
 

Page 1 of 18 

 
Project Preparation Trust of  KZN     PO Box 5609      Durban 4000      Tel 031 305 1288        Fax 031 305 1227    www.pptrust.co.za 
                                                                           

 
10th May 2010  
 
S:\PPT CURRENT FILES\PROGRAMS\691 managed land sett grants affessis\100510.grants for managed land release r9 nm.doc 

 
Preliminary Assessment of Grant Options for Managed Land Settlement for 
Afesis Corplan Workshop on 10th March 2010 
 
Note: This document is preliminary in nature was produced by PPT as an input into a multi 
stakeholder workshop on the issue of Managed Land Settlement (MLS) held in Johannesburg on 10th 
March 2010 and arranged / hosted by Afesis Corplan and Urban Land Mark. Its intention is to assist 
stakeholders in unpacking some of the key issues relating to MLS and in particular to assist in finding 
a rapid solution as to how a national MLS programme could best be structured and an effective grant 
funding source for it rapidly put in place. Any comments or other feedback is appreciated and may be 
directed to PPT or Afesis Corplan. 

 
 
1. What is the concept of managed land settlement? 

The concept consists mainly of the following elements: 

 Selecting and acquiring suitable land (only after preliminary investigations have shown its 
suitability). 

 Undertaking the planning and preliminary design of basic services for such land, sufficient to 
demarcate blocks and probably also individual sites within these blocks, which would need to 
be pegged / demarcated. 

 Providing basic infrastructural services (e.g. basic water supply, sanitation, emergency road 
access, as well as possible electrification) and where possible / appropriate, social facilities 
(e.g. community hall, space for mobile clinic and other mobile services) 

 Allocation of sites to eligible beneficiaries (presumably with a register of those receiving sites 
as well as those who leave and are replaced). 

Given that the intervention logic is a more rapid, cost effective and wider reaching developmental 
response (relative to conventional housing delivery), it is assumed that the above will typically be 
provided independently from (and prior to) government subsidized top-structures, tenure provision, 
and formal township establishment – even if environmental authorizations may be unavoidable. Some 
form of basic interim tenure (e.g. a register of those allocated sites or certificate of occupation) may 
also be considered (although the risks, administrative burden and complexities in doing so should first 
be carefully considered). 
 
 
2. Alternative and more rapid approaches to complement conventional housing delivery 

2.1. It is apparent that two major programmatic responses are required in order to augment 
conventional housing delivery. These are: 
2.1.1. The provision of basic / emergency services to all informal settlements, with exception of  

those whose locations are so compromised and unsafe that immediate relocation is 
necessary (and achievable). 

2.1.2. Managed land settlement (release of land with basic services) for a range of purposes 
(e.g. to get ahead of urban influx by making suitable land rapidly available or as relocation 
destinations for spillover from conventional upgrading of informal settlements). 

2.2. These additional programmatic responses are required in order to: 
2.2.1. address basic health and safety challenges facing the urban poor; 
2.2.2. help restructure cities and make them more efficient;  
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2.2.3. speed up and broaden delivery (particularly in respect of basic services and land access), 
both in terms of various basic rights enshrined in the constitution as well as against 
various other stated national developmental targets;  

2.2.4. encourage and enable greater investment by the poor in their own housing solutions (‘self 
help’) by removing such obstacles as uncertainty as to relocation and a lack of access to 
land and basic services. 

2.2.5. mitigate against the risks of ongoing / increasing service delivery pressures and protests 
at grassroots level; 

2.2.6. include the urban poor more fully in the benefits of democracy and thereby promote 
greater social justice.  

 
 
3. What is the grant needed for? 
At the outset it is critical to understand what grant funding is required in order to enable managed land 
settlement. The following are the main phases of work which are required. These are outlined in more 
detailed in Annexure A in respect of the purpose, and scope of work indicative cost of each one: 

 
 Site selection (identification of potential land parcels within a specific municipality or area and 

preliminary assessment of each site (pre-screening). 
 Pre-feasibility (determination of land suitability by assessing key risks by specialists e.g. bulks, 

geotech, topography and estimate of potential site yield). 
 Feasibility and preliminary planning (including preliminary layouts1 and services design).  
 Land acquisition (including valuations, sale agreements / expropriation, registration of land 

transfers). 
 Design of basic services (detailed engineering design and tender documentation) 
 Construction of basic services (and associated tender / procurement). 
 Demarcation of individual sites (e.g. pegging) 2. 
 Site allocations. 

 
A mix of professional fees, land acquisition funding and services construction funding is thus required. 
 
 
4. Pre-requisites for effective grant for MLS 
4.1. Given that much of the underlying logic of MLS is to provide a more rapid mode of delivery 

(relative to conventional housing delivery), access to funding needs to be streamlined and quick 

(i.e. without excessive ‘red tape’). This means that a streamlined assessment / decision making 
process is required. The grant funding provided needs to cover the following main elements: 
4.1.1. Funding for municipal level land identification and pre-screening of potential sites. 
4.1.2. Funding for up front preparation and pre-planning work (i.e. pre-feasibility and feasibility 

work) in order to enable the submission of viable and appropriate ‘business plans’ for 
implementation funding (i.e. for land acquisition as well as the detailed design and 
construction of basic services). 

4.1.3. Funding for land acquisition and associated professional design fees 
4.1.4. Funding for interim services construction and pegging of sites (and where appropriate the 

provision of interim tenure)  
4.2. One source of funding is desirable in order to avoid delays and difficulties in coordinating 

multiple funding sources for single projects (it being noted that this has historically been a major 
challenge – e.g. co-ordinating DoHS, DRDLR and MIG funding). 

