but developed with the approval and
often support by local government. Although not explicitly mentioned, it seems that in these regions
there is a lack of political will or administrative capacity to have government-led initiatives. The
support from local government can entail specific informal settlement surveys up to city-wide map-
ping and enumerations feeding into upgrading strategies.

2.2.2 Role of CBM for civil society and empowerment

The role of CBM for community empowerment is differently interpreted in the reports at hand: from
reflecting it as a technical tool in improving service delivery (Ethiopia report), to raising critical
aspects (Bolivia report), to seeing it as a learning tool (SDI Report) and to highlighting the potential
to influence policy (UCLG and SDI report).

No role

In the Ethiopia report CBM is largely discussed in the broad context of participation, i.e. as a "tool
of public performance management’, providing inputs to the planning and management of services.
While participation of citizens in planning and implementing projects is well anchored in legal and
policy documents of the country, in practice: i) top-down practices still dominate and result in
inefficient outcomes, ii) necessary working systems and procedures for community participation are
lacking, and iii) grassroots organizations lack the capacities to initiate programs and projects.

The UCLG report highlights that with a mainstream understanding of CBM the citizens remain pas-
sive as they are not included into decision-making. Therefore, civil society perceives this model as
perpetuating the existing governance culture.



2. Community-Based Monitoring — Improving Inclusive Urban Development?

Exclusionary role

The Bolivia report sees difficulties of CBM application in Bolivia although there is a strong commu-
nity organization and participation culture in poor urban neighborhoods, which may foster CBM as an
innovative tool. Nevertheless, certain groups (women, young people and tenants) are excluded from
community participation. Also, it is difficult to include the indigenous population who is not used to
written communication. As a result, communities as a whole are unlikely to be empowered to alter
traditional hierarchies.

Learning tool for empowerment

The SDI report is the only one highlighting the aspect that CBM is a tool for learning:
e to work with government and to negotiate;

e to empower women;
e to mobilize new savings groups to form and apply intra-community negotiations to set priorities;

e to record local savings, transparency and accountability to members.

Tool to hold to account

An aspect raised throughout all the reports (including Ethiopia) is the use of CBM to monitor and
hold local government to account — for instance, expenditures and service deliveries. The SDI report
questions the role of CBM for monitoring service delivery performance in a context where services
are not delivered and there is nobody, therefore, to hold to account (p. 9). It needs, however, to be
acknowledged that other initiatives would exactly hold their governments to account for the failure
to provide. The SDI report instead raises the aspect of monitoring contractors, and also the use to
monitor community processes (records of savings and loans, informal settlement data), to make
saving groups accountable and transparent to members, as well as the use to monitor local govern-
ment partnerships (MoUs, project agreements, minutes of meetings, representation on LG commit-
tees, etc.).

Tool to influence policy

The UCLG report sees the potential of a broader understanding of CBM to strengthen collective
decision-making, construction of citizen rights by having a say and empowerment through knowl-
edge-sharing and collective discussions, enhancing community influence on decision-making. In this
line, the SDI report foresees community influence on policy: pressure, creating commitments and
payoff/reward.

However, this broader understanding of CBM, which includes meaningful participation, is today often
limited to single issues according to UCLG.

2.2.3 Role of CBM for dialogue between local government and urban
poor/community groups

Governance concepts in the reports seem to be over-simplified: they tend to polarize between de-
mand-side and supply side thereby leaving out needed dialogue and negotiation processes between
local government and urban poor.



‘Elite capture’

Blockages for CBM to have a role in establishing dialogue are mentioned in all reports:

The UCLG reports warns that a challenge remains to determine who the community is in the context
of the threat of ‘elite capture’/gatekeepers through the equation of local leaders as community (e.g.
Afghanistan case). Also the Bolivia report raises concerns that local power relations need to be
understood properly before starting with CBM.

Raising false expectations and mistrust

Furthermore, UCLG stresses that on the side of local government there is resistance to build dia-
logue because raised expectations in the communities go also beyond the responsibility of local
government.

