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The Western Cape Provincial Housing Ministry is proud to provide a foreword to this important document researched and
compiled by the Development Action Group, an organisation at the forefront of urban development and self-help housing in
the Western Cape province.
Since its inception, the People’s Housing Process (PHP) has been fraught with challenges for government and communities
to deliver decent, well-planned, and sustainable shelter for families throughout the Western Cape. Although many of these
challenges have now been explored and addressed in the Enhanced People’s Housing Process (EPHP), there are still many
lessons to learn from the communities and organisations involved in PHP.
The case studies in this series, the Marconi Beam Affordable Housing Project, the Netreg Housing Project, the Freedom
Park Informal Settlement Upgrading Project, critically reflect upon the challenges of delivering PHP housing. They offer new
suggestions and insights regarding how local and provincial governments and communities can work together most effectively.
We welcome DAG’s efforts and will take steps to learn from the lessons presented in these reports and the recommendations
made. We will continue to scale up the People’s Housing Process and other housing mechanisms to ensure that every family in
the province has a place they can call home.
The highlight of these case studies is the importance placed on active community participation and control. The efforts of
the Netreg, Marconi Beam and Freedom Park Housing Associations are exemplary – devoting up to 20 years of struggle, hard
work, and determination in their pursuit of dignified shelter. The case studies demonstrate the challenges faced by organised
community groups and how they have managed in the face of considerable adversity to sustain their collective agency, engage in
complex relationships with stakeholders, manage conflicts that arise, and finally succeed in building their houses.
We congratulate such united community efforts and wholeheartedly support such partnerships in the continued delivery
of PHP housing.

Bonginkosi Madikizela
Provincial Housing Minister
Western Cape
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New Double Storey Houses in Freedom Park
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Recently, State subsidized housing for low-income earners has received criticism from politicians, housing practitioners and
the general public for being a contractor-driven exercise with poor quality housing units being built on the periphery of South
African cities. Even the People’s Housing Process (PHP), a programme intended to enable poor communities to participate
in their own development, has been led by private contractors. With contractors taking the lead in development and limiting
beneficiary participation, many PHP projects have stalled as a result of corruption, financial mismanagement and sub-standard
construction. The exclusion of the poor from their own development has often created dissatisfaction with the end product.
This case study traces the ten-year history of Freedom Park, a community in Tafelsig, who led their housing development
despite tremendous odds. By building close relationships with the Legal Resources Centre, the Development Action Group, the
Mellon Housing Initiative and the City of Cape Town, residents of Freedom Park demonstrated how the People’s Housing Process
can work well. With some external support, poor communities can design and build their own low-cost neighbourhoods.
In 1998, a group of backyard dwellers living in overcrowded conditions in Mitchell’s Plain asserted their housing rights. They
identified an overgrown field adjacent to where they currently lived, which was owned by the City of Cape Town and zoned
for a school. The school had never been built and the property had devolved into a hotspot for crime. The backyard dwellers
occupied the land and built their new shacks on Freedom Day – hence the settlement was named “Freedom Park.” The
municipality, however, came out strongly against land invasions and sought an eviction order to demolish the settlement. When
the bulldozers arrived, the community built a human chain around the settlement to protect their homes. The Legal Resources
Centre (LRC) was called upon to defend the residents against eviction and the matter was referred to mediation – a process
which lasted 5 years. During that time, the municipality refused to provide services in order to prevent the settlement from
growing – there were no water taps, toilets, street lights or electricity. This resulted in severe public health risks, but Freedom
Park residents persisted in their desire to remain on the land.
Given the severity of the health problems, the LRC recommended that the Freedom Park community build a partnership with
the Development Action Group (DAG), a long-standing advocate in the land and housing sector. Once DAG partnered with the
community and offered organisational support, Freedom Park residents attended workshops and information sessions, building
their capacity to mobilise as a community, democratically elect leaders, build consensus, register as a Non-Profit Organisation
and ultimately design and construct their own neighbourhood. With DAG, the Freedom Park community successfully secured
land and embarked on a self-help housing process.
The construction phase brought about new difficulties for the Freedom Park community, and stands out as the major
challenge for this project. The Freedom Park community chose to work with the Mellon Housing Initiative (MHI) whose
primary interest was completing as many houses as possible within a strict timeframe. It was, thus, very difficult for beneficiaries
to maintain high levels of participation. This raises the question: Is this level of technical involvement too much to ask of poor
volunteers with little understanding of construction? In spite of the challenges, the Freedom Park community completed 493
houses, achieving not only good urban form, but also building social capital to address their other social and economic needs.
The Freedom Park case is a model for best practice in community led and centred development. Poor families participated
actively in designing their settlement, from participatory site layout and design to infrastructure development and construction.
The Freedom Park community has consistently demonstrated their ability to work together and remain resolute in achieving
their goal of dignified housing. They have set an example for other communities interested in PHP housing projects and this
case study offers rich insight and lessons to practitioners, officials and community groups alike.

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
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2. INTRODUCTION

This is the story of Freedom Park, an informal settlement community in Mitchell’s Plain, Cape Town and its struggle for
development. In 1998, people living in overcrowded and exploitative conditions in backyards in Mitchell’s Plain occupied vacant
land, resisted eviction and eventually achieved the upgrading of their settlement.The story of Freedom Park is important because
it shows how a community persevered in the face of overwhelming odds, succeeded in the struggle for adequate housing and
built a successful integrated development.
In May 2000, representatives of the Freedom Park community approached the Development Action Group (DAG) for
assistance in investigating housing options. Since then, DAG has travelled far with the people of Freedom Park and has learnt
valuable lessons along the way. The development of Freedom Park demonstrates the importance of community participation in
determining and implementing solutions that meet people’s real needs. This case study aims to:
• record the Freedom Park community’s initiative, energy, struggles and victories in claiming their constitutional right to
adequate to housing;
• document the participatory development strategies involved in a roll-over upgrading process of an informal settlement
in the Western Cape;
• identify key lessons emerging from the process for application to people-centred upgrading and housing development.
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3.1 Post-apartheid Cape Town
Cape Town, established as a Dutch settlement in 1652, is now one of the largest cities in South Africa and has the highest
degree of racial and political polarisation in the country. The indigenous Khoisan people of the Cape were physically displaced
and culturally assumed by the Dutch, who, with slaves from elsewhere and people of mixed race, eventually came to form the
constructed racial category of “Coloured” people.
The 1996 Census, carried out after the advent of democracy, recorded that Cape Town had a population of 2.6 million people;
50.3% were categorised as Coloured, 26.1% as Black African and 22.0% as White, in terms of apartheid racial classification.2 As a
result of South Africa’s history of colonisation and apartheid, there is a strong link between race and poverty. Using the national
poverty line of R355 per month per adult person (1995 prices), 56% of Black Africans, 36% of Coloureds and 7% of Whites
were classified as poor at that time.3
The strict spatial segregation of races was a deliberate feature of South African cities during apartheid. In the 1920s the
Cape Town City Council began developing new segregated housing schemes, starting with the township of Langa for Black
Africans. In 1948, the National Party came to power and the Group Areas Act was promulgated in 1952. An estimated 150 000
Coloured people were evicted under this Act in Cape Town in the 1960s and 1970s and relocated to newly built townships on
the periphery of the city.4 One of the last major Coloured townships established during the apartheid era in Cape Town was
Mitchell’s Plain in the 1970s.

3. CONTEXT

Everyday life in the Freedom Park informal settlement
2. Cape Metropolitan Council, 1999, 3. United Nations Development Programme – South Africa, 2003, 4. Bickford-Smith,Van Heyningen & Worden, 1999.
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3.2 Mitchell’s Plain
The 1996 Census showed that Mitchell’s Plain had a population of about 200 000. Tafelsig, the south-eastern part of the
township, with a population of 44 000, was the poorest section, where 42.5% of households had an income of less than R1 500
per month.5
Tafelsig was characterised by severe social, economic and spatial problems. Those identified in a report on Tafelsig for the
municipality’s Local Area Spatial Development Framework for Mitchell’s Plain included:6
• unemployment and poverty;
• crime and gangsterism;
• lack of economic activity and job creation.
3.3 Local government in Cape Town
Since the early 1990s, Cape Town underwent a near continuous local government restructuring. Prior to 1994, there were
58 local government bodies in the Cape Town metropolitan area, of which the Cape Town City Council was the largest. Post
1994, local government in South Africa was restructured into a two-tier model with a metropolitan government and substructures. In Cape Town, a relatively weak metropolitan government, the Cape Metropolitan Council, six local councils (Cape
Town, Tygerberg, South Peninsula, Blaauwberg, Oostenberg and Helderberg) were formed.
The first democratic local government elections in Cape Town were held in 1996. The African National Congress won the
Cape Town Municipality, which included the historic core of the city, most of the oldest residential areas and the peripheral
township of Mitchell’s Plain. The Local Government Elections in 2000 saw the formation of the City of Cape Town, which
incorporates the six metropolitan sub-structures and the Cape Metropolitan Council.
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3.4 The housing crisis
The housing crisis was one of the key challenges addressed by the new Cape Town Municipality. In 1995, there were an
estimated 150 000 families in informal settlements and overcrowded housing who needed houses in the city (and these were
rapidly increasing).7 The estimated number of shacks in informal settlements increased from 24 000 in 1993 to 72 000 in 1998.8
The housing problem manifested differently in Black African and Coloured areas due to different responses from local authorities
and the historical difference in state housing programmes. In the early 1990s, the Provincial Administration, which had assumed
responsibility for Black African townships, tacitly allowed new informal settlements to develop within their area of jurisdiction.
These settlements consisted mainly of people who had previously lived in backyard shacks. In Coloured townships such as Mitchell’s
Plain however, the Cape Town City Council prevented the establishment of new informal settlements and essentially bottled up the
housing need in backyards and overcrowded formal housing.9 A survey of backyard dwellings in Mitchell’s Plain in 1994 found that
about 40% of formal houses had backyard structures, which were typically rented out at about R500 per month.10
Rural-urban migration, the natural population growth and new household formation placed ever increasing pressure on
housing stock and available housing instruments could not keep up with the need.
The democratic government elected in 1994 recognised housing as a human right. Section 26 of the Bill of Rights of the new
Constitution of South Africa, officially adopted in 1996, stated that:
5. City of Cape Town, 2001, 6. Holm, (n.d.): p. 2, 7. Smit, 1994, 8. Abbott & Douglas, 1999, 9. Hennessy & Smit, 1994, 10. Watson, Behrens, Hennessy & Smit,1994.
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(1) Everyone has the right to have access to adequate housing.
(2) The state must take reasonable legislative and other measures within its available resources to achieve the progressive
realisation of this right.
(3) No one may be evicted from their home, or have their home demolished, without an order of court made after
considering all the relevant circumstances. No legislation may permit arbitrary evictions.
A number of policies and programmes were put in place to give effect to these rights. These included the Housing Subsidy
Scheme, which consisted of a range of capital subsidies, most notably the Project-Linked Subsidy to provide land, services and
“starter houses” for inadequately sheltered households with incomes of less than R3 500 per month. The People’s Housing
Process (PHP) provided support for housing projects in which communities built or organised the building of their own houses.
The Prevention of Illegal Eviction from and Unlawful Occupation of Land Act also provided protection for residents of informal
settlements from forced evictions. Although such legislation existed, there was still major gaps in the policy framework, most
notably the lack of programmes for upgrading informal settlements or backyard accommodation.
In Cape Town, the main housing delivery programme was the Integrated Serviced Land Project (iSLP) initiated by the
Provincial Government in the early 1990s that focused mainly on addressing the needs of informal settlement residents in
Gugulethu, Nyanga, Crossroads and Philippi. The early phases of the iSLP were criticised for the small sizes and bad quality of
the houses and poor living environments created under the programme.
As a result, in 1997 the Cape Town Community Housing Company was established by the Cape Town Municipality to provide
better quality subsidised housing on pockets of vacant land.The Cape Town Municipality still owned and managed a public rental
housing programme of 25 454 rental units, although no new public rental housing was being built.11
Although Cape Town Municipality’s housing programmes consisted of a range of activities, Billy Cobbett, Director of Housing
of Cape Town Municipality, noted that, “Cape Town Municipality does not have a housing policy.”12 In theory, housing was meant
to be allocated according to the waiting list of people who had registered for subsidised housing at a municipal office.13 This
process was not working.
Cobbett reflected, “An area that possibly causes more bitterness than most is in the allocation of housing stock, or the various
processes by means of which the homeless are able to access state-subsidised housing. At the core of the problem lies the waiting
list. Even more worrying than the 31 500 people already on the waiting list are the more than hundred new entrants every month.
Staff are currently dealing with people who put their names on the waiting list over 15 years ago. The reality in 1997 is that the
waiting list amounts to little more than a false hope for thousands of people who, apart from a very few, will never access statesubsidised housing in this manner….The existing waiting list is not connected to the new housing policy, and amounts to a cul-desac for thousands of people, who still contact our offices to find out when a house will become available.”14 As Cobbett says, the
waiting list became the primary means of holding the poor at bay, acknowledging but not providing for their housing need.

