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SUMMARY 

The Budget and IDP are required to fulfill a number of essential functions: 

• To maintain acceptable service levels throughout the municipal area; 

• To establish additional services wanted and paid for by the public; 

• To provide affordable enforcement of municipal by-laws; 

• To account to the Treasury and the community for control of the financial resources;  

• To consult the community on content and progress of the Socio-Economic Development plans for the municipality. 

 

As we see the situation from Ward 2, there is scope for much improvement on all counts above, the single most 
important failing being consultation with the community. Decisions taken by TWKM that concern the public often seem 
to be taken with no regard for the public or for the Government policy on public participation 

An alarming attitude has been observed in the way in which certain TWKM senior officials seem to personalise any 
adverse comment or judgment from the community, suggesting a complete lack of empathy for genuine democracy. We 
regret that TWKM feels it necessary to succumb to such hostile and divisive tactics, which seem intended to take 
advantage of an unresponsive, almost supine, community.  

We would like to feel confident that our comments are in fact fully evaluated and taken seriously, and that a genuine 
turnaround strategy can be implemented in a transparent and co-operative manner. However, in the absence of any 
progress in this direction, we are saddened that we can express no confidence in the IDP and Budget. 
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1. AUDIT QUERY 

The budget Report was only made available for Council approval on 29 March 2017, nominally 8 months after the start of 
the year to which it seemingly applies. Some of the information relates to a ‘current year’ of 2016-17.  

The IDP (April 2017) is not identified adequately, and presents contradictory information  as provided in the Budget. 

An explanation is required to explain this, which has already been acknowledged by TWKM. It makes a complete mockery 
of the whole so-called public participation process and thereby further lowers the reputation of TWKM in the eyes of the 
community. 

Ward 2 Forum condemns out of hand the refusal by TWKM, on the spurious argument that there was insufficient time for 
the process after last year’s local election, for effective and meaningful public input to the first IDP in a new 5-year cycle. 
TWKM only publicised the vision and strategic objectives for the new IDP cycle weeks after the public participation 
process was concluded, despite several requests for this to be made available prior to the start of the process. It has had 
a severe impact on the effective public participation and submission of timeous comment on the Budget in relation to the 
IDP.  
 

2. POPULATION DATA 

According to the 2011 Census, TWKM had a population of 108,790. This is the only mention in the Budget of the 
population. The IDP for 2017-2022 gives the population in 2016 of 117,109. Forecasting demand for services etc without 
having current data makes the Budget unreliable if not inequitable. The table below shows the base data in the IDP, and 
the second table indicates the significant range of figures applicable to services in settlements: 
 

IDP Reference  Definition of data No.  

Section 2.1.2.2 TWKM total  population 117,109 

Section 2.4.3 TWKM total households 32,803 

Section 2.4.3 No of households with access to formal dwelling  25,659 

Section 2.4.3 No of households in informal settlements ¹ 6732 

Table 2.4.6 No of informal settlements (structures) ¹ 5143 

Table 2.4.6.1 No of informal settlements ¹ 4650 

 
Table 2.4.6 

Water points in 4650 informal settlements ² 395 

Toilets in 4650 informal settlements ² 492 

Electrical connections in 4650 informal settlements ² 1182 

Table 26 Households without water connected (or within 200m) ³  1417 

Section 2.3.3.2 
table 

Households without water connected (or within 200m) ³  7169 

Table 27 Households without flush/chemical toilets and sewer connection ³  2077 

Table 28 Households without electrical connection ³ 2996 
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Notes to above tables: 

• No. of persons in informal settlements unknown; 
• Note 1: Showing the wide range of basic data; 
• Note 2: Showing the abysmal conditions that some people have to make do with; 
• Note 3: Lack of service connections shown in the final 3 rows are based on total of 32,803 households from the 

top table; 

It is therefore requested that a financial assessment is made to determine the impact of using reliable and accurate basic 
population data on the budget. It is the contention of the Ward 2 Forum that population figures in specific areas could be 
out by as much as 60 – 80 percentage points.  Apart from population figures determining the grading of municipalities, 
which determines financial assistance from central and provincial coffers, it also places enormous pressure on the limited 
infrastructural and financial resources of the TWKM. 

