
 
 

QUESTION ANSWERS* COMMENT 

1. Reason: 

1.1 Why was the fence erected? 

• Exclude us from the nature reserve? 

• Keep pedestrians from 
Kayamandi/Enkanini from walking 
through our suburb? 

• Exclude criminals out of our area? 

• Other reasons? 

(From MAYCO PA) To stop people driving over the mountain 
throw the resort 
Reduce illegal dumping 
Safety 

 
 
(from Dr Hendler) The MAYCO PA provided no written policy 
or strategy that spells this out, like a motivation for a MAYCO 
resolution for example. 
 
There seems to be a mix of protecting-the-reserve and 
securing-the-suburb-against-crime, as the two reasons for 
this Fence. It also appears to be an incrementally unfolding 
process. This emerges from answers to questions. 
 
 
 

2. Decision-making: 

2.1 Who decided that the fence should be 
erected? 

• The ward committee? 

• Other party? 

(From MAYCO PA) The Onderpapegaaiberg comminuty (sic) 

(from Dr Hendler) THE MAYCO PA provided no written 
MAYCO resolution to this effect. 
 
It appears that MAYCO made the decision (see below, under 
4.1 “Budget”).  

2.2 Did the Onderpapegaaiberg 
Neighbourhood Watch make inputs into and 
support this decision? 

(From MAYCO PA) Everybody possible. Neighbourhood 
Watch and Stellenbosch Watch work together. 

(from Dr Hendler) I think it’s reasonable to conclude that the 
watches and ward committee have made the major inputs 
into getting these decisions taken.  

2.3 Did Stellenbosch Watch make inputs into 
and support this decision? 

(From MAYCO PA) Everybody possible. Neighbourhood 
Watch and Stellenbosch Watch work together. 

2.4 Which other parties made inputs into and 
supported this decision? 

(From MAYCO PA) Everybody possible. Neighbourhood 
Watch and Stellenbosch Watch work together 
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2.5 Was there a public participation process for 
inputs to this decision? 

(From MAYCO PA) Part of IDP meeting roll out in ward. 

(from Dr Hendler) The MAYCO PA provided no record of this 
decision. 
 
Ward committee members say that the decisions were 
approved formally at IDP meetings, and that unfortunately 
there is poor civic attendance at these events. They imply 
that by not attending the majority of Onderpapegaaiberg 
suburban residents exclude themselves from the democratic 
process. 

3. Municipal procurement process: 

3.1 When did the tender go out for the 
erection of this Fence? 

  

(From Dr Hendler) The MAYCO PA provided no information.  

3.2 What is the total (labour and materials) 
cost of the Fence? 

  

(from Dr Hendler) The MAYCO PA provided no information. 
 
From information from the ward committee member is 
R1,35 million (see comment under item 4 “Budget”, sub-item 
4.1). I have heard an estimate from Neighbourhood Watch 
member Mr Hennie Kotze  (see yellow highlighted data) that 
put it at R2,8 million. 

4. Council budget: 

4.1 Where in the current budget is this project 
allocated? 

 (From Mr Snyman, the ward committee member) R1,35 
million is the cost of the Fence, which is what is in the 
(yellow-highlighted text on page 9 of the) adjustment budget. 
 
Under the Department of Nature Conservation, the amount 
of R1,35 million was reallocated from Idas Valley Dam and 
Berg River Dam: Adventure Tourism projects, for utilisation in 
the Papegaaiberg Nature Reserve. 
 
Given the funds from Nature Conservation, this is why there 
is only a fence on the reserve border, and the section at the 
bottom of Bokmakierie was not included. The ward 
committee is aware that there are regulations requiring 

(from Dr Hendler) The MAYCO PA provided no information. 
 
My understanding is that when you adjust the budget you 
are obliged to reallocate from the same line item type. There 
was an amount of R1,167 million under “Nature 
Conservation” in the 2017/18 budget (see yellow highlighted 
text on page 25). So there appears to be an alignment 
between where they reallocated from, and where they 
reallocated to.  
 
