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	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	2
(Pg 2 of Bill)
	1
	The Banking Association South Africa
	· The expanded definition of marriage is welcome but still uncertain about the issue of interview requests and other procedures for spouses.
	· The comment is welcome.
	None

	2
(Pg 2 of Bill)
	1
	Business Unity South Africa
	· Clause 2(b) and 2(e): The new definition of ‘corporate applicant’ and ‘marriage’ (respectively) is welcome.


	· The comment is welcome.
	

	3

(Pg 4 of Bill)
	4.
	Law Society of South Africa
	· Constitution of the Immigration Advisory Board – the amendment should also provide/allow for formal channel of communication between the Department/Board and the private sector.
	· As is proposed in the Bill, the Immigration Advisory Board will be constituted by various role players, and this is currently the situation. To cite an example, the current chairperson of the Board is not a government official. 

	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	3

(Pg 4 of Bill)
	4.
	Deloitte and Touche and BUSa
	· The powers given to the Minister with regard to the appointment of members of the Advisory Board are too wide.
· Busa welcomes the streamlined composition of the Immigration Advisory Board. However, the powers granted to the Minister to appoint some members of the Board could result in unfairness if the process is not managed properly.


	· The IAB serves as an advisory body to the Minister on immigration policy and related matters. The IAB will be representative of the mentioned sectors of the society.


	None

	
	
	
	· 
	· 
	

	5.

(Pg 5 of Bill)
	9
	PASSOP
	· Clause 5 which amends section 9 is unnecessary and serves no purpose as single parents from certain countries appear to struggle to get passports for their children.
	· The proposed amendment is aimed at curbing child trafficking, as the details of the child which are endorsed in the passport of the adult person cannot be matched against the child and this poses serious challenges in relation to the fight against child trafficking.


	None 

	5.

(Pg 5 of Bill)
	9
	BUSA
	· The requirement for a minor to be in possession of a valid passport could increase the amount of red tape in processing minors accompanying adults. Furthermore the requirement could facilitate human trafficking as it would be easier to transport children in possession of travel documents. 
	· 
	None 

	5.

(Pg 5 of Bill)
	9
	LSSA
	· Amendment requiring minors entering SA to be in possession of a passport – amendment not welcome, certain countries do not provide for children to have passports, but use endorsement on the parent’s passport.
	
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	5.

(Pg 5 of Bill)
	9
	BUSA
	· Clause 5(b): the period of time for the validity of the passport could result in unnecessary delays if passports are found to require renewal prior to the application for an entry permit. Urgent business travel could be frustrated.


	· The amendment is meant to remove the 30 day period in the Act and prescribe the period required in the Regulations. This will assist in the issue mentioned by BUSA for urgent business travel. 
	None 

	5.

(Pg 5 of Bill)
	9
	LSSA
	· The amendment providing for entrance in the Republic only through a port of entry should be juxtaposed with the provisions of section 35(1) which provision provide for extraordinary circumstances allowing for entry at a place other than a port of entry.
	· Section 9 lays down the principle whilst section 35(1) makes provision for the extra-ordinary circumstances, and therefore there is no need to have these provisions juxtaposed, as that may result in persons opting for the section 35(1) provision as though it is the principle. 


	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	7.

(Pg 6 of Bill)
	10(6)
	Peninsula Immigration
	· A foreigner holding a visitor’s permit should not be allowed to change status of that permit, may only be considered for extension.
	· The comment is welcome.
	The Department will redraft the provision to specifically exclude holders of visitor’s permit and medical treatment permit from changing their status whilst in the Republic. 



	7.

(Pg 6 of Bill)
	10(6)
	Deloitte and Touche


	· “exceptional circumstances” with regard to an application for change of status or conditions on permit/visa not defined. No procedure or guidance for renewal of permits.

	· The exceptional circumstances will be prescribed in the Regulations by the Minister as provided in the Bill.


	See comment above.


	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	7.

(Pg 6 of Bill)
	10(6)
	Wits African Centre for Migration and Society


	· The provision that an application for change of status or conditions for visa/permit may be granted under “exceptional circumstances” introduces an “insurmountable barrier” and will consequently discourage “skilled migration”.