3. NEW MUNICIPAL ACCOUNTS 

Whilst we are buoyant about the new accounting process, due to be implemented from 1 July 2017, several questions are 
raised: 

• Will the new system/process be run in parallel with the current accounting system.  
• When will we see the new-look budget?  
• Will the new system be based on fully detailed cost centres and, if so, how will job times and materials be 

recorded? 
• Will each ward/village be accounted for separately to determine expenditure against budget to determine 

performance and service delivery efficiency? 
 

The Budget refers to losses for 2017-18 of 3.3 million kW electricity and 1.1 million kilo-litres of water. At the lowest tariff 
charges, the total is about R 13 million, which one would expect to be considered as significant. However, there is no 
mention of the circumstances of these losses or any proposals to mitigate them. 

It is stated that extensive financial modelling was carried out but no details are offered as to exactly what was modelled 
or the conclusions of the exercise. A Strategic Focus Area was identified under LED – SO12, described as ‘promotion of 
the Second Economy’. No details are presented, there are no facts and figures, and no constructive proposals. The 
Tourism sector alone contributes significantly to the Second Economy, yet the IDP and Budget just ignore the subject. 

This comment Report has identified several costs that need to be better detailed and justified. 

TWKM Senior Management last year conceded to not measuring productivity and applying cost cutting measures. This 
was said to be rated top priority of their list of challenges. Some way should be found to include effective costs 
monitoring and control in this new IDP cycle. What decisions have been taken to implement this? 

4. HOUSING 

The following ‘headings’ are taken from the IDP (section 2.4.4), in relation to the challenges of meeting certain strategic 
objectives:  
 

• Influx of indigent people; 
• Uncontrolled influx of seasonal workers; 
• Insufficient municipal land for housing development; 
• Increased demand for housing; 
• Insufficient funding; 
• Security of tenure; 
• Slow delivery of rental opportunities and affordable housing; 
• Land invasion; 
• Weak development control measures; 
• Compliance with national housing policies; 
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A number of very obvious policies are then revealed, also the contentious “strengthening of policies to manage and/or 
control migration”. In all the 282 pages of financial and service related material in the Budget document, bearing in mind 
the relentless progression of housing and migration problems in TWKM over the years which culminated in rioting in 
Ward 2, Grabouw and Villiersdorp, it is incomprehensible that TWKM have failed to even include a section on this 
situation. The influence of all this on other aspects of municipal service is significant, yet the following are largely ignored 
in the Budget: 
 

• Rural Reform; 
• Agriculture; 
• Local Economic Development (LED); 
• Land Transformation and land tenure; 
• Details of various housing schemes available; 

 

There is nothing in the Budget that in any way resembles a plan. Expenditure over 3 years of R 190 million is covered by 
Government grants of R 209 million under project SO9: Ensure the provision of sustainable and integrated Human 
Settlements through accelerating affordable housing projects. Project S10 refers to upgrading of human settlements (R 5 
million). 
 
The IDP (sections 2.4.6.2 and 2.4.6.3), against a massive housing backlog of 10,511 homes and with informal settlements 
growing more and more (5143 units), only identifies the following for 2016-17: 

• Services, infrastructure for 234 sites  R 23 million; 
• New houses (76)     R 8.4 million; 
• Informal settlements     R 6.3 million. 

 
The continuing underperforming LED section of the TWKM has largely missed a significant opportunity in being 
instrumental in contributing to the Socio-Economic development of the TWK area as a whole. It is glaringly obvious that 
the local authority is completely out of touch with the existing population figures for the region much less the ever 
increasing demand for housing and accommodation created by the agricultural sector, particularly pomology. Whilst it is 
great to experience the huge agricultural growth in the area, the pressure and demands on the local authority to 
continuously render basic services in unknown and uncontrolled circumstances is slowly draining the overall financial 
viability of the local authority. 
 
It is unfathomable that the TWKM have not insisted on a formal population “census” to establish the extent of the 
problem. Influx control is a reactionary measure whereas what we need is an out-of-the-box proactive approach to this 
the largest challenge that is stifling economic development in the region.   
  