The Ethiopia report also highlights that in practice there is widespread mistrust between residents
and municipal officials. Participative elements such as consultative forums, councils and standing
committees, budget disclosure (on a regional level only) ‘do not provide any significant decision-
making power’ and are largely ad-hoc arrangements.

No legal grounds

The Bolivia report also stresses the legal grounds to use CBM for dialogue. It mentions that exist-
ing laws about local participation of deprived communities do not entail CBM. CBM could, however,
be integrated into The Real Neighborhood Program in Bolivia that encourages a culture of active
participation in making, maintaining and monitoring infrastructure works.

Building common understanding

The UCLG report has a particular focus on the extent of improvements of dialogue between local
governments and community groups through CBM. First of all, CBM is seen to relax dichotomies
between lay and technical expertise. In Ethiopia, CBM also seems to be seen as a community-level
consultation and communication instrument that in particular provides a space for citizens and
service users to articulate their demand for efficient, effective and equitable services. Also, the SDI
report highlights that CBM can change inaccurate assumptions by officials and politicians about in-
formal settlements (p. 7) by bringing forward sound data and maps. Furthermore, community-driven
CBM demonstrates capacity towards government by e.g. setting up and managing funds and monitor-
ing and documenting them.

Space for coordination among different stakeholders

It is then also seen as a space for coordination of government, service providers and community
activities (UCLG report). It shows to local governments that communities are capable partners (SDI
report).
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Co-decision

In a broader understanding, CBM has the potential to foster and strengthen a dialogue within an
accountability and co-decision framework, strengthen networking, promote new partnerships, provide
knowledge-sharing and capacity building, and bring urban poor in city-wide dialogue and planning
(UCLG report, p. 14). The Bolivia report values CBM as a potential instrument to enhance ‘social
capital’ that seeks to strengthen local decision-making, public education, community capacity and
effective public participation in local government processes.

Negotiation and relationship-building tool

Furthermore, the SDI report raises the potential of CBM as a negotiation tool. Keeping record and
generating data are seen as tools to secure rights and opportunities to work with LG (p. 13f). 0f-
ten, survey, mappings and enumerations are primary steps for engagement with local government.
Verified data provide a negotiation advantage as accurate information is required for housing and
upgrading and for inclusion on maps and plans (p. 12).

2.2.4 Role of Development Cooperation programs for inclusive urban
development

Inclusiveness as a ‘side-effect’ of mainstream CBM

The Ethiopia report does not explicitly mention inclusiveness. The CBM approach tested in Ethiopia
follows a rather classical participation approach assigning a certain role (CBM) to the civil society.
It takes into consideration neither the unequal access to services, media, consultancy, etc. of the
urban poor, nor factors such as organizational weaknesses, illiteracy, gender, etc. Nevertheless, im-
plicitly, Development Cooperation could play a major role through propagating and supporting tools
like CBM to create space and awareness for more inclusive and poverty-oriented concepts of service
delivery.

Promote a broader/extended role of CBM

The UCLG report outlines the role of international actors under the umbrella of the Partnership for
Economic Policy (PEP) Network that promotes a narrow CBM (CBMS) Network. International actors
such as GIZ, UCLG and the International Observatory of Participatory Democracy (0IDP), that are
closely linked to local and regional authorities, are seen as potential drivers for a reform towards
a broader/extended notion of CBM — basically a move away from a data collection focus to broader
engagement of inhabitants. ‘This shift would increase both the impacts of CBM processes and the
legitimacy of the promoting institutions through the contributions given by CBM to reconstructing a
mutual trust between political administrative bodies and their citizens’ (UCLG report, p. 40).

Promote upscaling and multi-stakeholder engagement of CBM

The SDI report stresses the need for upscaling initiatives to city-wide strategies of inclusion — im-
plicitly, the role of development cooperation could be to take ‘Community-Based Engagement’ (the
term applied by SDI going beyond just monitoring) out of the arena of one civil society actor and to
get broad participation going.



Promote CBM as a tool to learn relationship-building

The SDI report also stresses the need for learning relationship building — both in terms of multi-
level relationship building and for engaging with local government. Development Cooperation should
have interest in how community networks develop relations and what changes that brings.