                                                
1
  A block layout should be sufficient. 

2
  A key factor is how much up front planning and survey work is required. Where land is relatively flat and 

unconstrained, this could possibly be done ‘by eye’ and surveyed later. However, this may not be appropriate on 
more technically constrained sites (e.g. where there is a need to eliminate areas which are subject to flooding, 
which are potentially environmentally sensitive, of which may not have access to the necessary bulk services).  
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5. 5. Key Issues and Risks 
5.1. Whose responsibility is managed land release in terms of the line function department 

responsible for providing funding (DoHS vs DRDLR vs MIG)? Indications are currently that the 
DoHS (rather than Land Affairs) is going to assume this responsibility. However, if this is the 
case, then clear grant funding mandates and mechanisms need to be rapidly confirmed and / or 
put in place. 

5.2. Can different funding sources / grants be effectively co-ordinated / synchronized or is it more 
effective to utilize one funding stream (i.e. for different project activities such as up front 
planning, land acquisition and construction of basic infrastructure - as outlined in sections 3 and 
4.1 above)? 

5.3. There are currently funding strictures in terms of the available budget to line function 
departments (e.g. cuts in housing, land reform and infrastructure budgets). This suggests the 
need for more careful prioritization of projects, including balancing so called ‘depth’ and ‘breadth’ 
approaches. MLS can afford some opportunities in this regard. 

 
 
6. Assessment of funding sources 
Note – Please refer to Annexure B for more detailed information on funding sources. 
 

A range of funding sources / grants have been assessed on a preliminary basis. Whilst all of them are 
relevant for various reasons, none of them are perfectly suited for managed land settlement. The best 
fit, given current circumstances, is probably the UISP. 
 

6.1. Dept. Rural Development and Land Reform:  
6.1.1. Assessment:  A range of grants are potentially available and relevant (e.g. LASS, PLAS, 

SLAG, PSF). In terms of the way they were originally defined, many of these grants are 
also well aligned to the intentions of managed land settlement. Although on paper, these 
grants are most closely aligned with MLS, they are nonetheless not recommended as 
anchor funding for the managed land settlement for following reasons: 

a. There are indications that the DRDLR wishes to maintain a primarily rural focus going 
forward. 

b. Historically there have been difficulties and significant delays associated with accessing 
these grants. 

c. The grants typically only cover land acquisition and some funding for professional fees. 
With the exception of the SLAG, they cannot be used to fund basic services. 

d. There is limited provincial and local level co-operation in most provinces between the 
DRDLR and DoHS and Municipalities.  

e. It is likely that the DRDLR will not want to fund basic infrastructure to any significant 
degree (as it does not view this as its primary mandate) and an additional funding 
source for this purpose would therefore probably be required (not-withstanding the 
flexibility inherent in the SLAG). 

6.1.2. Recommendations: 
a. DRDLR grants should be considered as a last resort unless clarity can be obtained from 

the DRDLR that the SLAG grant is to be prioritized for urban land reform, that there is 
some agreement with the Dept. Human Settlements in this regard, and that a sufficient 
budget allocation is to be made to meet the national need.  

 

6.2. Department of Human Settlements (DoHS):  
6.2.1. Assessment:  Whilst the Breaking New Ground Policy clearly envisages an incremental 

approach to housing and whilst it enables the sort of flexibility required for MLS, in 
practice there has been no concerted effort to make housing subsidies available for 
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MLS3. None of the DoHS’s primary programmes yet have this focus. Whilst there are 
several DoHS grants / programmes which may be relevant to MLS, none are designed for 
MLS purposes. The best aligned appears to be the Upgrading of Informal Settlement 
Programme (UISP), which arises from the Breaking New Ground Policy, although it has 
not yet been determined whether or not it has been used for either interim servicing of 
informal settlements or managed land release. This funding would presumably be 
released via a project linked subsidy mechanism. According to the 2009/10 subsidy 
formula, R18,952 is potentially available per site for initial professional work, land 
acquisition and installation of services. The following challenges exist: 

a. Most provincial DoHS’s do not release funding for interim services independently from 
funding for top-structures, tenure and township establishment. 

b. It is not known if there is any precedent for the UISP mechanism having been used for 
interim servicing in a managed land settlement scenario. 

c. The mechanism is primarily designed for informal settlements or relocations from 
informal settlements whereas managed land settlement has a broader relevance (e.g. 
incoming rural migrants etc). 

d. Any programme which falls short of full housing delivery (e.g. interim services or 
managed land settlement) but which is funded by the DoHS may face  ‘political’ 
barriers, given that the DoHS is associated with housing delivery and this is what has 
been promised to communities on a regular basis. Careful communication with 
communities is therefore required to avoid the perception that they are being ‘sold short’ 
(i.e. instead of a house they are now being provided with an inferior basic services 
product). Provided there is appropriate communication, this risk is thought to be 
manageable.   

Notwithstanding the above constraints, DoHS funding is nonetheless probably the most 
viable grant funding source for managed land settlement given the current context and in 
particular: the restructuring of the DRDLR, indications that CoGTA are unlikely to become 
involved in urban human settlement work, and parallel indications that the DoHS have an 
interest in playing a more expansive role in this regard4. 

6.2.2. Recommendations: 
It is apparent that, for a range of reasons, the DoHS is the most practical ‘home’ for a MLS 
grant. Whilst the logical solution is for the DoHS to rapidly develop a dedicated programme 
(along the lines of the DRDLR’s SLAG, given the need to get MLS projects going in the 
short term, the use of existing programmes such as the UISP, may be necessary. 
 