We request: 
 

• Full details of the housing program beyond 2016-17, in fact for the whole of the IDP 5 year plan;  

• An audit to confirm the validity of existing occupants of municipal housing and the eligibility of applicants on the 
current waiting list; 

• Details of the organisation of TWKM’s Housing Section and their budgeted functions; 

• Substantiation of TWKM’s claim that there is insufficient land for municipal housing developments, particularly 
in Ward 2. 
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The SDF revision that is due to start soon will presumably evaluate all potential areas for housing development. In the 
meantime, two very obvious opportunities are pointed out: 

• There are numerous individual vacant erven on Farm 39, in addition to areas more suited to estate development, 
although these are subject to negotiation and agreement between the various parties in terms of the Land 
Transformation issues;  

• Greyton also has an area, ideally located to the East of Heuwelkroon, with the Scholtz River on the West, as 
shown on the map below, which needs some attention to flood protection and drainage, which now is a 
wasteland that mars the whole area. There is no other use for this land that makes any sense; 

 
 
 
In the last few days, it has been confirmed that the area shown in Greyton will be put through the evaluation and 
planning process with the intent of rezoning it primarily for municipal housing.  
 

5. HOUSING FUNDING 

Considering the massive housing backlog, it is not understood why there are no detailed arguments put forward to 
examine the various options and explain to the community exactly why Government funds have not been available for 
TWKM.  
 
Many of the farmers in the region have indicated willingness to participate financially in the supply of suitable 
accommodation to meet the needs as identified. 
 
The most efficient funding scheme, in terms of the number of homes constructed for the lowest capital outlay will involve 
significant free labour from the successful applicants under a self-build scheme. There would be even more value using 
designs and construction techniques based on local materials that are naturally available – timber, clay, sand, straw bales. 
There may be locally-based professional architects who could assist the design process. 
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It would be necessary for TWKM to actually direct and manage such a scheme, maybe utilising mentoring and training 
from the community, which could be another LED project funded by National government. 
 

6. WATER 

It is a requirement that the IDP is informed by a Water Services Development Plan (WSDP). Although such a plan was 
issued by Worley Parsons in May 2016 for the period 2017-2022, there is no mention of it in the current draft IDP. The 
report is of limited use as no mention is made of the national water situation based on current drought conditions, or of 
grey water systems, rain water collection, irrigation etc. It should be considered essential to consider a holistic approach 
and examine the whole situation to produce workable integrated solutions.  

It was stated that the Greyton water supply, which also augments the summer supply to Boschmanskloof (to an unknown 
extent), would be sufficient for some years because of the new collector system (see note below) installed in the Gobos 
River, and the bore hole in the same area. The budget (for 2018-19) includes nearly R0.5 m for additional boreholes for 
Greyton and Genadendal, which seems to conflict with the previous statement. 
 
Where is the information on the performance of the current system that was presumably used to forecast the life of the 
existing sources? 
 
Further, the Budget report refers to an annual loss of water, presumably spread across all of TWKM, of 1.13 million 
kilolitres, which is valued at R7.2 m, despite most losses occuring in the storage and reticulation system with the result 
that the invoiced usage stays the same. In areas such as Ward 2, the water supply if free. In other words, the claimed cost 
is fictional. It is also almost certainly not even an accurate amount. The WSDP quotes water losses for Greyton in 2012-13 
at 46%, reducing in 2014-15 to 22%. The equivalent figures for Genadendal are 65% and 48%. 
 
These figures suggest that the monitoring is problematic. There also must be some concern over the apparent lack of 
data from the Gobos borehole and the collector system. 
 
However, it is encouraging to see that R54 m is budgeted over 3 years for the Repair and Maintenance of the water 
reticulation system throughout TWKM (Table SA34C). Confirmation is requested as to how this relates to the WSDP study 
in 2014, where the top 200 priority pipes were identified – replacement cost R16 m for 21 km. 
 
Note: the Gobos River collector system is a concrete element, incorporating 2 perforated tubes embedded in a filter material, fixed across the full width 
of the river to a depth of about 6m. The water is sucked up with 2 pumps. Modifications in 2016-17 are not reported so full details are requested.   

