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INTRODUCTION

Since 1998 a certain share of revenues collected nationally (ie by the central governrment)
have been allocated to local authorities as their "equitable share". This was done on the

basis of a formula.

It was announced by the Natiomal Treasury (NT) that the Local Government Equitable
Share (LGES) formula will be reviewed for implementation inthe 2005/6 fiscal year. It is
therefore appropriate at this time to invesigate aspects of the LGES formula as a

contribution to the process of review.

This paper focuses on onl ore aspect of the LGES formua. It investigates the ‘equitabiliy’
of the formula. This paper attempts to find some initial answers to two questions: What is
‘equitable’ in the context of revenue sharing in Souh Africa? How do the actual allocatiors

that were derived romthe LGES compare withthe requirement of ‘equitability?

It will be argued that the LGES undermines an important principle of fiscal equity, ie the
principle of horizontal equty. It will be argued, futhermore, that in order for this principle
to apply to municipalities it must also apply to individ uals (or households). Moreover, in
addition to the concern with equity per se, it will be argued that if the principle of
horizontal equity in this context is not applied across munic palities, it can have sefiously
undesirab ke economic and social corsequences for municipalities, as well as compromise
the very objective of the equiable share allocations, ie to ensure that all citizens of the

country are provided with at least the basic services.
THE CONSTITUTION
The Constit ution of South Africa states in Section 214:

"214. (1) An Act of Parliament must provicde for

a. theequitable divison of revenueraisednationaly anong the national,
provincial andlocal phe esof govenment;



b. the daerminaion of each province' sequitable shareof theprovinaal share of
that revenue; and

c. any other alocationsto provinces, local government or municipalitiesfrom
the naional govenment's shareof that revenue and any conditions on which
thoseallocationsmay bemade.

(2) The Act rderredto in subsedtion (1) may be enacted only &ter theprovincial
governments, or ganised locd government and the Fnancid and A scd Commission
have keen consulted, andany recommendationsof the Commission have been

cond dered, and must take into account

a thenaiona interes;

b. any provisontha must ke made in respect of the national debt and other
naional obligations,

c. thenesdsandinteess of thenational government, determined by objective
criteria;

d. the needto ensuretha the provinces and munidpalities are ade to provicde
bas ¢ services andpaform the functionsal located to them;

e. thefisal capecity and effici ency of the provinces and muni cipalities,

f. developmentd and other needs of provinces local government and
munidpalities

g. eoconomic di sparitieswithin andamongtheprovinces,

h. oHligaionsof theprovincesandmunicipalitiesin taams of national legislaion;

the desirability of sabl eandpredictable alocationsof revenue shares, and

the nead for flexibility inregpondingto emer gencies or other temporary needs,

and other factors based on smila objedive criteria”

— —

However the various itemsthat must be considered (subsection 2) are interpreted, it seens
as if it must still be within the overal requirement of subsection 1(a) that the division of

revente raised nationally muwst be 'equitable’. This requrement is interpreted in the next

section.
A DEANITTON OFEQUITY

The Constitution raises the question how ‘equitable’ should be interpreted. The Concise
Oxford Dictionary defines 'equitable’ as: "Fair, juwst ... ; valid in equiy as opposed to law
...". The latter phrase suggeststhat a state of affars or anaction is 'equitable if it complies
with the principle of 'equity’.

The Concise Oxford Dictionary defines ‘equity’ as: "Fairness; recourse to prirciples of
justice to correct or supplement law; ...". The best guidance provided by the dictionary
seems to be that equiy requires 'recourse to principles of justice’. The next task therefore

appears to beto find appropriate prirciples of justice'.



The Constitution gives some suggestions as to the context of the principles of jwstice that
should inform our understanding of 'equitable'. First, the section quoted aboe is placed in
the Constitution under the broader heading of "General Financial Matters". Second,
subsection 2 section 214 requiresthat the Financial and Fiscal Commission (FFC) must be
consuted and its recommendations corsidered. Thid, the factors that the Constiution
requires to be considered (cluses a to j in subsection 2 abow) are to a lamge extent

aligned wih the principles of sound fiscal and economic managemert.

In fiscal and economic literature 'equity’ has long been associated with the
principle originally articulated by Adam Smith. He introduced the normative analysis of

taxation by proposing four canons of taxation (Discussed in James 1996, 16):

i.  equity, iefairnessin the tax contiib utions of different ind vid uals;

i. certainty, ie alack of arbitrariness or uncertainty about tax liabilties;

iii.  conwenience, with respect to thetiming and mamer of payment;

iv. efficiency; i.e. a small cost of collection as a proportion of revenue raised,
and the avoidance of distottiomary effects on the behaviou of taxpayers (ie

the princip le of neutrality).