	· Change of status is currently abused by those persons who enter the Republic under the guise of being visitors then apply for change of status whilst in the Republic. The view that the amendment will be a barrier and discourage skilled migration is based on the misunderstanding of the intention of the proposed amendment. Anyone entering the Republic should have clear reason and apply for the specific visa or permit whilst in his or her country of origin. 

	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	7.

(Pg 6 of Bill)
	10(6)
	LSSA
	· Amendment of section 10 of the Act, substitution of Visa for Temporary Residence Permit. What is the policy rationale for the introduced distinction (visa/permit)?

· Amendment providing for application for change of status or conditions of permit to be considered by Minister, application granted upon “exceptional circumstances” to be determined by Minister by regulation. Amendment in its format is bad law as it amounts to Parliament deferring its duty of making law to the Minister.
	· As mentioned in the brief to the Portfolio Committee, visas are those categories of the current permits that are for short period of stay. 

· The view that Parliament is deferring its duty to make law is incorrect as the intention of the proposal is to allow the making of Regulations as exceptional circumstances may change from time to time and it will take time to approach Parliament to amend the law to provide for the new set of circumstances that may be considered for change of status. 

	None

	8
	10A
	BUSA
	· Clause 8: the distinction between visa and permit is welcome.


	· The comment is welcome.
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	Peninsula Immigration
	· Business permit holder to ensure that they employ 80% SA citizens.


	· The comment is welcome. 
	The Department will redraft the provision to insert the requirement in the Act to the effect that not less 80% of the staff must be South Africans.  The regulations will provide further explanation with regard to the requirement.

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	BUSA
	· The amendment is welcome. However, a transparent process is sought on the definition of businesses ‘ the national interests.


	· The comment is welcome.
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	CoRMSA, BUSA 

and 

LSSA
	· A definition of ‘national interest’ in clause 11 be included in the definitions section of the Bill.
· To allow for Business visa to be granted to Businesses determined to be in the “national interest”. The term “national interest” is not defined in the bill. Need to define.


	· The term “national interest” is not a new concept introduced by the Bill but is being used in the Act. The Department is in discussion with the Department of Trade and Industry and there will be a meeting of the respective Ministers on this provision. In implementing this provision the two Departments will be working together. 
	Following consultation with the DTI, the provision will be redrafted to ensure that those when issuing permits there is a balance between businesses regarded as in the national interest and those that are not, without allowing all types of businesses to qualify. 

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	Deloitte and Touche


	· The amendment of the provision on business permit to provide for categories of businesses that may be granted business permit, will limit foreign business that may be allowed and thus open way for SA small businesses as the industry won’t be saturated with small foreign businesses.
	· The intention of the proposed amendment is to ensure that investment is in the sectors that are of national interest than those that already exist. 


	As indicated above, the proposed amendment will be revised.

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	LSSA
	· There is no provision in the Amendment dealing with businesses that are currently using the business permits in terms of the current regime. What will happen to those businesses if they happen not to fall under national interest?

· The visas granted to family members of business visa holder will not allow for the s19 Work permit for such members
	· The proposed amendments will not operate retrospectively and therefore all permits already granted will not be affected by the new requirements until such time that they expire.
· “Appropriate” visa (permit) will be issued to the members of the immediate family.


	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	11.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	15.
	LSSA
	· Deletion of subsection (3) on section 15 of the Act removed the provision for waiver or reductions of the “capitalization requirement” (R2.5 million as prescribed) for businesses applying for a business permit. This will operate unfairly for SMMEs who might not at all times have the requisite R2.5 million.
	· The comment is noted. Section 15(3) related to waiver of the capitalisation requirement for businesses which were prescribed to be in the national interest.  The current section 15 deals with all businesses hence there was provision for waiver but since the proposed new section relates to only businesses that are in the national interest there is no need for waiver.
	As indicated above the proposed amendment will revised.

	
	
	The Banking Association South Africa


	· The simplification of work permit categories and the introduction of the critical skills permit. The deletion of the two year limit on intra-company transfer work permits is also welcome.


	· The comment is welcome.
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	12.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	19
	CoRMSA
	· Coordination among relevant Departments be intensified to ensure that barriers to applying for these permits are removed and that the various policy and legislative frameworks are compatible and not contradictory.
	· The comment is noted. 
	None 

	12.

(Pg 7 of Bill)

	19
	BUSA
	· The amendment is welcome but regulations should be promulgated to provide for a clearer and more simplified work permit application procedure.

