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Twenty eight years after our transition to dmocracy, race and class based spatial 
segregation and exclusion are still the major barriers to equality and justice in 
Cape Town.

As one in a range of tools urgently needed to tackle this, Ndifuna Ukwazi has been advocat-
ing for inclusionary housing from early 2017 to date (November 2022). Through more than 
50 objections and various engagements and negotiations with private developers, we have 
secured some degree of inclusionary housing considerations in 16 private developments 
in Cape Town. While the City has been slow to implement a policy, private developers have 
been at the forefront of demonstrating that inclusionary housing is not only feasible in 
Cape Town, but is in fact here already. 

This document provides an overview of why we urgently need inclusionary housing in Cape 
Town, how the South African framework already supports inclusionary housing, how Ndi-
funa Ukwazi and partners have campaigned for inclusionary housing in Cape Town, learn-
ings from these 16 private developments, the current barriers getting in the way of urgent 
and just inclusionary housing implementation and Ndifuna Ukwazi’s recommendations of 
what should be done to see spatially just inclusionary housing rapidly implemented in Cape 
Town. 

 See the full report for a detailed profiling and analysis of these contributions. 

THE URGENT NEED FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN CAPE TOWN 

Cape Town is still shaped by the colonial and apartheid legacy where successive govern-
ment regimes intentionally used spatial planning to ensure that well-located urban areas 
were reserved for White people, while Black, Coloured and Indian people1 were forced to 
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live in densely populated, under resourced and poorly-serviced peripheral areas. Despite 
being repeatedly promoted by post-aparthied governments as a key priority and obligation 
to redress, this legacy of racial exclusion, dispossession and segregation continues to live on 
in South African cities and towns. In Cape Town, the prospects of living in a well-located area, 
which has good access to jobs, schools, healthcare, public infrastructure and safe communi-
ties are slim, especially if you are Black, Coloured, Indian, poor, and / or working class. 

A combination of contemporary drivers have entrenched spatial apartheid, including the 
sheer scale of housing need, the state’s failure to implement affordable housing in well-lo-
cated areas since 1994 and a largely unfettered exclusionary land market.

 • We are not building enough homes for everyone: With 359,277 people on the City of Cape 
Town’s (‘the City’s’) housing waiting list,2 the current rate of state-assisted housing deliv-
ery remains far below what is required to address rapidly growing demand, let alone the 
housing backlog. Between public and private sector housing delivery we have a shortfall 
of 22,970 - 2,980 formal homes per year, leaving many families with informality as their 
only way to access a home.3

 • State-assisted housing provision has perpetuated spatial inequality: Since 1994 most 
government subsidised housing delivery has prioritised quantity at the expense of qual-
ity and location, unintentionally entrenching spatial apartheid through creating ‘poverty 
traps’ on the outskirts of the city far from job opportunities, social amenities and safe, 
reliable and affordable transport.

 • Exclusionary private housing markets remain unchecked: While 76% of Cape Town’s pop-
ulation earn below R22,000 per month, only 34% of all formal homes cater to households 
in this income range.4 There is clearly a significant mismatch between what people earn 
and how much homes cost. This disconnect means that 53% of homes (334,242 in total) 
built between 2020 and 2040 will be informal.5 The private sector is effectively keep-
ing people economically excluded from areas that they were legally barred from under 
apartheid due to race. This private sector role has largely been unchecked, with the state 
failing to act on its powers and obligations to regulate the private property market to-
wards more spatially just ends. 

As one in a range of tools needed to tackle spatial apartheid, we urgently need the City to 
implement an inclusionary housing policy. As a policy tool that explicitly advances spatial 
integration, inclusionary housing should be urgently implemented as one part of the solu-
tion to this housing and segregation crisis in Cape Town. Inclusionary housing is a policy 

HOUSEHOLDS BY RACE

BLack African

Coloured

Indian or Asian

White

This size equals 
approximately 100 People

RACIAL SEGREGATION IN 
CAPE TOWN

Adrian Frith dot density map illustrating racial 
segregation in Cape Town using 2011 Census 
data. The purple represents White people, 
the orange represents Coloured people and 
the green represents Black people (Firth A 
‘Dot-maps of racial distribution in South Af-
rican cities’ Available: https://adrian.frith.dev/
dot-maps/)

https://adrian.frith.dev/dot-maps/
https://adrian.frith.dev/dot-maps/
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mechanism that uses the planning approvals process to recoup social good from private 
development in the form of a fair and feasible contribution to affordable housing. This contri-
bution can either be built as affordable housing within the development (on-site), affordable 
housing on another nearby piece of land (off-site), or as a payment of money towards the 
building of other well-located affordable housing (fees-in-lieu). In this way, inclusive densifi-
cation of the city is promoted through more spatially just private development. 