Recommendation 1: Use the UISP as a temporary, stop-gap measure in order to get pilot 
MLS projects going: 
Further interactions with the National DoHS and Provincial DoHS’s should occur to 
determine:  
 If funding from the UISP for phases 1 & 2 (applications for funding, land acquisition, 

interim services, pre-planning studies) can be delinked from phases 3 & 4 (permanent 
infrastructure and housing consolidation/tenure delivery/township establishment);  

 If  the mandate of the UISP can be extended to managed land settlement projects 
which do not necessarily cater directly to residents of existing informal settlements; 

 If up front funding can be made available for municipal level assessments of vacant 
land and to prioritize and pre-screen potential land parcels; 

                                                
3
  Although it appears that there has been some precedent in this regard (e.g. Gauteng’s Incremental Housing 

Cluster; Cape Metro’s Accelerated Managed Land Settlement Policy and Bardale Project; Nelson Mandela 
Municipality’s so called ‘4-Peg Policy’, Buffalo City’s Transitional Relocation Programme). 
4
  E.g. evidenced by recent policy moves by the E Cape and W Cape DoHS w.r.t the managed land release and 

moves by the KZN DoHS to put in place a provincial level strategy for addressing informal settlement, including 
the identification and release of alternative land 
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 If preparation funding can thereafter be released in order to enable the application in 
phase 1 to be properly undertaken (i.e. to enable adequate pre-feasibility and feasibility 
work and the development of a viable and appropriate project concept). 

Some minor amendments to the DoHS UISP Policy may then be required in order to: a) 
confirm that managed land settlement can also be covered under the UISP grant (or 
alternatively to give the grant a more inclusive title); b) enable funding for phases 1 & 2 to 
be de-linked from phases 2 & 3; c) enable up front assessment and preparation funding to 
be released. It is also noted that there are other DoHS programmes which may be relevant 
(e.g. Emergency Housing or Integrated Residential Development grants) and which could 
be considered as alternatives to the UISP, but amendments to the relevant programme 
descriptions would also be required. 
 
Recommendation 2: As a permanent solution, create a dedicated DoHS programme / 
grant for MLS (along the lines of the DRDLR’s Settlement Land Acquisition Grant): 

Interactions involving the National DoHS, National DRDLR and Provincial DoHS’s should 
occur to determine if indeed the DRDLR’s SLAG is indeed no longer going to be prioritised 
under the DRDLR for urban and peri urban human settlements and for purposes of MLS. If 
this is the case, then the National DoHS, with input from relevant stakeholders, should 
rapidly develop a programme, with a similar framework to SLAG, which meets MLS 
objectives. Whilst such a new programme would presumably utilize the existing PLS 
framework, it would need to: a) delink funding for phases 1 & 2 (applications for funding, 
land acquisition, interim services, pre-planning studies) from phases 3 & 4 (permanent 
infrastructure and housing consolidation/tenure delivery/township establishment); b) 
ensure that up front funding is provided to Municipalities for the necessary project 
preparation (i.e. land identification, feasibility and preliminary planning work and design 
work – refer also to section 3 above and Annexure A). 

 
6.3. CoGTA / MIG:  

6.3.1. Assessment:  MIG grants could potentially be utilized for the infrastructure component, 

but only where it meets basic levels of service pre-scribed by MIG. However there is no 
MIG funding provision for:  

a. All of the necessary professional fees (e.g. for up front assessment and preparation for 
general land and settlement planning). Even if the MIG creates the ‘space’ for 
preparation funding (which is not currently the case), then this would probably only 
cover the infrastructure component of the project and exclude other settlement planning 
elements (e.g. prelim town planning, land suitability studies etc).  

b. Land acquisition. 
In addition, most municipalities and provincial MIG Directorates would typically not 
consider managed land settlement as being an MIG funding item and would not have 
identified this on their MTEF’s. 

6.3.2. Recommendations: MIG funding should only be considered as a last resort, as the 

alignment is only partial and at least one other source of funding would be required.  
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6.4. Summary of selected grants assessed:  
 

Grant Dept. 
Planning 
& prof. 
fees? 

Land 
acquisition? 

Basic 
Infrastructure 
construction? 

Comments 

SLAG  
(Settlement Land 
Acquisition Grant)  

DRDLR Y Y Y 

Well aligned but uncertain suitability 
mainly because DLRDR now has more rural 
than urban focus and it appears unlikely that 
they would prioritize MLS as part of their 
core function. 

LASS 
(Land Acquisition for 
Sustainable 
Settlements) 

DRDLR Y Y N 
Only partially aligned - requires additional 
infrastructure funding; in addition DLRDR 
now has a more rural than urban focus. 

PLAS 
(Proactive Land 
Acquisition Strategy) 

DRDLR Y Y N 
Only partially aligned - requires additional 
infrastructure funding; in addition DLRDR 
now has a more rural than urban focus 

UISP  
(Upgrading of 
Informal Settlements 
Programme) 

DoHS Y Y Y 

Substantially aligned and possibly 
suitable, BUT need to clarify if the DoHS 
will permit: a) funding for land and servicing 
to be delinked from top-structure provision; 
b)  MLS projects which are not only for 
informal settlement relocations (e.g. rural 
influx).   

Emergency 
Housing 

DoHS Y Y Y 

Only partially aligned and probably not 
relevant. Not only is this grant not intended 
for MLS purposes, but the amounts provided 
for land acquisition, servicing and 
professional fees appear insufficient. 