President Nelson Mandela visits
Freedom Park

3.5 Civil society
Along with a complex and evolving policy framework and the related (almost continual) restructuring of local government
bodies, the 1990s also saw the gradual decline of the civic movement and the evolution of civil society in South Africa. For
11. Boaden, Karam & Smit, 2000, 12. Cobbett, 1997: p. 1, 13. The housing waiting list, known since 2006 as the “Housing Database,” is a consolidation of housing waiting lists
across Cape Town, 14. Cobbett, 1997: p. 3.
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decades community-based organisations (CBOs) like stokvels (savings clubs), burial clubs, church associations and sports clubs
helped people to cope with everyday life. In the 1970s and 1980s, civic associations, neighbourhood organisations representing
residents in a defined geographic area, were at the forefront of resistance against apartheid and arose as a result of the
government’s clampdown on popular political movements such as the African National Congress.
During the mid-1990s however, many community leaders became local government councillors. This weakened the civic
movement, which had already suffered a decline in voluntary involvement after the 1994 national elections and which was
further marginalised when local government set up development forums and ward committees to facilitate participation in local
government matters. Simultaneously however, self-help organisations concerned with housing and development issues, which
were not linked to the civic movement or political parties, were emerging in communities across the country.
Many non-governmental organisations also disappeared in the mid-1990s. Non-profit welfare and charity organisations have
a long history in South Africa, however, the real growth of the NGO movement occurred during the 1980s when voluntary
organisations supported community groups in their struggle against the apartheid state. Many of these obtained foreign funding,
which was fairly accessible at the time. The Legal Resources Centre (LRC) and the Development Action Group (DAG), formed
in 1979 and 1986 respectively, are NGOs that prominently assisted community groups in their struggle against state oppression
during the 1980s. After 1994 however, much foreign donor funding was redirected to the government, resulting in the closure
of many NGOs or their programmes.
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4.1 The establishment of the settlement
The informal settlement was named “Freedom Park” in a Cape Argus article published on 9 May as it had been established
during the Freedom Day long weekend. On 16 April 1998, a group of friends met at Mrs Najuwa Gallant’s home in Tafelsig,
Mitchell’s Plain. Many of them were living in inadequate conditions in backyard structures for which they were paying high rents.
The conversation naturally turned to the “serious housing crisis in the Mitchell’s Plain area, overcrowding and the problems and
frustrations of people living in backyards” and the failure of the municipality to “address the growing housing crisis throughout
the Mitchell’s Plain area.”15
During the course of this conversation, the vacant piece of land across the road from Mrs Gallant’s house was identified
as a possible site for alternative housing. Although the site was initially set aside for a public school, it had become a site for
criminal activity. A shack had been located on the site for some time with the permission of the Cape Town municipality. After
discussion with other backyard dwellers in the area, a delegation of concerned residents met with Mr Windvogel, the local ward
councillor, to raise the suggestion of using the vacant land for housing. Although Mr Windvogel undertook to raise the issue
with the municipality, residents did not believe there would be a favourable response and decided to take action.16
On 23 April 1998, the day before the Easter weekend, a number of residents from Tafelsig, who lived in backyards or
overcrowded formal houses, gathered near the vacant piece of land and decided that they would occupy the site during the
long weekend of 24-27 April. Word of the intended occupation spread like wildfire.
On the following day, Good Friday, a large group of these residents assembled at the site, cleared it of vegetation and rubble
and laid out 3m wide streets and 6m X 6m plots, which were allocated to families by the community leaders. It was decided
that people needed to meet four criteria to be allowed to move onto the site:
• they had to be registered on the municipality’s housing waiting list (although difficult to enforce, it appeared that about
70% of people occupying the site were indeed registered on the list some for longer than twenty years);17
• they had to have dependants;
• they had to be married or in a serious relationship;
• they preferably had to be from the Tafelsig area.18

4. THE STORY OF
FREEDOM PARK

A newspaper article reporting on
the occupation of the site,
Credit: Cape Argus, 29 April 1998

By Monday 27 April (Freedom Day), several hundred families had moved onto the site. For many landless people such as
Hassiem Martin and his family, Freedom Park represented a real home at last. The Cape Argus reported: “It’s only a shack, with
the pungent smell of paraffin and lit by candles in old wine bottles, but it’s the best home Hassiem Martin and his family have
had. The Martins … have lived as nomads in Cape Town for years. ‘We used to live in a family’s front room before this, and my
wife, Hadjiera, used to cry every day because of how we used to live,’ said Mr Martin. He said his wife had to keep house for
the host family and cook for the children while he worked as a bricklayer to earn just enough to pay for rent and food. Their
wanderings took them across the Cape Flats, and they were even given shelter in the Mitchell’s Plain police station cells when
they were desperate.”19
The municipality acted swiftly to what was perceived as a threat to law and order and political stability.20 On 29 April, the
residents of the newly established settlement read in the local newspapers that “the army may be deployed to repel a ‘massive
and dangerous’ land invasion in Tafelsig” and that the municipality had sought an interdict against them.21 Billy Cobbett referred
15. Answering Affidavit, City of Cape Town v. Ms Karen January and Others (1998) 5664/98, High Court of South Africa (Cape of Good Hope Provincial Division), p. 14, 16.
Bender, 2005, 17. Legal Resources Centre (n. d.): Tafelsig Report back: List of People Who Made Applications, 18. Bender, 2005, 19. Tromp, 1998, 20. Smith, 1998, 21. Cavanagh &
Ntabazalila, 1998: p. 1,
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Credit: City of Cape Town

Aerial photographs of Freedom Park – the vacant site in 1997

The new settlement in 2002

to the establishment of the settlement as a “very significant and apparently well-orchestrated land invasion.”22 Saleem Mowzer,
chairperson of the executive committee of Cape Town Municipality, was quoted as saying, “The council must act quickly and
urgently in applying for an interdict and call on the army and police for assistance before all hell breaks loose.”23
An interim court order was granted by Judge Conradie that same day in the Cape High Court, without any representation by
the residents. It authorised the Deputy Sheriff to eject the settlers and demolish the illegal structures with the assistance of the
South African Police Services and the South African National Defence Force. 24 The court order entitled the occupiers to return in
the future to present their case, but they would already have been evicted on the basis of the interim order by the return date.
In response, the residents of the settlement formed the Tafelsig People’s Association (TPA), with an elected committee of
22. Ibid , 23. Ibid, 24. Temporary Court Order, 29 April 1998.
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five residents and four people from the surrounding area, chaired by Najuwa Gallant.The residents mandated the committee to
enter into discussions with the municipality to ensure they were not removed from the site or that alternative and appropriate
housing and land were made available.
The residents also elected several marshals to maintain order and to assist with the distribution of food, soap, water and
other donations contributed as a result of publicity surrounding the formation of the settlement.25
On 30 April, the committee met with representatives of Cape Town Municipality, which stated its intention to execute the
court’s order and use the police and army if the occupiers resisted. At a meeting on 3 May, the committee was told the settlement
would be bulldozed the next day. The following day residents of the settlement and people from the surrounding area formed a
human chain, preventing the bulldozers from demolishing the shacks. The committee subsequently sought the assistance of the
Legal Resources Centre (LRC) which immediately asked the Court to set aside the interim order. On 8 May, Judge Hlophe of the
Cape High Court postponed the hearing to 28 August and the municipality undertook not to evict the residents in the interim.