THE SOUTH AFRICAN FRAMEWORK SUPPORTS INCLUSIONARY  
HOUSING

Not only is there a constitutional, legal and policy basis for the use of inclusionary hous-
ing in South Africa, but this tool provides a way for municipalities to meet the legal obli-
gation to advance spatial justice, efficiency and sustainability in all decisions on the use 
of land. There is an existing legal basis to impose conditions of affordable housing in private 
developments within the current legal framework. This means that the City does not need a 
policy to start requiring inclusionary housing contributions now. 

Inclusionary housing has been on the political and policy agenda in the country since 
at least 2004. After a lull in the initial interest, the City of Johannesburg became the first 
municipality in the country to adopt an inclusionary housing policy in 2019. While the policy 
falls short in terms of spatial targeting, clear qualifying criteria, and securing affordability, it is 
encouraging that a policy has been introduced and it provides an important basis for learn-
ing in the South African context. Most recently, following sustained civil society pressure at 
least the City, Western Cape Provincial Government and Stellenbosch Municipality are 
drafting inclusionary housing policies with increased interest from other municipalities 
across the country. 

NDIFUNA UKWAZI’S CAMPAIGN FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

Since 2017 Ndifuna Ukwazi has used a strategy of objection to private developments in order 
to compel the City to fulfil its constitutional and statutory obligations to advance spatial 

 58 Market-Rate Units  60 Market-Rate Units

 14% Density Bonus

 No Affordable Units  6 Affordable Units

 10% Inclusionary Requirement

On-site inclusionary housing (Adapted from 
Grounded Solutions Network)
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justice through implementing an inclusionary housing policy as a means to regulate pri-
vate development. We object to private developments that are: exclusionary, well-located, 
medium to large, residential or mixed-use and applying for development rights from the 
City.6 The objections demonstrate how exclusionary private development contradicts the 
range of progressive laws and policies that aim to address the spatial legacy of apartheid, 
and proposes an inclusionary housing contribution in order to adress this. 

Our strategy works alongside the advocacy of other actors such as the Development Action 
Group and Reclaim the City. While the response to this collective pressure, including our ob-
jection strategy, has been varied, this pressure has helped to build support for the tool across 
a wide range of actors such as government officials, academics, housing activists, built envi-
ronment professionals, politicians and even some developers. These efforts have been able 
to create, at a minimum, an acceptance that inclusionary housing is inevitable. 

 • Truly affordable, 

 • Stays affordable in perpetuity, 

 • Well-located, and

 • Advances access to land and housing for 
those that need it the most.

NDIFUNA UKWAZI CRITERIA FOR SPATIALLY 
JUST INCLUSIONARY HOUSING:
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On 10 November 2019 the City publicly committed to drafting an inclusionary housing policy 
which would provide the clarity and guidance desperately needed. Almost three years after 
the City’s announcement, and over a year after the policy implementation was meant to 
begin, the policy development continues to be delayed.

WHILE THE CITY HAS BEEN DRAGGING THEIR FEET ON CREATING A 
POLICY, DEVELOPERS HAVE BEEN CREATING INCLUSIONARY HOUSING 

To date 16 private developments in Cape Town have included some form of inclusionary hous-
ing contribution at some point in the development process. In an environment of policy un-
certainty these contributions demonstrate the minimum of what is possible (rather than 
ideal contributions). They provide a base from which to develop more meaningful contribu-
tions in the future through the introduction of a policy that provides clarity and incentives. 
We note upfront, some qualifications to our profiling and analysis of these 16 inclusionary 
housing contributions: 

 • While all have inclusionary housing contributions (either proposed by the developer in 
anticipation of our objection, imposed by the Municipal Planning Tribunal (MPT) or the 
Appeal Authority (AA), or negotiated through separate agreements), only two are in the 
construction phase (Harbour Arch and River Club), with another due to start construction 
in early 2023 (Tutili Place). 

 • As far as we are aware, only 11 of the 16 have final approval and can in principle com-
mence with construction. 

