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The residents in above case study all said that during and after the school was closed, for a 

short period of time “people or backyard dwellers were moving in illegally and occupied 

the old part of the school, but were later removed by police”.  

 

According to the respondents this led to tensions as “these people were causing 

problems”. After they were removed the school was abandoned and never re-used for any 

other purposes. 

 

All respondents in the case study had “witnessed or knew” about some form of illegal 

activities happening at the abandoned school. These ranged from gangsters on the 

premises drinking, vandalism, hearing screams coming from the grounds where people 

were robbed and raped and suspicious characters loitering near the school. Most 

mentioned that “crime had increased”, and some said that “it was unsafe especially at 

night to send children past the deserted premises as regular robberies were prevalent”.  

One of the residents mentioned that since the closure he frequently “saw the premises in a 

state of deterioration and being vandalized”. He became emotional when he further 

revealed that: “I was an educator at the school and was involved in the process to close the 

school, but never did I imagine it would be abandoned or fall into a state of disrepair”.  

 

The respondent further elaborated that the premises was partly refurbished about two 

years prior to closure and was in a “good state” upon closure. He also mentioned 

emotionally that he “attended school there, became an educator at the school and later 

acting principal, but he has to pass the premises on a daily routine and it breaks his heart 

to see the state of the school”. 

 

In the same case study (A) an elderly shop owner and his wife who are residents of the 

area, but also business owners residing on the shop premises responded as follows: “crime 

has drastically increased since the school was closed”. “My shop was burgled on several 

occasions and the police knew the gangsters were hiding in the school grounds, but they 

did nothing about it, this area has not been the same”. “Why does government still pay 

private security to look after the place when they do nothing”. The elderly couple was 

visibly upset when speaking about the “abandoned school”. 
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In case study (D) totally demolished school respondents recalled that after the school was 

closed “the classrooms were occupied by illegal people”. They felt unsafe as strangers 

were looming around the area at night. Residents also mentioned that once the people 

were put off the premises “we could hear the hammering and chopping throughout the 

night, but could not see anyone”. The next day they would see sections of the school 

demolished and people looting the premises. Most of the respondents had witnessed or 

“knew” about some form of illegal activities happening at the abandoned schools at some 

time.  

 

According to an elder resident in case study (D) totally demolished school “when the 

occupiers were removed by police, they were allowed to take some of the building 

materials from the school premises to rebuild a dwelling for themselves, but once they left 

the looting and destruction of the school buildings for its materials happened at night and 

day non-stop till the last brick was taken”. 

 

The case studies (A) abandoned and demolished and (D) totally demolished has more or 

less the same “characteristics” coupled with “bad experience” by stakeholders. From 

above evidence of the two case studies (A&D) Abandoned and Demolished schools the 

statement can be made and supported that: the existence of an abandoned school has 

“negative” externalities on the various stakeholders and has gone from a “community 

asset” to a “community hazard”.  

 

On the other hand the opposite seems to be the case in case studies (B) re-used with 

PDPW assistance and (C) re-used without PDPW assistance. The stakeholders interviewed 

in case studies (B) and (C) had nothing “bad” to say about the effects of the closed down 

school on them. As both the premises were now used for “community purposes” some of 

their responses were as follows: “what can we say, the school has been put to good use 

and benefits the community”. Another responded that “you won’t even say the school has 

closed since it did not have any effect on us” while  another mentioned  “Die mense doen 

goeie werke by die skool, die government moet hulle net soe los”. 

 

These responses are evident of stakeholders that had a “good experience” of a re-used 

school with or without PDPW assistance. The closed down school is still a community  
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asset. Above discussions also reflect that the “good” or “bad” experiences of closed down 

schools have possible social and economic effects on those communities. 

 

Stakeholders were then asked about community needs in relation to possible re-use 

options of closed down schools in the case studies. This was done to identify and indicate 

the various stakeholders perceptions on various community needs. These will give an 

indication of some of the needs that could have been highlighted, and some of the re-use 

opportunities that could have been put to use, had a public participation process taken 

place.  

 

Question: What other alternative uses would you suggest for the facilities? For the 

CBO’s the question stated: What does your organisation want to do with the closed 

school building? 

Stakeholders had various alternative ideas on the uses for the school buildings and 

premises. In summary all the uses mentioned across the different stakeholders in all four 

case studies included the following: a drug rehabilitation center, police station, low cost 

housing, old age home, Business Park, health clinic, community center, youth skills 

center, sports field and also a school for children with specialized needs.  

 

One aspect that seemed to resonate across all stakeholders responses were the fact that 

there were various and different “community needs identified” within the same 

communities and case studies, as well as across the different communities and case 

studies. 

  

In the case studies (A) abandoned and demolished and (D) totally demolished schools the 

“abandonment and demolition” of the buildings may be seen by stakeholders as “lost 

opportunities” for much needed immovable assets to be “converted” or re-used for various 

community needs as stated above.     

 

While in the case studies (B) re-used with PDPW assistance and (C) re-used without 

PDPW assistance, stakeholders were appreciative of the re-use of the schools, but still 

highlighted other community needs over and above those that are being offered at the  

re- used schools.  
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The study found closed down schools in the case studies to be used for, but not limited to 

the following community purposes such as: crèches, churches, after care facilities, 

educational institutions, women abuse centers and community advice centers. Closed 

schools are also re-used for multiple purposes and by multiple users.  

 

The student researcher has noted the following additional observations in three of the four 

case studies: 

Case Study (A) = Abandoned school-Demolished, Case Study (B) = Re-used with PDPW 

assistance Case Study (C) and Re-used without PDPW assistance. In all of the above case 

studies upon school closure, if any community activity such as church groups or crèche is 

making use of classrooms or a section of the premises after school hours, they are 

“allowed” to continue the usage when the schools do close down. 

 

In Case Study (A) = Abandoned school-Demolished a small row of older classrooms on 

the side of the “abandoned” school building is still “occupied” by a crèche and church. 