 

7. WATER SHORTAGE 

Considering that TWKM is in a drought area, with the imposition of Level 3 water usage restrictions, there should be 
some ongoing plan, and longer term strategy, to motivate reduced usage and increased storage of all water. For example, 
grey water systems, rain water storage, growing of water-wise trees and shrubs, and use of low-flow, low pressure 
plumbing fittings etc. 

As TWKM is largely an agricultural area, there should be a policy to influence the authorities concerned to review all 
agricultural water use licenses. A broad strategy should also be adopted to include all sectors of the community in a drive 
to conserve and protect water resources in the area, by minimising unnecessary usage and eliminating waste both in the 
municipal storage and reticulation system and in businesses and homes. 
 
It is also not clear from the budget document what the additional income derived from the increased Water Tariff (Water 
Restrictions) is going to be utilised for. 
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8. POLLUTION  

According to the WSDP (2016), the Green Drop Score for Greyton included the following: 
 

CRITERIA VALUE 

Process control and maintenance 49% 

Compliance of effluent quality Zero 

Risk management Zero 

Treatment capacity -40% 

 
 
The known risk for export fruit farmers, using irrigation water from the Riviersonderend River downstream of Greyton, 
albeit seemingly not acknowledged by TWKM, must be exacerbated by the frequent instances of excess effluent being 
pumped towards the river and severe spillage from the pipe leading to the Greyton oxidation ponds. 
 
There is no budget over the next 3 years for the vital improvements needed for the Ward 2 wastewater treatment 
facilities.  
 
As this sort of pollution is very variable, it will not necessarily be revealed by normal monitoring. It is suggested that a 
dedicated monitoring program, over an extended time period, should be carried out. It would be considered irresponsible 
if the fruit export business sector was put at risk from this pollution problem. 
 

9. IRRIGATION (LEI) WATER 

The Budget fails to mention the Greyton lei water system, part of the heritage of the place and a significant part of the 
appeal to residents and tourists because of the extensive tree and shrub coverage. This system failed early in the season 
because of the drought and was then disconnected totally for the rest of a hot summer. The water that was available 
from the Noupoort River was allowed to flow to waste. Users paid R 1500 – R6500 for the service. At maximum flow, the 
Bo lei, nearest to Park Street, flows at about 50 kilolitres/hour.  
 
It is considered that TWKM should be prepared to actually manage the system, responding to the reduced availability of 
water when it happens. Alternatively, the funds should be utilised for repairs and maintenance preferentially. 
 
The Lei Water Monitors Committee, as advisors to TWKM, were unable to arrange a reduced service, or even to properly 
communicate the extent of the situation, when the lei water restrictions were imposed as a result of the drought. We are 
not aware that anyone has applied their mind to redress this problem for the future. 
 

10. ENERGY EFFICIENT POLICIES 

The IDP contains many references to TWKM becoming a low carbon green region through a focus on renewable energy, 
yet there are no detailed and approved policies or plans in place. There is no report on the financial benefits to TWKM, or 
to the local community via the social trust fund, arising from the development of the Wind energy facility at Dassiesklip 
just outside Caledon, which was actively supported by TWKM. 
 
The socio-economic benefits claimed by the developers at the time were considered by the authorities to outweigh the 
environmental impacts. Why are these benefits not broadcast to the public via the IDP? 
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There is no mention in the Budget of any revenue from existing wind turbine installations, or from those near Botrivier 
still pending approval – in addition to charges for making an application for the development, R 0.8 million per turbine is 
said to be the annual fee paid by the developer to the landowner on whose property they are located.   
   

11. TYPICAL WORK STREAMS   

Table SA 38 shows a large list of cost items referred to as “operational typical work streams”. What does this mean?  
 
The concern is again highlighted that to achieve a typical “operational work stream” it is required that the various units 
within TWKM have to function within the realms of a specific strategic objective and KPI’s. 
The lack of this is demonstrated in the planning stages of the final formulation of the existing IDP. There is no LED 
involvement which should have informed the IDP which in turn would have informed the Budget. The promise of an 
overall LED strategy to come with a holistic approach monitored under a matrix system fails to quell the concerns of the 
Ward2 Forum as repeatedly voiced over the years. 
 
The hugely negative sentiment and low morale under within the TWKM staff operates is in itself a huge concern and 
challenge that needs to be overcome to achieve the “operational typical work stream” as envisaged in this budget & IDP. 
 

