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4.1 General Comments

The recommendations that conclude this report reflect the starting point of the study which is to answer: “What might a 
land management system look like that takes seriously questions of inclusive citizenship, rights to land, and social vulner-
ability?”. Part of what must be mentioned at this point is the fact that the national government and the City of Johan-

nesburg are aware of some of the issues that have been discussed in earlier sections. They are also both trying to move 

towards a more developmental and progressive state in some ways. However, none of the spheres of government are 

completely cogniscent of the impacts of their policy, and reports such as these help keep in mind questions and issues 

that may otherwise fall off the radar as other political and economic priorities take precedence. In keeping with this 

question the recommendations are divided into a number of key sections that try and address this question at a variety 

of scales. The first section attempts to put in place principles that need to be considered when thinking about a land 

management system that may usefully include all sectors of society, their needs, ambitions and strategies, whilst ensuring 

a competent and efficient set of policies and programmes that reflect such thinking.

4.2 National Policy Principles

There is a sense from some commentators that the most beneficial path to be taken when considering a new land 

management system would be the “conscious rejection of existing land use practise across the spheres of government” 

(Ovens, et al, 2007). There is also the acknowledgement that some of the systems are functional and do provide work-

able, if not perfect, ways of managing land. The City of Johannesburg is not unaware of the issues confronting it and is 

certainly in the process of attempting to restructure South African cities through some innovative project planning and 

policy. Unfortunately, what has been demonstrated is that the present system simply does not consider the wide variety 

of people’s, households’, and communities’ needs confronting it. As such the next section presents some thinking about 

how to make the land management paradigm a better fit to the current realities of urban South Africa.

4.2.1 Principles for Land Management:
The current system has too many policies, pieces of regulation, ordinances and schemes. A coherent system, 

which has at its foundation a common understanding of land management and its intentions, needs to be put 

in place.

A balance needs to be consistently struck between managing the public realm and enabling people to realise 

their rights within these spaces (particularly the poor segments of our society). 

Informality in its wide variety of manifestations should be considered as part of the national economy, which 

should be supported without necessarily being formalised.

Reconsider the privileged position and role that property ownership has in the canon of land rights. As such the 

existing cadastre could be recast in light of a system in which ownership is considered to be just one in a number 

of land management rights.

Use rights by individuals, households and communities who are engaged with productive use of land and prop-

erty but who are not necessarily owners need to be creatively supported and entrenched.

There needs to be a consistent acknowledgment that planning and land management is not neutral and makes 

physically manifest the existing ideology of the state.

Land needs to stop being confused and conflated with housing. Although integrally linked and it is important to 

understand the impact that housing policies and programmes have on land use, they are not one and the same 

thing and by conflating the two, vital issues are missed.
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4. RECOMMENDATIONS
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4.3 National Recommendations
Review land management policies and regulations at all spheres of government, old policies that contribute to 

spatial dysfunctionalities need to be amended or disposed of. 

The entire system needs to be simplified and unified to get rid of spatial inequities inherent in current land man-

agement systems.

Integrate all land use planning so that land management can include considerations of transport, communica-

tion and infrastructure at a strategic level. This may be a matter of getting the existing IDP and RSDF systems to 

work more efficiently and to be concerned with greater technical details.

Capacity needs to be built at all levels of government in order to:

-effectively engage with the technicalities of land management;

-constructively negotiate with the private sector in a manner that allows for the city to extract “planning gains” 

from the private sector; and

-understand the complexities of the communities in which they work.

Well-located land needs to be released for the utilisation of the poor from State-owned entities, parastatals and 

the private sector. Mechanisms and systems of attainment and release must be established.

Participatory processes must be developed whereby all land users and owners can directly influence the shape 

and nature of land management systems and how they are implemented. Decisions taken around land by gov-

ernment must be transparent and open to debate before they are finalised and implemented.

Monitoring of the impact of land management by neutral parties is essential in order to ensure that the goals, 

aims and hopes of the citizens and the authorities are actually being met by the programmes and policies that 

have been put in place. 

Reconsider urban densities and encourage mixed land use zoning in order to ensure settlements have a good 

distribution of income generating opportunities as well as re-thinking the one house one stand policy.