During the period of the research the premises were observed to be almost “not part of the 

original school”. When the abandoned school was totally demolished, the part occupied by 

the crèche and church was still intact and in use.  

 

While in case study (B) = Re-used with PDPW assistance the current CBO was utilizing 

few classrooms even before school closure and as such had an “established working 

relationship” with the PDPW, who “inherited the tenants”.   

 

In case study (C) Re-used without PDPW the “old crèche” was existent before closure and 

basically continued when the CBO “took over management and usage” of  the premises. 

Although no PDPW “involvement took place” the crèche were “allowed” by the CBO to 

continue its operation.  

 

4.3.1 Summary: 
 

Above highlights the “positive” as well as “negative” externalities as a “result” of “poor 

management” of disposal of closed down schools. Not only do we have cases were closed 

down schools are not re-used, but also cases where the buildings become breeding  
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grounds for crime. Not only are opportunities lost for community uses of these premises, 

but the buildings become hazards to these same communities, dealing them a double blow.  

 

Where re-use of closed down schools do occur it seems to happen “by chance” as 

indicative of case study (B) re-used with PDPW assistance-this occurred as the CBO was 

already “involved” with the school before its closure and continuation was “automatic”. 

The PDPW thus “inherited” a situation with the CBO as its “tenants”. 

In case study (C) re-used without PDPW assistance, the CBO or “social entrepreneur” 

“took own initiative” to re-use the school and there is no PDPW involvement.  Any 

evidence of disposal options in the case of the four case studies by means of management 

of closed down schools for possible re-use purposes seem absent on the side of the PDPW. 

 

The ever existent and increasing needs that communities on the Cape Flats have for 

various goverment services indicates a “need” for the re-use of GIA’s – closed schools. 

If social needs exists within the same communities where schools are not re-used and no 

“re-use plans” exist, but instead GIA’s fall into a state of disrepair becoming abandoned or 

eventually demolished, IAM is failing the “poor” communities on the Cape Flats. 

 

4.4 Research Objective 4.  

 

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: Identify the nature of participation and collaboration with 

non-state stakeholders and practices of collaboration (residents, business owners and 

CBO’s) 

 

Secondary sources: 

In chapter 3 the policy and legislative frameworks were established. Public Participation 

principles in governance resonate throughout the Constitution 108 of 1996. GIAMA also 

determines that social economic conditions are considered in the disposal of GIA and 

where it can be beneficial to communities such as land disposal, should be considered.  

 

The White Paper on Provincial Property, Western Cape (2004) “makes provision” for 

community consultation and other role players, as regards further utilisation of a property 

that is in excess, near to communities that has potential for such needs. Communities in  
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the area surrounding schools that have closed and those that intend to close should thus be 

consulted. 

 

Primary sources: 

The research interview questionnaire further investigated the role of public participation 

within GIAM –closed down schools and used several questions to establish its existence, 

stakeholder’s perceptions about public participation and their collaboration with the 

PDPW. 

 

Question: Were you ever invited to give input on the possible re-use of the school?  

All respondents across the four case studies replied no to this question. Two residents and 

the “last acting principal" in case study (A) abandoned-demolished school however were 

part of a public participation process by WCED on the actual school closure as required by 

the S.A. Schools Act no.84 of 1996.  

In the words of  the educator in case study (A) abandoned-demolished school “because 

learner numbers decreased over years, the community, in collaboration with the education 

department viewed the best option was to close the school, but we never foresaw 

something like this would be the end result. The intention of closing the school was good”. 

“What is now happening to and at the school buildings is heartbreaking”.  

 

While business owners in the same case study had similar sentiments “we must have a say 

in these stuff, because at the end of the day it affects us all”.  While another resident 

replied: “No, nobody ever invited us, not even after the decapitated body of a youth was 

found on the school premises. It happened while there were security guards on duty, only 

then did the community unite about what’s happening at the school”.  

 

In case study (A) all residents and business owners mentioned the case of the decapitated 

body found of a youth in the area. This incident has highlighted the “problem of the 

abandoned school” as it has made headlines in the newspapers and national television.  

 

In the same tone as above, residents in case study (D) totally demolished school 

mentioned “definitely no public participation happened, but if we knew what would be the  
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outcome of not re-using the closed school, we would have insisted on public participation 

to re-use the school”. According to some older residents, after the school was closed it was  

“initially abandoned”. “People started to illegally occupy the classrooms by means of a 

suspicious estate agent in the area as people were losing their homes”. During this period 

and upon the demolition of the buildings still no public participation happened.   

 

On the other hand in cases (B) re-used with PDPW assistance and (C) re-used without 

PPWD residents and business also said that they were never invited for public 

participation on the re-use of the school. However some did mention “the school is now 

being re-used for a good cause so its ok”. This gives the indication that they do not mind 

“not having” public participation as the school is “not a problem”. This is an indication of  

the “good experience” of a closed down school in their area, although there was no public 

participation”. 

 

None of the three CBOs has been invited to any public participation process before school 

closures for inputs on re-use possibilities. None were also invited after school closures 

when “misuse” or deterioration and vandalism was happening and reported.  

 

In case study (A) abandoned-demolished school, the CBO tried to initiate talks with the 

PDPW, Western Cape Premier’s Office and the City of Cape Town Mayor’s Office on the 

possible re-use or demolition of the school buildings for a period of more than a year.  

According to the CBO respondent that belonged to a previous CBO that “took up the 

plight for possible re-use of the premises during a five year period, but to no success”.  

Instead there were rumors that that the premises would be used for a clinic or hospital, but 

nothing ever materialized. 

 

As mentioned previously in case study (B) re-used with PDPW assistance the CBO was in 

an “established relationship” with the PDPW upon the school closure and this state seem 

to have “automatically continued” after closure. Also, no Public Participation process was 

done by the PPWD to involve the other stakeholders on the re-use of this particular school 

according to respondents and stakeholders that were interviewed. 
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In case study (C) re-used without PDPW assistance the CBO was never contacted or the 

premises visited by the PDPW. No Public Participation process was also initiated by the 

PPWD according to respondents. 