12. SEWAGE 

Capital expenditure of R38 m for the maintenance of reticulation and treatment works and R14 m for new reticulation 
systems – but none of this is budgeted for Ward 2. However, the IDP refers to R 7 million on a bulk pipeline/package plant 
or the alternative of R12 million on an upgrade of the treatment facility (presumably many more oxidation ponds). 

The obvious solution to the lack of capacity of the Greyton facility, and the fact that it regularly is inundated by flooding, 
and regularly pollutes the river, should be a secure pipeline to the Genadendal plant, the route by agreement with the 
Farm 39 community. 

13. TARIFFS 

(a) Sewage  

There are a number of apparent anomalies which particularly impact on tourism businesses: 
• The Residential charge is stated to apply exclusively to single residential purposes. What applies to 

General Residential zoning, or to Uses such as guest rooms (up to 3 rooms, or 6 persons), day care centre 
or house tavern? 

• Why should hotels on piped systems be charged for each urinal and pan, whereas Guest Houses are only 
charged for each pan? 

• Why should a business with a conservancy tank be charged so much for over one load?   

• Why is there no incentive for those on piped systems to save water? 

• Why is the charge for a ‘residential soak away’ so much higher than for a conservation tank? 

(b) Waste 

Section 15.6 of the Tariff states that the owner of a vehicle under 1 ton, without a current municipal account 
being displayed to prove residential status, will be charged at R 193.80 each load. Subsequent similar loads will 
be charged at R 193.80 each. Even more contentious, non-residential consumers, such as tourists, will also pay R 
193.80 per vehicle under 1 ton, per load. 

Will the sites be open and managed daily from early am? 
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This policy is unworkable, bad for tourism and totally ignores the disposal of hard core builder’s rubble and 
garden refuse. The result will be an inevitable increase in fly tipping, around the dump areas and elsewhere, for 
which there appears to be no penalty charge.  

Comparison of the budget data for electricity and waste services is interesting as shown in the following table. 
Considering the huge capital sums provided for in the budget, but not actually allocated to any year, for 
rehabilitation of most of the TWKM waste disposal sites, the construction of new drop-off and waste transfer 
sites some of which are in the budget, and the anticipated haulage costs of unsorted waste from source to 
Karwyderskraal, which is unknown and not even mentioned, it is quite evident that the tariffs for waste 
collection are wholly inadequate.   

Service 
Employees Revenue Surplus or 

(Deficit) No. % of 190 total Budget 2017-18 % of all 4 services 

Electricity 19 10% R 87 m 40% R 9 m 

Waste 93 49% R 36 m 17% (R 15 m) 

 

These anomalies and omissions need to be resolved. 

14. PROPERTY RATES 

The Rates increase of 13.5% from 0.8838 to 1.0030 cents/Rand seems grossly over the top. The increase in Cape Town 
since 2016-17 is about 5%. The exemption from Rates against property valuations up to R100,000 has not been increased 
pro rata, so this swingeing increase hurts the poor relatively more. There are significant numbers of properties in Ward 2 
valued over R100,000. 
 
The budget attempts to demonstrate that households with “affordable disposable income” up to R16,180 per month will 
not have any problem in paying this huge Rates increase. This conflicts with the IDP figures that indicate that 89% of 
TWKM households have an income below R16,710 per month.  
 
TWKM have stated that the justification for the Rates increase of R11 million total is the unavoidable increase in costs of 
services for 2017-18 (table A2), which is disproved below: 
 
 

SERVICES TOTAL REVENUE SURPLUS (DEFICIT) 

Refuse R 36.4 m R (14.9) m 

Water, Sewage, electricity R 181.5 m R 12.3 m 

  
 
However, the Budget figures (below), which are not presented in a particularly user-friendly way, show that considerable 
data seems to have been omitted or hidden: 
 
 

ENTRY IN TABLE A2 REVENUE COSTS 
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4 main trading services R 218 m R 201 m 

‘Other items’ N/A R 248 m 

Finance and administration R 203 m R 123 m 

Internal audit N/A R 2 m 

Housing R 73 m (grants) R 42 m 

Roads R 37 m R 75 m 

Environment Nil R 0.3 m 

Sport and Recreation R 0.04 m R 9.7 m 

Planning and Development R 2.6 m R 10.3 m 

 
It is suggested that proper motivation for this Rates increase should be reconsidered. It is also suggested that more 
attention to detail in the presentation of financial data would actually assist the community’s understanding of the whole 
IDP process. 
 