IRDP  
(Integrated 
Residential 
Development 
Programme). 

DoHS Y Y Y 

Potentially relevant where an integrated 
suburb is intended (although not intended for 
MLS purposes) HOWEVER need to clarify if 
the DoHS will allow land and servicing to be 
de-linked from topstructure delivery. It is 
uncertain whether the DoHS would allow this 
grant to be utilized for MLS projects which 
do not provide middle income / bonded 
housing as part of the development. 

MIG 
(Municipal 

Infrastructure Grant) 
CoGTA In part N Y 

Only partially aligned - requires additional 
funding for land acquisition and additional 
professional fees (e.g. town planning) 

PIG 
(Provincial 
Infrastructure Grant) 

CoGTA In part N Y 
Only partially aligned - requires additional 
funding for land acquisition and additional 
professional fees (e.g. town planning) 

 
 
 
7. Common ground between MLS and programmes providing basic services for informal 

settlements 

7.1. Similarities – both are: 
7.1.1. Infrastructure lead (vs housing and tenure lead); 
7.1.2. Deliver a basic level of ‘interim’ services; 
7.1.3. Focus on achieving greater ‘breadth’ of delivery; 



 

Page 7 of 18 

7.1.4. Have the potential to deliver faster ; 
7.1.5. Provide an improved level of de-facto tenure security (i.e. people know that they have a 

right to be there, even if the right is not in the form of a title deed); 
7.1.6. About more effective ‘inclusion’ of the urban poor; 
7.1.7. Allow for an on going incremental upgrading, once people have emergency relief or basic 

levels of service and basic tenure 
7.2. Differences: 

7.2.1. Basic services for informal settlements does not require prior land acquisition (as this 
would typically result in significant delays and because municipalities are empowered to  
intervene on land they do not own when there is a health and safety imperative – refer to 
eThekwini precedent in this regard); 

7.2.2. Managed land settlement can deliver to a wider constituency / meet a broader function 
than only providing for informal settlement relocations / spillover. 

7.3. eThekwini experience in interim services for informal settlements: 
7.3.1. Basic / interim infrastructural services consisting of: 

a. Communal ablutions; 
b. Standpipes; 
c. Electricity, 
d. Solid waste removal; 
e. A basic road network (augmented by pedestrian footpaths), sufficient to promote: 

improved access for emergency vehicles; more effective movement corridors and better 
integration with the rest of the City; sufficient platform for electrical installations where 
its is programmed for the near term. 

7.3.2. The cost of the above interim services is variable but approximately as follows on a per 
household basis: R2.7k for communal ablutions; R4-5k for electricity; R4.5k for phase 1 
road prioritised road network. Standpipes are already in place in most settlements and 
are not costed. 

7.3.3. Land acquisition is NOT a pre-requisite (access is via municipal ordinance provisions 
which enable intervention on non municipal land – including private land - where there is 
a health and safety imperative). 

 
 
8. Need for Political Will / Champion   
8.1. Irrespective of what grant mechanism(s) is used, political will is required. 
8.2. The ‘big picture’ rationale for MLS needs to be property understood and communicated, 

including the opportunity cost of NOT doing MLS and continuing only with conventional housing 
delivery. 

8.3. This communication strategy needs to focus on an alternative approach to addressing human 
settlements needs, the urban poor, and urban restructuring. It needs to recognize the need to 
augment conventional housing delivery which is an inherently slow and very costly process (i.e. 
a so called ‘depth’ response), with so called ‘breadth’ responses which need to find their 
expression by means of two new primary programmes: A) MLS; B) interim basic services for 
informal settlements. 

 
 

 
 
 
Mark Misselhorn 
Chief Executive Officer 
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Annexure A: Outline of Scope of Work for Managed Land Settlement  
(with an emphasis on the preparation and planning phases – pre-implementation) 
 
1. Land / site selection: 
1.1. Purposes: 

1.1.1. To select land parcels for managed land settlement which are to then be subjected to 
more detailed pre-feasibility and feasibility work.  

1.2. Scope of work: 

1.2.1. Assess housing ‘demand’ (both current and potential) at the area / municipal level. 
1.2.2. Assess existing and projected urban form (including assements of IDP, LUMS, any other 

spatial plans, transport studies etc). 
1.2.3. Identify potential vacant land parcels and obtain available desktop information from 

existing GIS and other data sources (e.g. ownership, valuations, zoning, bulk service 
proximity, slope / overstep, MOSS, geotech, environmental sensitivities, flood lines, 
existing social facilities etc). 

1.2.4. Define criteria and prioritize land parcels for more detailed assessment (criteria to be used 
might include ease of acquisition; likely cost of acquisition; availability of bulk services; 
known topographical, geotechnical or other site constraints; proximity to employment 
opportunities, public transport, and social facilities etc).  

1.2.5. Acquire and assess additional base information on prioritized land parcels including from 
municipal departments, previous reports / assessments, existing GIS information. 

1.2.6. Conduct a walkover of each site. 
1.2.7. Undertake telephonic discussions with key municipal person, professionals previously 

involved in any reports / assessments, community leadership, ward councilor. 
1.2.8. Develop a budget and scope of work for the pre-feasibility and feasibility stages. 

