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 27 March 2013 
 
Dear Sirs, 

 
COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT GEOMATICS PROFESSION BILL [B 4 – 2013] 

 
GENERAL COMMENTS  
 
1. Unreasonable Time Allowed for Comment: 
 Firstly I would like to record my concern at the limited time allowed for comment following the publication 

of the above Bill. Fourteen days over a period including two public holidays is unreasonable.  
 
 When the ‘Notice of Intention to Introduce the Geomatics Bill, 2012 in Parliament’ [Government Gazette 

No 35801 of 22 October 2012] the draft Bill available at that time was the version published in May 2011. 
There are however now minor differences between this version [B 4 – 2013] and the 2011 version. These 
changes are not obvious and the Bills need to be compared in depth before meaningful comments can be 
made. 
 
This short period of time available for studying the Bill is specifically alarming, considering that 
approximately eight years have passed since the publication of the first draft of the Bill (then referred to 
as the Surveying Profession Bill) was published in 2005, and nearly two full years since the last version of 
the Bill was published for comment.  
 
Characteristic of each publication of a draft bill has been that very limited and often restrictive time was 
allowed for comment after which would generally follow an inordinate time lapse of apparent inactivity. 
 

2. Consultation was not as Transparent or as Comprehensive as is Alluded to: 
 Referring to Paragraph 4 of the ‘Memorandum on the Objects of the Geomatics Bill, 2013’, the contents of 

this paragraph are inaccurate and misleading. 
 
 It is correct that the Bill was first published as the ‘Surveying Profession Bill’ in November 2005, although 
it had been in the drafting phase (in the total ignorance of the existing Council) for a full eighteen months. 
It allowed 60 calendar days for comment, ironically over the Christmas and New Year break. This Bill was 
during this time, “Road Showed” at the major centres, Pretoria, Durban and Cape Town. These road 
shows were pure lip service, no minutes or discussions were recorded and no suggestions put forward by 
those present were taken up by any members of the steering committee.  
 
This Bill, as published in 2005, was nothing more than a “cut and paste” of the Planning Profession Act 
No. 32 of 2002 with the word ‘planner’ substituted by ‘surveyor’. This Bill is still essentially the same. 
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Only after bringing considerable pressure to bear on the Deputy Director General (DDG) and the then 
Chief Surveyor General (CSG) did the steering committee agree to meet with this Council. Again the 
steering committee refused to agree to make any commitment regarding discussions held at that meeting. 
This was the only consultation that was ever had specifically with this Council. 
 
Notwithstanding many requests for participation by myself, as President of the Council, and requests for 
some representation from the private sector, the steering committee remained limited to members of the 
Department with no consultation (or transparency) as and when amendments were made to the various 
draft Bills. The various drafts were published as fait accompli. 
 
After the change in CSG the Bill was republished in 2010 (an October 2009 version) and was renamed 
the Geomatics Profession Bill, a change that was generally seen as positive. Written comments were 
made on this version in February 2010. The Bill then went dormant again until after the World Cup and 
reappeared in May 2011. This Bill was workshopped in June 2011. While it is true to say that many 
stakeholders were represented at this workshop none of the comments made, other than a few errata or 
subtleties, appear to have been included in this latest draft. 
 
To single this Council out as a body that was consulted is not correct. It has been treated no differently to 
any other stake holder and was specifically excluded from any steering committee participation. 
 

3. Act 40 of 1984:  
The question of why the current Professional and Technical Surveyors Act of 1984 (Act No.40 of 1984) 
needs to be replaced has never been properly addressed. This Act commonly referred to as the PLATO 
Act is currently functioning well and in no way impedes the Government’s transformation aspirations and 
entrenches the Minister’s over riding control of the Council.  
 
Act 40 of 1984 was also confirmed, in January 2010, by the South African Law Commission to contain no 
discriminatory provisions.  
 
The preamble to the bill [B 4 - 2013] makes transformation a major objective and the memorandum (1.4) 
claims that it will “provide a mechanism to accelerate transformation of the surveying profession in a 
meaningful manner”. At no point has it been explained how this new legislation will achieve this 
transformation and, as yet, it has not been shown how the current legislation is restricting or impeding 
transformation. 
 
The costs associated with the drafting and publishing of a new Act, where a perfectly good and functional 
Act is already in place makes little sense, and even less sense if the driving criteria is little more than that 
that it is pre 1994 legislation. 
 
As indicated above this Bill is essentially a copy of the Planning Profession Act of 2002. The Planning 
profession covers a single discipline; the Geomatics profession covers several very different disciplines 
with different requirements. The result of “panel beating” the Planning Profession Act to accommodate the 
different needs of the Geomatics profession has now produced a rather unsatisfactory piece of legislation.  
 
A much better, more workable, far less disruptive and certainly cheaper result could have been achieved 
had the same amount of “panel beating” gone into amending or even redrafting the existing PLATO Act, 
using the existing legislation as a basis. 
 
Now, in its eleventh year since promulgation, notwithstanding the appointment of outside consultants and 
a full time Chief Executive Officer, the Planning Profession Council is still functioning without appropriate 
Rules or Regulations. As the bill [B 4 – 2013] is largely subject to the same criteria as Act 32 of 2002 it 
does not auger well for the immediate future. 
 
 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON THE BILL [B 4 - 2013] 
 
Section 4. The composition of the Council, with the possible exception of category 4.(1)(a)(ii), should specifically 

preclude candidates, technicians and “in-training” persons.  
  