15. WASTE 

Over R 60 million has been cynically included in the IDP (section 2.3.3.7.2) for the rehabilitation of 5 landfill sites, 
including two in Ward 2. In addition, 2 site upgrades are identified at R 33 million, and a bulk pipeline/package plant at R7 
million for Greyton (query this – it may refer to the sewage pipeline to the Genadendal plant.) 

However, the Budget includes “current provisions” for rehabilitation totaling R137 million over only 3 years (Table SA3). It 
is anticipated that extensions of the deadlines will be automatically applied for. 
 
Where are the details of subcontract costs for hauling waste to the landfill disposal site at Karwyderskraal, in terms of the 
situation when most of TWKM’s waste sites are closed and all the unsorted waste must be hauled from each town? How 
is it possible for the budget waste costs to actually decrease during the subsequent 2 years? 
 
At the moment there is a dispute between TWKM and Genadendal Transformation Committee, allowing the latter to 
prevent any Greyton waste, solid or liquid, from being disposed of at the Genadendal facility. The authority claimed by 
the Transformation Committee to repeatedly interfere in the municipal services which are shared in Ward 2, to which 
they had already agreed, must be questioned.  
 

16. WASTE RECYCLING 

Why once again is there no mention in the Budget of waste recycling, not even any motivation for the active participation 
of the community in the concept and practice of recycling? Although such a plan is mentioned as a top priority in the IDP, 
there is no such plan presented or described. 
 

The waste capital budget (2017-18) comprises: 

• Waste transfer station Caledon   R4.3 m; 
• Waste drop-off  Riviersonderend   R1.3 m; 
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These are the only 2 projects for the next 3 years – nothing in Ward 2, yet the IDP claims that the top priorities for Waste 
Management are the rehabilitation of unlicensed landfill sites at Riviersonderend, Greyton and Genadendal, and the 
establishment of Transfer stations at these 3 towns. 

Detailed proposals have been submitted by Ward 2 Forum, adding to several years experience of the existing service run 
by Boete Bantom in Genadendal, where there are unused facilities, which could readily be converted into a sorting, 
recycling and waste transfer facility. Every year’s delay increases the costs of haulage from where the mostly unsorted 
waste is generated throughout TWKM many kilometers to Karwyderskraal, plus the costs of disposal. 

In the meantime, an opportunity for data to be recorded for the volume of waste collected from each waste source is 
being ignored,  information which will be essential to accurately cost the service in the future as sorting at source and 
recycling become more successful. 

17. CONSUMER DEBTORS 

If the information on Debtors is accurate, it is surprising that the budget could be considered acceptable without full 
details, particularly the write-off provisions and the data used for the outstanding service debtors as % of total revenue 
received (the 3 dark red rows in the table below), where the differential between IDP and Budget is very suspect:  

Item (table SA3) 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 

Total consumer debtors R 271 m R 331 m R 395 m 

% of annual revenue (note 1) 57% 62% 69% 

Provision for debts to be written off R 220 m R 273 m R 330 m 

Adjusted ‘consumer debtors’ R 51 m R 58 m R 65 m 

Outstanding service debtors/services revenue received 
(Budget table SA8) 

18.3% 19.5% 20.8% 

Outstanding service debtors/services revenue received 
(IDP section 4.7.3) 

54% 54% 54% 

Outstanding service debtors/services revenue  
(Budget table SA8) 

11.3% 11.4% 11.9% 

Debtors over 12 months that pay (Budget table SA8)(note 2) Zero Zero Zero 
 

Note 1: These figures imply that debts take 6-8 months to be paid. Is this correct? 

Note 2: This is likely to be an error. 

The following questions need to be responded to: 

• How much of the cumulative debt arises from the same households? 

• What is the breakdown of these debts in terms of type of service or supply? 

• Is Table SA8 accurate in stating the collection rate for debts over 12 months to be zero? If true, how is this 
permitted? 