 • Some of these contributions will never be realised into affordable homes on the ground 
for various reasons:

 • The change in economic conditions due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic 
and resultant lockdown resulted in at least two developments not proceeding at all 
(Zero2One and the Vogue), and at least a further three are halted while economic 
conditions stabilise (Sable Square, Amphion, and Marine Drive). 

 • Three developments had inclusionary housing commitments confirmed by the MPT 
that were subsequently overturned by the Appeal Authority, resulting in no afforda-
ble homes (the Fulcrum, Pickwick Court and Braemar). 

POLICY DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE 
OUTLINED BY THE CITY

January to June 2020: Feasibility 

analysis to determine policy choices 

- Ongoing but not finished

Starting in July 2020: Policy draft-

ing based on analysis and engage-

ments - Not finished

Between July 2020 and June 2021: 

Proposed draft Inclusionary Hous-

ing Policy - Not finished
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 • The contributions considered in Zero2One, 40 on Lion and Pickwick Court are included 
in the report as useful examples to analysis but are the least meaningful contributions 
provided thus far as they do include a contribution that targets households earning 
within the City’s current affordable housing bracket (which caters to households earning 
between R3,500 - R18,000 per month). 

 • 40 on Lion and the River Club are included in this report because of the value they con-
tribute in terms of what has been viable for developers in lieu of policy but it is crucial to 
note that both projects are considered undesirable. 

 • It has been challenging to ascertain the most accurate information in a context of 
change but the information and analysis we provide in this report is based on the best 
information we had available to us at the time. 

 • There may be other developments with considerations for inclusionary housing that we 
are unaware of.

 

LESSONS FROM THESE 16 PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS

An analysis of these 16 contributions provides important practical case studies to inform 
policy development for municipal officials in Cape Town, but also other municipalities across 
South Africa. While our objection strategy has been able to establish some broad consisten-
cy,7 the analysis illustrates a concerning inconsistency across quantum, affordability, who 
is prioritised to access the homes, how long the homes will stay affordable, the physi-
cal standards of the homes, location of the homes and the management of affordable 
homes:

 • Quantum: The number and proportion of affordable homes varies substantially from 5% 
- 30% of the market homes. 

 • Affordability: Varies significantly although most of the 16 developments cater to house-
holds that fall within the City’s currently accepted definition of affordable housing (for 
households earning R3,500 - R18,000 monthly).8 In some instances only the size of the 
homes are limited as decision-makers assume that this would by default produce a 
lower per-unit price, failing to take into account family size and income levels. With no 
clear direction to prioritise deep-down reach, as profit driven actors, developers are likely 

Current state of Haasendal site

Current state of River Club  
development

Proposed Harbour Arch  
development
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to only target the upper end of the affordable housing market. Only one development 
displays a deep-down reach due to a compromise in the number of affordable homes. 

 • Broadening access to land and housing: Unfortunately, only one contribution is racially 
targeted, severely limiting the potential of inclusionary housing to advance its objective 
to racial integrate well-located areas. The City and the political party in power (Democrat-
ic Alliance)  have been unwilling to include conditions for racial targeting. 

 • Physical standards: The minimum size and location of the affordable units were also 
inconsistently specified across the 16 contributions. The inclusion of at least a bedroom, 
bathroom and kitchen was only specified in one contribution. Although this does not 
mean that the other developments will not get these basics right, it is essential for the 
City to provide basic standards for consistency. 

 • Protecting affordability in perpetuity: A range of different mechanisms were used to 
secure affordability over time. Some contributions capped yearly rental or house value 
increases to inflation based on the Consumer Price Index (CPI), while others simply state 
that affordability will be protected forever. Some developments will only be affordable 
for a specified amount of time, and - very concerningly - some of the affordable homes 
have no specified long-term preservation at all. Unwillingness by one bank to provide 
loan finance where sale price is kept affordable over time presents a major challenge to 
affordability presentation. 

 • Flexibility in form of contribution: Without the policy to outline the options and guidance 
for how to provide them, most developers have offered on-site inclusionary housing. Off-
site does not seem like it will be offered as an option by the City’s policy. The negotiated 
solution of the payment of a fees-in-lieu contribution directly from a developer to the 
closest active social housing project9 thus far demonstrates the most meaningful inclu-
sionary housing contribution. Because the financial contribution is used to reduce social 
housing rentals, this option is able to benefit a lower income group rather than on-site or 
off-site inclusionary housing. This option is also likely to be most appealing to developers. 