Everyday life continues in
Freedom Park

4.2 Living without services
After the postponement of the hearing in May 1998, Cape Town Municipality and the TPA, represented by the LRC, agreed
to undertake a formal mediation process, permissible in terms of the Prevention of Illegal Eviction Act to resolve their dispute.26
The municipality officially withdrew their application on 24 August. In terms of the agreement between the municipality and the
TPA, it was decided that during mediation “the residents will remain on the land and have undertaken not to allow any other
persons to take occupation on the land. They will not be provided with any services by [the municipality].”27
Mary Simons of the Department of Sociology at the University of Cape Town acted as mediator and the process started on
23 November. The municipality asserted that the residents of Freedom Park were unlawful occupants and had to vacate the site
and return to where they came from (and that individuals must apply for housing through the municipal waiting list); while the
position of the Freedom Park community was that their occupation was not unlawful and they would only relocate if alternative
housing was provided.28 The mediation process was initially expected to take a few weeks but dragged on for years.
By the end of 1999, there were 485 dwellings in Freedom Park with an estimated population of 2 440 people, of whom 51%
were under the age of 18.29 A survey undertaken at that time found that only 5% of adults were formally employed, 23% were
self-employed or casually employed, and the remaining 72% were unemployed.30
The agreement with Cape Town Municipality stated that no services would be provided and that the residents had to
prevent the settlement from growing. There were many health and safety risks associated with living in an informal settlement
with no formal services. The most serious was the disposal of human waste. As there were no toilets, residents used buckets
and emptied these into pits dug on the site. Once filled, pits were treated with disinfectant, covered, and new pits were dug.
Over time, most of the vacant ground was used for this purpose and residents dug pits in previously used ground.This resulted
in worms and their eggs being brought to the surface, which was extremely dangerous. Flies, cockroaches, rats, cats and dogs
acted as vectors, transferring the worm eggs to the residents. As a result, diarrhoea was the most common illness, causing the
death of one adult and four children living in the settlement.31
Water storage also created a health hazard. Residents purchased and stored water from people in formal houses surrounding
25. Bender, 2005, 26. Prevention of Illegal Eviction From and Unlawful Occupation of Land Act of 1998, 27. Joint Press Statement: Tafelsig People’s Association and City of Cape
Town (n. d.): p. 1, 28. Letter (with attached draft agreement) from Deidre Olivier of Fairbridge Aderne and Lawton (legal representatives of Cape Town Municipality) to Vincent
Saldanha of the LRC (legal representatives of the TPA), 20 January 2000; letter from Vincent Saldanha of the LRC to Deidre Olivier of Fairbridge Aderne and Lawton, 6 April
2000, 29. Losch & Moos, 2000, 30. Ibid, 31. Haffejee and Sanders, 2001.

Development Action Group

the site. They typically paid R5 for one 25 litre container and monthly expenditure would easily exceed R40. This cost was too
high for many residents and a local mosque provided free water but eventually could not sustain the service. Owing to the
strong Cape Town winds, there was always a fine film of dust likely to carry a high pathogen load covering the standing water.
The majority of residents used a combination of energy sources throughout the month. Many relied on paraffin stoves (44%)
and some collected wood (19%) from a nearby nature reserve. Some residents also used electricity (53%) purchased from
neighbours in the formal housing for R50 per week. Others connected wires directly to the municipal electricity poles although
this could only be used for lighting due to the strength of the current.32
The crude electrical connections resulted in wires lying on the ground or strung up in the air and children playing in the
settlement were sometimes burnt by the wires. Fires were often caused by paraffin stoves and candles. On 9 December 2000,
a resident of Freedom Park died when a fallen candle started a fire in his shack in which he slept.33
The absence of lighting made the settlement unsafe. Gangsters regularly raided the area at night, kicking down doors and
looting. Even during the day, many residents felt it was unsafe to leave their homes to search for work.
A study undertaken by public health experts at the University of the Western Cape concluded that the health risks were
life threatening: “The conditions identified are a direct result of the pathogen exposure experienced as a result of inadequate
water supply, unsafe disposal of stools [and] resultant hygiene problems … The situation in Freedom Park already poses a
serious health hazard to both the residents and the surrounding community particularly in terms of the environmental health
situation.There have already been lives lost in the area and there is no doubt that if the water and sanitation issue is not urgently
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Accumulated dirt and rubble posed health threats to residents
32. Development Action Group, 2004, 33. Haffejee & Sanders, 2001.
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Residents struggle with flooding in winter

addressed many more lives will be lost. Urgent action is needed – now.”34 Some families took drastic action and sent their
children to live with family elsewhere. Others returned to the overcrowded formal housing. Despite the hardships, those who
remained in Freedom Park considered it home – a home for people who had previously never had one, and a home they were
willing to fight for.
Mary Simons, the mediator, noted that, “Each person I interviewed chose to live in this informal settlement in rudimentary
shelter without water, sanitation and power. The majority of them had never lived in an informal settlement before and the
majority of them lived in rented rooms or backyard constructions on the Cape Flats. One woman aged 27 had moved 17 times
in 10 years desperate to avoid the abuse of her children by neighbours and/or landlords. Her eldest daughter, on learning about
the Voortrekkers at school, said to the family, ‘Ma, I understand now, we were like the trekkers, we moved from place to place
until we found our place to be free and start a new life.’ Another woman also with a history of frequent moves related how her
eldest son, aged 10, left the family for a life on the streets. He returned home within ten days of his family building a shelter in
Tafelsig because he saw Tafelsig as offering the possibility of a permanent home free of the violence and abuse he experienced
while they were in rented accommodation. He now goes to school.”35
The report on the health conditions was submitted to the mediator and the Cape Town Municipality together with a written
motivation based on the decision of the Constitutional Court in the case of Irene Grootboom and Others vs. The Government of
the Republic of South Africa.The TPA demanded that the Municipality comply with its constitutional obligations in providing basic
services to the community. Mary Simons concluded that while she agreed with the municipality’s view that the community’s

A woman fetches water from a
communal standpipe

Rudimentary services provided in Freedom Park
34. Haffejee and Sanders, 2001: p. 7, 35. Simons, 2001: pp. 4–5.
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residence on the land was illegal (a view disputed by the community), “A strong argument could be made for the illegality of
government policy. In my view the ongoing absence of minimal services to the Tafelsig Community from April 1998 to January
2001 constitutes (1) a violation of the provisions of the South African Constitution, (2) a violation of standards of health, (3) a
physical threat to adults and children, and (4) undermines the sanctity of the family.”36
Meanwhile, there had been further local government restructuring. In December 2000, the Cape Metropolitan
Council and the six local municipalities had been merged into one called the City of Cape Town. The October 2000
decision of the Constitutional Court set a strong legal precedent regarding the state’s responsibility for housing in
the Grootboom Case, involving the Wallacedene informal settlement in Cape Town. The judgement highlighted the
obligation of the state, in terms of S.26 of the Constitution, to demonstrate that it had plans to provide housing for
those in “desperate need.”37
On 4 June 2001, as a result of the mediator’s recommendations, the report assessing the health risk and the Grootboom
judgement, the City of Cape Town resolved that “rudimentary services to enhance and improve the health conditions” be
provided for Freedom Park.38 A memorandum drawn up by the City of Cape Town’s lawyers on 9 July summarised its position:
“The City reiterates its position that: (a) the occupation of the land remains unlawful; (b) there are no funds available for
alternative housing; (c) the land being occupied is a site which has been earmarked for the construction of a school; (d) those
in occupation of structures on the site at present may remain there on a temporary basis; (e) all occupants will be required to
pay for services provided to the site; (f) all occupants should apply to be placed on the waiting list of the City of Cape Town if
such occupants are not already on such list; (g) the construction of further structures or additions to existing structures on the
site will not be permitted.”39
The rudimentary services that were provided consisted of one toilet for every four dwellings, ten communal standpipes
and weekly refuse collection from ninety 100 litre containers. A member of the community was employed to assist with the
collection of refuse.
Of the 90 required, only 60 toilets were provided and were located inappropriately. Some of the communal standpipes also
did not work. Regardless, the City of Cape Town intended to introduce a billing system to collect payment for services. The
community complained that the Municipality had not collected payment for services from some other informal settlements and
since no procedures were in place, payment was not collected.40
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4.3
The development process
On 4 May 2000, the Freedom Park community, advised by the LRC, approached the Development Action Group (DAG) for
assistance in investigating housing options. The municipality initially suggested the Cape Town Community Housing Company
(CTCHC) as an option, but it was clear that the residents of Freedom Park could not afford the monthly costs of more than
R500 per month and the administrative process of registering with CTCHC had previously proven problematic for some
residents who had attempted it.
The community considered a self-help housing project feasible if they could secure the right to develop some land, and
DAG agreed to help the community initiate such a project using the People’s Housing Process (PHP). This national government
programme enabled households to determine their own involvement in the planning and construction of their houses. DAG
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36. Simons, 2001: p. 1, 37. Government of the Republic of South Africa and Others v Grootboom and Others (2000) 11 BCLR 1169 (CC), 38. EXIC 04/06/01, City of Cape
Town, 39. Fairbridge Aderne and Lawton (2001): Memorandum – Freedom Park Mediation, p. 1, 40. Bender, 2005.

suggested four pieces of vacant municipal-owned land as alternatives, but the municipality rejected them all.41
In February 2001, the housing context changed dramatically when President Thabo Mbeki introduced a national Urban
Renewal Programme. Mitchell’s Plain and neighbouring Khayelitsha were selected as priority urban renewal nodes. As part of
this programme, the City of Cape Town identified vacant sites in Mitchell’s Plain for possible housing development, including
the Freedom Park site. The City of Cape Town did not intend that the residents of Freedom Park should benefit from these
developments.
By early 2002, the Department of Education confirmed that they would not require the Freedom Park land for development
of a school. Then in February 2003, after a fire in the Hyde Park informal settlement, the City of Cape Town proposed to