• How much of the debt arises from municipal employees?  

• Is the debt collection service a new service, or does it replace an existing one? 

• What is the annual budget for this service? How much is subcontracted? 
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What is also disturbing is that the budgeted debtors of 10% (1.5.1.6) of invoiced services (Rates, water, waste, electricity 
and sewage) for 2017-18  (about R317 m) should be about R32 m, whereas the stated services debtors is R 51 m (Table 
A6), with an additional R3 m for ‘other debtors’ (for 2017-18).  

It must make the debtor problem even more difficult when the actual figures are so confused: 

18. EQUITABLE SHARE 

It is understood that the Equitable Share is provided by Government for distribution via provincial government, as a grant 
for the benefit of the poorest in the community. TWKM should receive for the budgeted year 2017-18 a total of R78 m. 
This relates to a total population of about 117,109 (in 2016), and about 33,108 households (draft IDP 2017-2022).  

Free basic services for about 4000 indigent households are budgeted (Table SA1) at R17.3 m, with an additional cost of 
R8.3 m for 4634 ‘informal settlements’ (Notes to table A10).  

There is a strange imbalance between the grant of R78 m and the reported costs of providing this free service, especially 
if it is related to the large debtor situation. Why is there no explanation offered? 

It is known that the population figures for the TWKM area are grossly underestimated, as they are based on the 2011 
Census, which is incomprehensible when the IDP refers to data based on the Community Survey 2016 (StatsSA). The 
actual numbers of population and households are critical to the assessments of a number of grants, service levels etc, 
including Housing, Equitable Share etc all of which directly influence the effective functionality of the municipality as a 
whole and more specifically on the rendering of basic services. 

19. REPAIRS AND MAINTENANCE 

The Repairs and Maintenance budget has been increased by 235% to R93 m for the next year. Although allocated to each 
of the main service areas, there are insufficient details available to be able to assess this function. Nevertheless, it is very 
surprising to compare this huge cost with the paltry R3.4 million on renewal of existing assets.  

There is no suggestion of a planned process of maintenance, not even for 3-year projects such as water reticulation (R54 
m) and sanitation (R48 m). Some of the other items of interest (over 3 years): 

• Public open spaces R22 m; 
• Nature Reserves  R4 m; 
• Waste landfill sites R6 m: 
• Municipal transport R14 m: 
• Municipal offices  R22 m; 
• Sport and recreation R3 m; 

 
Why has the TWKM not implemented the widely accepted ISO 52000 Fixed Asset Management System to assist in 
planning the management and upgrade of fixed assets such as reticulation systems etc? MSIG provides for this. 

20. APPRENTICESHIPS 

Being aware of the acknowledged shortage of skills and experience at TWKM, it is interesting to see that the Cape Town 
budget includes R33 m for external bursaries, learnerships, and apprenticeships – part of the Mayor’s R340 m job 
scheme. 

Surely there is some scope for such people investment in TWKM?  

21. LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Despite the LED being a strategic objective in the IDP as one of the KPI’s, no strategy is available that informs the IDP of 
the Strategic path as described in the TWKM 2030 Vision document and manifesto. 
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We have seen the decline in the local economy and a projected growth for the area to be in single percentage points, 
many businesses under enormous stress to survive let alone show any growth. Yet the TWKM have no proactive strategic 
objectives of supporting existing businesses through the current economic climate. 

The analysis of the economy of the region and proactive approach to the fundamental principles of economic 
development is a glaring omission in both the IDP as well as the Budget. The lack of a holistic strategy for LED in the 
region is clear and it was our hope that the LED strategy would have largely informed the IDP and budget. What we 
currently have is an unimaginative and regressive IDP & Budget that merely attempt to evade the real issues. 
 
None of the critical issues that are currently facing the TWK area is addressed adequately, none of the Developmental 
Municipal philosophy is evident in the IDP and Budget. The continued excuse by management that the local government 
elections of last year were largely to blame for the lack of a proactive approach has no merit, and merely reinforces the 
indictment that TWKM are woefully unprepared for the task at hand to turn the economy of the region around much less 
show any growth at all in the short to medium term.  
 