 • Location: 15 of the 16 private developments that have provided considerations for inclu-
sionary housing fall into well-located areas, squarely within the City’s own draft inclu-
sionary housing overlay zone. These demonstrate that inclusionary housing is feasible for 
private developers within these well-located, high value areas (in certain types of develop-
ments) and that the City is on the right track with its thinking on using an overlay zone to 
spatially target inclusionary housing. 

FULCRUM

30 MARINE DRIVE

TANNERY PARK

40 ON LION

RIVER CLUB

Where inclusionary 
housing has been 
included in a 
development either by 
the developer or the 
MPT as a result of 
Ndifuna Ukwazi 
objections

Where inclusionary 
housing has been 
included in a 
development by a 
developer before being 
required to do so as a 
result of NU objection or 
the MPT decision

PRIVATE DEVELOPMENTS WITH CONSIDERATION 
FOR INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN CAPE TOWN

SABLE SQUARE

CARRISBROOK

HARBOUR ARCH

AMPHIBION

ZERO2ONE

VOGUE

HAASENDAL ESTATE

PICKWICK COURT

KIRSTENHOF

4, 6, 8 BRAEMAR ROAD

TUTILI PLACE

WOODSTOCK EXCHANGE
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 • Management: Developers have largely been left to their own devices to establish im-
plementation plans, which include management of on-site inclusionary housing units. 
This is unfortunate since the effective management and retention of affordable homes 
in perpetuity is crucial for the long-term viability of any inclusionary housing contribu-
tion. In the absence of a formal policy or even guidelines from the City, management is 
easiest for developers willing to retain ownership of these units and manage property 
rentals. It is unclear at this early stage whether the other options available to a develop-
er, such as allocating units to a Social Housing Institution (SHI), will be taken on.   

This inconsistency across the contributions demonstrates that clarity and consistency 
are desperately and urgently required, both of which can be provided by an appropriate 
inclusionary housing policy. 

CURRENT BARRIERS TO INCLUSIONARY HOUSING

Our advocacy experience has exposed the major barriers to urgently seeing spatially just 
inclusionary housing in Cape Town:

 • Lack of policy certainly resulting in private negotiations: The policy vacuum created by 
the City’s delays has forced Ndifuna Ukwazi to enter into uncomfortable and less than 
ideal negotiations with developers on contributions. The clarity on inclusionary housing 
should come from the City as the policy creator and the regulator of land use. Despite 
the fact that there is nothing preventing it from using its existing expertise and being 
best placed to conduct these negotiations, the City’s lack of willingness to do so has 
resulted in us taking on this role in the public interest. 

 • Administrative conservatism: The MPT has been reluctant to impose mandatory in-
clusionary housing conditions despite their obligations to advance spatial justice and 
judicial clarification on their existing powers to do so. The MPT is technocratic, untrans-
formed and generally risk averse. Despite some tribunal members displaying individual 
boldness and support for inclusionary housing, overall, our experience has demon-
strated a general unwillingness to meaningfully engage with inclusionary housing or 
condition private development. 

 • The MPT space undermines just participation: This decision making process and space 
is generally inaccessible with an onerous, confusing and prohibitive participation  

76%
of Cape Town’s 
population 
earn below 
R22 000/mo

34%
of all formal 
homes cater to 
households in 
this income 
range
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process. This means that residents with the resources and privilege are able to use this 
space to enforce their spatial power (for example when ratepayers object to affordable 
housing in their area), but residents most affected by spatial inequality do not get a say in 
these site by site decisions which ultimately shape the future of our city. 

 • Political interference and the lack of political will for spatial transformation: Politicians, 
and especially the Mayor, have demonstrated undue power to undermine inclusionary 
housing gains made through the MPT space, something that was done by the previous 
Mayor even when private developers were willing to provide inclusionary housing. Politi-
cians have also exercised a high degree of influence over delaying the policy process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on our experience advocating for inclusionary housing in Cape Town since 2017, our 
analysis of the existing inclusionary housing contributions as well as the barriers hindering in-
clusionary housing, in order to see spatially just inclusionary housing urgently implement-
ed in Cape Town, Ndifuna Ukwazi recommends the following:

 • Urgently implement an inclusionary housing policy for Cape Town that will create spa-
tially just inclusionary housing that is affordable, well-located and prioritises access to 
land and housing for people that need it the most.

 • The first step in a municipal policy process should be to conduct a housing needs 
analysis.