Numerous auhors have elaborated on the theme of equty. Musgrave and Musgrave
(1973, 211), in one of the berchmark texts on public finance, states that: "Everyone
agrees that the tax sysem should be equtable, ie that each taxpayer should cortrib ue his
fair share'to the cost of government. But there is no such agreemert about how the tem
fair share'should be defined. However, the literature generally agrees that there are two

main approaches that can be taken: the so-called 'benefi’ principle and the ‘ability-to-pay

principle.

Musgrave and M uwsgrave exphins that the benefit principle requires that "an equitable tax
syssem is one under which each taxpayer contrbutes in line with the benefits which he
receives from public services. ... The benrefit criterion, therefore, is not one of tax policy

only, but of tax-expenditure policy."

The ability-to-pay principle is one in which"the tax problem is viewed by itself, indep end ent
of expendi ure determination. A given total revenue is needed and each taxpayer is asked

tocortribute in line wih his abilityto pay." (Musgrave and M wsgrave 1973, 211)



Musgrave and M wsgrave (1973, 215-216) makes it clearthat "benefit taxation, at its beg,
can relate onl to the financing of public services and not to the redistributive function of
the tax-transfer process. Thus an altermative principle of equitable taxation must be
applied. ... This [the ‘ability-to-pay] calls for equal amounts of tax to be paid by taxpayers
with equal abilitiesto payand fordifferent amourts of taxes whensuch capacities differ. ...
The requirement of equal taxes for people in equal postions is also referred to as
‘horizontal equity ... Since John Stuart Mill , the ability-to-pay rule has been viewed in
terms of an equal-sacrifice prescription. Taxpayers are said to be treated equally if their tax
payments involve an equal sacrifice or loss of wefare. The loss of welfare in turn is related

to the loss of income."

It follows from the foregoing that any tax dispersation that compromises the principle of
horizontal equity, cannot be argued to be 'equitable’. Traditionally, this has always applied
to individ uals within a particuar fiscal jurisdiction. In South Africa, all fiscal jurisdictiors

actively attempt to comply with this principle inthe design of their vario us tax systems.

It can be argued, however, that in a system of intergovernmental transfers, as demanded
by the Souh African Congitution, and given the Corstituions oerriding requirement that
it should be 'equitablé, that the horizontalequity rule should also apply across jurisd ictio rs
at the same level, and specifically at the municipal level. By this is meant that although
each municipality should (and in practice mostly try to) adhere to the horizontal equity rule
only within its jurisdiction without having to be concerned about whether it applies across
municipal boundaries, a sysem of vertical revenue sharing (from reverues collected

natio nally) must not compromise the principle of horizontal equity.

The Constitution states that the "need to ensure that the provinces and municipalities are
able to provide basic services and perform the functions allocated to them'. In order to
comply with this clause, National Govermrmernt has to some extent defined basic services.
For example, the Department of Water Affairs and Forestry (DWAF) has formulated a
policy that each household should have access to at least 6 kilolitres of water per month
and the Department of Energy and Minerals is in the process of formulating a policy that
each household in urban areas must receive 50 kilowatt per hou of electricity per morth

free.

These standards are effectively imposed on local govemment that provides these basic
services and they hawe to comply with it. As required by the Corstitution, bu also in

recognition that many municipalities do not have the revenue base to afford the provision



of basic services free to the poor, the LGES allocates the local government share of
revenwes collected nationally, at least partially, in accordance wih the need of

municipalties to finance free basic services to the poor.

The amgument here is that these allocations, in order to be equitable, must also comply
with the horizontal eq uity principle by not resuting in individ uals earning the same inco me,
or whose economic situation is the same in other respects, having to carry different tax
budens in different municipalities ornly because of the way the trarsfer system operates.
This is bedt illustrated witha simple hypothetical example.

Table 1 below gives an example of two municipalities that differ with respect to the
percentage of the population that is indigent, i.e. that cannot pay for basic services.
The per capita cost of providing basic services to the indigent population is the same
(R10) and the Equitable Share allocation is also the same on an indigent per capita
basis R8). The shortfall R10 — R8 = R2 per capita times the number of indigent that
must receive free basic services) is financed through cross-subsidisation. As can be
seen in Table 1, this results in a very unequal per capita burden on the tariff (and

rates) paying citizens of the two municipalities.

Table 1
Example of the Inequality of Cross-subsidisation
Mu nicipality A Muni cipality B

dal Population 100 100
Indgent Population 20 80
Tariff Paying Population 80 20
Cost of Free Basic Services per person 10 10
Tatal Cost of Free Basic Services (indigent) 200 800
Equitable Share (8 x indigent) 160 640
Cost Financed by Cross-s ubsidis ation 40 160
Per Capita burden on Tarif f Paying population 05 8
Equitable Share for equal per capita burden 40 760

Althoug h hypothetical numbers were used, they illustrate the point clearly. What might
intially app ear 'equitable, ie to make an equal per capita alocationto each municipaliy
on the basis of the indigent population, in fact compromises the principle of horizontal
equity if its impact on cross-subsidisation is considered.