Funding to grassroots level

SDI is of the strong conviction that external funding should go straight to the grassroots arena in
order to then leverage further local resources (p. 30). Since 2008, the Urban Poor Fund International
(UPFI) serves as a platform to access finance from international sources — interestingly, beyond
private foundations, there are also national governments (including the Norwegian and Swedish
governments) as contributors. Four aspects are central to grassroots funding: i) the funds should

go to processes (not projects) such as capacity-building and exchanges (p. 31), ii) the funds should
be controlled by people, iii) budgets need to be flexible, and iv) communities need to be networked
(p. 33).

2.3 Way forward — Preconditions, Opportunities and Threats

2.3.1 Preconditions for CBM

The reports directly or indirectly indicate a number of preconditions necessary for the implementa-
tion of Community-Based Monitoring.

First of all, the Bolivia report indicates the lack of capacities in the local communities to establish
a sound indicator system — a precondition for successful implementation.

Secondly, one needs to bear in mind that capacities for implementation are also often scarce both
on the side of the municipal administration and the communities. Efficient local authorities and
established community structures seem to be a precondition, though hardly existent on the ground.

Thirdly, statements vary regarding the potential of CBM to scale up to a city-wide level. It seems
that for communities, CBM must be based on a particular project to be reviewed. Beyond the sin-
gular project, there is concern that communities might be overloaded with scaling up. At least this
would require establishing strong organizational capacities.

Fourthly, to unfold its potential of inclusion, it needs for authorities to be engaging in CBM process-
es and being open and committed to recommendations (and immanent critique) deriving from it.

The UCLG report (p. 32f) therefore highlights five principles relevant for developing a ‘mature vision
of CBM": i) accountability, ii) citizen rights, iii) space for coordination and evaluation, iv) taking into
account relations between stakeholders, and v) importance of education and empowerment through
knowledge-sharing and joint discussion.
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2.3.2 Opportunities in the future application of CBM

Notwithstanding the above mentioned restrictions, Community-Based Monitoring seems to offer a
number of opportunities for inclusive urban development:

First of all, CBM has the potential to capacitate local authorities. In particular, concerned depart-
ments of LGs learn how to accept and learn from communities.

In terms of community-driven CBM as promoted by SDI, federations learn from each other by visiting
each other in the process and learn to engage with government at different levels.

Furthermore, it helps to relax the dichotomies between lay men and experts (UCLG report) and
change mindsets (SDI report) and thereby can potentially improve the dialogue between local gov-
ernment and communities. There seem to be indications that local governments that have welcomed
the assessment by the community and taken the results seriously are also more open for criticism
and institutional learning (Ethiopia report). CBM thereby has the potential to increase accountability
and quality of services (UCLG report).

At the moment, CBM is widely seen as a feedback approach that has inclusion or empowerment
rather as a side effect, which, however, has the potential to create greater impact beyond its tech-
nical usefulness. For instance, the SDI report highlights the potential of CBM to promote the learning
of relationship-building with local government.

If CBM is used to its full potential, it can develop into a space for coordination and lead to a joint
decision making process which would imply the strengthening of collective decision-making, com-
munity influence on policy-making, strengthen networking, promoting new partnerships, knowledge-
sharing and capacity building.

Introduction of Community Score Cards in selected communities (as practiced in Ethiopia) based
on a consensus between various groups can be seen as a success, but should be considered as a
vehicle for pursuing more substantial goals.

2.3.3 Threats in the future application of CBM

At the same time Community-Based Monitoring exposes a number of threats that if not dealt with in
advance, can be detrimental to inclusive urban development:

1. Most importantly, there is a threat that CBM is understood as a technical tool for data gathering
and monitoring. This approach burdens communities with additional responsibilities and cost and
does not contribute towards unfolding the development potentials of empowerment and inclusion.

2. There is the threat of taking standardized CBM tools as a universally applicable guarantor for
more inclusive urban developing irrespective of the local political and cultural environment.
What may look as a rather modest approach from the perspective of a country with rich experi-
ences in participation could in fact be the first step towards substantial changes in the mind-
sets of decision-makers and community leaders. Therefore, without proper adaptation to the
specific social, cultural and political contexts CBM may remain an exercise with limited impact
on systems.
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4.

