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Collecting
service debts
Constitutional Court speaks

A recent judgment

by the

Constitutional

Court confirms that the

electricity and water charges

owed to a municipality must

be paid before properties can

be transferred to a new owner.
This is a major victory for

municipalities in their effort to
collect outstanding services
charges.

Right to propertyRight to propertyRight to propertyRight to propertyRight to property

The Constitutional Court
considered three cases (CCT
57/03, CCT 61/03 and CCT
1/04) concerning section 118(1)
of the Municipal Systems Act 32
of 2000 and a similar provision
in the Gauteng Local
Government Ordinance. In
September 2003, the South

Eastern Cape High Court declared
section 118(1) constitutionally
invalid as it permitted arbitrary
deprivation of property in conflict
with the right to propery.

IssueIssueIssueIssueIssue

The issue is whether section
118(1) of the Systems Act and
section 50(1)(a) of the Gauteng
Ordinance are constitutionally
valid. In effect, both sections mean
that transfer of immovable
property cannot take place unless
all electricity and water
consumption charges that are due
to a municipality for a specified
period are paid. These charges
include those due by all occupiers
of the property, including
occupiers who are not the owners.

Section 118(1) requires
payment of amounts due for two
years before the municipality issues
a certificate. In section 50(1)(a)
the period is three years.

Bulletin 3 November 04 11/11/2004, 8:461



2Local

Government

Bulletin

This publication is supported by:

LO C A L G OV E R NM E N T

BULLETIN

Austrian

Development Cooperation

Editorial Board:
Thabo Mokwena (SALGA)
Johann Mettler
Nico Steytler (CLC)

Editors:
Nico Steytler, Geraldine Mettler

Contributing Editor:
Victoria Johnson, Jaap de Visser

Production and Marketing Manager:
Valma Hendricks

Contact
Nico Steytler/Valma Hendricks
Local Government Project
Community Law Centre
University of the Western Cape
Private Bag X17, Bellville 7535
Tel: +27 (21) 959 2950
Fax: +27 (21) 959 2411
E-mail: nsteytler@uwc.ac.za or vhendricks@uwc.ac.za
Internet: http://www.communitylawcentre.org.za

Subscription
The Local Government Bulletin is published five
times a year. The annual subscription fee is R125.00.
For subscription enquiries contact Valma Hendricks
(vhendricks@uwc.ac.za).

Acknowledgement
This publication receives support from Austrian
Development Cooperation and the Ford Founda-
tion. The views expressed herein do not necessarily
reflect the views of the editorial board, the South
African Local Government Association or any of its
provincial affiliates.

Production
Design and DTP: Page Arts.
Printing: Tandym Print, Cape Town.

Copyright
Copyright © Community Law Centre (University of
the Western Cape). No part hereof may be repro-
duced without the prior written consent of the
Centre.

Applicants’ argumentApplicants’ argumentApplicants’ argumentApplicants’ argumentApplicants’ argument

The applicants’ arguments included:

• that the provisions should only apply to service
charges due by the property owner for the
relevant period, not non-owner occupiers;

• that the provisions are inconsistent with
section 25(1) of the Constitution because they
amount to an arbitrary deprivation of property;

• that the responsibility for collecting the amounts
due from the occupier rests with the municipality
– making the owner responsible is arbitrary; and

• that section 118(1) is not procedurally fair
because it does not impose any obligation on
municipalities to keep property owners
informed at reasonable intervals of the
amounts owing by occupiers when property
owners request this in writing.

The Court dealt with all the arguments.

Applies to all service charges
First, the Court held that the provisions apply to
all service charges connected with the property,
whether they are incurred by the owner or by a
non-owner occupier.

Deprivation of property
The Court held that deprivation of property can
take place without actually taking property away.
Deprivation also depends on how much interference
there is in the owner’s use or enjoyment of the
property. The right to sell property is an important
part of an owner’s use and enjoyment of it.

The sale of immovable property is usually
completed by transfer to the new owner at the
Deeds Office. Sections 118(1) and 50(1)(a) of the
Ordinance mean that transfer can only take place
when all outstanding service charges have been
paid, even if the service charges are due by people
other than the owners and for which they are not
liable. This can hinder the sale of property and
thus deprive owners of its use and enjoyment. The
Courts agreed with the High Court that section
118(1) gives rise to deprivation of property.

Not arbitrary deprivation
However, a deprivation of property is arbitrary
only if the law either does not provide ‘sufficient
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key points

• Charges owed to the municipality
must be paid before the property can
be transferred.

• Every municipality must, on request,
provide property owners with the
service accounts of their tenants.

reason’ for it or is procedurally unfair. The
relationship between the purpose of the law and
the property deprivation it causes is the key to
assessing whether there is sufficient reason for a
particular deprivation.

The Court held that the purpose of section
118(1) is to give municipalities a form of security
for payment of water and electricity charges. In
this sense the law burdens property owners.
Municipalities must provide water and electricity
to the residents in their area as a matter of public
duty. It is therefore important to reduce the risk of
debts to the municipality remaining unpaid.
Section 118(1) places this risk on the owner. The
Court held that this has the potential to
encourage regular payment of service charges and
therefore helps municipalities carry out their
functions. It also has the potential to encourage
property owners to behave in a responsible way by
doing what they can to make sure that money due
to a municipality for the delivery of a service is
paid. It is therefore not unreasonable for the
owner to bear this risk.

The provisions are therefore not arbitrary to
the extent that they cover service charges due by
tenants.

Fairness
The Court held that a municipality should not be
required to furnish the property owner with
information on a continuous basis in order for the
law to be procedurally fair. However, the owner
has an interest in knowing how much is owed and
a municipality is obliged to provide the
information if it is requested to do so. On the
written request of the owner, a municipality must
thus provide the owner with copies of monthly
accounts of amounts owing for water and
electricity by occupiers of their property.
Municipalities must furnish the information to all
owners intending to sell their property and they
can be forced to provide it by a court, if necessary.

Duty to collect debts
The Court held that section 118(1) does not
relieve the municipality of its duty to collect
debts. It must continue to take all reasonable

steps to ensure appropriate collection of its debts.
If the municipality is inefficient to the point of
negligence, which causes damage to the property
owner, the owner may have a legal claim for
damages against the municipality.

CommentsCommentsCommentsCommentsComments

The decision of the Court confirms that the
electricity and water charges must be paid to the
municipality before a property can be transferred.

The decision places obligations on both the
property owners and municipalities. Property
owners must ensure that service charges are paid
(by tenants, for example, if the owner is not the
occupier). If not, they are personally liable to pay
the charges before being able to transfer their
property. Municipalities, on the other hand, must
ensure that correct records are kept and if the
property owner requests it in writing, must
provide copies of monthly accounts showing all
amounts owing for water and electricity.
Municipalities must also furnish the information
to all owners intending to sell their property.

Overall, the Court’s decision is welcomed as it
confirms as legitimate one of the tools
municipalities use to recover outstanding service
debts.

Abdul-hakim Issa
Local Government Project

Community Law Centre, UWC
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