· The deletion of subsection (1) brings uncertainty as the removal of the quota system from the Act may effectively deny South African employers from being able to quickly access skilled workers. 


	· The comment is noted and it should be indicated the quota and exceptional skills have been combined to be a critical skills permit.
	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	13.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	21
	Deloitte and Touche


	· Issue of corporate permits in respect of designated industries as determined in the Gazette from time to time. Amendment welcome but need to provide for transitional provisions.


	· The comment is noted and welcome.
	None 

	
	
	Banking Association of South Africa
	· Welcome the amendments but would appreciate clarity on the sectors that qualify for corporate permits in order to eliminate any uncertainty.


	· The comment is welcome. The sectors will be published in the Gazette from time to rime.
	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	13.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	21
	LSSA
	· Amendment of the provision regarding Corporate permits, leaving the determination of businesses that may qualify under the discretion of the DG, and also excising the Department of Labour and Trade & Industry is not welcome. The proposed determination will be difficult to formulate and administer. The provision should be maintained as is but rather tighten control over the determinations of qualifying businesses.

	· The proposed amendment is misunderstood as it does not have leave the determination of businesses that may qualify under the discretion of DG nor excise DoL and DTI, but merely seeks to remove the naming of Departments in the Act for the Regulations. The words “in consultation” in the provision means that the decision taken will be a joint decision. 
	None 

	14
	
	BUSA
	The removal of section 25 will prevent youth who are under 25 years from engaging in on the job training.
	· As indicated during the brief, the permit is being abused.
	None 



	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	15.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	23
	CoRMSA, LSSA,  PASSOP and Wits African Centre for Migration and Society


	· The validity period of the asylum transit permit be retained at 14 days.
· The 14 days asylum permit be extended to 28 days.
· Reduction of validity period for asylum transit permit from 14 days to 5 days is not practical, will lead to violation of the non-refoulment provision in the Refugees Act.
	· The proposal to reduce the number of days is necessary. In most cases, persons who are granted this permit tends not to apply for asylum, and take advantage of the number of days to move inwards leaving the nearest Refugee Reception Centre. If given, few days to apply, this will encourage compliance by genuine asylum seekers. 

	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	15.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	23
	Wits African Centre for Migration and Society and LSSA

	· Amendment on Asylum transit permit, providing for determination in terms of the Immigration Act whether a person to be granted the permit, qualifies to apply for asylum. Amendment contravenes the Refugees Act which deals with the determination of asylum seeker status.
· Amendment on asylum transit permit, providing for determination in terms of the Immigration Act whether a person to be granted the permit, qualifies to apply for asylum. Amendment contravenes the Refugees Act which deals with the determination of asylum seeker status. What will happen if such a decision is appealed – non-refoulment provision in s2 of the Refugees Act.

	· The envisaged pre-screening procedure will not be applicable where RSA is the first safe country of entry from their countries of origin (i.e. neighbouring countries that we share borders with). However, it will be applicable where RSA is not the first safe country of entry from a person’s country of origin. If an appeal is lodged same will be made whilst a person is not in the Republic as is the case with other applications. 

· It is our view that there is no conflict between the proposed amendment and the Refugees Act, 1998. 
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	15.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	23
	BUSA
	· The amendment is welcome as it will allow better policing and less abuse of the system. The only concern is the capacity of the Department to implement the clause.


	· The comment is welcome.
	None


	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	15.

(Pg 8 of Bill)

	23
	University of Cape Town Law Clinic and Center for the Development and Enterprise

	· The proposed pre-screening procedure for asylum qualification is unlawful as it violates international human rights law and the Refugees Act, 1998 (Act No. 130 of 1998).

· The reduction of the amount of time for the validity of the asylum transit permit from 14 to 5 days is extreme and unwarranted as asylum seekers are often without the necessary travel funds, and due to communication and other information barriers, may experience difficulties in presenting themselves within the proposed 5 days.
· Asylum seeker determination at ports of entry will be unconstitutional and impractical.

	· As indicated above, it is our view that the proposed amendment is not unconstitutional.
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	18.

