
OBSID Comments on the Draft SRA Policy and By-Law 

 

The Obs community has always mandated OBSID to be “quintessentially Obs” in the ways in which we 

interpret the mandate of CIDs – to be true to the progressive nature of Observatorians, to celebrate the 

artistic, academic and activist heritage of Obs, and in so doing to deliver our core services in ways that 

are caring, innovative, effective and respectful of our shared resources.   

  

For this reason, we largely welcome the opportunity to take on new mandates, to explore new ways of 

delivering services, and to test new approaches to working together. We also welcome the clarity 

regarding the limitations on specific services (security), and the expansion of the democratic processes 

for CIDs.   

  

While the overall policy document talks to inclusion, the Purpose of the policy document could explicitly 

emphasise the important element of inclusion in urban management, and make meaning of this by not 

only referring to cooperation with private sector, but with NGOs, CBOS and social movements – 

something which OBSID is learning to do.   

  

We have grouped our comments in terms of operational and financial readiness for change; governance 

and reporting aspects; and specific provisions of Chapters 7 & 8 of the Policy.   

  

We thank you for the opportunity to engage and welcome any further opportunities. We do note however 

that this policy and by-law revisions were developed without opportunities to engage in their design. As 

key stakeholders and holders of detailed understanding of the operational and strategic realities of CIDs, 

it would have been preferable for CIDs to have been engaged in workshops or similar processes in the 

design of the policy and by-law revisions.   

   

A) Operational and financial readiness to take on expanded asks   

   

For the past four years, OBSID has managed to keep our operational costs the same as a proportion of 

total expenditure, allowing us to ensure that we invest all growth into services in the community.  

  

In our new 5-year business plan, we have not planned for substantial organisational growth. Our priority 

remains service delivery, and special projects that invest directly in the Observatory environment.   

  

Our staffing model and structure is lean – our permanent staff is limited to a CEO supported by a precinct 

manager and a social worker as well as cleaners, while the rest of the work is delivered by specialist sub-

contractors in the public safety portfolio, urban greening and cleaning spaces, and ad hoc for special 

projects.   

  

We note that the Policy and By-Law list a far wider range of services than previously. We also observe 

that in recent years we have been expected to take on a wider range of services – at times by default 

(such as when City Parks stopped servicing the parks in Obs), and have recently been contacted to test 

our appetite to take on a wide range of infrastructure maintenance responsibilities.   

  

There are three issues here:  

  

1. Are these services “supplementary” (“top-up”) or replacement services?   

  

  



 

 

      

  

  

CIDs were originally designed to perform “top-up” services, but in our experience we are often performing 

the service in its entirety (“replacement”). Without clear commitments from the City with regards to 

continued basic levels of service, we are concerned that overall service levels will decline, as OBSID is 

not large enough to take on the full service remit of the City.   

  

The purpose of an SRA and the additional levy paid by rate payers is for an additional service level. It is 

not for functional devolution of a City function to a local NPC as a service provider to the City. If the City 

wishes to use CIDs as efficient service providers, this needs to be contracted and governed separately.   

  

2. Scope of ask   

  

While OBSID is open to widening the range or intensity of services offered, so long as these are in line 

with members’ interests and offer value for money and fairness to residents, it may be practical to also 

define the limitations of additional infrastructure support that can and can’t be take on by a CID of 

OBSID’s size and capacity – for example, while small potholes may be possible to fill, full road surfacing 

is certainly not within our capacity, but it is unclear when one job becomes the next.   

  

3. Resourcing  

  

In order to take on these additional tasks, OBSID would need to include them in our implementation 

plans, appropriately cost them, and resource them. This would necessarily have an impact on the levies 

that ratepayers are contributing and/or an additional way of funding the CID would need to be found to 

limit the impact on ratepayers who are, currently, paying for these services through their existing rates bill.  

If an additional SRA levy increase is used to be able to offer these additional functions through CIDs, then 

this is potentially not only transferring the delivery mechanism from the City to CIDs (no longer 



supplementary but replacement services), but also increasing the overall municipal bill for the same level 

of service.   

  

We would also require training of our current staff to take on some of these functions. More details on this 

was included in our response to the City in the recent request for appetite to take on additional services.   

  

Some key principles we propose considering when expanding the services offered by CIDs are:  

1. Transparency and reliability of service levels offered from the city  

2. Finance and financing mechanism follows the function  

3. Greater value for money for citizens and ratepayers  

4. Functional integration i.e. maximising benefits of integrated management of e.g. street cleaning, 

recycling, area cleansing.  

