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Comments on proposed changes to the Municipal Property Rates Act 
1. Section 1(l)                                                                                                                     A new definition for “public service purposes “ is proposed.  

We have no problem with the proposed exemption for property taxes for properties used for community services especially schools, education centre’s hospitals and clinics where these services are provided by either the State or NGO’s.   Where these services are provided by companies operating for gain we have no problem that they pay property tax. 
The motive for this being that these services are for the benefit of the community as a whole and it is normally the poor and not so well off individuals who will make use of these services. 

We therefore suggest that after “organ of state “the words“ and any NGO registered with SARS“ be added.

2.  Section 3(4)(a) & (b) 

It is proposed that these two sections be deleted.   We strongly object for the following reasons : 

a. Food security is of the utmost importance for any country. To ensure that famine is not to be a future scenario, as currently in Zimbabwe, we need to always remain nett food exporters and not nett importers  as we currently are. Therefore we must not unduly burden our farmers.   The extent of services provided by the municipality must  be taken into account when a municipality determines exemptions, rebates and reductions for agricultural properties. 

b. Agriculture not only provides food but is also a major employer.  With joblessness being one of the major problems especially in the rural areas, we must try to keep as many people employed in the agricultural sector as possible. The contribution of agriculture must therefore be taken into account when determining exemptions, rebates and reductions. 

3. Section 8(2)       
We suggest the adding of an additional category in the “Differential rates” section i.e. :

(k)  Private owned towns, estates or other properties where the owners/body corporate or management committees supply and maintain the bulk of the infrastructure. 
Under section 8(2)(j) of the current act “private owned towns serviced by the owner “ are in a separate category and this should remain.  The maintenance by the private sector relieves the municipality of the burden of maintaining the infrastructure and rebates should be granted in the form of lower tariffs. 
      4. Section 8(3) 

Municipalities should not be granted the right to create separate categories without the permission of the Minister of Cogta and the Minister of Finance. In addition vacant land should under no circumstances be listed as a separate category. 
The motivation is that some municipalities are acting recklessly and are creating categories willy nilly on their own placing undue obligations on their residents.  

5. Section 9

There is no section 8(2)(r)(i).  Only section 8(2) (i) .  The ( r) should therefore be removed.  
6. Section 15(3)(b) (ii) 

This section should not be removed.  To have transparent government at local level is absolutely critical.  Councillors who have to approve the budget must be properly informed as to effect the exclusions in terms of section 17 (1) (a), (e), (g, (h) and (i) will have on the budget of the municipality. 


7. Section 19

The words “provide that this paragraph does not apply to residential property which is vacant “ must be removed.   Vacant land should not be a separate category as stated under 3. above. 

8. Section 20(1) 

i) Replace the words “ The Minister may”   with the words “The Minister must” .  
The motivation for this is, that National Treasury issues guidelines every year as to the percentage by which rates can be increased. This is to curb inflation. Most municipalities however disregard these guidelines completely and increases in property taxes of 300 – 400 % are not uncommon.  This in turn creates havoc in people’s and business budgets.   

                                                                                                                           Clarification is needed on the meaning  of “the percentage by which rates on properties ……may be increased”. Does this apply to the tariff or the Rand/cent amount ?  
At the end of the day residents are not really interested in valuations and/or tariffs.  All they want to know is what amount is payable each month. 
We trust that this committee will regard these comments in a serious light and will pay attention to the recommendations. 
Jaap Kelder 

Chairman
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