(Pg 9 of Bill)

	27
	CoRMSA
	· A definition of ‘prescribed to be in the national interest’ be provided in the definition section.
	· See response under comments on clause 11 of the Bill.
	None 

	19

(Pg 9 of Bill)

	29
	
	· The amendment is welcome as it will bring the Act in line with recently enacted human trafficking legislation.


	· The comment is welcome.
	None 

	21.

(Pg 10 of Bill)

	35
	Lawyers for Human Rights
	· Should the APP system go ahead, further legislation should be enacted to ensure that the system meets international standards and that there is adequate data protection measures in place.


	· The South African APP system is in full compliance with the International Civil Aviation Organisation (ICAO) standards and recommended practices.  
· Parliament is currently considering the Protection of Personal Information Bill (“PPI BILL”).  

	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	21.

(Pg 10 of Bill)

	35
	LHR (continued)
	
	· The objectives of the PPI Bill are amongst others “To promote the protection of personal information processed by public and private bodies; to introduce information protection principles so as to establish minimum requirements for the processing of personal information; provide for the establishment of an Information Protection Regulator; to provide for the issuing of codes of conduct; provide for the rights of persons regarding unsolicited electronic communications and automated decision making; to regulate the flow of personal information across the borders of the Republic.”.
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	21.

(Pg 10 of Bill)

	35
	BUSA
	· The introduction of the ‘advanced passenger processing’ and passenger name record’ is welcome.
	The comment is welcome.
	None 

	21.

(Pg 10 of Bill)

	35
	LSSA and LHR
	· Amendment providing for APP on conveyances. Conveyance not defined, could include private vehicles on land which might not have the required equipment for APP.

· The requirement found in section 35(3)(a) for domestic airlines to transmit electronic passenger lists should be removed.

· APP on domestic flights may raise constitutional issues and has an impractical legislative purpose.
	· The Act contains a definition of conveyance. The conveyances that will be subject to APP will be prescribed.  DHA is planning to roll it out to aviation and maritime conveyances.

· It is PNR and not APP is needed for domestic flights to get a more complete profile of the person and is in line with DHA’s risk based approach to Immigration.  The information will be used to track persons who are on the SAPS Stoplists who enter the Republic illegally then use domestic flights.
	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	
	
	
	
	· Furthermore, the information will be used to detect persons who overstay in the Republic after expiry of their permits. 
· The Department is the recipient of traveller data from conveyors on behalf of the JCPS Departments, who require the information for criminal investigative purposes in the context mentioned above. 


	None

	23.

(P 11 of Bill)
	46
	PASSOP
	· The repeal of section 46 is welcome.
	· The comment is appreciated.


	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	23.

(Pg 11 of Bill)

	46
	Peninsula Immigration
	· Removal of s46 Immigration Practitioners is not welcome.
	· As indicated during the briefing to the Portfolio Committee on 16 November 2010, the Department will introduce new risk based method in dealing with applications for permits or visas and this procedure will require direct interaction with clients. Any applicant is welcome to consult on immigration issues with any chosen adviser as the Department cannot prevent anybody from providing professional assistance, but will not allow such professional to engage the Department on behalf of the applicant, as our processes will require direct interaction with applicants. 
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	23.

(Pg 11 of Bill)

	46
	Edward Nathan Sonnebergs
	· The repeal of section 46 is likely to cause problems as it is impractical to expect executive level employees of multinational companies to queue at DHA offices for hours to submit applications.
	· The response above also applies in this instance. The Department will however look into making provision for applications received from multi-national corporations for an executive level employee. However, still no immigration practitioner will liaise with the Department.

	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	23.

(Pg 11 of Bill)

	46
	Wits African Centre for Migration and Society and 

the Banking Association South Africa


	· Repeal of section 46 of the Act, Immigration Practitioners. No need to remove the provision but rather to regulate the industry with separate Act.
· The repeal of section 46 is going to create implementation challenges with respect to permit and visa applications. Proposal: the Department must improve its oversight of immigration practitioners, attorneys and advocates, but retain the rights afforded to intermediaries, who apply on behalf of the client.

	· The Industry could adopt self-regulation measures on its own.

	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	23.

(Pg 11 of Bill)

	46
	Forum of Immigration Practitioners of South Africa
	· The repeal of s46 Immigration Practitioners will result in the industry being unregulated – free for all.