 

Any Public Participation process from the PDPW’s side seem non-existent as evidenced 

by the responses in all four case studies, although all closed down schools are situated in 

residential areas and according to the White Paper these affected communities should have 

been consulted.  

 

To further “test” the respondent’s awareness and knowledge of public participation the 

following question was asked. 

 

Question: Do you think community organisations, residents and business owners should 

have a say in the possible re-use options when schools are closed?  

The overwhelming response from all stakeholders was, “definitely” and “yes”. Some 

residents and business owners in case study (A) abandoned-demolished school and case 

study (D) totally demolished school mentioned that had they known before the school 

closure occurred what the outcome would be, they would have insisted on a Public 

Participation process for possible re-use. Even stakeholders in case studies (B&C) Re-

used schools said that stakeholders “should have a say”. 

 

4.4.1 Summary:  
 

The establishment of a community participation process on the re-use of school buildings 

will be in the spirit of our Constitution and democratic South Africa. However, its absence 

in the four case studies “has proved” disastrous for at least two communities in the four 

case studies. Public Participation should provide the PDPW with input from the  

community on their needs and possible re-use options of the school buildings. The PDPW 

should thus “sensitise” itself and its processes of asset disposal to community and 

stakeholder “needs”. 

These “needs analysis” and inputs should be considered before school buildings are 

deserted, vandalized and used as crime hotspots.  
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The stakeholders were also questioned about the timing and at what stage they thought 

public participation could and should take place.  

 

Question: When do you think re-use plans or options should be considered, before or 

after closure?  

All of the stakeholders responses were unified in the fact that public participation should 

take place before a school is closed and deserted. As one respondent in case study (A) 

said, “but what is the use of having  public participation after the school has closed? By 

then the vandalizing and damage has started”. Many respondents across the different 

stakeholder strata had a reply of “almost utmost disbelief” when the question was asked.  

 

“What sense will it make to have public participation after a school has closed down?” this 

response was resonated amongst the different stakeholders. Public participation before 

closure makes logical sense from all the respondent’s replies. This process could have 

provided the PDPW with input from the community on their specific needs and possible 

re-use of the school buildings. These “needs analysis” and inputs should be considered 

before school buildings are deserted. At time of closure the schools might still be in a re-

useable state. Once after closure and time lapses, buildings are vandalized and stripped of 

its materials, it might deteriorate to a condition of disrepair and become unsafe to re-use.  

  

The “absence” of holding public participation on the re-use of schools before they close 

and are deserted points to “lack of implementing own policies” by the PDPW and a 

“disregard” for democratic and governance principles of openness and transparency.  

 

These principles are enshrined within the South African Constitution, 108 of 1996 for 

which so many South Africans have died for. It is appalling that a Public Participation 

process is “absent” in a situation where decisions will affect various stakeholders. 

Especially when public participation is “accommodated” for in the department’s own  

 

White Paper, but not implemented. On the contrary, the PDPW in the Western Cape 

Government should be promoting public participation on the Cape Flats after the 1994 

democracy. 
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Respondents were further questioned about any possible co-ordination and collaboration 

attempts by the PDPW for the re-use of the closed school buildings. 

 

Question: What is your organisation’s experience of the co-operation of the government 

department (PDPW) involved?  

Case Study (A) = Abandoned school-Demolished: According to the CBO respondent  

“poor” co-operation was experienced regularly. “Politicians and top officials wasted our 

time”. “They soon realized that the pressure was being sustained after much media and 

community pressure. In one instance the PDPW cancelled a meeting a day before the time  

citing that the “whole team was sick and could not attend”. When officials made 

agreements on specific timeframes, those always materialized late, if ever and without any 

explanation or courtesy call.  

 

The CBO at some stage resorted to marches and radio coverage on the issue. “Only when 

the decapitated body was found on the premises and the incident had media coverage did 

the PDPW erect the fence”. The CBO was in several meetings with government and 

recalled a meeting with the Western Cape Premier, COCT Mayor and the Community 

Safety MEC, where “the Premier seemed to have been unaware of the abandoned school 

and situation”. Overall the CBO respondent’s felt they “got the run around by officials and 

obstacles or barriers were constantly put in their way by means of red tape”.  

The CBO indicated that they experienced “poor” co-operation from the PDPW.  The 

perception from stakeholders in this case study is that the department has “failed” the 

community. The PDPW did not show an interest to resolve issues that materialized 

because of a “lack of management and public participation” of the closed down school.  

 

Only after the murder incident at the abandoned school did the PDPW react, but also not 

immediately. Instead, after several months the PDPW “boarded up” the premises at a cost 

unknown, a few months later fenced in the premises at an unknown cost, and another few 

months later demolished the school at a cost unknown. All above stages happened while 

private security guards were present on the premises to “guard” the school.  

 

The student researcher visited the premises during these various stages and has 

photographic evidence. A bizarre situation existed where I visited the premises after the  
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demolition stage to find only the fence standing, with security guards “guarding” who 

knows what? There was nothing to guard besides the concrete palisade fence. An 

appendix of these photographs forms part of the appendix at the end of the research 

document. 

 

Currently at the demolished grounds only the costly cement palisade fence is standing, 

fencing in nothing, but a “bad experience” for the community. An appalling reminder of 

“wasteful and fruitless expenditure at the cost of lost opportunities for the community”.   

 

Case Study (B) = Re-used with PDPW assistance: The organization received assistance 

from the PDPW and continues to have a “good experience” with officials. The CBO 

respondent is on a first name bases with officials and has their cell numbers available.  

 

The respondent recalled that a year or two ago “top parliamentarians visited the premises 

as part of their voluntary work, Mandela 67 minutes”. The CBO thus experiences “co-

operation” and has “no problems” from officials.  

 

This is in total opposite of the CBO in case study (A), above. The CBO indicated that they 

experienced “good” co-operation from the PDPW. The CBO has also “introduced” 

another organization to the PDPW who is currently re-using the other half of the school 

for education purposes. 