Residents make Freedom Park home
relocate Hyde Park residents to Freedom Park where they would be provided with housing.42 At a meeting of City of Cape
Town officials and representatives of the broader Tafelsig community to discuss the relocation of Hyde Park residents, Tafelsig
representatives pledged support for the relocation on the condition that the residents of Freedom Park would also get housing.
City of Cape Town officials eventually agreed to recommend their inclusion into the housing projects on the condition that the
mediation process was terminated.
The Freedom Park community agreed on the conditions that they could use a PHP approach, that the project would be
implemented in a genuine partnership with shared decision-making, and that DAG would be their support organisation. The
City of Cape Town conceded, and the mediation process was formally brought to a close on 21 June 2003. The Freedom Park
upgrading project was therefore a result of a variety of factors: the initiation of the Urban Renewal Programme, the response
to the Hyde Park fire, the hard-won unified leadership in Freedom Park, and the negotiation skills of community representatives
from Freedom Park and broader Tafelsig.
The Freedom Park upgrading project was clustered with three other housing projects initiated as part of the Mitchell’s
Plain Phase 1 Housing Project, for which the City of Cape Town had made provision in its budget. The Housing Project
41. Letter from Gary Nevin of the City of Cape Town to Yoliswa Matthews of DAG, 20 December 2000, 42. Minutes of the meeting of the Mitchell’s Plain sub-council of the
City of Cape Town, held in the Portlands Indoor Sports Complex, corner Hazeldene and Merrydale Roads, Mitchell’s Plain on Thursday, 13 February 2003 at 10:00.
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Steering Committee consisted of councillors from Mitchell’s Plain, officials from the City of Cape Town and representatives of
the beneficiaries and host communities (a total of 12 community organisations). By then the Freedom Park community was
represented by the Freedom Park Development Association (FPDA). An ad hoc committee was established for the Freedom
Park component, consisting of the City of Cape Town’s project manager (Bruce Malagas), FPDA and DAG. The projects would
be implemented using the subsidies available from government to provide land, services and “starter houses” for households
with incomes below R3 500 per month.
DAG assisted the FPDA with the complex process of developing a business plan, a requirement in order to access government
funding for implementing a PHP project. DAG also developed preliminary house plans and costed these for submission as part
of the business plan.
The City of Cape Town set out to appoint a team of professional consultants to design and manage the Mitchell’s Plain
housing projects. The Freedom Park community however, considered it important that the consultants listen to their concerns
and address their needs, and wanted to determine which consultants would be appointed.
Subsequently however, the City of Cape Town refused to accept the community’s choice of consultants. But after further
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MCA planners explain the proposed layout options
A Place to be Free

negotiations it agreed to accept the community’s choice of town planner, MCA Urban and Environmental Planners, although the
community would have to accept its choice of project manager, engineer, land surveyor and marketing agency.
As a result, the Freedom Park residents were able to play a major role in the layout planning process but were not able to
participate to the same extent in the design of the infrastructure.
The layout planning process commenced with a presentation by the town planner of the two main options:
• Roll-over upgrading, in which shacks would need to be temporarily relocated so that plots could be laid out and
serviced. The advantages would be that uniform plot sizes and efficient service runs could be achieved, e.g. long, straight
streets and pipes with few bends. Another advantage would be the speed at which infrastructure could be installed. The
disadvantage was that temporary relocation for a substantial period would be very disruptive for residents.
• In situ upgrading, in which services would be installed around existing shacks. This would have the advantage that most
households could stay where they were and disruptions would be limited. The drawback would be that plot sizes
would vary greatly as the shacks were not evenly spaced. The rate of installation would be slower and the cost of the
infrastructure higher than for roll-over upgrading because of winding streets that require a greater number of manholes
for the sewer lines.
The roll-over upgrading option was selected by the community for two reasons: the preference for uniform plot sizes and
the lower cost per plot, which would be recovered from the beneficiaries’ subsidies.
The FPDA underwent an in-depth exercise to consider the issues that related to the layout plan, and drew up a set of
guidelines to inform the layout design process. Lesar Rule, Deputy Chairperson of the FPDA at the time, said, “We thought of
everything; we thought of the weather conditions, we thought of travelling for our people, we thought about the gangs and
what kind of houses we would like to be where and things like that.”43 The community’s key priorities were influenced by their
experience of living on the frontline of the gang wars in Tafelsig, and included:
1. providing safety and security;
2. affordability;
3. providing everybody with the same plot size;
4. moving as few shacks as possible;
5. facilitating energy-efficient passive solar design;
6. ensuring greater control by the community over public spaces;
7. facilitating maintenance and cleanliness;
8. providing access.
The first draft of the layout plan did not meet the community’s expectations.There were too many access routes integrating
the Freedom Park site into the surrounding area, two cul-de-sacs, and a large area of public open space on the edge of the site,
features that the residents believed would decrease safety.
FPDA wanted fewer access points, more curves in roads to create a greater sense of enclosure and reduce traffic speed,
and a number of smaller community spaces spread throughout the settlement. They thought the latter could be more easily
controlled by neighbouring residents than a large piece of open space on the edge of the settlement.
43. Rule, 2006.
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The City of Cape Town argued that one large public open space would be easier to maintain than several smaller spaces.
The community contended that none of the public spaces in Tafelsig were well maintained by the City of Cape Town, and that
Freedom Park residents could become involved in the maintenance of public spaces.
Another area of conflict centred on road width. The community wanted narrower roads, as few residents owned cars and
this would allow for larger plots, reduce infrastructure costs and allow for other infrastructure investments. City of Cape Town
officials insisted on the standard minimum road width of 8m requiring a road reserve of at least 12m.
A third area of conflict was the size of the plots. The Freedom Park community wanted the plots to be as large as possible;
they proposed 300 plots of about 150m2 on the 8.1ha site (achieving a gross density of 37 dwelling units per hectare). The
City of Cape Town wanted to ensure that there were as many plots as possible in order to reduce the costs per household
by achieving economies of scale and to accommodate as many additional people from the housing waiting list as possible. They
proposed 493 plots of 100m2 each (achieving a gross density of 61 dwelling units per hectare).
Finally, after exploring different variations, the community won their argument for smaller community spaces spread
throughout the settlement, roads with bends and smaller 5m road widths. The City of Cape Town insisted on the 8m road
reserve and the plot sizes. Ultimately the layout made provision for 493 houses and a community hall. The 289 households
living in the Freedom Park settlement would be accommodated, with 204 additional households from the City of Cape Town’s
housing waiting list.
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Figure 2:The final layout of Freedom Park
with the original location of shacks shaded in
red, public open space shaded in orange and
the sites for temporary relocation in grey
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An aerial view of Freedom Park during the infrastructure construction
phase, with all households located on a small portion of the site

4.4
Developing the infrastructure
After finalisation of the planning layout, residents moved their shacks onto areas which would not be affected by earthworks
or service installations. As this left only a small area, three households were temporarily allocated to each proposed plot in the
unaffected areas.
As it was anticipated that the civil works would start in April 2005, the relocation of shacks took place during March.
The City of Cape Town delayed appointing the contractor for the Mitchell’s Plain cluster of projects, and the construction of
infrastructure only started in October and was expected to be completed in February 2006. However, the contractor went
into liquidation causing further delays.
A backlog in the processing of applications for both electrical works and water meters compounded these initial delays. As
a result, the infrastructure development was only completed during 2007. Residents therefore lived huddled uncomfortably
together on a small portion of the site for more than two years.

Infrastructure development in Freedom Park
Lesar Rule was employed as community liaison officer. Her role was to assist the contractor by liaising with the community
and to recruit residents as labourers, of whom 18 were employed by the contractor. These jobs provided income for some
families and improved FPDA’s access to information in order to monitor the quality of work.
Throughout the infrastructure development phase, the FPDA battled to cope with the high level of crime prevalent in Tafelsig:
cables and any metal materials were constantly stolen from the site. The FPDA responded by reviving the neighbourhood watch.
Regular patrols took place at night and women took turns keeping guard over exposed goods which were at high risk of theft.
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4.5 Building houses
In June 2006, DAG began conducting house design workshops with the community. A range of options were developed
through a participatory design process which actively involved residents. The designs reflected the needs of residents in the
settlement, but due to the high costs, only 36m2 houses could be built with the housing subsidy alone. The need to save and
augment the housing subsidies became increasingly clear to residents, although many still lacked sufficent financial resources.
DAG assisted the FPDA to develop criteria for the allocation of plots, which considered the need to preserve existing
networks and limit the number of times households would relocate.
During 2006, the Mellon Housing Initiative (MHI) expressed interest in working in Freedom Park. MHI, established by an Irish
property developer, had supported two community-based housing projects in Cape Town and was impressed by the Freedom
Park residents’ success in their struggle for development. FPDA immediately recognised that a partnership with MHI could
enhance the size and finishes of their houses if carefully negotiated.
DAG arranged for an exchange of experiences between the FPDA and Netreg residents who had recently implemented
a similar project in partnership with DAG and MHI. The exchange enabled the FPDA to understand the possible benefits and
costs involved in a partnership with MHI. Netreg leaders warned FPDA to guard against losing control over the self-help project
but reported that the partnership with MHI had been beneficial.
After negotiations, it was agreed that MHI would construct the houses in Freedom Park provided that MHI would contribute
additional funds for the construction of a community centre and for tiled roofs, geysers and solar water heaters for each house.
In addition, MHI would provide additional funds for each household to receive a house of at least 42m2.The partnership was
formalised in a contract in February 2007.
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House types with sizes and costs
House Type
Description
1
Freestanding, single storey
2
Semi – detached, single storey
3
Semi – detached, double storey
4
Double storey, row house

Size
42m2
42m2
48m2
48m2 (end unit), 52m2 (middle unit)

Cost
R 66,593.81
R 64,287.64
R 68,703.27
R 69,797.31

The houses in Freedom Park would range in size from 42m2 to 52m2 depending on the typology. The options included freestanding, double-storey and row houses. This resulted in a variation in scale and form from the town-planning layouts typically
developed in government-subsidised low-income housing developments. Despite the deal with MHI, FPDA recognised the need
for sustainable and efficient land use and discouraged residents from choosing free-standing, single-storey houses by requiring
that they cover the additional R3 000 construction cost.
In June 2007, a Housing Support Centre (HSC) was set up and funded through the Establishment Grant provided by
government. The grant is designed to enable the beneficiaries in self-help projects to administer the project, co-ordinate
construction and monitor the quality of contractors’ work. The HSC was staffed by two former committee members and
another support member. Staff were trained by DAG and reported to the FPDA.
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Rough sketch of the semi-detached single storey houses