 • The overall policy structure should aspire to simplicity and be mandatory, offer incen-
tives, allow developers flexibility with multiple options for compliance, require long-
term affordability, be affordable based on what people earn, and be spatially and 
racially targeted. 

 • Incentives: The policy must establish the incentives available to developers in ex-
change for the development of inclusionary housing. These incentives should make 
maximum use of municipal tools such as parking requirements, density bonuses, ex-
pedited applications. The City must engage the provincial and national government 
on any incentives they are able to contribute in order to leverage more meaningful 
inclusionary housing contributions.

Sea Point 
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 • Quantum: The City must establish a consistent, objective and rational method to 
calculate inclusionary housing contributions, with flexibility and capacity to acco-
modate specifics of a particular developments. We recommend a contribution pro-
portionate to 50% of the additional value gained through the land use application 
process, or alternatively 20% of the residential units. This method must be captured 
in an inclusionary housing calculator which is publicly accessible alongside the 
policy. Where deviation from the contribution provided by the calculator is neces-
sary, the City should require a financial feasibility study from a developer. The policy 
should prioritise deep-down reach and accommodate the need to negotiate the 
size of the contribution down, if this makes the contribution more affordable. 

 • Affordability: Inclusionary homes must go to families within a targeted income 
band (based on a housing needs study). We recommend the City’s current afforda-
ble housing bracket which targets households with monthly income of R3,500 - 
R18,000. The broad income band should be further broken down into income bands 
to ensure a spread of families. We suggest the income bands of R3,500-R5,500; 
R5,501-R11,300; R11,301-R18,000. Monthly rental or bond repayments may not be 
more than ⅓ of total household income. 

 • Broadening Access to land and housing: In order to advance spatial justice, inclu-
sionary homes must be prioritised for Black, Coloured and Indian households.

 • Affordability in Perpetuity: Affordable homes must be retained as such in perpetui-
ty (i.e. the life of the building) using a suitable management mechanism.

 • Physical standards: On-site inclusionary homes must be designed in a tenure blind 
way and be spread throughout the development with the same access to shared 
spaces, amenities and entrances. The policy must provide minimum standards for 
the affordable units. We recommend a minimum floor area of 35m²; and the homes 
must include at least one bedroom, a kitchen and a bathroom.

 • Flexibility in form of contribution (on-site, off-site or fees-in-lieu): Ideally a policy 
must provide a private developer the flexibility to choose between an on-site, off-
site and fees-in-lieu contribution. Well-located public land could be considered as 
receiving sites for off-site inclusionary housing contributions. A fees-in-lieu option 
where a financial contribution goes directly to the closest active social housing 
project (to subsidise rentals, build more units or build at a higher density) should be 
prioritised. The City must establish the mechanism for fees-in-lieu contributions. 

 • Location: The policy must be spatially targeted, likely through an overlay zone. The 
policy must provide a mechanism to recoup inclusionary housing contributions 

Khayelitsha 
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from peripheral gated developments as a particularly spatially unjust form of private 
development.

 • Management: The policy should incentivise SHIs to manage the inclusionary homes as 
the most appropriate institution that is already in existence. Alternatively, new institu-
tional bodies or partnerships with NGOs must be established to manage the inclusionary 
housing.

 • Monitoring and evaluation: Strong monitoring and evaluation is essential for the success 
of this new policy that requires incremental learning over time and  
incorporates consistent feedback. The policy should require developers and the manage-
ment body for inclusionary homes to submit yearly reports on the inclusionary homes 
for ongoing oversight and make these reports publicly accessible. Document these 
learnings for other municipalities considering inclusionary housing. The policy should 
be improved incrementally over time to include contributions from other uses, such as 
commercial or industrial use.

 • Until a policy is implemented, provide interim clarity through consistent decision making 
and / or interim guidelines.

 • Further engagement is needed to prime the public, the development and finance sectors, 
and other relevant stakeholders.

 • The City must proactively engage the question of finance for inclusionary housing, in-
cluding through anticipating financing challenges and engaging directly with banks and 
other lending institutions in order to prime them for the inevitably of inclusionary hous-
ing.

 • The City must engage the Deeds Office to ensure that the suggested  affordability in per-
petuity mechanism will work and that the office is willing and able to provide oversight 
of this. 

 • The City must proactively engage ratepayers associations and other bodies that repre-
sent property owner interests that are likely to object to inclusionary housing. 