 A statutory council is not a voluntary association established to look after the interests of its members 

nor is it a “union” established to protect the needs of a labour force. A statutory council is specifically 
established to maintain a high level of technical, professional and ethical standards in order to protect 
the public; the spinoff is credibility for its registered members. This can only be achieved if the controlling 



council is made up of members, who have, through experience and academic achievement, reached 
those standards that the council intends maintaining. 

  
Section 4.(1)(b) The composition of the Council does not adequately address the various disciplines that are currently 

registered in terms of the existing Act, nor does it allow for the inclusion of new disciplines that may in 
the future fall under its control.  

 
 While all falling within the broad definition of “Geomatics”, the existing disciplines, currently being 

registered by PLATO, are individually very different from each other. In some cases they operate under 
and are responsible to entirely different legislation, an example being the Professional Land Surveyors 
who function largely in terms of the Land Survey Act while the Professional Mine Surveyors operate 
under various acts pertaining to health and safety on a mine as well as the registration of mineral 
resources.  

 
 The PLATO Act recognises Hydrography and Photogrammetry as Geomatics disciplines, however 

neither of these have voluntary associations that would qualify in terms of Chapter 4. 
 
 Representation by each discipline registered under the broad Geomatics definition is essential for the 

functioning of the Council. The broad term “Geomatics Practitioner” does not adequately cover the 
representation necessary on the Council. 

 
 Currently registered disciplines include: 

a) Professional Land Surveyors 
b) Engineering Surveyors 
c) Hydrographic Surveyors 
d) Photogrammetric Surveyors 
e) Mine surveyors 
f) Geo-information Science Practitioners 

 
 
Section 4.(4)(a)“...in terms of subsection (1)(b), (c) or (d) .......” this should be amended to read, “.....in terms of 

subsection (b) and (d)...”. The member appointed in terms of  4.(1)(c) is the nomination from the Council 
on Higher Education. There is no reason why this appointment should be advertised. 

 
Section 4.(8) This section should be reworded to read: “(8)(a) The Council shall nominate from its members, for 

appointment by the Minister, a Chairperson and a Deputy Chairperson who shall not be Council 
members appointed in terms of sections 4.(1)(a)(i), 4.(1)(a)(iii), 4.(1)(c) and 4.(1)(d). The Chief 
Surveyor General shall hold the position of Alternate Chairperson of the Council.”  

  
 It should be stipulated that the chairperson cannot be a person outside of the industry or appointed in an 

ex officio capacity. The work required of the chairperson is such that the Chief Surveyor General could 
not conceivably take on this task while still fulfilling the responsibilities of his position. The appointees 
from the Department of Mineral Resources and the Council on Higher Education and those representing 
the interests of the public cannot logically hold the position of chairperson of a Council representing 
Geomatics professions. 

 
 With an additional clause: (8)(b) The position left vacant by the appointment of the Chairperson 

shall be filled by his or her alternate member who shall be appointed as a full member of the 
Council and the minister shall appoint a new alternate member in terms of subsection (7)(a). 

 
Section 5.(2) A fifth subsection should be added to read as follows: 
 5.(2)(e) has, with the exception of members appointed in terms of section 4(1)(c) and 4(1)(d), 

allowed his or her registration with the council to lapse or whose name is removed or suspended 
from the register. 

 
Section 6.(2) The Education and Training Committee;  
 This paragraph is totally inadequate considering the work required from this committee. 
 
 The composition of this committee should be elaborated on and stipulated in the Bill and must include a 

balance of suitably qualified academics as well as members from the Council, the Chief Surveyor 
General’s office, the Council on Higher Education and the geomatics industry. In order to give this 
committee the authority that it will require to do its work, notwithstanding that it will be responsible to the 



Council, its members should also be Ministerial appointees and its funding should be separate for that of 
the council. 

 
 One of the functions of this committee is the requirement (Section 8(1)(d)(ii)) to accredit all institutions 

offering geomatics qualifications at least once every four years. Considering number of institutions 
offering qualifications in the various disciplines of geomatics this is a significantly arduous and costly 
task. 

 
 This committee is also required to evaluate ‘geomatics’ qualifications gained at foreign and unaccredited 

institutions as being equivalent to the council’s academic requirements necessary for registration. 
 
 Also under the mandate of this committee is the time to time reviewing of the practical training 

components of the various levels of registration. 
 
 A simple “The Council must, in the prescribed manner, appoint an Education and Training Committee” is 

not satisfactory. 
 
Section 13.(1) The term Candidate Geomatics Practitioners should pertain only to academically qualified 

Professionals and Technologists while they are undergoing practical training/mentorships. All 
academically unqualified persons, still studying towards a recognised qualification should simply be 
registered as ‘Students’.  

 
 Taking cognizance of the intentions of Bill as set out in the preamble. “The Bill also seeks to provide 

for measures to protect the public from unethical geomatics practices and to provide for 
measures in order to maintain a high standard of professional conduct and integrity.”  

 By insisting on using registered persons the public is afforded some level quality assurance. This 
assurance cannot be given in respect unqualified and inexperienced registered persons. Registering as 
yet unqualified persons as “Students” avoids any confusion to the public at large.  

 
 The Council should simply maintain a register of ‘Students’. Tthis will not adversely affect the goal, also 

set out in the preamble, “to provide for the facilitation of accessibility to the Geomatics 
profession.”  

 
 
As the incumbent President of PLATO, having held this office since October 2001, I would like to make a verbal 
presentation on these and possibly other matters contained in and pertaining to this Bill. 
 
Yours faithfully, 

 
Paul Marshall; President South African Council for Professional and Technical Surveyors 


