
 

 
COMMENT 
On the TWK reply to W2F IDP/Draft Budget Submission 
 
  
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Prepared by Ward 2 Forum Team 
31 May 2016 

1 | P a g e  
 



 

INTRODUCTION 

The Ward 2 Forum attended the TWK Special Council Meeting held on the 26th May’16. The Special Council 
meeting was scheduled to ratify the Integrated Development Plan (IDP) and 2016/17 Budget, the draft of 
which was initially tabled to Council on the 23rd May 2016.  

In terms of Section 23 (1) of the Municipal Finance Management Act (MFMA) the draft budget submitted by 
the municipality for adoption requires a Public Participation Process (PPP). Ward 2 Forum submitted a 
comprehensive comment document to the Theewaterskloof Municipality; see http://ward2forum.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/05/IDP-Comment-2016-17-1.3-FINAL.pdf 

Municipal financial stability is of cardinal importance to the Social functionality & Economic viability of the 
Ward 2 area. It is thus increasingly important that we as a community become actively involved in the 
management and development of our Ward. With the looming threats of budget cuts, increased taxation and 
the downturn in the national economy, an increased awareness by residents in the area is required. All 
external factors that could potentially affect the social and economic fabric of our society needs to be 
highlighted and interrogated as a matter of importance. 

It is disconcerting to notice that there was very limited participation from Greyton and the organisations that 
claim to represent Greyton during the comment and objection phase of the Public Participation Process. Of all 
the registered stakeholders in the TWK area only 9 chose to participate formally. Allocation of funding is 
directly linked to active and constructive participation in all of the available forums provided by the National 
Constitution, including Ward Committees. 

Once the W2F team have completed a study of the TWK municipal reply to the W2F Comment Document a full 
report will be published and made available through the various W2F communication channels. In the 
meantime, we report on the more contentious points made by TWKM, which will have a significant and costly 
impact on us all: 

 

GENERAL ASPECTS 
TWKM claims that, with Ward Committees and SLA’s, and continuous attempts to involve and engage with the 
communities, they have gained public support. Public response to their intent to sell off the Greyton 
Commonage suggests otherwise; 

A consultant has been appointed in respect of a feasibility study for three multipurpose centres in Ward 2.  
This is regardless of any assessment of the need or definition of the specific uses;   

Another consultant has been appointed to ‘look at’ the People’s Housing Process (self-build schemes), 
although TWKM already employ 9 persons in the Housing Department. Information on size of households, use 
of second dwelling units etc appear not to have been evaluated. Census data is acknowledged by TWKM to be 
inaccurate. 
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Farming was put forward as a vital area of TWKM’s interests and opportunities, yet there is no expertise within 
the municipality. There is no mention of farming in their response, yet they seem to be supporting the sale of 
Erf 595, the Greyton Commonage, for a farming project. 

PRIORITISATION of IDP PROJECTS 
Fundamental to the successful utilisation of the IDP is the recording of progress against budgeted costs of each 
project and the selection of appropriate new projects against the demonstrated needs of the communities and 
the municipality. It seems that TWKM find it impossible to prioritise the projects because their costs exceed 
the financial resources of the municipality. The result is that projects are often selected on an ad hoc basis, 
and not fully costed so remain incomplete. 

Our submission referred to 10 important projects in Ward 2. No comment was forthcoming from TWKM. 

ACCOUNTS 
TWKM claim that the theme of this year’s budget was to identify cost saving projects, but even now fails to 
detail an operating cost entry of R 149 million, other than as ‘other costs’; 

The closure and rehabilitation of the Genadendal and Greyton waste disposal sites within the next 3 years are 
not mentioned in the IDP, although the Budget report includes forecast provisions for all the TWKM disposal 
sites for 2015-16 of R 59 m, and for the following 3 years a total of R 185 m. There appears to be no attempt to 
question some of the onerous and costly requirements of the site closure licenses.   

On the good side, TWKM are to appoint a new position to bring the accounting procedures in line with the 
requirements of cost accounting, which the Treasury refers to as transactional accounting.  

TARIFFS 
Any private or organisational appeal against a planning decision will attract a stiff tariff charge of R 2000; 
hopefully the converse will apply should an appeal be successful. This will should at least minimise the strange 
decisions taken in the past. 

A new Tariff for R193.80 minimum will apply to all waste drop offs unless proof of local residence can be 
supplied. There is no budget for proper management of the Ward 2 dumpsites, or even for a Waste Manager 
for TWKM. Fly-dumping will be inevitable at the entrance to Greyton. The Tourism sector will be adversely 
affected. 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
TWKM states that the repair and replacement of infrastructure, and its subsequent maintenance, is not 
possible because of the financial situation of the municipality. What is surely required is for all the 
requirements firstly to be defined and costed. Various alternative means of paying for the programme can 
then be evaluated, with consultation with the public. It is not considered to be TWKM’s decision to abrogate 
its responsibility, unless this can be confirmed to be government policy; 
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The important subject of recycling is barely mentioned and not discussed, yet TWKM state that they have 
already decided to outsource the collection, sorting and disposal of recyclables, rather than work with Boetie 
Bantom in Ward 2, learning from his experience over many years;  

The Greyton-Genadendal link sewer is still not defined fully or budgeted. TWKM state that ‘the community 
responsible for the deadlock should rightfully feel responsible for the pollution that is continuing’. In fact it was 
the lack of consultation, primarily on agricultural land pollution issues, by the Technical Directorate of TWKM 
that caused the deadlock.  

DEVELOPMENT PLANNING 
W2F raised specific points that seemed to diminish the relevance of several grounds of appeal against planning 
decisions in terms of SPLUMA, which would allow relaxation of development rules and therefore possibly 
inadequate aesthetic or other considerations. TWKM claim that Section 80 (20)(a) of the Land Use Planning By-
law is satisfactory. We still contest TWKM’s opinion on this matter, and believe that the points raised are 
essential to determine the criteria that should be considered in decision-making of planning issues.  
 
The statement by TWKM that the biggest economic development project for Ward 2 will be the development 
of Erf 595 is possibly the best example of total disregard by TWKM for the views and requirements of the Ward 
2, the intent of Herbert Vigne in his uncontested Will and Government law that the Commonage should be for 
the use and benefit of the local community in perpetuity. 

CONCLUSION 
It is regretted that the overall level of response to the proposals and ideas in the Ward 2 Forum submission to 
the IDP process is once again largely negative and dismissive of the potential value of the community input.   
 

 

 

THE WARD 2 FORUM TEAM 
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