 • Civil society and other supporters of inclusionary housing have a role to play in sustaining 
public advocacy.

 • When implemented, the City must workshop the policy for private developers and  
planners. 

Reclaim the City and Ndifuna 
Ukwazi launch of the litigation 
against the Vogue private devel-
opment to compel City to imple-
ment an inclusionary housing 
policy (September 2019)
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 • Transform decision making spaces in terms of processes and decision makers.

 • Decision making bodies like MPT and Planning Advisory Appeal Panel must reflect 
the demographics of Cape Town.

 • The MPT needs to review its internal procedures to maximise broader and sub-
stantive public participation.

 • The Appeal Authority needs to establish consistent oral hearing procedures that 
prioritise public participation. 

 • The Mayor (as the Appeal Authority) should draw members for the Planning Advi-
sory Appeal Panel from the planning profession, civil society and academia.

 • Capacitate and resource the MPT, Appeal Authority, case officers and other relevant 
officials for the consistent implementation of the inclusionary housing  policy.

 • The implementation should be located primarily within the Spatial Planning and 
Land Use Management (SPLUMA) departments (in coordination with Human Set-
tlements), as this is essentially a planning tool to address segregation. 

 • In anticipation of the policy, capacity and consistency must be developed over 
time through consistent precedent setting practice. 

 • Ultimately the City needs the capacity to establish inclusionary housing contribu-
tions (including through negotiations with private developers). This could be done 
through the approach used in Johannesburg, where the City establishes contribu-
tions through use of a municipal calculator which provides a basis for negotiations 
done in conversation between land use management and  spatial planning offi-
cials.

 • In a resource and capacity constrained environment the City should make use of 
Provincial, civil society and academia capacity and resources to support the effec-
tive implementation of the policy.

Ndifuna Ukwazi and social movement 
partner, Reclaim the City, attend and 
make oral representations at the MPT 
hearing for the Harbour Arch develop-
ment (24 October 2019), filling the usu-
ally empty gallery for public oversight 
(source: Jared Sacks)
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ENDNOTES

1  Ndifuna Ukwazi acknowledges that these racial categories used under apartheid are contested 

and that many people do not identify with them. Our pursuit of substantive equality through in-

clusionary housing is a measure of positive discrimination and entails a recognition of racial groups 

that experienced oppression under apartheid in an effort to eradicate “socially constructed barriers 

to equality and to root out systematic or institutionalised under-privilege’” (Minister of Finance and 

Other v Van Heerden (CCT 63/03) (2004) at para 31).

2  City of Cape Town. 2022. Draft Integrated Human Settlements Sector Plan, p. 26; City of Cape 

Town. 2018. Municipal Spatial Development Framework, p. 220, Available: https://housingfinanceafri-

ca.org/documents/citymark-south-africa-eight-metro-municipalities-deeds-data-dashboard/.

3  Ibid

4  City of Cape Town. 2022. Draft Integrated Human Settlements Sector Plan, p. 19; Centre for Af-

fordable Housing Finance. 2020. Citymark South Africa Dashboard: Overview of housing stock and 

transactions by metro (2010-2021). 

5  City of Cape Town. 2022. Draft Integrated Human Settlements Sector Plan, p. 35

6  6. See Ndifuna Ukwazi criteria for objecting outlined in 5.2.1. of the full report

7  For example, the use of the City’s R3,500 - R18,000 affordable housing household income band is 

now widely accepted as the income band for inclusionary housing 

8  This definition of affordable housing comes from the City’s current Municipal Spatial Develop-

ment Framework and is likely to be adjusted by the City in the future.  

9  See 7.6.3.1. in full report.

https://housingfinanceafrica.org/documents/citymark-south-africa-eight-metro-municipalities-deeds-data-dashboard/
https://housingfinanceafrica.org/documents/citymark-south-africa-eight-metro-municipalities-deeds-data-dashboard/


Twenty eight years after our transition to democracy, 
race and class based spatial segregation and exclusion 

are still the major barriers to equality and justice in Cape 
Town. Cape Town is still shaped by the colonial and 

apartheid legacy where successive government regimes 
intentionally used spatial planning to ensure that well-

located urban areas were reserved for White people, 
while Black, Coloured and Indian people were forced to 
live in densely populated, under resourced and poorly-

serviced peripheral areas.

How can inclusionary housing assist to address this  
injustice and what has already been done in Cape Town?
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