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Main Issues Covered
	Presentations were made on the development and use of three different types of measurement tools aimed at improving local governance and transparency. 
The first developed a mix of global and local tools aimed at measuring governance and had been adapted and used in Cameroon, Ecuador, Ghana and South Africa.

The second had been developed and applied in Bolivia and also focused on the measurement of governance. 

The third had been developed and applied in selected municipalities in Venezuela, though the future aim is to expand the sample, first, to include a greater selection of municipalities, and later to cover other countries. This instrument measures transparency not governance. 
The main issues covered included: 

· Relevance: local governance is extremely important in the context of today’s increased decentralization, which, whilst bringing services closer to the citizen, also brings new opportunities and conduits for corruption. 
· Developing Capacity of Local Actors: it is essential that local players are involved in developing the instruments and the indicators. This process builds their understanding of what constitutes good governance and thereby their capacity to hold local government to account. 
· Added Value: the instruments provide a method for securing meaningful participation. Participatory processes will fail if citizens do not have adequate capacity. The tools not only provide citizens with an information system but, through their involvement in the process of developing the instruments and indicators, gives them the required knowledge and understanding. 
· Educating People: there is a need to educate to change people’s attitudes so that they become citizens wishing and able to hold their (local) governments to account. In this context, education of the youth is vitally important.  
· Institutionalization: if people have been involved along with the authorities in the development of the tools then this will raise their expectations of these authorities and facilitate institutionalization.  

· Global Tools versus Local Tools: there is value in mixing global and local tools, such that a global tool is developed and then adapted locally, through for example, the use of only a selection of criteria and the development of different sets of sub-criteria. Both levels are strengthened through a continuous flow of feedback between the global and local level.  
· Diversity of Instruments: the question was raised whether there was scope for consolidating the ‘best’ of all the instruments into one approach, given that they were all aimed at the same result – measuring and improving local governance and transparency. The panelists emphasized the value of diversity as the tools must be appropriate to the political context in which they are to be applied and reflect the needs of societies and institutions. 
· Ranking versus Self-diagnosis: the system of measuring and monitoring progress in transparency in Venezuela includes a ranking of the performance of the different municipalities in an index, which is highly publicized and attracts significant Press attention. In Bolivia, this use of the information would not be possible. The instruments are linked to the direct needs of the institutions. 
· Importance of Political Will: it is essential to have political will and to ensure that the use to which the information is put does not damage the political will.   
· Importance of Continuity: it is important to keep working with the same municipalities (as well as expanding the sample) so that there is basis for comparison and measuring progress. 
· Reaction of the Political Class: it was emphasised that it was important to develop and apply the instruments in the context of an environment of dialogue. There is no need to have agreement, but there must be an acceptance of dialogue and openness to change. 
· Sensitive Issues: society’s acceptance of corruption in the public services as a norm and citizens making ‘demands’ of local government were both identified as sensitive areas.  
· Cost, Periodicity and Sustainability: the cost of undertaking an assessment ranged from US$ 1000-1500. Given the benefits to mayors in terms of the information that is provided and the results achieved this should be affordable to even the poorest municipalities. It would be optimal to undertake the assessment every year, but otherwise every two years.  However it was also noted that in poor municipalities, where citizens do not receive even the most basic of services, this cost would be high (and the demand for transparency from citizens would be correspondingly low, given other priorities).  
· Impact on Quality of Life: there was general consensus that the measurement and monitoring tools contributed to an increase in the quality of life of citizens by providing information and/or the pressure for improvement. The instruments have also been successful in identifying issues that are significantly impacting on the local community, which were previously unknown. The discussion noted that people are not making the link between corruption and the quality of life and that this is ‘our’ work as leaders of our organisations (relating also to the point above). 



Main Outcomes
	· There is improved understanding among participants about the different types of tools for measuring and monitoring local governance and transparency and the need to tailor these to specific situations.  



Main Outputs

	· There were no outputs from the workshop, but the Power Point presentations are available. These contain links to on-line information on the instruments and their data sets.


Recommendations, Follow-up Actions

	· Educate the youth on the impacts of corruption and the benefits of transparency and of being active citizens. 



Workshop Highlights (including interesting quotes)

	“Local governance is one of the new frontiers for TI and other institutions concerned with transparency, integrity and preventing corruption.” Huguette Labelle 

“When people build the indicators this starts a debate, so people have a common understanding of what they mean and reach a consensus on accountability.”
 Edwin Jarrin
“It is important to strengthen the mechanisms of control.” Edwin Jarrin
“In Bolivia instruments are linked to the direct need of the institutions that we serve“

Diego Avila Navajas
“The best way to fight corruption is through our neighbours.” Selvin Garcia Velasquez
“People have to be citizens not just neighbours.” Selvin Garcia Velasquez
“Citizens are learning what to demand from their municipality”
Mercedes de Freitas Velasquez
“We need to teach people what ‘public’ means. Ask people on the street in Europe if you can put up a kiosk on the side-walk and sell newspapers and they say ‘no’ this belongs to everybody.  Come to the Americas and ask if you can put up a kiosk on the side-walk to sell newspapers and people will say ‘yes’, this belong to everybody.” 
Mercedes de Freitas Velasquez
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