These principles would need to be more exhaustively workshopped and negotiated with CIDS and other 

stakeholders.  

  

 B) Governance and reporting aspects, and the reporting template  

  

OBSID welcomes the increased emphasis on transparency and participation.  

 

We, however, find the overly prescriptive formats for planning and reporting constraining in terms of our 

own planning and management approaches – specifically when it comes to special projects where our 

community favours special projects in the placemaking and heritage arena.   

 

While we appreciate the importance of accountability given the management of public funds, OBSID 

would welcome a trimmed down reporting template that recognises that we are an organisation of 

volunteer Directors, and small staff whose primary focus is service delivery.   

 

Given the number and diversity of CIDs, it may be time for the City to consider actively categorising the 

different CIDs based on nature of area they manage (residential only, mixed use, commercial only, 

industrial only) and size (budget), and have a different approach for them based on that. This would 

enable the larger CIDs to take on more significant mandates and adopt the appropriate governance and 

reporting mechanisms, without burdening the smaller CIDs with the same level of bureaucracy.   

 

The Policy also needs to recognise that the Board is elected by members and is ultimately accountable to 

those members. There are areas where the Policy has the potential to create confusion in terms of 

accountability lines – where the City becomes overly prescriptive in terms of meeting schedules, 

appointment of members and so forth. As NPCs, CIDs are able to determine their Codes of Conduct via 

member’s meetings.   

  

Role of the City  

  

Related to governance, we find that the Policy gives insufficient attention to the roles and responsibilities 

of the City in enabling the success of CIDs.  This is particularly concerning as the diversity and intensity of 

services falling under CIDs expand, requiring deeper collaboration and responsiveness between line 

departments of the City and CIDs, but where CIDs are often submitting C3 service requests like any other 

customer, or unable to get guarantees of service delivery standards, response times or true “partnership” 

in their relationship with City counterparts (beyond the CID management office).   

 



The policy document places the onus on a fledgling CID to engage each of the city departments 

independently with no part of the City being charged with the responsibility of being the interface.   

  

The policy should not only set in place standards for CIDs, but also for line departments in how they 

engage with and respond to CIDs. If a service is partially transferred to a CID – what is the commitment 

from the City to fulfil its part of the remaining mandate in a timeous and effective manner?  For example, if 

CIDs are expected to report homeless people in need of shelter to City field workers, what is the expected 

turnaround time for a field worker to arrive, and likelihood of a shelter space being available? If CIDs are 

expected to report by-law infringements to City Law Enforcement, what is the expected level of service in 

response? If CIDs are expected to collect street waste and take it a central point, what is the expected 

frequency of collection by City solid waste? If CIDs are expected to paint street markings, what is the 

expected frequency of fixing potholes affecting the same streets? As CIDs explore different services, it is 

incumbent on the city to be transparent and engaging on its service levels currently budgeted for.  
  

CIDs cannot be expected to be accountable to ratepayers for a service standard without the necessary 

guarantees from the City to perform their part of the partnership.   

Perhaps the Policy can make provision for a transversal coordination structure where CIDs can engage 

on these issues, or similar.   

  

C) Specific Provisions  

  

OBSID welcomes the clarification and limitations on the functions regarding security and CCTV.   
  

We also welcome the provisions with regards to the use of City assets, although would like to have more 

information regarding the process to make this possible as we have frequently requests the opportunity to 

have our offices located in the Community Hall to save on rental costs, or even to manage the 

Community Hall for community benefit and/or revenue; as well as to possibly manage ablution facilities 

(so that they can be opened at night, in place of our Dignity Project composting toilets), but have not had 

any success with these requests.   
  

OBSID also notes the lack of attention to detail on mandates relating to social development. This is an 

area where CIDs struggle – with many complaints from the community, and huge need. Greater clarity in 

terms of the expected services, norms and standards, as well as expected support on offer from the City 

is needed so that we can appropriately plan and also communicate with residents.   
  

Policy: 8.6.2.6 specifies “monitoring informal traders to ensure public safety, and reporting violations of 

relevant City By-laws to the relevant City Department(s)”. The introduction to the policy describes CIDs 

role as supportive of economic development and the City’s IEGS is progressive with regards to the 

informal economy, yet this provision with regards to the CIDs relationship to street traders implies an 

enforcement and punitive approach only. OBSID engages positively with the OBS street traders and 

would want to be enabled to a more inclusive agenda and mandate. In line with OBSID’s Public Spaces 

Policy and public spaces special projects, as well as any relevant trading plans for the District or 

Observatory specifically, we would want to be able to provide infrastructure or relevant support to traders 

as part of the OBS business community.   
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