  

Case Study (C) = Re-used without PDPW assistance: The CBO had no interaction or co-

operation with the PDPW whatsoever. The “social entrepreneur” refurbished and 

continues to refurbish the school grounds with funds generated through the CBO  

activities. The CBO experience with the PDPW or its officials was thus far non-existent. 

 

Case Study (D) = Total Demolished school buildings: No CBO could be traced or 

contacted that were involved. 
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The CBOs involved were questioned on the state of the school upon closure, according to 

them. 

  

Question: According to your knowledge what state was the school in when it closed? 

Case Study (A) = Abandoned school-Demolished: According to the CBO and the last 

acting principal the school was refurbished and painted two years prior to the closure. The 

reason for closure was the drop in learner rates and not that the state of the buildings was 

in disrepair. Both respondents also mentioned that the school was still in a re-usable state  

as another school had used the facilities for a while after closure, while their school was 

being renovated.   

 

Case Study (B) = Re-used with PDPW assistance: The school “was in a reasonable state, 

but needed attention upon closure”. A new replacement school was built. Currently the 

half of the “old” school buildings is utilized with PDPW assistance, while the other half 

was also renovated and currently used by another educational organization.  

 

Case Study (C) = Re-used without PDPW assistance: The school was in a reasonable state 

as the CBO moved into the premises “immediately” after the school was deserted. “The 

one day the school was emptied and the very next day we moved in”. The “social 

entrepreneur” invested “a few hundred thousand rands” to refurbish the school and made  

it operational and continues to do so.  The premises is currently used on a full-time basis, 

during the week and also weekends. 

 

Case Study (D) = Total Demolished school buildings: According to some residents and 

business owners the school was in a “reasonable” state. “People illegally moved in and 

there was water and electricity at the time, it was not like the place was falling apart”.  

 

4.5 Overall summary of research findings 
 

The primary data collected through interview questions and questionnaires were analysed 

and interpreted. The fact that four case studies were used with different outcomes made it 

possible to identify specific similarities, opposing patterns and unique characteristics 

within and across case studies.  

 

 

 

 



 

90 

 

 

The four case studies with its various and different outcomes after school closures have 

resulted into different experiences by different case study stakeholder groups. Although 

certain similarities exist across case studies it had different effects on the different 

stakeholders across and within case studies.  

 

The research results on the four case studies were analysed in this chapter and can be 

summarized as revealing the following: 

 

1. Instances of two closed down schools in the case studies (A&D) changing from 

“community assets to community hazards” with “bad experiences” by 

stakeholders,  

 

2. While two other closed down schools in the case studies (B&C) have been re-used 

for “community purposes” with “good experiences” by stakeholders.  

 

3. “Re-use with PDPW assistance”, case study (B) is not a planned exercise, but 

rather “happened by chance” or existing circumstances upon school closures. 

 

4. “Re-use without PDPW assistance” case study (C) “happened by opportunity”. 

 

5. No public participation process based on respondent’s replies on the re-use options 

of the closed down school buildings has occurred in any of the four case studies. 

 

6. The current “lack” of policy and legislation implementation on GIA-closed down 

schools relates indirectly to “negative” externalities, which has social costs to the 

affected communities and possibly other government services (policing, health).  

 

7. “Pattern” indicates (a) “re-use” by existing condition or “chance” at time of school 

closure, case studies (B&C) or (b) abandonment case study (A) or (c) demolishing 

after abandonment has led to deterioration of property to a state of disrepair” case 

study (D) and later during the research case study (A).   
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8. Lack of legislative knowledge from non-state stakeholders on government 

immovable asset management disempowers stakeholders. (Do not know their 

rights and custodian’s obligations). 

 

9. Lack of legislative and institutional knowledge by residents, business owners and 

CBO could relate to a lack of lodging complaints with the responsible department, 

PDPW.   

 

10. Lack of legislative and institutional knowledge by residents, business owners and 

CBO creates barriers to making intentions and interest known for the re-use of  

closed school buildings.   

 

11. Whole life cycle approach “adopted in theory, but questionable in practice” 

especially with disposal options of closed schools as evidenced by case studies. 

 

12. Assumption can be made that PDPW is “more at home” when dealing with 

government “user departments”, but “out of touch” with non-state stakeholders-

communities, residents, business and CBO’s.   

 

13. Public Participation as envisaged in the White Paper (2004) and “Social Benefits” 

as contemplated by GIAMA (2007), are concepts not “implemented” in relation to 

the management of asset disposal of closed down school buildings, as evidenced in 

the four case studies. This process should happen before premises are vacated by 

the user department. 

 

14. Where community use of the school premises, in the form of usage of a section of 

the buildings before school closures occur, the existing usage of that particular 

section of the school buildings by the “tenants” are not discontinued. (cases A,B 

and C). 

 

15. Where a CBO wanted to engage the PDPW after abandonment of the school- no 

successive re-use attempts are evident from the case studies. 
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16. No existent formal protocol document on the procedures to follow for the possible 

re-use of a closed down or proposed closed down school. 

    

The research findings indicated that there is no evidence of a clear cut strategy or plan 

from the PDPW on the re use or disposal options of closed schools. The “poor 

management” or non-existent management is questionable. Legislative and policy 

frameworks have been established and the department seem to “struggle” with 

implementation. 

Based on the theoretical, legislative, policy frameworks and empirical data coupled with 

the research evidence of the four case studies the following can be concluded:  

 

The PDPW seem to concentrate on its “core” immovable asset management functions in 

the Asset Life Cycle which entails: Acquisition, Operational and Maintenance but lacks 

Disposal plans when schools are closed.   

 

The department indisputably do acquire and or build new schools, Operational and 

Maintenance works are done at schools unquestionably, but at the Disposal stage it seems 

to “poorly manage” closed down schools.  

Also evident clearly is a lack of Public Participation with non-state stakeholders, residents, 

businesses and CBO’s. With regards to interactions with user departments the PDPW  

seem to be in its element, as it then operates in a formalised structure and relationship of 

custodian and user rights and obligations.  