The figures in the IDP (over 3 years) are very confusing, and at face value, would seem to justify a full audit: 

Table SA5 Costs over 3 years (project SO11) R 20 million 

Table SA5 Township development costs (project SO12) R 0.16 million 

Table SA1 Business and financial management costs contracted out  R 10 million 

Table SA4 Revenue from projects SO11 R 2.5 million 

 

The continued costs to the budget of maintaining a LED Section that, for whatever reasons, cannot create any positive 
impact on business levels in the TWKM area have to be questioned, largely raising the concern that the TWKM have not 
take socio-economic growth seriously and that they have a fundamental lack of understanding of the importance and 
prominence the LED must play in the development of the local authority into a viable and sustainable economic region. 
TWK lies strategically placed to take advantage of opportunities for the development of a sustainable economy which will 
drive wealth for the region as a whole. 

It is further an enormous concern that the TWKM is the only municipality in the region that has not shown economic 
growth with the result that enormous pressure is being placed on municipal financial sustainability.   

Lack of suitable transparency and capacity was again demonstrated when answers could not be provided to questions 
raised at the Ward Committee, by the Ward 2 Forum, by either the acting director of development nor the LED manager, 
making the excuse that the ward committee was not the forum for such questions and that it appeared as though a 
personal “vendetta” had been launched against the LED section of TWKM. 

22. TOURISM 

Although specifically mentioned as a Primary Focus of LED, with a reference to the need for a review of tourism structure, 
the only financial reference in the Budget is R800,000 over 3 years for Operational Typical Work Streams Tourism Projects 
(SO11). Exactly what does this cost entail? 
 
There is no mention of Cape Country Meander, the tourism-marketing venture that was abandoned by TWKM a few 
years ago, then restored to health by a group of local entrepreneurs. What is the relationship, in terms of management 
and financial involvement, between TWKM and the Cape Country Meander? 
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23. LAW ENFORCEMENT 

Although the IDP and the Budget contain many references to the necessity for law enforcement, there are no details 
concerning their functions and achievements. The only figures come from the Budget – costs of R 154 million over 3 
years. 

Revenue from traffic fines is budgeted over 3 years at R 96 million (table SA4). What % of these fines are collected? 

This omission needs to be corrected. 

24. BUDGET EXPENDITURE 

(a) Operational Expenditure 

The best practice for this norm is that Personnel Cost (including councillor remuneration) should not exceed total 
Expenditure of 35%. The budgeted figure for the TWKM expenditure is 39%, which seems high particularly when 
TWKM are professing to rationalise the structure reducing 5 departments down to 3.  

 
Enormous increase in the expenditure of contracted services raises the concern that the municipality does not 
have capacity to perform certain functions and that it will also lead to further dependence on contracted 
services more heavily with time further reducing the municipality’s capacity to perform under fiscal constraints. 
 

(b) Capital Expenditure  

The draft budget provides for capital expenditure indicating that Greyton and Genadendal will only be receiving 
a single percentage point each of the overall expenditure budget versus a 30% in Caledon and 20% in Grabouw. 
Whilst we are completely cognisant of the fact that capital expenditure in these areas are a priority the 
continued tendency to ignore the burning issues in the Ward 2 area  is extremely concerning.  

The Ward 2 area cannot be continually relegated to the back of the proverbial row when it comes to capital 
expenditure. This more so when Greyton is one of the highest payers of rates and with the highest collection 
percentages, certainly does not seem equitable.  

This continued practice of the local authority seems a punitive response to many years of good contribution to 
the municipal fiscus.  
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25. BUDGET SLIDE PRESENTATION 

Subsidy for seasonal workers. 

This heading needs explaining as the implications are that these workers may already be receiving the indigent 
subsidy in their home area. Has TWKM devised a record system that checks this? How many persons are 
registered under this scheme now? Under what conditions would an application be rejected? 

Tables showing typical household income and expenditure 
 
The 6 tables purport to demonstrate the difference between 3 income groups of households using TWKM and 
Eskom as electricity suppliers, expressed as the disposable income as a % of total Rates and services costs. 
However, the Eskom customers appear not to have any electricity consumption which makes the comparisons 
rather meaningless. 

 

 

 

On behalf of Ward 2 Forum 
26 April 2017 
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