Rough sketch of the freestanding houses

Rough sketch of the row double storey houses

Rough sketch of the semi-detached double storey houses

Construction began in June 2007 with MHI setting a goal to complete all the Freedom Park houses in one year. They
planned to have 89 houses built and a further 23844 houses partially completed by December 2007 in time for the Niall Mellon
Townships Initiative (NMTI) annual blitz. This is an event that mobilises Irish volunteers to raise funds to travel to South Africa
and build houses for seven days. They planned to accommodate 1000 volunteers.
MHI worked at high speed to be ready for the Irish volunteers when they arrived, but as a result did not adequately monitor
and control the quality of the construction work. The Construction Controller from the HSC was supported by DAG staff,
including two Cuban Technical Assistants (an engineer and architect) seconded by the Department of Housing. They also
struggled to keep pace with the rate of building, resulting in many problems that were not resolved by MHI.
To accelerate delivery MHI used heavy duty machinery which consequently limited job creation.45
The nature of engagement between MHI and FPDA in preparation for the blitz defined the relationship between the two for
the remainder of the construction phase. The speed at which houses were to be constructed to meet MHI’s targets for the blitz
meant that the committee played an increasingly diminishing role in decision making and implementation. Decisions were made by
MHI – with the primary focus on construction progress as opposed to supporting the community to build their own homes.
The blitz itself involved the community in providing security, cleaning the neighbourhood and conducting tours of the shacks.
Personal relationships were developed between the Irish visitors and the residents leading to certain benefits. Some received
donations (e.g. payment of school fees) and many are still in contact with the volunteers. The committee however, was not
directly involved in the construction and was merely expected to follow MHI’s instructions.
Due to the rapid nature of the blitz, much of the work was left unfinished, adding to the backlog of previously poorly
completed work. This became one of the most contentious issues of the construction phase. An audit, which took place once

Hosting the NMTI blitz

44. Minutes of the Site meeting, held at Freedom Park, Tafelsig on Tuesday 12 July 2007 at 10h00, 45. Interview with Shamil Manie, 2009.
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the blitz was over revealed long lists of incomplete work – some of which were never fixed.There are currently residents living
in houses built during the 2007 blitz with problems that were still not resolved by April 2009.46
Throughout the construction phase the quality of materials and workmanship was a major problem. Lack of skilled labour
as well as inadequate supervision of sub-contractors led to ongoing snag lists from the beneficiaries, resulting in tension within
the community. Plumbing was a huge sticking point.
1. Many of the sewerage connections were fitted incorrectly as plumbing pipes were not installed deeply enough
underground – drains became blocked and sewerage rose above the ground. This is an issue that the City of Cape Town
has been attending to since 2008.47
2. Every connection to the main sewer was supposed to be approved by the City of Cape Town’s Building Inspectors but
many connections were never inspected.
3. The plumbing sub-contractor employed by MHI consistently delivered sub-standard work. Numerous complaints about
leaking taps and pipes were reported to MHI by the Construction Controller and the beneficiaries themselves.
4. MHI utilised poor quality plumbing materials. Several beneficiaries lodged complaints that their toilet cisterns did not
work and that tap fittings continuously loosened.
5. There were also some initial problems with the shower hoses which were later changed.
6. An additional problem was the bad positioning of the water meters, which required frequent attention.
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Poor quality control created conflict as a result of the pressure placed on the committee and the HSC by the community.
Beneficiaries would rightfully complain to committee members and their inability to address these issues satisfactorily led
to tensions developing between them and the community. Additionally, there were several allegations that an insufficient
proportion of cement was used during screeding. According to members of the committee, the cement was stolen or sold by
construction workers. On several occasions materials were issued for work that was not completed. MHI contends that these
issues were sorted out, and problematic employees were no longer employed on site.49 According to both the committee
and DAG employees, the poor quality of work was a result of unskilled labour employed by MHI and the lack of adequate
supervision. The results were financial losses for MHI and poor quality houses for the beneficiaries.
The situation was compounded by the City of Cape Town’s failure to adequately monitor the quality of construction in
the project. The Department of Local Government and Housing’s Building Inspectors complemented the work of the Cuban
Technical Assistants and visited the project on a weekly basis, submitting reports on construction quality to the HSC and the
FPDA committee. Since the beginning of 2009, a system has been implemented in which snags are recorded, and signed by the
project manager on a weekly basis. Beneficiaries lodge their complaints and problems with the HSC, which keeps a record of
them. The benefits of this new system are yet to be determined.
For MHI, safety and security was the biggest concern causing the greatest delays and difficulties. Workers were threatened
by criminals, which resulted in MHI pulling out of the construction process for one month: “Niall Mellon took a hands off
approach, said it’s the committee’s responsibility. Didn’t see it in its totality, didn’t see that it was a partnership. But when it was
the Blitz they cordoned off and made sure they protected the site.”50

46. Interview with beneficiaries: Chantal Kemp and Maria Abrahams, Freedom Park, March 2009, 47. Interview with Douglas Norman, City of Cape Town Steering Committee,
March 2009, 48. Interview with Shamil Manie, Development Action Group, February 2009, 49. Interview with Corne Froneman, Project Manager MHI, February 2009.
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After an initial lull in committee involvement, when the construction process started, there was a revival of the committee’s
activity. In February 2009, it developed a security framework and emphasised renewed community involvement after MHI
threatened to withdraw from the construction process permanently because of their safety concerns. Once the safety plan was
implemented, MHI returned. However, the local police would not get involved and did not agree to set up a satellite office on
site despite having previously done so for the blitz.
To combat theft, the committee asked residents to move into their semi-complete houses or set up shacks on their plots to
watch over the construction process. However, only a few complied. “Where beneficiaries were monitoring the construction
there was no theft. There are four women living close to each other. When the houses were being built they monitored it day
and night, so if everyone did that, it would have been beneficial.”51
Another problem experienced in the construction phase was a case of illegal occupation of some houses in December
2007. Some people, who had occupied land in Freedom Park in 1998 and had subsequently left, they illegally occupied the newly
built, incomplete houses. This delayed construction and engaged the energies of the FPDA committee who unsuccessfully tried
to reason with the occupiers. Eventually they appealed to the LRC to mediate discussions with the illegal occupiers and their
supporters and finally called on the City of Cape Town to take action as the landowners. It took a full year for the City of Cape
Town to evict the illegal occupants.
After taking ownership of their houses, beneficiaries displayed a low level of ownership, failing to take responsibility for
looking after them. The committee says this could have been addressed through workshops on consumer maintenance and
home ownership.The City of Cape Town and MHI agree that the new home-owners need to learn how to take full responsibility
for maintenance of their homes after construction is concluded. The lack of responsibility seems to have resulted from MHI’s
approach to beneficiaries: with MHI previously encouraging residents and the committee to step back, it is now difficult to
encourage people to embrace their responsibilities.
At the end of the building process, the most rewarding part for most community members involved has been receiving their
own houses. There is a general acknowledgement that without MHI, housing delivery would have been much slower. Despite this,
there is also general consensus that both better houses and a more coherent neighbourhood could have been produced with
more community involvement. Many feel that they “sold their soul for the top-up,” referring to the additional funds contributed
by MHI.52
A former DAG employee elaborated:“it depends on what the goal of this process is: if it is to construct houses, MHI has hugely
enabled the process. If it is for the community to develop their capacities and their ownership of the process, the strong pressure
from MHI might have hampered that.”53 For DAG the development of the community was the real goal, and this was something
that MHI’s involvement did hamper.
4.6
Community Conflict and the Emergence of the FPDA
Community construction projects are often fraught with conflict from external political forces and opposing community
interests. In the case of Freedom Park, political parties sought favour with the community and brewed dissent among residents
who had different party allegiances. Many politicians visited the area, including the then state president, Nelson Mandela.Various
unscrupulous politicians promised patronage to any residents who pledged their support leading up to the local elections of

Beneficiaries moved the shacks to
watch over their future houses in
Freedom Park

Problems with plumbing were
experienced throughout the
construction phase

50. Interview with Ardiel Soeker, Development Action Group, February 2009, 51.Ibid, 52. Interview with Lesar Rule, HSC, February 2009, 53. Responses to interview
questionnaire from Carolin Bender, March 2009.

Development Action Group

2000. Collectively community leaders did well to remain non-partisan despite their desperation to improve their lives but the
temptation caused unnecessary conflict among residents, who at one stage were firmly divided along political lines. At times
residents were also divided along religious lines and according to their physical location on the site (north or south).
Conflicts came to a head in 2000. Some residents saved money in the hope of accessing housing through the Cape Town
Community Housing Company, which allocated housing based on the savings records of prospective beneficiaries.Allegations that the
TPA misappropriated the savings scheme’s money and unhappiness about the inclusion of people living outside Freedom Park in the
TPA leadership resulted in the establishment of another community organisation, the Freedom Park Squatters Association (FPSA).
Conflict increased as the two organisations divided people in the settlement and prevented residents’ engagement with other role
players. Many community-driven housing developments would have broken down irreconcilably at this point, but the Freedom Park
residents, with the help of the Development Action Group, learned how to resolve their internal conflicts and move forward.
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A community meeting in Freedom Park
DAG played a central role in mediating the tensions between the groups by helping them identify and focus on their common
objective: a better life for the people of Freedom Park. As a result, in 2002 the TPA and the FPSA were dissolved, the Freedom
Park Development Association (FPDA) was established and a new committee was elected. In contrast with the TPA, only
residents of Freedom Park were allowed to be members of the FPDA. The formation of FPDA represents one of DAG’s main
achievements in its organisational development and conflict resolution work in Freedom Park.
DAG worked very closely with the leaders of the FPDA to enhance their capacity and support the development of the
organisation. Much of DAG’s time was spent assisting the leaders to maintain open communication channels with the Freedom
Park community and to resolve or mediate conflicts. Even after the formation of the FPDA, the settlement was rife with conflict
and tensions ran high amongst impatient residents who sometimes had unrealistic expectations of the FPDA leaders.
DAG assisted the FPDA to define and articulate its vision for the area and to build a strong community-based organisation
that was fairly administrated and represented the interests of all beneficiaries. In April 2003, the FPDA adopted a constitution,
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which stated that the association was committed to “working together towards a unified, healthy and sustained environment.”
In October that same year, the relationship between DAG and the FPDA was formalised in a Memorandum of Agreement.
DAG encouraged and supported internal processes within the FPDA, and committee members attended its Leadership
Programme annually between 2004 and 2007. Each year, DAG conducted a number of capacity-building workshops to explain
the technical aspects of the project to the beneficiaries and committee. The workshops focused on layout planning, participatory
house design, the project costs and subsidies, PHP delivery, house construction and savings.
By March 2005, the FPDA was a well-functioning community-based organisation and had registered as a non-profit organisation.
The FPDA leaders convened several workshops with the community and held regular general meetings to keep residents informed
of progress and regular executive committee meetings to ensure their own progress. Every year, the committee developed a plan,
monitored their progress against this and convened an annual general meeting to elect the organisation’s leaders.
In 2007, prior to construction, an additional organisation, the Housing Support Centre (HSC), was established to oversee the
process. Conflict between rival organisations and delays with the construction process prevented an AGM from being held in 2008
and the committee elected in 2007 thus remained in place. While some residents felt the committee was doing the best it could,
there was widespread consensus that their initial momentum had been lost, largely as a result of the influence of MHI.
The negative impact of MHI on the committee’s role meant that although the community still turned to them for support,
they no longer had the capacity to adequately respond to issues raised. Initially a vocal and strong team, the committee’s
decision-making capacity was reduced as an unintended consequence of relinquishing control to MHI. Conflict also developed
between the HSC and the committee. Although both structures essentially had the same goals they sometimes disputed who
should take the lead to ensure that MHI addressed construction-related problems.
Despite the conflicts and challenges, they remain a strong committee. As a DAG staff member pointed out, “The leadership
within the committee is outstanding – strong characters.Their ability to work together has been tested, and when the chips are
down they are tight.”55 The FPDA was, and remains, well-poised to take advantage of the opportunities available to the Freedom
Park residents and to continue driving the upliftment of the settlement.