There is the threat that local governments do not assume a proactive role out of fear for losing
control. This results in a lack of commitment to respect priorities stated by inhabitants. CBM
then just manifests in ‘selective listening’ and an application of CBM tools for single issues,
instead of a vehicle for the transformation of the political culture.

There is always the threat (similar to any participation process), that CBM raises unrealistic
expectations and in the long run leads to frustrations within the community about the lack of
consequences and continued exclusion from decision-making and service delivery. Rapid popula-
tion growth and poverty in combination with bureaucracy, lack of transparency and trust between
LGs and citizens are extremely challenging conditions for systematic and effective CBM.

CBM processes can also exclude certain (vulnerable) groups such as women, youth and tenants
from the process (e.g. Bolivia report) and thereby reinforce existing power structures. To see CBM
as a tool to create community cohesion is not only romantic, but also risky. In reality, there is a
present threat of ‘elite capture’ and gatekeeping through local leaders.

A more general threat is that CBM will be promoted as a universal recipe for inclusionary urban
development. Instead, it needs to be understood as one out of many participatory approaches
with no one-size-fits-all recipe for implementation.

2.3.4 Three-dimensional CBM application

From the case studies analyzed in this report CBM needs to be understood in its three dimensions,
which may in practice overlap.

CBM as a tool to give feedback (Feedback Approach): This approach in isolation does not yet
meet Development Cooperation principles about ownership and democratization. It is primarily
limited to improve the efficiency of local government and improve baselines. Implicitly, how-
ever, the ‘feedback approach’ does have the potential to be a door opener for more inclusive
approaches or even empowerment. If this perspective is kept in mind even the simple ‘feedback
approach’ should not be underestimated, especially in a context where a participatory culture is
still lacking and frontiers of mistrust between LGs and CS must be overcome.

CBM as a tool for more inclusive urban development (Inclusion Approach), but still driven by
local government and therefore with limited relevance for empowerment. It requires a realistic
strategy towards more inclusion, in which CBM would then become an instrumental part. The
more local governments adopt a catalytic role in the process and withdraw from super-imposing
the ‘right’ solutions, the more effective they become in strengthening the negotiation power of
communities vis-a-vis other players.

CBM as a tool for mobilization and negotiation driven by grassroots and their civil society alli-
ance partners (Empowerment Approach). This implies a new approach towards local urban gov-
ernance that empowers excluded communities to actively (and competently) participate in local
negotiation processes around planning, resources and services. Ideally, this would result in an
open dialogue among various stakeholders at eye-level leading to a commonly accepted share of
resources and power.



3. Recommendations for development
cooperation

3.1 Supporting CBM as an instrument for inclusive urban
development

Tentatively, the following propositions emerge with regards to supporting CBM as an instrument for
inclusive urban development:

Develop context-specific CBM approaches

The choice of the approach and dimension (feedback, inclusion or empowerment) of CBM should be
adapted to the organizational capacity of the respective community and municipality. The application
might differ from case to case depending on different political-administrative contexts and capaci-
ties within administration and the communities themselves, as well as the general cultural context
and the degree of familiarity with participatory decision-making processes in particular. Locally
adapted types and procedures of CBM have to be developed.

Target side effects of feedback approach

As a technical feedback tool to monitor the achievements of local governments, CBM can only
improve the effectiveness of local government. Nevertheless as a ‘side effect’ this approach has the
inclusive potential of providing a ‘learning environment’ for both local governments and communities.
This dialogue component of the feedback approach can be more strongly targeted and improved by
enabling a wider learning process related to the identification and planning of projects. This would
include:

e awareness-raising among local communities for CBM as an instrument for inclusiveness;

e strong interest and long term motivation for CBM must be created in communities to allow suc-
cessful CBM;

e civil society and their organizations need to be strengthened in order to fulfill their role as effec-
tive monitoring agencies, as a 'side effect’ of CBM equally important;

e equally, government officials need to be sensitized about the important role of civil society groups
and learn how to actively collaborate with local groups either directly and/or through intermediar-
ies (e.g. NGOs) between LG and communities; these play an important role and have to be pro-
moted and trained;

e transcalar approach to multiply effects: examples of CBMs trying to become broader show that
key factors are the publicity of the process and the need for a transcalar approach to scale up
the use, to extend spaces from learning to problem-solving on a city-wide level.



