TAU SA COMMENT : PROPERTY VALUATION BILL, 2013
1. The reference in the Constitution that compensation should be “just and equitable”  opens the question whether this Bill does not provide the option to empower the state with authority  to manipulate values downwards when it suits them? In all probability the answer thereto is an unqualified “yes”. 
2. The following lack of clarity regarding “definitions” exists:

2.1. “Value” – the states’ intervention may either increase or decrease values and consequently also prices. “Market value” should therefore be defined in such a manner that it may not be less than current values and that the inflation rate should be brought into play for  a maximum of five years where applicable. Furthermore, additional factors should be considered when determining maket value. These should inter alia include the following:

2.1.1 Direct and indirect costs involved in relocation. Vehicle licenses, school clothes, curtains, transport of furniture, registration costs for new properties purchased, etc should be included.
2.1.2. Sentimental value where a specific property has been owned for several generations.

2.1.3. Emotional and social inconvenience caused by relocation.

2.2. A ceiling should be placed on the other factors to ensure that the final price does not differ more than 12% of market value.

2.3. “Valuation” referring to “for a specific purpose” is unclear. Is it only applicable to redistribution or for other purposes as well? Clarification is required.
3. The relation of the Bill with reference to The Property Rates Act requires clarification. Should much lower values be determined, it will impact on rates and taxes which will affect municipalities’ income.

4.
Sec 4(1)(c) and 4(1)(d).
If this function is to be the responsibility of the Minister of Rural Development and Land reform and his Valuer General, their impartiality will definitely be tested because not all related issues are necessarily within the “rural development and land reform” domain.
5.
Sec 5(3).
This section contradicts Sec 4(2) with reference to the Property Rates Act.

6.
Sec 5(4).
This is unclear. If it implies that restitution or expropriation will in any case take place even though the owner disagrees with the valuation and compensation, it is unacceptable.

7.
Sec 7 and Sec 8.
Why is it required that the Deputy Valuer General should be registered as a professional valuer in terms of the Property Valuers Profession Act whilst the same requirement is not applicable to the Valuer General?

8.
Sec 10(2)(a)(ii).
If provision is made for the utilisation of private practitioners, what then is the sense in having accredited valuers on the payroll? It is nothing more than unnecessary expense.

9.
Sec 13.
Too much power is delegated to officials  and the order to disclose confidential information is unacceptable. The section needs to be reformulated.

10.
Sec 35(2).
The stipulation that persons should appear before the review Committee at their own expense, is unacceptable. The Office of the Valuer General is a government institution and if that office has the authority to subpoena persons, the latter should be afforded compensation for travel and accommodation as well as legal representation.

11.
Sec 40.
This section in fact implies a blanket amnesty and as such it reflects a blatant disregard for the rights of others.

12.
Sec 41.
The penalty of 12 months imprisonment or a fine is excessive punishment for what is in fact a menial crime.