However, it seems when it comes to outside stakeholders such as residents, business 

owners and CBO’s for the re use of school buildings with no formal protocol to follow, 

and a possible lack of experience and capacity to deal with these stakeholders, the 

department seems to be in the dark or bluntly ignorant of democratic principles, 

community needs and societal rights.  

 

Communities in the four case studies on the Cape Flats in the so called “coloured” 

segment of society are “vulnerable”, due but not limited to a lack of knowledge, lack of 

legislation, lack of knowing their rights and the obligations of the various stakeholders in 

GIAM. However, any government department should be aware of societal and 

stakeholders rights and engage communities on their various needs by way of public 
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participation processes. The absence of any public participation process on the topic of re-

use of closed down schools are a factor that “adds” fuel to the discourse and reflects a 

“breakdown” of democratic and governance principles on the part of the PDPW in all case 

studies, whether schools were re-used or not. This however, does not exclude these 

communities from becoming “victims” of the side effects and externalities emanating 

from “poor management” of closed school buildings.    

The “poor or non-existent management practices” of the PDPW when disposing of GIA at 

the end of its life-cycle, four closed down school buildings were eliminated and discussed.  

 

The failure by the state stakeholder, PDPW to participate in the study leaves a “vacuum” 

of unanswered questions. The participation could have added much value to the research. 

As such, crucial issues that are directly state-related could not be clarified. This non-action 

by the PDPW should signal a major concern for transparency in a democratic 

dispensation.  

The student researcher ascribes the non-participation of the PDPW to the following 

possibilities: 

 “Ignorance” of the magnitude of the problem and its effects on communities, 

 The department “struggles” with the implementation of GIAMA and the White 

Paper, 

 The department does not “have” answers to the many questions, 

 The department might be scared to “bind” themselves on answers of compliance, 

monitoring and evaluations or lack thereof, existence of any IAMP and possible 

non-implementation thereof,  

 Not promoting democratic principles of transparency and accessibility with other 

stakeholders,   

 Lack of interest to strengthen public participation processes, 

 Implement policies and regulations as the department deem necessary, 

 Does not acknowledge the negative outcomes of the department’s “poor 

management” of GIA on stakeholders,  

 Do not realise the “negative” effects of externalities on communities and other 

state stakeholders. 
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The effects of the PDPW’s non-participation can be summarised as: 

 The stakeholders, residents, business owners and CBOs are still unsure about 

procedures and protocol in GIAM- closed down schools,  

  Stakeholders rights to participation are not adhered to, 

 The department is not performing its mandated obligations, with the interest of 

community needs, 

 Insensitiveness from the PDPW to the “negative” effects of their non-action, 

 Community assets are changing to community hazards, breeding grounds for 

crime.    

 

A senior official from the department was earmarked for an interview. Although the 

official initially agreed to an interview, he withdrew at a later stage. After several follow 

up calls and e-mails an interview questionnaire was submitted via e-mail. No response 

was received after several further attempts. 

As the research findings revealed this “non-action” or “lack of participation” from the 

PDPW is in line with what some CBOs experienced. 

 

The next chapter 5 will give a conclusion and make specific recommendations based on 

all the relevant research findings. 
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CHAPTER 5: RESEARCH CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
5. Conclusions and recommendations 
 

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first section provides a summary on the four 

case studies. The second section will give conclusions on the key objectives of the study. 

While section three will discuss the recommendations to the various stakeholders. Finally, 

section four will elaborate the areas for future studies. 

 

5.1 Summary of findings on the four case studies 
 

The four case studies of closed down schools on the Cape Flats chosen for this research 

covers (3) different scenarios of what has happened to school buildings after closure.  

 

One, case study (A) represents an “abandoned” school. During the period of this research 

the student researcher “observed” the stages where the school buildings were in a state of 

“abandonment” and later “boarded up and fenced in and finally demolished during the 

research period. The primary data identified “negative externalities” for non-state 

stakeholders-residents, business owners and the CBO involved. This case study represents 

“a bad experience” by stakeholders and participants. 

 

Two case studies (B&C) represent cases where the school buildings are currently being re-

used. One (B) with the “assistance” of the PDPW and the other (C) “without assistance” 

of the PDPW. Although both schools are in “re-use”, their case study characteristics and 

the CBO experiences are vastly different. The primary data identified “positive  

externalities” for non-state stakeholders-residents, business owners and the CBO involved. 

These case studies represent “good experiences” by stakeholders and participants. 

 

The final case study (D) represents a case where the school buildings were totally 

demolished at the time of research. The primary data identified “negative externalities” for 

non-state stakeholders-residents and business owners involved. This case study represents 

“a bad experience” by stakeholders and participants. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

96 

 

 

These four case studies represent the different outcomes of government immovable asset 

management with reference to “disposal at the end of the life-cycle” of four closed down 

school buildings on the Cape Flats.  

 

5.2 Conclusions on key objectives of the study 
 

The research sets out to provide the outcomes based on the specific research objectives.  

The research findings were provided and evidenced through various primary and 

secondary data sources. The evidence and sources were reinforced in the various chapters 

and will be summarised below according to the stated research objectives.  

 

 Objective 1: 

 Identify the relevant legislative and policy framework on government immovable 

asset management. 

The research objective has been achieved: In chapter three the legislative and 

policy frameworks were established. In summary, in 2005, Cabinet approved the 

Government-wide Immovable Asset Management Policy. This was followed by 

the Government Immovable Asset Management Act, 19 of 2007 (GIAMA).  

The WCPG initially had a Green Paper on the Management of Provincial Property 

(2001). It later produced the Western Cape Provincial White Paper on the 

Management of Provincial Property (2004) also applicable to the PDPW. The 

study reveals that the PDPW have applied the provincial document partially when 

schools in the four case studies were closed down. The study identified “gaps” at 

the implementation stage of the policy in relation to the disposal of closed schools 

and the absence of any public participation processes by the PDPW.   