The question is whether the funds were actually applied to 
nature conservation in Onderpapegaaiberg. They have been 
used to finance “fencing”, i.e. a fence on the border of a 

http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Hennie-Kotze-OPB_Fence.pdf
http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Mid-Year-Adjustments-Budget-Document-Jan-2018.pdf
http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/IDP-Budget-2017-2018.pdf
http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/IDP-Budget-2017-2018.pdf
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graveyards to be fenced off and are working towards being 
compliant on this too. 
 
Because many residents wanted the fence to be repaired 
(which was stolen over time) it made sense to build a section 
of the fence for the reserve first. A decision was taken by the 
MAYCO as part of the decision to proclaim the reserve that a 
fence must be built to protect it. 

suburb and the Nature Reserve. Part of the reason for this is 
clearly security. The supporters of the fence will no doubt 
argue that it is also to help enclose the Nature Reserve, in 
order to contribute to its conservation. Again, it depends on 
how one interprets “nature conservation”.   

4.2 Is the erection of this fence aligned with 
the current municipal Integrated Development 
Plan (IDP)? 

 (From Mr Snyman, the ward committee member) The 
process that was followed is the IDP which is supported with 
public engagement processes and the request for the fence 
only prioritised a section of the planned reserve fence. 

The MAYCO PA provided no IDP record. 

5. Environmental impact: 

5.1 Is the fence aligned with the Environmental 
Impact Study and recommendations for this 
area? 

  

The MAYCO PA provided no answer. Mr Kotze also raised a 
question about environmental impact in his comments about 
the Fence. 

6. Security and Costs: 

(Assuming that the reason for the Fence is 
crime prevention/security) 
6.1 Would it not be more cost effective to 
rather have surveillance cameras at key points 
in the suburb? 

We replace the fence with a better product and rest will 
follow: 3 year project. 

The MAYCO PA did not answer the question. 

6.2 The fence is vulnerable to breakage and 
stealing; therefore how do you justify its 
security value? 

  
The MAYCO PA did not answer the question.  This question 
was also raised by Mr Johannes Brand in his proposal to the 
public meeting, and by Mr Kotze.  

IMPORTANT RELATED QUESTIONS 

7.Stop and frisk  
  

The MAYCO PA did not answer the question.  
 
It is clear from interactions with the ward committee, 
supporters of the Fence at the public meeting and the 
executive of the neighbourhood watch, all these structures 

http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Hennie-Kotze-OPB_Fence.pdf
http://www.stellenboschtransparency.co.za/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/Hennie-Kotze-OPB_Fence.pdf
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(Apprehending 'suspicious' individuals; 
risks prejudiced profiling of individuals who 
don't 'fit' in a community). 

7.1 Does the ward committee and the ward 
councillor support stop-and-frisk? 

support stop-and-frisk as an essential – and effective - part of 
visible policing. 

7.2 Is the ward committee and ward councillor 
aware of an Onderpapegaaiberg 
Neighbourhood Watch/Stellenbosch Watch 
stop-and-frisk strategy? 

  

The MAYCO PA did not answer the question.  
 
Given the interactions referred to above, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the councillor and committee support stop-
and-frisk. 

8. Other developments: 

8.1 When will the upgrading of the Waste 
Water Treatment Plant at the edge of 
Onderpapegaaiberg be completed? 

  

The MAYCO PA did not answer the question. 

8.2 What will be the total (estimated) cost of 
the upgrading of the Waste Water Treatment 
Plant? 

  
The MAYCO PA did not answer the question. 

8.3 What is the status of the proposed 
development of a shopping mall on the site of 
the saw mill factory? 

All on hold after Steinhoff debakel (sic). 
 

8.4   What other development plans in 
Onderpapegaaiberg have been approved? 

None. 
 

*Ward committee member’s answers are not official, but were provided in response to persistent questioning and the limited or non-response of the MAYCO PA. 
 