Capacity-building as a necessary plug-in component for inclusion approach

If Community-Based Monitoring is to fulfill broader development aims it has to transcend the narrow
Feedback Approach. This requires a broader understanding of urban development as a process in
which it is imperative that the vulnerable groups of the urban society are recognized and included.
This understanding is also the key recommendation by UCLG for international actors to mainstream a
broader understanding of CBM. Thereby, CBM combines two different tasks: monitoring with co-deci-
sion-making. In order to achieve extended CBM models, support seems to be crucial in the following
areas:

e communities will have to be included in the design process of CBM instruments;

e capacity building for both municipal officials and community members, both in terms of agree-
ing on objectives of the CBM, sound indicator system, as well as of implementing the monitoring
process;

e proactive interventions through participatory spaces;
e consistent information, training and continuous support to local communities;
e indicators to be developed on the community level;

e support multi-level relationship-building to facilitate engagement between cities and communities
for inclusion;

e understanding local power relations;

e identifying local priorities; knowing the communities’ concerns and aspirations is key to a success-
ful CBM system;

e combining traditional participatory mechanisms with new information and communication technol-
ogy tools (UCLG report).

Support Empowerment Approach

Various examples demonstrate that communities have the capacity to play an active role in Commu-
nity-Based Monitoring. Taking into consideration the different possible drivers for the process, the
UCLG report promotes a re-conceptualization of CBM. CBM as a community-driven process needs
additional support in the following areas (SDI report):

e facilitate that federations can learn from each other by visiting each other in the process;
e support NGOs that give professional assistance;
e use CBM to also monitor community processes, making community organizations accountable;

e monitor also changing relationships between local governments and communities and outcomes
that derive from this process.

3.2 Potential of CBM to be included in a post-2015 MDG agenda

Considering the potential of CBM as an ‘integrative’ instrument to be incorporated into the urban de-
velopment process has given rise to discussions about its usefulness in the context of an advanced

indicator system in the post-2015 development agenda. The ongoing discourse (reflected in CIGI and
KDI 2012, Paris21 2013, UN System Task Team on the post-2015 UN Development Agenda 2013) al-

lows for evaluating a supportive role of CBM as follows:
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CBM as an instrument for inclusive consultation on the local/national level

The current MDGs will expire in 2015. The international debate on a post-2015 development agenda
has realized that the current framework of the MDGs has grossly neglected a number of important
factors that influence the quality of life. These include governance issues (participation, transpar-
ency, accountability, etc.), security aspects (freedom from violence and vulnerability), and various
dimensions of inequality (such as income, gender, access to job opportunities and infrastructure)
(UN Task Team 2012). During the process of developing national targets and indicators to measure
performance and progress in the above mentioned fields, intensive consultations in various national
and local contexts are suggested. CBM can strengthen vertical accountability mechanisms such as
involving civil society groups in the setting of national targets and indicators as well as priorities,
strategies and allocation of resources, monitoring disaggregated goals and targets, and holding
governments accountable to their citizens.

CBM could be used within this kind of consultation to test global goals and to adjust them to dif-
ferent local levels and thus contribute to the translation of global targets into local conditions of
individual countries (and cities), and at the same time help to create an information base on ‘soft’
success factors.

‘Innovation is critical in developing new topics and methods of data collection. Application of in-
novation must be based on adequate testing in countries, and necessary national and international
support, time and resources must be allocated to develop new programmes.’ (UN Task Team 2012).