1.3. Output: 

1.3.1. Schedule of selected land parcels with existing desktop base information for each one. 
1.3.2. For each selected land parcel: 

a. A short report identifying main risks (i.e. relating to land ownership, bulk services, 
topography, geotech, environmental issues, socio-political issues, proximity to social 
facilities, public transport and employment) and potential for these to be mitigated via 
further preparation work.  

b. Recommendations (e.g. ‘A’ = site appears viable, no material risks, prefeasibility and 
feasibility should go ahead; ‘B’ = site may be viable, some identified risks which require 
further assessment, pre-feasibility must be completed before feasibility is undertaken; 
‘C’ = site does not appear viable.) 

1.4. Costs: 
1.4.1. Variable and dependent on such factors as the size of municipality, extent of housing 

demand, and number of available land parcels. Could range from between R75,000 in a 
small municipality to R500,000 in a Metro. In any event, approximately 2 days of 
professional time is required by 1.2.5 to 1.2.8 above for each site prioritized, once the 
initial assessment and prioritization work is completed. 

1.5. Key issues & comments: 

1.5.1. The exercise needs to be undertaken fairly rapidly and is preliminary in nature. It should 
be reliant on existing base information (desktop) augmented by site inspections of 
prioritized sites.  

1.5.2. Further site specific pre-feasibility work will be required on each selected site as outlined 
under section 2 below. 

1.5.3. Although in theory IDP’s and their subsidiary Municipal Housing Sector Plans should 
address the above scope of work, in reality this information is typically not available and a 
dedicated investigation will invariably be required. 

1.5.4. Confidence factor is in the order of 50% for any site (i.e. it is assumed that 50% of sites 
selected may ultimately not be developable or attainable for one reason or another). 
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2. Pre-feasibility (confirmation of land suitability) 
2.1. Purpose: 

2.1.1. To assess specific risk factors by means of specialist investigations. 
2.2. Scope of work: 

2.2.1. Preliminary environmental assessment. 
2.2.2. Bulk services assessment. 
2.2.3. Preliminary geotechnical assessment. 
2.2.4. Slope analysis and identification of over-steep land or land at risk of flooding (based on 

existing recent orthophoto’s). 
2.2.5. Land legal assessment (ownership, restrictive conditions, potential for acquisition, existing 

land valuations). 
2.2.6. Constraints map - annotated on existing aerial photograph showing undevelopable land. 
2.2.7. Preliminary block layout. 
2.2.8. Estimate of ‘site yield and assumptions (e.g. site size). 
2.2.9. Preliminary assessment of key social facilities adequacy (i.e. schools, clinics, public 

transport). 
2.2.10. Preliminary assessment of access to employment / income generating opportunities. 

2.3. Output: 

2.3.1. Pre-feasibility report including attached specialist assessment reports with 
recommendations as to viability of managed land settlement project and an estimated 
budget for the feasibility stage. 

2.4. Costs: 
2.4.1. R50,000 to R75,000 per land parcel, although some economies of scale can be achieved 

if several land parcels are undertaken as a ‘batch’. 
2.5. Key issues & comments: 

2.5.1. This is a critical phase which gives the first comprehensive risk and viability profile for the 
site. 

2.5.2. Confidence factor is in the order of 85% for any site. 
 

3. Feasibility and preliminary planning 
3.1. Purpose: 

3.1.1. To confirm project feasibility, project concept and preliminary costs for project 
implementation. 

3.1.2. To enable the release of funding for land acquisition and project implementation (i.e. 
subsequent phases). 

3.2. Scope of work: 
3.2.1. Preliminary town planning layout (block layout level of detail should be sufficient). 
3.2.2. Preliminary services design. 
3.2.3. Outside figure definition. 
3.2.4. Where a defined community / beneficiary group exists, community engagement, social 

facilitation and workshops should occur in order to identify key issues, needs and 
community ‘assets, disseminate technical information and confirm project concept.  

3.2.5. Negotiations with land owners, land agreements, and / or assessment of viability of 
expropriation. 

3.2.6. Property valuations. 
3.2.7. Preliminary estimates for land acquisition, detailed design and basic services construction. 

3.3. Output: 

3.3.1. Feasibility report with preliminary layouts and preliminary estimates. 
3.4. Costs: 

3.4.1. R120,000 to R150,000. 
3.5. Key issues & comments: 
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3.5.1. In order to save time, undertaking the environmental impact assessment or basic 
assessment as part of this stage should be considered. 

3.5.2. Confidence factor is in the order of 95% for any site. 
 

4. Land acquisition and environmental approvals 
4.1. Purpose: 

4.1.1. See scope of work below. 
4.2. Scope of work: 

4.2.1. Environmental impact assessment or basic assessment and acquisition of authorization. 
4.2.2. Land acquisition and transfers into the name of the Municipality (either via land availability 

agreements and purchases (where easily attainable) and / or expropriation and / or intra-
governmental land transfers). This will obviously not be required for land already owned by 
the Municipality. In the case of land acquisition by means of private treaty, land availability 
agreements may suffice at this stage and actual payment and transfer may be deferred 
until step 6 below, in order to reduce bridging finance requirements. 

4.3. Output: 

4.3.1. Environmental authorization (i.e. exemption, basic assessment or where required a full 
EIA). 

4.3.2. Title deeds of land parcels registered in Municipality’s name (or municipality at least has a 
watertight land availability agreement with the land owner to proceed with planning and 
construction and the necessary land acquisition funding in hand to enable purchase and 
transfer at steps 5 and 6). 

4.4. Costs: 
4.4.1. Variable – to be determined by prior stages. 

4.5. Key issues & comments: 

4.5.1. This phase could be combined with the preceding feasibility stage and subsequent 
detailed design stage where  confidence in the project is high, where funding permits and 
where there are particular time pressures (although it is emphasized that this does 
increase  risk). 