DAG workshops the skills training with Freedom Park residents
55. Interview with Ardiel Soeker, Development Action Group, February 2009.
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Mona miller
“My name is Mona Miller and I stay in Freedom Park for 10 years now. I was living in a shack for 14 years, and now in the last year
I got my new house, which Niall Mellon Townships Initiative and DAG built. For years I struggled. There are a lot of challenges living in a
shack.You have to have endurance, you have to have patience, you have to suffer hardships.
When DAG came along, it was like shining a light. Because we were people who wanted houses, but didn’t know how to go about it
and don’t even know who to see or who to speak to. But they got us to the right department and the right people at the right times. And
they gave us a lot of training that I was part of. I never know a lot of things, but now I sometimes say that I’m overeducated because all
the information and knowledge DAG has given us. I never dreamt that I would be educated. And now I have all this knowledge, and when
someone has a problem, I could help them, and refer them to the head of the department. So, it was hard work, but it was worth it, it was
worth it.
Not only the leadership affected me, but the personal changes also.The personal changes within yourself and the way you look at things
is different. Your vision is broader. You can now see the broader picture, and see even five years from now, or 10 years from now. And it
doesn’t stop there, because, I believe that whatever I’ve learned, I’ve told my children about it and I’ve seen the results, because my children
now know the sacrifice that I made, the time, the effort.They know now what sacrifice is about. I wanted to inspire my children to lead a
fruitful journey in life.They look up to me now.”
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4.7 Complex livelihoods strategies
During 2004, DAG conducted a participatory livelihoods analysis in Freedom Park to improve understanding of how residents
were surviving in the settlement. The analysis had two goals: to contribute to a greater understanding of the complex range of
issues facing the residents, and to inform a sustainable livelihoods approach to the planned development.
The analysis was made using participatory methodology, with residents of Freedom Park actively involved in all aspects of the
assessment process (design, data collection, triangulation and analysis). A historical profile of the area was developed and social
mapping techniques were used to gain an understanding of the settlement. A map of the area developed by residents depicted
the realities of their social context, revealing details that would easily have gone unnoticed by the professional team. The map
indicated inter alia the location of foot paths, gang territories, shebeens, food distribution points and communal taps.
Focus groups characterised the different household types found in Freedom Park.The categories were based on several variables,
including income-generating resources, transportation options, household size and energy source. To assist in understanding
household assets and livelihood strategies, four different household types were created by the focus groups: poor, vulnerable,
better-off and well-off. The following table shows the typical characteristics of the categories determined in the analysis.
Ninety-five of the 280 households in the settlement were surveyed, slightly over one third of all families. The results
identified severe social problems caused by poverty and vulnerability, and by a general sense of social exclusion. Typical
problems included crime, drugs, alcoholism, domestic violence, and community conflict. The causes identified included: low
levels of education (21% of households), being single parents (21%), domestic violence (18%) and alcohol and drug abuse
(16%). Health problems often resulted in increased vulnerability; 64% of households had health problems, mainly diarrhoea
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Classification of Freedom Park households58
Category
Typical dwelling

Well-off
Wendy house
(a well constructed wooden
dwelling)

Better-off
Wendy house
(a well constructed wooden
dwelling)

Vulnerable
Wood or corrugated iron shack
built with second hand materials

Poor
Wood or corrugated iron shack
built with second hand materials

Typical household heads
Main sources of income

Married couple
Formally employed or selfemployed with grants to
supplement household income
Able to purchase their own food

Married couple
One adult is formally employed
or self-employed with grants to
supplement household income
Able to purchase their own food

Main energy source

Electricity sourced through an
illegal connection to a house in
Tafelsig

Electricity sourced through an
illegal connection to a house in
Tafelsig

Single woman
No-one is employed. Members
of the household beg and grants
supplement household income
Reliant on food donated by
welfare organisations
Electricity sourced through
an illegal connection to the
municipal poles and/or wood

Usual form of transport

Taxi or train

Taxi or train

Single woman
Informal employment or
self-employed with grants to
supplement household income
Reliant on food donated by
welfare organisations
Electricity sourced through
an illegal connection to the
municipal poles and/or gas or
paraffin
Walk or hitchhike

Obtaining food

Residents cluster their dwellings to
create safety and privacy

Walk or hitchhike

(23%), intestinal worms (21%) and tuberculosis (14%).59
The livelihoods analysis revealed that several features of the Freedom Park location made the settlement strategic for its
residents by improving the prospect of sustaining their livelihoods. Residents valued the fact that the social grant pay-out point,
primary health care clinic, railway station, primary and high schools were all within walking distance of the settlement. Sourcing
food and income generation was made easier by access to natural and physical resources such as the major road network, train
station, more affluent suburbs, municipal refuse dump, nature reserve, beach or shopping complex.
The analysis confirmed that only a small number of residents operated small businesses including shebeens, spaza shops, hairdressers and those that sold paraffin or meat. Some residents were formally employed, generally as domestic workers, factory
workers, taxi drivers or as tradesmen.The majority (64%) relied on government grants (mainly the child support grant) as their only
stable source of income. Those who accessed grants were also able to access credit from money-lenders during difficult times, but
had to pay back the loans at high rates of interest.
The analysis found that poor and vulnerable households relied heavily on their social networks to secure their livelihoods.
Family ties, friendships and social associations provided psychological and material support in times of distress. This support
took the form of food, clothes, child-minding and on rare occasions, money. To cope in hard times, the majority of households
would reduce consumption by using less electricity and eating fewer meals or cheaper foods. Shockingly, the analysis uncovered
that the majority of residents (61%) occasionally went without food and many households felt forced to beg and were reliant
on donations of food from various welfare organisations. During these times, poor households may not have had any meals
at all and those with grants would turn to money-lenders for expensive short-term relief. Some households (10%) reported
that hardship had forced them to engage in illegal or unethical activities such as prostitution, drug dealing or working in the
shebeens in order to support their families. The livelihoods assessment resulted in a greater awareness of the vulnerability of
families living in the community, and provided both DAG and the FPDA leaders with valuable insight and confirmed the need
for a range of holistic development initiatives.

A communal vegetable garden in
Freedom Park

58. Development Acion Group, 2004, 59. Ibid.
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Figure 3: Freedom Park social map indicating the settlement’s key landmarks60
4.8 Social and economic development initiatives
The FPDA became involved in a broad range of interventions to address a variety of needs within the community and assist
residents to cope with life in the settlement.They engaged proactively with several NGOs and initiated a range of development
interventions, which created jobs and improved food security, life skills and employment skills.
In 2002, the FPDA developed recycling, vegetable gardening and greening projects. By 2004, there were at least 15 organisations
active in the community and a number of residents were employed in these development initiatives. This helped to develop the
economic base of the community and enable many residents to run their own small businesses from their homes.
Fairest Cape helped establish a recycling project that produced articles such as handbags from discarded plastic. Four
communal vegetable gardens that grew produce for sale were established with support from Fairest Cape, the Food Foundation,
and Abalimi Bezekhaya. Bake-for-Profit trained residents in cooking skills to produce items they could sell. In addition, Sisonke,
60. Development Action Group, 2004.
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the company contracted to collect refuse from the site, employed three local residents to clean the area.
Access to education and training was also a priority. For example, an Adult Education for Literacy Course took place
from January to June 2004, and Grassroots trained people in pre-school care. Some trainees subsequently found employment
at crèches in surrounding areas. In addition, 84 residents from Freedom Park and surrounding areas attended a nine-week
construction skills training course in late 2006 to prepare them for employment during the implementation of the upgrading
process. Eight residents of Freedom Park also underwent training in administrative and computer skills.
The recognition that many children were struggling at school prompted the initiation of the Family-in-Focus Programme,
supported by the Foundation for Community Work. Three residents were employed to promote parenting skills within the
community and to provide bridging education for pre-school children.
As safety and security was a priority in the community, the committee was active in programmes to prevent crime and
violence. Seven residents were employed as “neighbourhood watch” members as part of the provincial government’s Bambanani
programme and later, street committees were established to monitor crime in the settlement.
Many welfare organisations were also active in the community, providing food for residents – mainly to pre-school children.
For example, the City Mission provided food for children in Freedom Park every day, and the Moslem Food Foundation
provided food for all residents once a week.
In 2005, FPDA was awarded a tender from the City of Cape Town to undertake training in solid waste management in
the greater Tafelsig area. This tender enhanced FPDA’s capacity and augmented the livelihoods of those directly involved.
DAG trained four community members as trainers. The four then facilitated workshops with women and youth throughout
Tafelsig on disposal and recycling of solid waste. The team received very positive feedback from the City of Cape Town’s Waste
Management Department. Residents of Freedom Park also participated in the City of Cape Town’s 21 Households Project,
which formed part of the municipality’s Local Agenda 21 awareness raising programme. The programme aimed to educate
home-owners to impact positively on household energy consumption and water conservation.
These initiatives educated residents in the settlement about energy efficiency and environmental sustainability, which later proved
useful when decisions had to be made about layout planning and house design.The FPDA committee has also expressed an intention
to become more involved with broader social issues such as dealing with problems of drug abuse and gender based violence. They
believe that the empowerment that they developed through the housing process has given them the capacity to do so effectively.
The broader social and economic conditions were unfavourable for the upgrade of the Freedom Park informal settlement.
Levels of poverty and the number of inadequately housed families in Cape Town were on the rise. The number of unemployed
people in Cape Town increased from 185 000 in 1996 to 276 000 in 2004 while formal employment decreased from 737 000
to 716 000.61 Cape Town’s housing backlog grew from an estimated 150 000 households in 1994 to 350 000 in 2006.62 The
estimated number of shacks in informal settlements in Cape Town continued to increase during this period, from 72 000 in 1998 to
130 000 in 2005.63 That a proactive community was able to struggle against the tide to ensure better lives for themselves
makes the Freedom Park story remarkable and a number of valuable lessons emerge from their experience. The significance
of the project was noted by Miloon Kothari, former United Nations Special Rapporteur on Adequate Housing in his report on
his mission to South Africa in 2007: “The Special Rapporteur was impressed by the example set by Freedom Park, an informal
settlement upgrading project in Cape Town comprising 700 backyard dwellers, mainly women, who occupied a vacant piece of
land in their neighbourhood in April 1998.”64
61. South African Cities Network, 2006, 62. Dentliger, 2006, 63. Western Cape Department of Local Government and Housing, 2006, 64. Kothari, 2008, UNHCR,