CBM as an instrument for improved national data collection and to strengthen statistical
capacity on the country level

It has been realized that in particular many less developed countries lack sufficient data to track
MDGs. When introducing the post-2015 indicator systems it might become even more difficult since
systematic statistics on, i.e. racial discrimination or gender equality, are not available at the stand-
ards and the same coverage in all countries. When it comes to target setting that takes into account
population mobility, growth and change of spatial distribution of people or changing demographics,
one of the core issues in the discussion of setting indicators is the disaggregation of data. The local
community can help to supplement globally disaggregated data (gender, age, disability, etc.) through
identifying national/local categories, such as caste or ethnicity.

The level where such kind of data is going to be collected is the neighborhood and household. This
may be an entry point for CBM tools and approaches involving communities and their capacities.
CBM could be a powerful tool to translate global goals to local ones, modifying the level of detail
and adapting them to local conditions.

‘Global targets are agreed at the global level for global monitoring. It is up to each
country to determine its own targets, consistent with its own comprehensive, broad-
based development agendas. Assistance to countries for this purpose should be part
of the new global development agenda.” (UN 2012)

However, recalling the limited scope of the narrow ‘technical’ concepts that are sometimes associ-
ated with CBM, it may be worth considering its potential for an extension towards empowerment
processes. This would require the adjustment of benchmarks and criteria that transcend the status
quo in particular countries and thereby foster approaches towards more inclusiveness in decision-
making and the distribution of resources.



CBM as helpful instrument for setting up national statistical development strategies

The Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics (MAPS) has already in 2004 recognized the need for
strategic planning for national statistical systems (Paris21 Discussion paper) that would develop a
sustainable national statistical capacity. The Philippines, for example, have developed prior to the
MDG agreement a national statistical system for data collection and data management integrating
successfully CBM tools in particular for poverty monitoring (determining causes of poverty, formu-
lating appropriate policies and programs, identifying eligible beneficiaries, and assessing impact of
policies and programs) (PEP 2014).

Crucial to success is continuous technical support in conducting training workshops for data collec-
tion, processing, validation, etc.

The Marrakech Action Plan for Statistics (MAPS) ‘proposes setting up National Statistical Develop-
ment Strategies (NSDS) in low-income countries. The strategies are expected to co-ordinate stake-
holders within the national statistical systems, as well as with donors, eventually leading to a more
reliable system that not only produces the data necessary for national development policies and
programmes, but also meets statistical demands on the regional and international levels, such as
the MDGs' (PARIS 21 2013).

Many low-income countries however lack the institutional, financial and human resources to effec-
tively train local communities and coordinate stakeholders. Stakeholder coordination has numerous
benefits:

Different stakeholders involved (including local communities) in peer-group analysis and review
gives critical feedback of the quality of data. It increases transparency of data and decreases the
risk of mal-interpretation of data. However, stakeholder coordination needs backup from the national
level. CBM could be involved when local communities are among one of the identified stakeholder
groups.

CBM as an instrument for improving the quality of local and national strategies

Apart from the post-2015 discourses, CBM has shown its potential to raise the quality of local
development strategies and projects, and at the same time to inform the design of national urban
development polices and thereby contribute to their monitoring. Monitoring — understood as one
element in a set of instruments to guide and structure urban development — could well become a
standard tool for better-informed and more responsive policies and programs. Ideally, CBM would
have the double function to motivate/engage/empower local communities and at the same time
contribute to monitoring progress against post-2015 global indicators from a range of local per-
spectives.



References

Reviewed reports

Allegretti, Giovanni; Duxbury, Nancy; Serapioni, Mauro and Pereira, Merielly Silva (2013): Community-
Based Monitoring and a Possible New Dialogue with Local Governments: An Overview of Interna-
tional Experiences, background document prepared for UCLG and GIZ, unpublished document.

D'Cruz, Celine; Cadornigara, Sonia F. and Satterthwaite, David (2014): The Inclusive City; the role of
Community Based Engagement and Monitoring in reducing poverty, paper prepared for GIZ, unpub-
lished document.

Dibbits, Ineke (2013): The Inclusive City and the use of Community-Based Monitoring in Bolivia.
Practical experiences in La Paz and El Alto, report prepared for GIZ, unpublished document.

Getahun, Workneh D. and Denekew, Esayas W. (2014): Piloting Community Based Monitoring (CBM) In
Assosa and Yirgalem Cities (Ethiopia), implementation report prepared for GIZ, unpublished docu-
ment.