4.5.2. It is assumed that township establishment and town planning approvals will not usually be 
undertaken as part of managed land settlement projects, although a preliminary town 
planning layout (at least a block layout) will be developed. 

 
5. Design of basic services, site survey (and, where appropriate, creation of an interim 

tenure management system) 
5.1. Purpose: 

5.1.1. See scope of work below. 
5.2. Scope of work: 

5.2.1. Design of basic services. 
5.2.2. Survey and pegging of site. 
5.2.3. Tender documentation for services construction contracts. 
5.2.4. Where appropriate, development of a basic tenure management system (e.g. by means of 

a simple municipal list of those allocated sites or the provision of municipal certificates of 
occupation which can potentially be upgraded in future to a more formal kind of tenure). 

5.3. Output: 

5.3.1. See scope of work above. 
5.4. Costs: 

5.4.1. Variable – to be determined by prior stages. 
5.5. Key issues & comments: 

5.5.1. Care should be taken in respect of automatically proceeding preliminary forms of tenure. It 
is suggested that the forms of tenure utilized at this stage be kept as simple as possible in 
order to reduce the administrative burden on the Municipality. 
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6. Construction of basic services 
6.1. Purpose: 
6.2. Scope of work: 
6.3. Output: 
6.4. Costs: 
6.5. Key issues & comments: 

 
7. Site allocations (and where appropriate, provision of interim tenure) 
7.1. Purpose: 
7.2. Scope of work: 
7.3. Output: 
7.4. Costs: 
7.5. Key issues & comments: 
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Annexure B: Outline of Potential Grant Funding Sources 
 
Please note that this Annexure is a work in progress and has some information gaps which have not 
yet been filled. 
 
1. LASS (Land Acquisition for Sustainable Settlements): Urban Settlements5 
 

1.1. Funder / Dept:  
DLA 

1.2. Date:  
? July 2008 

1.3. Purpose 
1.3.1. General purposes: 

a. To support land redistribution programme which includes helping provide land for 
residential purposes and in support of national housing programmes 

b. To promote sustainable human settlements 
c. To support rapid land acquisition and release 

1.3.2. Specific purposes twofold: 
a. Commonages for agricultural dev 
b. Urban settlements (eligible projects - not just residential but also ones which include 

related social facilities such as education and health care). 
1.3.3. Planning services fund (PSF) also available. 
1.3.4. Intention is to support Housing Development Agency Bill / Act.  

1.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
1.4.1. Municipality must not have other land it can utilise 
1.4.2. Confined to the acquisition of land 
1.4.3. SLAG, LRAD or Restitution beneficiaries remain eligible where they have not benefited 

from govt. housing grants. 
1.4.4. PFMA & MFMA compliance 
1.4.5. Submitted business plan aligns with IDP 
1.4.6. Genuine need 
1.4.7. Must benefit disadvantaged and poor 
1.4.8. Chapter 1 of DFA principles adhered to 
1.4.9. No funding transfer – DLA pay seller direct for land once all necessary project approvals 

have been obtained 
1.4.10. Planning services fund – can be used for business plans, land use plans, valuations, 

subdivision, conveyancing, transfer costs. 
1.5. Amount: 

1.5.1. No upper limit 
1.5.2. Intention is to ring-fence approx 20% of land reform budget for settlement projects 

annually 
1.6. How to apply: 

To DLA with a business plan – Provincial Chief Director reviews application. 
1.7. Relevance  

Highly relevant to managed human settlement / serviced land release, but only for up front 
planning, land transfers and the actual acquisition of land itself and not for servicing 

1.8. Comments 
Status of this grant not known e.g. has it ever been activated; is it still current? – may still be a 
policy (though signed by Lulu Xingwana 18 Aug 2008.) Indications are that the new Dept. Rural 
Development and Land Reform may limit its urban involvement. 

                                                
5
  Source of information: ‘Land Acquisition for Sustainable Settlements (LASS): Urban Settlements’ July 2008, 

Dept. Land Affairs 
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2. PLAS (Proactive Land Acquisition Strategy)6 

 
2.1. Funder / Dept:  

DLA 
2.2. Date:  

? July 2008 (approved by Lulu Xingwana) 
2.3. Purpose7 

2.3.1. Specified as a ‘Fund’ rather than a ‘Grant’ 
2.3.2. General purposes:  

a. Proactive purchase of land for purposes including ‘settlement’ and others – applies to 
all land reform programmes (including redistribution). 

b. A central concept is ‘the acquisition of well located land for income housing where the 
DLA is committed to make funding available’. 

2.3.3. Specific purposes: 
a. Acquire land in terms of Act 126 sect 10a without attaching beneficiaries to it 

2.3.4. Planning costs included (e.g. feasibility studies, infrastructure development planning, 
subdivision, etc) - approx. maximum of 25% of land value can be used for basic planning 
(in discretion of Provincial Chief Director). 

2.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
2.4.1. Application by or on behalf of qualifying black South Africans, 18 yrs or older including 

‘landless people or people who have limited access to land’ 
2.5. Amount: 

2.5.1. Not known (possibly determined by land value) 
2.5.2. Upper limit of 15% of capital transfers budget set aside annually to planning related 

services relevant to redistribution and tenure programme implementation 
2.6. How to apply: 

Presumably application to provincial office with Provincial Chief Director reviewing the 
application. 