The Family-in-Focus Programme for
pre-schoolers and their parents
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5. KEY LESSONS

5.1Access to rights
Everyone has the right to adequate housing, and the Freedom Park community successfully used the constitution and law
to claim and defend their rights. One committee member said that despite all the difficulties “at the end of the day we are the
lucky ones because we won.”65 Freedom Park residents became home owners ten years after their struggle for land began on
the 29th of April 1998.
Accessing their right to adequate housing was a continuous struggle with the local authority starting with gaining rights to
the land and later the eviction of the illegal occupants. Local authorities have a responsibility to provide adequate housing and
services, which in the Freedom Park case was fulfilled under duress. The right to access adequate housing is enshrined in the
constitution but is an obligation which is often unfulfilled. Furthermore, PHP is a State funded housing process which should
enjoy full support of State structures. The case exposes the local government’s initial ambivalence and lack of understanding of
their constitutional obligations. Despite this, through active community participation and hard-won negotiations, the Freedom
Park residents achieved their right to housing.
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Recycled goods on display at a FPDA annual general meeting
The occupation of Freedom Park houses highlights the tremendous need for housing and the extent to which marginalised
people are forced to compete to have their right to access to adequate housing realised. The piecemeal approach to housing
delivery favoured by government generates conflict by creating competition among those in need. A more comprehensive
approach to housing delivery and settlement upgrading is needed.
65. Interview with Chantal Kemp and Maria Abrahams, 2009.
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5.2 Costs and benefits of community action and participation
A key principle of the South African policy framework is that “housing policy and strategy must be structured so that South
Africa’s housing process … maximises the involvement of the community and leads to transfer of skills to and empowerment
of the community to ensure higher levels of appropriateness and acceptability of such projects as well as the development of
skills and capacities within these communities to pursue other development objectives.”66 Officials often disregard this principle
however, because participatory development requires substantial skill, resources, commitment, time and know-how. Many also
question benefits of participatory development processes. Freedom Park challenges sceptics by showing that communities can
participate in and lead development processes.
Freedom Park illustrates that considerable time and resources are required for the level of capacity development necessary
for successful community-led development. Between May 2000 and March 2009, DAG spent over R1.6 million in Freedom Park,
mainly funded by donations from international development agencies. The community leaders also incurred direct and indirect
costs in co-ordinating their involvement. Increased funding to support community-based housing development is needed.
Current provisions in the Housing Subsidy Scheme are grossly inadequate with a typical grant for supporting a self-help project
being about R70 000 (the equivalent of 4% of the funds expended by DAG in Freedom Park).
Regardless of the costs, were it not for the initiative and vision shown by community leaders, the residents of Freedom Park
would still be homeless with little hope of escaping poverty. The boldness of the FPDA in relentlessly engaging the government
to secure their tenure and access decent housing distinguished the settlement from countless others. The Freedom Park story
demonstrates the benefits of communities being proactive and taking charge of their own destinies. The case clearly illustrates
that projects in which communities actively participate in decision making and implementation can be extremely successful and
that active community participation can result in the satisfaction of housing and various other synergistic development needs.
The community met tremendous resistance and at every step of the process the space for their participation had to be
fought for and protected. Their participation in the design of the layout was particularly important, as the consultants lacked
an understanding of the social realities of Freedom Park and knowledge of how this should be accommodated in the layout.
Through active participation, a layout plan that accommodated their specific needs and concerns was achieved. In contrast,
beneficiaries in most other housing projects have little input into the technical solutions chosen by professionals.
Participation is especially critical in informal settlements as they are complex, diverse and socially stratified. Significant
numbers of poor and vulnerable households reside in these areas and their livelihood strategies are at risk when upgrading is
planned. A one-size-fits-all approach to informal settlement upgrading that ignores the differences between and within informal
settlements is thus unlikely to succeed.
Where there is no existing structure, beneficiary participation should be coordinated through a committee elected by
beneficiaries to enable their participation. Some decisions may also require the direct involvement of each beneficiary household
and care will also be needed to ensure the participation of vulnerable and marginalised groups. Existing but ineffective structures
may need support to become more democratic and functional. NGOs can and do play an important role in building the capacity
of communities to participate in the development process and providing ongoing advice and support.
Beyond participation in decision making, community involvement in project implementation fosters ownership of the process
and its products and can also contribute toward social and economic development.There is considerable scope for community
66. National Department of Housing, 2000.
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involvement in the construction of infrastructure, housing and facilities, and in ongoing maintenance. The investment in the
leadership of Freedom Park enabled the community to take advantage of a variety of opportunities, including those presented
by government programmes such as the national Urban Renewal Programme, the provincial government’s Bambanani campaign
or the local authority’s decision to outsource Solid Waste Management training.
5.3 Leadership
NGOs play a vital role in enhancing the capacity of the community. However, such capacity enhancement is often directed
at community leaders and not the entire community. This can have unintended effects such as entrenching hierarchical power
relations and creating conflict within the community.
As an elected body, the FPDA committee had community support and was trusted to deliver on their housing needs. This
trust caused community involvement to decline over time. Recognising that strong leadership is essential to ensure a level
of efficiency in development work, the tension between leadership and community participation and development should be
carefully balanced and warrants further interrogation.
A further concern with capacity development in communities is the difference between leadership and management roles.
After the establishment of the Freedom Park Housing Support Centre (HSC) as a management body for the construction
process, the FPDA committee employed two of their strongest leaders in the HSC having confidence in their skills and ability
to manage the construction process. This decision weakened the leadership capacity of FPDA. While the management strength
of the HSC was important to ensure quality housing, the ability of the FPDA to lead the community and the development was
compromised with longer term consequences for the larger community. This highlights the need for support organisations to
carefully consider the nature of their involvement, the methodologies employed and the intended and unintended impact this
has on the development process.
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5.4 Integrated development
The Freedom Park experience clearly shows the importance of an integrated approach to development, and how a sustainable
livelihoods approach contributes to this. Community leaders recognised that there were many social and economic problems within
Freedom Park and that housing and infrastructure alone would not sufficiently improve their quality of life. In the early phases,
the community-driven interventions in Freedom Park included safety programmes, vegetable gardens, refuse removal, recycling,
childcare, adult literacy and skills development. By establishing partnerships and engaging with a wide range of organisations on
these programmes, the FPDA ensured that a broad range of development needs were addressed in the settlement.
DAG’s sustainable livelihoods approach investigated households’ complex livelihood strategies and social networks, assisted
the community to build on these initiatives and informed the planning of the upgrade.The Freedom Park experience shows that
participatory livelihoods assessments provide an important way to gain a holistic understanding of the development challenges
facing a community.
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Furthermore good quality urban form was achieved using this integrated and participatory approach. The area’s layout is
very readable and a gross residential density of 61 dwelling units per hectare was achieved. Road widths relate well to plot sizes
and pedestrians have the necessary level of safety. Residents have freedom within the neighbourhood’s complex and diverse
environment as the community-owned hall and public open spaces offer places for formal and informal community activities,
without compromising individual needs for privacy. Many plots and houses are oriented North maximising passive energy from
the sun which improves the thermal performance of the houses and this, along with the solar panels reduces household energy
consumption costs. The range of house designs and extent to which the area is distinct from the surrounding neighbourhood
provides a strong sense of place. At the same time, close proximity to public transport links the neighbourhood with broader
Mitchell’s Plain and Cape Town and various facilities and amenities are located within walking distance.The inclusion of 10 houses
using the environmentally sustainable Eco-beam technology demonstrates that Eco-beam is affordable within the government
housing subsidy constraints and can become socially acceptable.
Freedom Park demonstrates that informal settlement upgrading requires an integrated approach to development aimed
at addressing poverty through physical, social and economic development. Failure to adopt a sufficiently integrated approach
threatens the overall sustainability of the project. The experience of Freedom Park clearly shows that urban poverty is
complex and multi-dimensional, and “single sector interventions cannot sustainably improve the shelter conditions of poor
urban households.”67 An integrated approach can ensure that poverty is addressed through multi-faceted strategies including
strengthening social capital (community institutions and social networks like neighbourhood committees, savings groups,
income generating activity groups), human capital (improved health and education), financial capital (increasing income

Aunty Joyce, FPDA Treasurer
gathers information from residents

Patricia, FPDA committee
member gathers information from
residents

DAG workshops house designs with the FPDA leaders

The FPDA co-ordinates a clean up campaign in Tafelsig

67. Majale, 2003: p.7,
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and access to credit), and physical capital (improved access to infrastructure and shelter). The diagram below provides an
example of these linkages.
Natural capital
(environmental
impact)

Social capital
(group formation)

Human capital
(Skills Training)
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Physical Capital
(infrastruction,
shelter)

Financial capital
(savings & credit,
income generation)