References 1.1

Bundesministerium fir Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ) (2012a): Fighting
Poverty More Effectively — Worldwide. Cross-Sectoral Strategy on Poverty Reduction, BMZ Strategy
Paper 6/2012e, Bonn.

Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Technische Zusammenarbeit (6TZ) GmbH Programm ‘Millenniumsziele
und Armutsreduzierung’ (ed.) (2010): Workshop ‘Strategies for poverty reduction: assessing new
issues, themes and trends’, reader on behalf of Referat 310, Bundesministerium fiir wirtschaftli-
che Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ), Eschborn, August 2010.

Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GI1Z) (2014)a:
http://www.giz.de/fachexpertise/html/3166.html (accessed 09. January 2014).

Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Technische Zusammenarbeit (6TZ) GmbH Programm ‘Millenniumsziele und
Armutsreduzierung' (ed.) (2010): Millennium Development Goals in der Praxis. Projektbeispiele aus
der GTZ-Arbeit in Europa, Zentralasien, dem Kaukasus und dem Mittleren Osten, Fact Sheet on
behalf of the Bundesministerium fir wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung, Eschborn,
June 2010

References 1.2

Bundesministerium fiir Wirtschaftliche Zusammenarbeit und Entwicklung (BMZ) (2012b): Perspektiven
der Urbanisierung — Stadte nachhaltig gestalten, BMZ-Informationsbroschiire 2/2012, Bonn.


http://www.giz.de/fachexpertise/html/3166.html

Deutsche Gesellschaft fir Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) (2014b):
http://www.giz.de/expertise/html/3170.html (accessed: 09. January 2014).

Herrle, Peter; Fokdal, Josefine; Ley, Astrid (2012): New Urban Players in Africa and Asia. The Role of
Grassroots Organizations, in: Topfer, K. and Mieg, H. (eds.) Institutional and social innovation for
sustainable urban development. Routledge, p. 146-161.

Herrle, Peter; Jachnow, Alexander; Ley, Astrid (2006): The Metropolises of the South: Laboratory
for Innovations? Towards better urban management with new alliances, Development and Peace
Foundation, Policy Paper 25, May 2006.

Oikos human settlements research group (2006): Diskussionspapier zum Kompetenzfeld Stadtent-
wicklung, on behalf of the Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Technische Zusammenarbeit GTZ, Abteilung
42, Berlin, July 2006.

References 1.3

Appadurai, Arjun (2012): Why enumeration counts. Environment and Urbanization, 24(2), p. 1-3.

Archer, Diane, Chawanad Luansang, and Supawut Boonmahathanakorn (2012): Facilitating community
mapping and planning for citywide upgrading: the role of community architects. Environment and
Urbanization, 24(1), p. 115-129.

Arputham, Jockin (2012): How community-based enumerations started and developed in India.
Environment and Urbanization, 24(1), p. 27-30.

Asian Coalition for Housing Rights (ACHR) (2011): The Community Mapping for Housing by People
Process Handbook. Bangkok, ACHR.

Baptist, Carrie and Bolnick, Joel (2012): Participatory enumerations, in situ upgrading and mega
events: the 2009 survey in Joe Slovo, Cape Town. Environment and Urbanization, 24(1), p. 59-66.

Conrad, Catherine (2006): Towards Meaningful Community-Based Ecological Monitoring in Nova
Scotia: Where We Are Versus Where We Would Like to Be.

Conrad, Cathy C. and Hilchey, Krista G. (2011): A review of citizen science and community-based
environmental monitoring: issues and opportunities. Environmental Monitoring and Assessment
176, p. 273-291.

Israel, Barbara A, Amy J. Schulz, Edith A. Parker and Adam B. Becker (1998): Review of Community-
Based Research: Assessing Partnership Approaches to Improve Public Health. Annual Review
Public Health 19, p. 173-202.

Karanja, Irene (2010): An enumeration and mapping of informal settlements in Kisumu, Kenya,
implemented by their inhabitants. Environment and Urbanization, 22(1), p. 217-239.