Support individuals and households who are being introduced into formal systems for the first time. Households 

that are receiving formal title for the first time or who have received title and are now using formal transaction 

processes such as banks and estate agents need to be empowered by the process rather than left feeling power-

less and disenfranchised through these processes.

4.4 Specific Recommendations

In certain of the case study areas very specific recommendations have been made regarding the areas in question:

4.4.1 Kliptown
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Kliptown demonstrates the conflict that can arise when the urban regeneration agenda directly confronts the basic 

needs paradigm. A greater balance needs to be struck between what is considered good for the city and its image and 

what the local community is stating that they need or want. These two outcomes are in no way mutually exclusive, and 

through open conversation and participation both needs can be satisfied. In Kliptown there is still time to bring the local 

community more into the heritage and urban regeneration programme and to see if there is some way for all parties to 

benefit.

4.4.2 Diepsloot

The impact of the Urban Development Boundary on the low-income communities of Diepsloot needs to be seriously 

considered. Although intended to curb urban sprawl and the costs associated with the extension of infrastructure it may 

well end up ensuring that the low-income community associated with this area is not sufficiently serviced. In addition 

the constant disagreement between the main actors as to where the UDB should be located mean that the potential of 

Diepsloot residents being able to swiftly access government services is being denied.

4.4.3 Hillbrow/Berea

The Hillbrow/Berea team came up with very strong recommendations to identify appropriate buildings for a pilot project 

that would test to see how an amendment to the City’s Indigency Policy would impact on the residents of the identified 

buildings.4 It is recommended that such a project be monitored on an on-going basis and that between the various 

departments the study is continuously funded. The sense was that such a project could be useful in understanding the 

dynamics of land use in high-density areas and the potential that policy has in impacting on low income and vulnerable 

residents.

4   The full recommended process and discussion is too long for this report but appears in Silverman and Zack’s 2007 case study.
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4.4.4 Diepkloof

The stringent formalisation and upgrading tack that has been undertaken in the area has not necessarily allowed the 

residents of the area to feel fully integrated into the City. Nor has it supported the current need for many households to 

operate home-based enterprises, which are integral to the survival strategies and upward mobility of many households. 

The needs of the community regarding land and its use could be effectively supported by a system that takes the infor-

mal into account and sees it as a contributing component of life in the settlement and not as something to be controlled 

and formalised. At the same time, the manner in which land and the land tribunal have dealt with issues in the area is a 

useful model that could be documented and considered for replication, with appropriate adaptations, in other areas.

4.4.5 Fourways

Fourways is extremely traditional in its consideration of land management and land rights. At present it ignores the vast 

numbers of people who are formally or informally employed in the area but whose needs are not being met by the cur-

rent formal transport, recreational or commercial activities. The reality is that there is a thriving informal sector in the area, 

which is stable and productive; some serious thought and consideration should be given as to how the area can partner 

with its informal sector to increase growth, improve safety and ensure sustainable productivity for everyone who uses the 

area and not just the residential and commercial property owners. A set of further recommendations, mentioned earlier, 

centre around the need for capacity to be built at all levels of government in order to ensure that the government and 

private sector negotiate from positions of equal power.
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4.5 Concluding Remarks

The land management study has attempted to examine land management, in all of its incarnations, through a pro-poor 

and inclusive lens. Effectively the study has attempted to see what is and what is not supporting the lives, livelihood 

strategies, and aspirations of low-income households within land policy. The findings of the various reports seem to 

indicate there are significant issues that must be addressed if land management is to be a significant tool in restructur-

ing the spatial order of cities and the social and economic divisions within society. Much of what is necessary is a serious 

re-thinking of how some fundamental concepts are regarded. The existing planning schemes, zonings and the cadastral 

system are in many ways exclusive of the needs of low-income households and communities and seem to result in the 

disempowerment and alienation of those that they intend to include and empower. The recommendations contained in 

this series of reports provide both a range of general principles that could be used to guide land policy thinking, as well 

as site-specific recommendations for each of the case study areas. 

Although this work constitutes a useful study when thinking about land management, there is a great deal more work 

that needs to be accomplished for other metros and urban centres in South Africa. Alternative land management systems 

could also be usefully explored and piloted in order to see what the potential impact of other kinds of land management 

could be in the progressive project, which is seeking to make cities more integrated, inclusive and socially aware spaces 

that are able to effectively meet the needs of all their citizens.
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