 

The fieldwork produced primary data that reveals that the non-state stakeholders 

(residents, business owners and CBOs in all of the four case studies were unaware 

of the applicable White Paper and GIAMA which forms the legislative framework 

on GIAM. Also none of the CBO respondents were aware if the school facilities 

were currently managed according to the regulations or laws of the country. 
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 Objective 2: 

 Identify the processes and procedures outlined in GIAMA and the White Paper 

 

The research objective has been achieved: In chapter three, the custodian and user 

roles and their legislative obligations, mandates and relationships were discussed 

as well as the role of the accounting officer and their responsibilities. The legal 

obligation according to GIAMA (2007) as well as the responsibilities of users and 

custodians to submit IAM plans annually was outlined.  

Another important factor discussed was the Western Cape Provincial White Paper 

(2004). The White Paper determines that excess property in close proximity to 

residential communities that have potential for such, applications needs to be 

identified and subjected to a process of consultation with communities and other 

role players as regards further utilisation. This was an important aspect as it 

established a possible public participation process requirement. 

 

The primary data collected revealed that in none of the case studies were any of the 

CBOs aware of the roles and responsibilities of the PDPW as the custodian of 

Government Immovable Assets-closed down schools. Although some of the CBOs  

were in “negotiations” with the PDPW, did they not know the rights and 

obligations. Also evidenced in two case studies was the fact that “poor 

management” of the closed down schools leads to “negative externalities”. And 

although “positive externalities” were evidenced by the other two case studies, 

these cannot be linked to “efforts” or “planned management” by the PDPW. 

 

 Objective 3: 

 Identify the existent PDPW practices with regard to the management and            

co-ordination of immovable assets. 

 

The research objective has been achieved: In chapter four the various case studies 

reflected scenarios of Abandonment, Re-use and Demolition. In case study (A) 

Abandoned school and case study (D) Totally Demolished schools, the matter of 

“poor management” was revealed through the research findings.  
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While in case study (B) Re-use with PDPW assistance “re-use seems to happen by 

chance”, while in case study (C) Re-use without PDPW assistance “re-use seems 

to happen by chance or opportunity”.  

 

In case study (B) re-used with PDPW assistance-this occurred as the CBO was 

already “involved” with the school before its closure and continuation was 

“automatic”. The PDPW thus “inherited” a situation with the CBO as its “tenants”. 

In case study (C) re-used without PDPW assistance the CBO or “social 

entrepreneur” “took own initiative” to re-use the school and there is no PDPW 

involvement.   

 

The research produced no evidence to suggest that the re-use of closed down 

schools by stakeholders is a “planned process” managed by the PDPW. Instead the 

findings lead to the fact that the re-use of closed down schools is a “haphazard”  

management practice of GIA at the end of its life cycle and not based on the 

principle of a “whole life approach” to IAM. 

 

The study further revealed cases (A&D) of closed down schools not being re-used, 

but also cases where these buildings become breeding grounds for crime. Not only 

are opportunities lost for communities to re-use these school facilities, but also 

instances were identified were these closed down school had gone from 

“community assets” to “community hazards”, dealing these communities “a double 

blow”.  

 

 Objective 4: 

 Identify the nature of participation with non-stakeholders and practices of 

collaboration. 

 

The research objective has been achieved: Public Participation principles in 

governance resonate throughout the South African Constitution 108 of 1996. 

GIAMA, 2007 also determines that social economic conditions are considered in 

the disposal of GIA and where it can be beneficial to communities, such as land  
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disposal. The White Paper on Provincial Property, Western Cape (2004) “makes 

provision” for community consultation. 

 

However, in chapter four the evidence collected across the various case studies 

resonated and cemented the fact that no Public Participation has taken place on the 

possible re-use of any of the schools in the case studies. Stakeholders consisting of 

residents, business owners and CBOs found public participation initiated by the 

PDPW to be non-existent when schools closed, after problems were experienced at 

the abandoned premises by communities and also when school buildings were 

eventually demolished.   

 

The research findings in summary also found current GIAM practices of “poor 

management” evidence by:  

  “abandoned schools becoming community hazards, hotspots for crimes” and  

 

 “demolition of school buildings only after it has been abandoned and deteriorated 

to a state of disrepair “and  

 

 “poor co-operation with stakeholders when they initiate talks on re-use” and  

 

 “no known protocol to follow on the application to re-use closed down schools for 

non-state stakeholders” and  

 

 “no indication of IAM re-use plans for current closed schools and future pending  

schools that will be closed down.   

 

 Whole life cycle approach “adopted in theory, but questionable in practice” in 

relation to disposal of closed down schools. 

 

Above indicate “poor management practices” that  are in direct contrast with relation to 

disposal options at the end of GIA’s life cycle as envisaged by the PDPWs own White 

Paper (2004) and the GIAMA (2007). 
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From a “value for money” NPM perspective, the state should have handled the disposal of 

these assets at the end of its life cycle in a strategic, co-ordinated and holistic manner as 

part of its strategic immovable asset management plans.   

 

“Poor management” at the disposal stage of GIA’s create negative externalities and 

“increase the costs to communities”. The “wastage” of these resources can be regarded as 

unfair and a social injustice to communities in need of other much needed services. This 

suggests that it is not only the financial cost, but also the social costs that need to be 

considered when closing a school and disposing of its buildings.     

 

A holistic, integrated whole life cycle asset management approach with the disposal 

options of closed down schools is much needed, not only in theory, but also “in practice”. 

With the already set Governance principles of legislation, policies, monitoring and 

evaluation in place, “action” and implementation is needed at the grassroots, community 

level. That is where it “counts”, where the citizenry has the “every day lived experience” 

of policies and legislation in practice.     

 

The research findings will assist stakeholders in any future school closure processes by 

helping them to understand the possible externalities, social and economic factors at play 

when schools are closed down and disposal decisions have to be made. As such the 

research document will be made available to all stakeholders groups in the research strata 

to “empower” them for future endeavours in GIAM practices. 