· The repeal cannot exclude a person with Power of Attorney from representing another person in the application process.
	· As indicated in the response to the submission by Peninsula Immigration, the processes to be introduced will require direct interaction with the applicant, and therefore the Power of Attorney will not be effective. 
	None

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)

	49.
	CoRMSA
	· The period of the imprisonment be reviewed and in some cases be reduced depending on the severity of the offence.
	· The current period of imprisonment is no longer deterrent enough.
	The Department will consider and review the penalties. 

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)

	49.
	PASSOP
	· With regard to the penalty for assisting an illegal foreigner from one to eight years, the provision does not accommodate provisions for organizations to provide legal advice, paralegal advice and humanitarian aid to undocumented immigrants.
	· Offering of legal advice does not necessarily amount to assistance in the context of the provision. However, if such legal advice is malicious, measures should be taken against such legal advisor. 
	

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)
	49.
	Deloitte and Touche and BUSA
	· Proposed increase in sentences too harsh.
	· The purpose of a penalty is to be deterrent and if one opts for lenient penalty, there will be no measure of compliance with the rule. 
· The Department is in the process of developing the policy to deal with economic migrants.  However, same does not mean that penalties for violating the law should be lenient, as that may well be an encouragement. 


	The Department will consider and review the penalties.

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)
	49.
	Wits, A C M & S
	· Proposed increased sentence are not proportional.
	· 
	

	24.

(Pg 12)
	49.
	LSSA
	· Proposed increase in sentences are too high and irrational.
	
	

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)

	49.
	PASSOP
	· The proposed increased penalties for those who have failed to comply with the Act are extremely disturbing; the Department should formulate a strong migration policy in order to discourage migrants to migrate to South Africa.
	
	

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)

	49.
	LHR
	· The increase in penalties should be reviewed and considered next to migration policy.
	
	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	· Response 


	Final suggested amendment by Department

	24.

(Pg 12 of Bill)

	49.
	University of Cape Town, Law Clinic
	· The proposed dramatic increases in the penalties for contraventions of the Act, including for overstaying,  may be too harsh, because some foreign nationals overstay due entirely to delays on the part of the Department.


	· It is not clear how overstaying is attributed to the Department, as anyone who has been granted a permit clearly knows when such a permit expires, and should make arrangements to leave the Republic within the validity period of his or her permit.

	None 

	25.

(Pg 13 of Bill)

	50.
	Wits African Centre for Migration and Society 
	· Proposed admin penalties will operate unfairly due to backlogs in processing permits. Need to excuse those who have submitted applications for extension.
	· The Department is of the view that the proposed amendment was misunderstood. The administrative penalties are imposed on persons who do not comply with their duties as provided for in the Act and are not related to processing of permits.

	None 

	Clause in Bill
	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	· Response 


	Final suggested amendment by Department

	Para 5 of the Memo on the Objects of the Bill

(Pg 16 of Bill)

	
	PASSOP
	· There are ‘no financial implications’ even though long jail terms and additional staff needed to assess people’s asylum claims at the borders will easily accumulate to several million rands a year.
	· It is not for the Department to budget for prisons and further it is not easy to predict how many people are going to contravene the law. 
	None 

	GENERAL COMMENTS


	

	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	ss 1 and 18
	Peninsula Immigration
	· Relative’s permit and life partnerships: foreigner getting married in SA must show proof that he or she is not married in country of origin.

· Holder of a relative or life partner permit should only be eligible for permanent residence after 10 consecutive years.
	· The comment on lawful impediment is welcome and it is part of the proposals being considered by the Department with regard to the review of the Marriage Act, 1961. However, the Department is already enforcing this principle of law through administrative measures and compliance is satisfactory. 

	None 

	Section in Act
	Stakeholder
	Comment and suggested amendment by Stakeholder
	Response
	Final suggested amendment by Department

	
	Peninsula Immigration
	· No foreigner should be granted SA citizenship.


	· This proposal amounts to a major policy shift for the Republic and therefore requires thorough discussion at Cabinet level before being brought forward to Parliament.

	None 

	39
	CoRMSA
	· Section 39 to be further amended to explicitly indicate that learners enrolled for basic education should not be denied access.
	· This proposal will require discussion with the Department of Basic Education as the provision of education is not the mandate of the Department and therefore the Department cannot make a decision with regard thereto. This is an issue that involves Bill of Rights.
	None
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