2.7. Relevance  
Highly relevant to managed human settlement / serviced land release, but only for up front 
planning, land transfers and the actual acquisition of land itself and not for servicing 

2.8. Comments 
Status of this grant not known e.g. has it ever been activated; is it still current? Indications are 
that the new Dept. Rural Development and Land Reform may limit its urban involvement. 

                                                
6  Source of info: ‘Grants, Funds and Services of the Department of Land Affairs Version 8’ by Dept Land Affairs 
7
 Can fund infrastructure development (in discretion of Prov CD) up to an approx max of 55 of land value (to be 

funded from PLRO’s land and subsoils budget item) – but NOT for settlement projects – DoHS must fund. 
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3. Settlement Land Acquisition Grant (SLAG)8 

 
3.1. Funder / Dept:  

DLA 
3.2. Date:  

? July 2008 (approved by Lulu Xingwana) 
3.3. Purpose 

3.3.1. General purposes:  
a. Improve tenure security and extend property ownership to the historically 

disadvantaged and poor 
3.3.2. Specific purposes: 

a. Acquire rural or urban property for settlement purposes 
b. Define, measure, upgrade, register tenure rights 
c. To effect settlement improvements through basic infrastructures provision 

3.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
3.4.1. Usual DLA individual eligibility criteria e.g. lawfully resident in SA, earns less than R3500 

household income etc 
3.4.2. Groups or individuals eligible 
3.4.3. Where group – must be disposed of via collective decision making as determined in a 

constitution / charter. 
3.4.4. Any government assistance for property acquisition or on site services (excl for bulk 

services) will be debited against the grant and / or housing subsidy. 
3.4.5. Can be used to purchase state land 

3.5. Amount: 
3.5.1. Flat limit of R111,152 for qualifying housesholds 
3.5.2. Can acquire planning funding (planning services fund) where beneficiaries need such 

assistance 
3.6. How to apply: 

Via provincial DLA office – presumably Provincial Chief Director reviews the application. 
3.7. Relevance  

Highly relevant to managed human settlement / serviced land release – covers up front planning, 
land transfers / acquisition, and basic servicing.  

3.8. Comments 
Status / precedent of this grant being used to augment urban settlement development / human 
settlements projects not known.  Indications are that the new Dept. Rural Development and Land 
Reform may limit its urban involvement. 

 

                                                
8  Source of info: ‘Grants, Funds and Services of the Department of Land Affairs Version 8’ by Dept Land Affairs 
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4. Planning Services Fund (PSF)9 

 
4.1. Funder / Dept:  

DLA 
4.2. Date:  

? July 2008 (approved by Lulu Xingwana) 
4.3. Purpose 

4.3.1. Project planning of any Land Reform Project 
4.4. Key eligibility criteria: 

4.4.1. Supporting a valid Land Reform Project 
4.5. Amount: 

4.5.1. Maximum of 15% of the total capital transfers budget for annum 
4.6. How to apply: 

Via provincial DLA office – presumably Provincial Chief Director reviews the application. 
4.7. Relevance  

Highly relevant to managed human settlement / serviced land release, but only for up front 
planning. 

4.8. Comments 
Status / precedent of this grant being used to augment urban settlement development / human 
settlements projects not known. Indications are that the new Dept. Rural Development and Land 
Reform may limit its urban involvement. 
 

5. Breaking New Ground10 
 
5.1. Funder / Dept: DoHS 
5.2. Date: ? Sept 2004 
5.3. Purpose: To promote a more sustainable, better integrated and more flexible approach to 

housing and human settlement development. Includes a specific focus on informal settlements 
‘Business Plan 4: Informal Settlement Upgrading Programme’ which ‘adopts a phased in-situ 
upgrading approach to informal settlements, in line with international best practice’ (three 
phases)11 and which ‘is not prescriptive, but rather supports a range of tenure options and 
housing typologies’. 

5.4. Key eligibility criteria:  
As per project linked subsidy requirements and / or stipulations of UISP. 

5.5. Amount:  
As per annual subsidy formula of national DoH. 

5.6. How to apply:  
Via provincial DoHS. 

5.7. Relevance : Highly relevant – EXCEPT that : 
5.7.1. Provincial DoHS’s are typically in a mode of funding all phases together rather than 

funding them incrementally (and in particular are not keen on delinking interim services 
from top-structure). 

5.7.2. In addition they typically require township establishment and full tenure delivery. 

                                                
9  Source of info: ‘Grants, Funds and Services of the Department of Land Affairs Version 8’ by Dept Land Affairs 
10

  “BREAKING NEW GROUND” A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF SUSTAINABLE 
HUMAN SETTLEMENTS’ DoHS, Sept 2004. 
11

 Phase 1 - The first phase will survey the community, will determine the housing and infrastructural needs of 
the community through a process of consultation and will determine the geo-technical and physical suitability of 
the land for in situ upgrading. Phase 2 - The second phase focuses on the provision of basic services, social 
amenities and secure tenure to the entire community. Phase 3 - During the final phase, housing is to be 
developed in response to community demand and may take a variety of forms including medium-density housing 
and free-standing houses constructed through mutual aid and community self-help or local contractors.   
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5.8. Comments 
 
 

6. Upgrading of Informal Settlements Programme (UISP)  

 
6.1. Funder / Dept:  

DoHS 
6.2. Date:  

2007 
6.3. Purpose: 

6.3.1. Structured in situ upgrading of informal settlements (as opposed to relocations) including 
tenure security (via basic engineering infrastructure), health and security, empowerment 
(address social and economic exclusion and build social capital). 