 

5.3 Recommendations:   

  

Several recommendations can be put forward to the various stakeholder groups. These 

recommendations are based on the research findings as follows: 

 
5.3.1 Recommendations:  PDPW 
 

 The co-ordination of school closures and its disposal should be managed by a 

single department, PDPW( custodian) in conjunction with WCED (user).  
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 The PDPW should strongly consider adopting public participation at the disposal 

and re-use stages of closed down school into legislation. This however, should run 

hand in hand with public participation on school closure as regulated by the South 

African Schools Act 84 of 1996, and not replace it. 

 

 Keep communication open with residents and stakeholders around area of schools 

that have closed and will close. Notify them of any developments that will affect 

them. 

 

 Start Public participation processes on re-use of schools before premises are 

vacated by the user department. 

 

 Do a “social impact study” which will consider the “social effects” on 

stakeholders, communities before schools are “abandoned” and offer interested 

parties opportunity to make submissions and presentations.  

 

 Establish a formal protocol document on the procedures to follow for re-use of 

schools.  

 

 Make IAM plans- available to stakeholders. 

 

 Do assessments of condition of schools before closure and annually after that to 

determine deterioration and act accordingly.  

 

 If at the stage of school closure a building is already in a state of disrepair and not 

suitable for re-use, start demolition process immediately instead of first an 

“abandonment” stage and afterwards a demolition process. (negative externalities) 

 

 Calculate the financial impact -running cost to the department of having “security” 

at an “abandonment” school versus re furbishing, leasing, re-use or donation.  

 

 Consider the role of non-state stakeholders, as important as that of state 

stakeholders (users). 
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 Implement the PDPW White Paper (2004) and GIAMA (2007) in its totality in 

current and future cases of school closures. 

 

 Make Public Participation a legal obligation when disposal options of closed or 

proposed closed schools are considered.  

 

 Work in conjunction with WCED and other user departments and communities for 

possible re-use of school building and grounds before its closure.  

 

 Workshop with non- state stakeholders current GIAM policies and legislation in 

order for them to understand the rights and obligations of different stakeholders 

before embarking on a Public Participation process. 

 

 Record case studies of re-used, abandoned and demolished schools as reference for 

future stakeholder participation as a learning curve. 

 

5.3.2 Recommendations: Residents and Business owners 
 

 Know your rights as stakeholders as well as the obligations of the custodian 

(PDPW) before embarking on a Public Participation processes.  

 

 Do not “assume” that state officials are knowledgeable and familiar with 

legislation and policies and that they are implementing and administering policies 

as mandated with the public interest at heart.  

 

 Engage actively with the PDPW through workshops and Public Participation as 

early as possible during the school closing process on the possible re-use options. 

 

 Understand the “user” and “custodian” relationships: Management of closed down 

school buildings- When schools are in operation the WCED (user) is responsible 

when public needs to complain about the physical condition and use of the 

premises. However, once the school is closed down the PDPW (custodian) is 

responsible for its management and possible re-use and direct complains about the 

physical condition and use of the premises to the PDPW.  
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 Try to become involved with schools before actual closures as evidence in the 

study showed that where communities or CBOs were utilising part of premises 

before closure, they were “allowed” to continue operating after actual school 

closures (A,B,C) and even after demolitions (A), and further utilised additional 

spaces (B). 

 

 When problems are encountered by stakeholders, residents, business and CBOs  

with the management of closed school buildings, eg. vandalism, crime, misuse, do 

report them to the relevant law enforcement agencies such as the police, but also 

importantly report them to the responsible department, PDPW. This will enable 

PDPW to administer a register of complaints to further “monitor and evaluate” the 

externalities on communities and co-ordinate actions with the other government 

agencies eg. City of Cape Town, SAPS to possibly remedy the situation. 

 

5.3.3 Recommendations: CBOs 
 

 CBOs to share experiences and advice amongst each other- (While conducting the 

study I have learned that CBOs operate in “isolation” and were unaware of similar 

circumstances in other communities from which they could have learned from).  

 

 The evident “lack of legislative, policy and operational knowledge” could affect 

your capacity when dealing or negotiating with the PDPW. A basic theoretical 

understanding by the “negotiating team” on the legislative framework, can be 

assumed to be a “prerequisite” when negotiating or “requesting” action from 

PDPW or any government department.  

 

 Try to become involved with schools before actual closures as evidence in the 

study showed that where CBOs or communities were utilising part of premises 

before closure, they were “allowed” to continue operating after actual school 

closures (A,B,C) and even after demolitions (A), and further utilised additional 

spaces (B). 

 

 Establish contact persons and details to lodge complaints or lack of progress. 
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 Determine departmental mandates, timeframes and process flows with the PDPW 

when negotiating, sign service level agreements if possible. Document, record and 

minute meetings, agreements and decisions.  

 

 Engage with a process of mutual understanding on expectations and needs with 

other stakeholders.  

 

 Legislation and policies set specific norms and standards. The lack of legislative 

knowledge of the White Paper and GIAMA puts the CBO on unequal footing with 

any government stakeholder when negotiating on disposal options such as re-use, 

donation of the premises and grounds or the demolition .  

 

5.4 Areas for further research studies: 
 

While doing the research I have “noted” various aspects that were not within the ambit of 

this particular study, although “related”, but for possible future research such as: 

 

 Of particular interest for future research will be the proposed closure of 26 schools 

in the Western Cape. A study on its trajectory before closure through “public 

participation” and final outcomes of disposal options should add valuable to the 

subject field. 

 

 A study of disposal options of closed down schools and stakeholders participation 

in rural as well as in “more affluent areas” might project different outcomes and 

will add additional value and volume to the subject field.  

 

 As closed down schools occur in most provinces in South Africa, a study on its 

actual social impact and financial cost within and across provinces needs to be 

done to ascertain its full impact on communities and the GDP.   
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APPENDIX: (A) 

 

INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE – RESIDENTS, BUSINESS 

OWNERS 

 

(7) QUESTIONS:- 

 

1. Do you know what legislation governs the management of the closed 

school?  