Figure 4: 4 An integrated approach to development 68

5.5
Minimising disruptions
Informal settlement upgrading usually involves the provision of infrastructure causing disruptions in the lives of the beneficiaries.
A roll-over upgrade was implemented in Freedom Park causing the area to become a building site for a number of years while
residents were temporarily relocated. The community has well-established links to the wider Tafelsig area and permanent
relocation may have been detrimental to residents’ fragile livelihood strategies. Informal settlement residents are characterised
by poverty and precarious livelihood strategies and the physical upgrading process should therefore minimise disruption to
their already fragile social support networks and economic activities. Where a site is hazardous, permanent relocation may be
necessary but the upgrading of informal settlements should be considered preferable to permanent relocation because wellestablished social and economic networks can be maintained.
A key decision facing communities and local authorities when upgrading is the choice between in situ or roll-over upgrading,
or a combination of the two. Freedom Park households relocated for more than two years and some households moved
three or four times during the upgrade. This resulted in overcrowded living conditions and increased risk of fire. The repeated
dismantling and reassembling of shacks also impacted negatively on the structural soundness and weather resistance of some
68. Majale, 2003.
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dwellings further exposing residents to the elements. Where residents prefer uniform plot sizes and no substantial investment
in structures and plots has been made, roll-over upgrading may be appropriate. However, the implications of temporary
relocation need to be carefully weighed. Where possible, in situ should be preferred over roll-over upgrading as it minimises
the disruption to residents.
5.6
Partnerships
A key reason for Freedom Park’s success was FPDA’s willingness and ability to engage with a wide range of organisations.
After the establishment of Freedom Park, a number of welfare organisations supported the community which helped them
survive. The community proactively sought the support of organisations such as the LRC and DAG for longer-term sustainability.
Importantly, representative structures in Freedom Park worked in partnership with private sector role-players (MHI) and with
the public sector (the City of Cape Town). Despite the difficulties inherent in partnerships and the trade-offs they chose to
make, the FPDA leadership displayed tremendous skill in making these collaborations work to their benefit. Their ability to
manage the various stakeholders and coordinate the involvement of these different groups led to significant advantages for
the Freedom Park community. The partnerships provided access to information, expertise and resources that facilitated the
development of decent housing and secure tenure for all residents.
The Freedom Park experience demonstrates that a number of organisations working together on various development
initiatives, bringing additional resources and expertise, results in more holistic development. Such partnerships are important
for successful development as the different initiatives support and reinforce each other, and the development process as a
whole becomes greater than the sum of its parts. For example, addressing basic food needs meant that people were able to
attend the adult literacy training free of hunger, which was more conducive to learning. The adult literacy training resulted in
more people being eligible for the construction skills training thus improving their job prospects and livelihoods.
Freedom Park also illustrates that it is important for government bodies to engage community organisations and NGOs in
partnerships which can expand government’s capacity and enable integrated development. These partnerships can be formal
or informal.
Another important lesson is that external partners should consider how, despite their good intentions, their goals, agendas and
methodologies may undermine or thwart the efforts of the community. When such partners take the lead, it may ensure shortterm success but may also create long-term challenges for those who remain behind in the neighbourhood. External partners
should guard against behaving as benevolent donors and should rather adopt a developmental approach, which supports and
empowers community members to drive development and take responsibility for their problems, solutions and processes.

Use of heavy duty machinery
limited job creation during the
construction phase

An FPDA general meeting about
the relocation of shacks

5.7 Conflict
The Freedom Park story shows how integral conflict is in housing development and in development processes in general.There
was continual conflict, within the community, and between the community and key role-players such as the State and MHI.
Many officials did not support the Freedom Park development, due to perceptions that residents were “queue jumping”.
Even after the City of Cape Town agreed to rescind the eviction order and upgrade Freedom Park, conflict persisted. Conflict
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with the State occurs in any development process due to the inherent tension between State and community. The community
generally wants their development needs addressed, access to information and involvement in decision-making. The State, on
the other hand, generally wants to deliver as quickly as possible, in cost-effective ways and must balance the needs of one
community with those of others.These diverging interests create tension which restricts community participation to particular
forms, channels, issues and stages of the development process attempting to avoid conflict.
Similarly, conflict with MHI arose from diverging interests. MHI prioritised building houses rapidly and sacrificed quality to
achieve this, initially to prepare for the blitz and later for unknown reasons.Although Freedom Park households were concerned
with improving their shelter rapidly, they were unwilling to compromise on quality. They complained frequently to their FPDA
representatives and the unrelenting problems with poor quality eventually created conflict between the community and the
FPDA committee.The case demonstrates that a price is paid in forging partnerships especially when interests diverge and when
partners do not compromise sufficiently to serve each others’ objectives.
There was conflict within the community throughout the development process. Some of the internal conflicts included
unhappiness about non-residents in leadership positions, management of the savings scheme, perceptions that committee
members were monopolising job opportunities, exclusion of former residents from the project and political conflicts. Conflict
also emerged between the “new beneficiaries” and those who originally settled in Freedom Park. Some considered it unfair that
the waiting list beneficiaries didn’t have to struggle and “dig holes” to get houses. This discounted the fact that many waiting list
beneficiaries had been on the list for much longer than many of the initial Freedom Park residents.
Competition for scarce resources played a key role in fuelling conflict. The committee members were perceived by some
residents as unfairly monopolising jobs created in the development process. Most committee members had previously been
unemployed, devoted a large amount of unpaid time to driving the development process and were often the most suitable local
people for the jobs. Similarly, competition over scarce resources created conflict in 2007 when houses were illegally occupied.
The Freedom Park experience shows the importance of dealing with internal community conflict by ensuring that the
community leadership is regularly democratically elected and communication channels within the community are effective.
It also shows the importance of a transparent decision making process within the community. Community leaders need to
operate with high levels of integrity, tenacity and accountability and must have the skill to manage the conflict inherent in
development. Ensuring this requires that community based organisations have strong leadership and continuously enhance
their capacity.
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5.8 Crime and violence
Crime and violence were identified as major problems in Freedom Park resulting in the initiation of a neighbourhood watch.
Safety concerns also had a tremendous impact on the layout plan. Crime was also a major issue during the infrastructure
development and construction phases when theft of items such as copper piping severely disrupted the schedules and caused
delays. As a result, residents played a more active role in guarding the site and discouraging criminal activity.
MHI withdrew during the construction phase due to theft and FPDA responded by developing a community safety plan
where beneficiaries watched over their own plots. This was however, not widely followed– as the social factors and danger

A Place to be Free

levels that could be incurred meant that many beneficiaries were unwilling to report crimes to the police or become actively
involved in crime prevention.
It is often expected that community participation should lead to a reduction in crime. Upgrading, however, sometimes occurs
in communities with high incidences of drug addiction and high rates of unemployment where the construction provides viable
but unethical livelihood opportunities. These projects bring vast resources into immensely impoverished environments, and in
such contexts, funds may be misappropriated. In these cases, the vigour of community leadership is tested. While community
participation cannot ensure crime-free development, it can help to ensure that crime is not completely debilitating and that the
project goals are eventually achieved.
5.9
Gender and development
A significant issue highlighted by Freedom Park is the pivotal role women play in development. FPDA was always dominated
by strong women leaders like Wahieba Naidoo (chairperson), Lesar Rule (former vice-chairperson), Joyce Saal (treasurer) and
Aadielah Daniels (secretary).
Women and men have a different relationship to resources such as water, fuel and transport. Given their gender roles,
women utilise these resources most often for cooking, cleaning and taking care of their children, the sick and the aged. When
service provision is poor, women experience increased hardship and bear the disproportionate burden of having to take care
of children, partners and family members in hazardous living environments. Most often it is the women and children who are
injured when paraffin stoves malfunction and children often become ill when a household does not have access to potable
water or sanitation. Women and girls usually carry the responsibility of ensuring that households have sufficient water and fuel
when there is a lack of services.
Women in Freedom Park recognised the wide range of problems affecting the community and were willing and able to
address these. What began as a concern with meeting practical needs translated into women addressing their strategic needs
by claiming their citizenship rights as guaranteed in the South African Constitution.
Although some are happily married, many female community workers are single mothers or struggling in abusive relationships.
The added weight of leadership responsibility is thus hard to carry and balance with household responsibilities and harsh socioeconomic conditions. The Freedom Park upgrade increased the workload of the women in the leadership roles and many
worked hard in voluntary roles. Some job opportunities were created and were taken up by women, enabling them to acquire
marketable skills and increasing their power in relation to the men in their households and community.
Leading a community development of this scale unleashed the potential of women in Freedom Park to address a wide
range of socio-economic issues affecting them. The group readily tackled the abuse of women and children in the settlement,
the need for early childhood development, and food security. This demonstrates that women have the capacity to successfully
lead community development that improves their living conditions and enhances the status of women within the community.
Notwithstanding this, more men should be encouraged to step forward and take up their share of the responsibility for such
unpaid community work.

Community hall and playground in
Freedom Park
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Lesar Rule outside her house in Freedom Park

Lesar rule
“My name is Lesar, everyone knows me as Lee, and I am the [Community Liason Officer] CLO of Freedom Park in the construction
side of things.The significant change in my life is that I now know a hell of a lot of the construction side of things. I worked as the CLO
for infrastructure, so I know about plumbing and how roads get made. I worked on the roads helping the local labour build these roads
and also with the construction. I’m involved in all these things.
The greatest part of everything is that, I think 13 years ago, I used to work on the taxi rank as a taxi guard and I never knew nothing of
community work … nothing of construction. I’ve been attending different workshops given by DAG, and other organisations. Attending those
workshops I’ve empowered myself a lot, so that if this job is finished, I can go and find me a different job than going to work in a factory or
on the taxi again. I feel there will be a better opportunity for a better job in the future for myself. I think it is really important what I achieved
because I was disabled and couldn’t find a job so I was collecting disability [grant]. I cancelled the disability [grant], and offered not to have
an income but to go for all this training, so I can begin to know some things, and then get a better job in life. So, I think I have achieved a lot,
and I think in the future there is still a lot for me to do.”
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6.1. Conclusions learned from Freedom Park
The Freedom Park case study clearly demonstrates a participatory, integrated approach to informal settlement upgrading in
a context that was not amenable to such an approach.The struggle for the upgrading of Freedom Park occurred within a policy
context in which the lack of an informal settlement upgrading programme was a glaring omission. This was addressed only in
September 2004 with the announcement of the new housing strategy, Breaking New Ground: A Comprehensive Plan for the
Development of Sustainable Human Settlements, by the national Minister of Housing.
Despite the unfavourable social and economic conditions, the community of Freedom Park displayed significant cohesion
and the Freedom Park case is a remarkable success story that offers valuable lessons about informal settlement upgrading and
community development for practitioners and others struggling for decent housing. It is undeniable that the boldness, vision and
the participation of the community and its leaders distinguished Freedom Park from other settlements and enabled the community
to proceed on a journey away from powerlessness and poverty.Their success was not only empowering for those involved, it also
resulted in the achievement of good quality shelter for 493 families.
The Freedom Park case is a success story of integrated informal settlement upgrading in which the potential for community
participation is well demonstrated and the benefits of community involvement are self-evident.

6. CONCLUSION

A Freedom Park woman
participates in pegging the erven

The first erf allocated is cleared
by the owner, Lorraine
Completed semi-detached houses in Freedom Park
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