6.3.2. Can be used for community surveys, facilitation, geotech, land acquisition, pre-planning, 
interim engineering services, detailed town planning, land survey and pegging, contour 
survey, civil engineer’s fee, site supervision fees, permanent engineering services, project 
management, transportation for relocation, social service support (e.g. school registration), 
sustenance (food) to relocation households. 

6.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
6.4.1. Upgrade or relocation 
6.4.2. 10% municipal co-funding contribution (can use MIG) 
6.4.3. Municipality must assume O&M 
6.4.4. Project management fees must not exceed 8% of project cost. 

6.5. Amount:  
R20,130 per site (including professional fees, interim infrastructure and relocation grants) – from 
2009/10 subsidy allocation formula 

6.6. How to apply:  
Via provincial Dept. Human Settlements. 

6.7. Relevance:  
Potentially relevant IF: a) DoHS agrees to allow funding to be provided to greenfields projects 
not necessarily linked to relocations (e.g. also providing for incoming urban influx from rural 
areas); b) DoHS allows the grant to be de-linked from phase 4 (delivery of top-structures) 

6.8. Comments: 
Further assessment of this grant appropriate (e.g. via engagement with national and provincial 
DoHS’ and National Treasury). 
 

7. Emergency Housing  
 
7.1. Funder / Dept:  

DoHS 
7.2. Date:  

April 2004 
7.3. Purpose: 

7.3.1. Assistance in compiling applications 
7.3.2. Land purchase 
7.3.3. Settlement planning 
7.3.4. Basic infrastructure design 
7.3.5. Land survey 
7.3.6. Construction of basic infrastructure 
7.3.7. Provision of temporary shelter 
7.3.8. It can be used for basic levels of in situ upgrading OR relocation if occupied land is 

uninhabitable or unsafe 
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7.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
7.4.1. A. owing to situations beyond their control e.g. a) homelessness due disasters (e.g. 

flooding, sinkholes, winds etc); b) in danger; c) in the way of engineering services being 
installed; d) evicted from unsafe buildings; e) displaced or imminent as result of civil unrest 

7.4.2. Are in a situation of exceptional housing need, which constitutes an emergency. 
7.5. Amount: 

7.5.1. According to the 2009/10 national subsidy formula: R4,230 per site which includes: 
professional fees (pre-planning, geotech, project management, town planning etc) and 
interim services( water reticulation, sanitation, roads, storm-water). An additional R47,659 
is available for temporary top-structures.  

7.5.2. According to the 2004 policy: There is potentially flexibility in the breakdown (the 2004 
total amount was R23,892 per grant with the indicative split indicating the bulk (over R22k) 
for shelter and the bulk of the balance for engineering services, with a  nominal amount for 
land acquisition.  

7.6. How to apply: 
Via provincial Dept. Human Settlements. 

7.7. Relevance  
Potentially relevant BUT: a) the value of the grant available for professional fees and interim 
services is insufficient based on the 2009/10 DoHS subsidy formula; b) the intention of the grant 
is not well aligned to MLS; c) it is unclear whether or not land acquisition costs are permissible 
(not specified in 2009/10 subsidy formula as a line item). 

7.8. Comments 
 

8. Integrated Residential Development Programme (IRDP) 

 
8.1. Funder / Dept:  

CoGTA 
8.2. Date:  
8.3. Purpose: 

To provide for planning and implementation of an integrated project (mix of bonded and 
subsidized housing in suitable localities) by means of a phased approach and including: ‘a) Land 
acquisition where required; b) Township planning and municipal engineering services design; c) 
The provision of municipal engineering services to all the stands where no alternative funds are 
available; d) Township establishment; e) The sale of the stands not identified for subsidized 
housing created in the township; and f) The construction of houses by registered contractors for 
housing subsidy beneficiaries who chose contractor built houses. This can be achieved through 
a variety of contracting options.’ 

8.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
8.4.1. Beneficiaries qualify for SA grants (e.g. lawful resident, over 18, not yet received previous 

capital grant, don’t own residential property. 
8.5. Amount: 

Uncertain –but presumably up to the maximum of the current PLS subsidy amount (R55,706 per 
grant beneficiary / site for top-structures + R22,162 for professional fees and services excluding 
special allowances). It does however appear that there might be some flexibility in terms of obtaining 
the infrastructure contribution for all sites (and not just those which are for low income beneficiaries). 

8.6. How to apply: 
Via provincial Dept. Human Settlements. 

8.7. Relevance  
Potentially relevant IF: a) DoHS allows the grant to be de-linked from phase 4 (delivery of top-
structures); b) the MLS project includes a middle income / bonded housing component. 

8.8. Comments 
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9. Municipal Infrastructure Grant (MIG) 

 
9.1. Funder / Dept:  

CoGTA 
9.2. Date:  
9.3. Purpose 

Municipal infrastructure 
9.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
9.5. Amount: 

Variable 
9.6. How to apply: 
9.7. Relevance  

Only partially aligned – potentially provides infrastructure funding BUT NOT funding for land 
acquisition and settlement planning, township establishment etc 

9.8. Comments 
 
 

10. Provincial Infrastructure Grant (PIG) 

 
10.1. Funder / Dept:  

CoGTA 
10.2. Date:  
10.3. Purpose 

Provincial infrastructure – not much known about this grant at the time of writing 
10.4. Key eligibility criteria: 
10.5. Amount:  

Variable 
10.6. How to apply: 
10.7. Relevance  

Is likely to only be aligned – may provide infrastructure funding BUT NOT funding for land 
acquisition and settlement planning, township establishment etc 

10.8. Comments 
 
 