Livengood, Avery and Kunte, Keya (2012): Enabling participatory planning with GIS: a case study
of settlement mapping in Cuttack, India. Environment and Urbanization, 24(1), p. 77-97.


http://www.giz.de/expertise/html/3170.html

References

Makau, Jack, Skye Dobson, and Edith Samia (2012): The five-city enumeration: the role of participa-
tory enumerations in developing community capacity and partnerships with government in Uganda.
Environment and Urbanization, 24(1), p. 31-46.

Muller, Anna and Mbanga, Edith (2012): Participatory enumerations at the national level in Namibia:
the Community Land Information Programme (CLIP). Environment and Urbanization, 24(1),
p. 67-75.

Patel, Sheela and Baptist, Carrie (2012): Editorial: Documenting by the undocumented. Environment
and Urbanization, 24(1), p. 3-12.

Patel, Sheela, Carrie Baptist, and Celine D'Cruz (2012): Knowledge is power, informal communities
assert their right to the city through SDI and community-led enumerations. Environment and
Urbanization, 24(1), p. 13-26.

United Nations Human Settlement Programme (UN-Habitat) and Global Land Tool Network (2010):
Count me in. Surveying for tenure security and urban land management. Nairobi.

References 3.2

Centre for International Governance Innovation (CIGI) and The Korea Development Institute (KDI)
(2012): Post-2015 Development Agenda: Goals, Targets and Indicators.

PARIS21-DiscussionPaper1 (2013): Towards a Post -15 Framework that counts
(http://www.paris21.org/sites/default/files/-MDG.pdf) (accessed 05 March 2014).

Partnership for Economic Policy (PEP) (2014): (http://www.pep-net.org) (accessed 08 March 2014).

United Nations System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda: Statistics and
indicators for the post-2015 development agenda, New York 2013.


http://www.pep-net.org

Deutsche Gesellschaft fur

Internationale Zusammenarbeit (GIZ) GmbH

Registered offices
Bonn and Eschborn, Germany

Friedrich-Ebert-Allee 40
53113 Bonn, Germany
T +492284460-0

F +492284460-1766

E info@gizde
| www.giz.de

Dag-Hammarskjold-Weg 1-5
65760 Eschborn, Germany
T+49619679-0
F+49619679-1115




	Innovative Measures of Community-Based Monitoring as an Instrument for Inclusive Urban Development
	Table of Contents
	Abbreviations
	Executive Summary
	Application of CBM by local governments
	Role of CBM for civil society, empowerment and dialogue between local government and community
	Opportunities and threats for the future application of CBM
	Three-dimensional CBM application
	Recommendations for Development Cooperation
	Potential of CBM to be included in post-2015 MDG 
systems

	1.	Context — Innovative Measures for 
	Urban Poverty Reduction
	1.1	Reference Framework: Addressing poverty reduction 
	in the MDG and post-2015 process
	1.2	Reference Framework: Urban development as a field 
	of action in international Development Cooperation 
	(DC)
	1.3	Community-Based Monitoring for inclusive urban 
	development
	1.4	Aim and structure of the report

	2.	Community-Based Monitoring — Im
	proving Inclusive Urban Development?
	2.1	Summary of reports
	2.2	Synthesis/lessons-learned from existing initiatives
	2.2.1	Application of CBM by local government
	2.2.2 Role of CBM for civil society and empowerment
	2.2.3 Role of CBM for dialogue between local government and urbanpoor/community groups
	2.2.4 Role of Development Cooperation programs for inclusive urbandevelopment

	2.3	Way forward — Preconditions, Opportunities and 	
	Threats
	2.3.1	Preconditions for CBM
	2.3.2	Opportunities in the future application of CBM
	2.3.3	Threats in the future application of CBM
	2.3.4	Three-dimensional CBM application


	3.	Recommendations for development 
	cooperation
	3.1	Supporting CBM as an instrument for inclusive urban 
	development
	3.2	Potential of CBM to be included in a post-2015 MDG 
	agenda

	References
	Reviewed reports 
	References 1.1
	References 1.2
	References 1.3
	References 3.2