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

2. Do you know which government department is responsible for the 

management of the school buildings once it is closed? 

…………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………     

 

3. How has the school closure affected (you) your business? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

4. Were you invited to give input on the possible re-use of the school? If 

yes, by what organisation?  

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

5. Do you think community organisations, residents and business owners 

should have a say in the possible re-use options when schools are 

closed? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

6. When do you think re-use plans or options should be considered, 

before or after closure? 

…………………………………………………………………………

…….…………………………………………………………………… 

 

7. What other alternative uses would you suggest for the facilities? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

Thank you for participating in the interview 
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APPENDIX (B): 

 QUESTIONNAIRE – COMMUNITY BASED ORGANISATIONS 

 

GENERAL QUESTIONS:- 

1. What does your organisation want to do with the closed school? 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

2. According to your knowledge what state was the school in when it closed? 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

GOVERNANCE  

3. Do you know what legislation governs the management of the closed school?  

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

4. Do you think that the school facilities are currently managed according to the 

regulations and laws of the country?      (yes)    (no)     briefly explain. 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

5. What is your organisation’s experience of the co-operation of the government 

department (PPWD) involved?        (good)        (average)        (poor)    Briefly 

explain. 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

RESPONSIBILITY OF STATE STAKEHOLDERS: 

6. Are you aware which department is responsible for the management of the 

closed school?          (yes)         (no)       if (yes)    please name. 

………………………………………………………………………….…….. 

7. Do you know the processes to follow in when enquiring about the possible 

re-use of a school?      (yes)   (no). If yes, please explain. 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 
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NON STATE STAKEHOLDERS: 

8. Was your organisation in any way approached by any government 

department for possible re-use opportunities of the school?     (yes)   (no)  if 

yes, briefly explain. 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

9. What in your opinion will speed up negotiations in similar situations between 

state stake holders (Dept. of Public Works) and non-state stakeholders 

(community organisations or private sector) for re-use of schools? 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

10. What would you suggest other organisations wanting to re-use a school do 

differently? 

…………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………… 

THANK YOU 
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APPENDIX (C): QUESTIONNAIRE – PDPW 

 

STATE STAKEHOLDER: WESTERN CAPE PROVINCIAL 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

SEMI STRUCTURED INTERVIEW QUESTIONS (15)  

 

GENERAL QUESTIONS:- 

1. How many abandoned schools are there currently on the Cape Flats – 

on asset register and what is their combined monetary value? 

……………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………. 

2. How many schools are currently being re used by communities, private 

sector and PPP’s? 

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

GOVERNANCE 

3. Briefly explain at what stage of implementation your department is in 

relation to the Government Immovable Asset Management Act 

(GIAMA) 2007. 

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

4. What is the correct procedure / protocol to follow by non- state 

stakeholders when enquiring on the possible re-use of closed school 

buildings by your department?-provide flow chart 

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

5. What is the department’s official position / policy on the re-use of 

closed or abandoned school buildings by communities or private 

sector?    Briefly explain 

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 
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6.  Does your department have any business plan or custodian immovable 

asset management plan for the possible future re use of any closed or 

abandoned school on the Cape Flats?    (yes)    (no)     Explain briefly.  

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

7. Does your department have any business plan or custodian immovable 

asset management plan for the future re use of any pending school 

closures by WCED?  (yes)    (no).  Explain briefly.  

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

(3) RESPONSIBILITY 

8. When in the process of closing a school does the department get 

involved / and are they notified by WCED?  Briefly indicate this 

process flow step by step. 

……………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………… 

9. Are other government departments across the different government 

spheres consulted before schools are closed for possible re use of the 

facilities by them? Explain briefly. 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

10. As required by (GIAMA) is the Western Cape Provincial Treasury / 

National Treasury informed in the department’s annual custodian asset 

management plans of the number of closed schools, abandoned 

schools, partial abandoned schools on the Cape Flats  (yes)     (no)   if 

no, briefly explain why not.       If yes, can proof be provided for the 

research? 

…………………………………………………………………………

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 
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(2) NON GOVERNMENT STAKE HOLDERS: 

 

11. Does the department invite any community organisations or private 

sector organisation’s input for the possible re-use of school buildings 

when they are closed ?             (yes)     (no)       if yes explain briefly 

the process flow,  If no explain  why not? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

12. How many requests (last year -2013) did the department get on 

possible re-use of closed, abandoned schools by (a) public (b) private 

sector? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

13. Was any assessment / inspection done by the department on the 

physical state upon closure at any of the closed schools     (yes)    (no)    

if (yes) what was the condition of each?  

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

14. How many complaints annually (last year-2013) did the department 

receive from community members concerning closed or abandoned 

schools? 

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

15. In your opinion does the department have the capacity (people with 

skills and financial resources) to manage school buildings after closure 

to prevent it from falling into a state of disrepair?  

…………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………… 

 

THANK YOU 
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ANNEXTURE (D): PARTICIPANTS - SAMPLE SIZE 

 

ANNEXTURE (E): PARTICIPANTS RESPONSES PER CASE STUDY 

 

Case 

studies 

           (A)          

    Abandoned 

          (B) 

Re-use, 

assist 

            (C) 

Re-use, no assist 

          (D) 

Demolish 

  Target Resp Target Resp Target Resp Target Resp 

Residents  5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Business  3 3 3 2 3 2 3 1 

CBO’s  1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 

Total  9 9 9 8 9 8 9 6 
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APPENDIX (F): “Abandoned school” 

 

 

 APPENDIX :(G) “Derelict, Falling into a state of disrepair”. 
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APPENDIX (H): “Classroom where the decapitated body of a youth was 

found”.   

 

APPENDIX (I): “From community Asset to community Hazard” 
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APPENDIX (J): “Demolition after Abandoned” 

 

 

APPENDIX (K): “Fencing in nothing else but lost opportunities”  
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