The need for cross-subsidisation arises from the fact that the per capita Equiable Share is

less than the per capita cost of provding free basic sewices. Becawse the municipalities



have to comply with the basic sewice standards kid down by National Government, they
cannot awid to full cost of provding the free basic services. This necesstates that the

shortfall must be financed by cross-subsidisation.

This results in tariff and rates paying residents of the municipality with four times as mary
indigent (but the same total popuation) carry an extra per capita burden (through cross-
subsidisation) that is 16 times as high as in the municipality with a smaller indigent
population. This arguably compromises the principle of horisontal equity through no
action or decision by the municipalties concerned. It is therefore doubtfu whether the
shares of the two municipalities can be regarded as equtable. The two municipalities are
not being treated equiably becawse the net effect of the system of intergovernmental fiscal
relations is that taxpayers (in the same economic situation) are treated unequally as a

result.

This conc lusion will still apply, even if the Equtable Share was enough to cower the cost of
providing free basic services. Then the other "functions allocated to them" would hawe

been subsdised to different degrees, thus compromising the princip le of horizo ntal equity.

It is possble, however, to calculate an equitable share that will not compromise the
principle of horisontal equity. The last row in the table shows what the Equitable Share
allocation ought to be (for this simple case where there is no revenue raising capacity in
the formula) to result in an equitable burden on the tariff paying population. The indig ent
in both municipalities wil receive the same standard of basc services free and will

therefore also be treated equitably.

The LGES can now be investigated with respect to its compliance with the principle of

horizontal eq uty across municipalities.

THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT EQUITABLE SHARE

The total envelope of national revenues to be allocated to local authorities is determined
by the national government. This total is then distributed to the main componerns
according to the component weights preserted in Tabk 2. It is not known how these
weig hts were determined for 2004/05, bu it does not appear to have been done
according to any formula. Thetotal inthe last row refers to the ful Equitable Share (ES) as

determined for each municipality.



Table 2
Formula for LES and Unconditional Allocations, 2004/05°

Component
Main Components | Weight Formula Elements of components
%
S-Grant 40.4 o;BLH; a: aphase-in parameter, urbanpop.=1, rurd pop.=0.7
"S" for each B: ascding parameter, to scale S-Grant to budget tatal,
municipality i  [budget net amount after deduction of components below
L: acost parameter, L=1032 (R86 per monthhous ehold)
H: Number of households spending< R 1100 per month
[-Grant 6.5  |Max{[Max[(I*P"—(y;[*: a scding parameter, to scale I-Grant to budget total |
" -F)P),0]],0.7C} [P: population
for each y: ascde parameter set at 0.25
municipality i [y: average monthly per capita expenditure, but not <F
(sothaty —F is not less than 0)
F: afloor parameter set at 250, with (y;—250)>=0
C: the minimum council allowance dlocatedin 2003/04
R293 towns 3.6 r/Zr)R r: alocation for transfer of R293 town staff in 1998
"R" for municipality i |R: total allocation for transfer of R293 town staff in 2004
Nodal areas 3.1 (ni/Zn)N n: dlocation to selected nodal areas in 2002
"N" for municipality i |N: total allocation to nodal areas in 2004
Free basic services| 20.2 | {[(oH)/(Za;H;)]B+ |o: a phase-in parameter, urban pop.=1, rurd pop.=0.7
"B" [(gW,;Y(ZqW,;)BY2H: Number of households spending <R 1100 per month
for municipality i [W: Poor population (<R 1100 pm) receiving basic
services (water, sanitation, refuse), weighted by service
B: Total allocation for Free Basic Services component
Free basic energy 6.9 Kl(gH;Y(ZaH)IE+ [a, H: Same as above
"E" [(aG)(ZaiG)]E}2 |G: Poor population (<R1100 pm) receiving dectricity
for municipality i |E: Total allocation for Free Basic Energy
Minimum guarartee 18.6 0-7(Ti)2003/04_ Ti,2(X)3:04 = S+Ii+Ri+Ni+Bi+ Ei+Mi for 2003/04
"™ (Ti)2004/05 f Ti 200405 = S+ +R+Ni+Bi+E; for 2004/05
for municipality i [(Sis adusted by changing B until Mis satisfied)
TOTAL 100.0 | S+I+R+N+B+E+M
|l'|'|l

° LES and other unconditional allocations shoud be combined to get the totd local share of nationd
rev enues. The cdculations in this table were made by the author and mistakes are therefare his.

Itis clear from Table 2 that the comprehensive formula for allocating revenues collected

nationally to local authorties is complex and difficult to intempret. However, this is not the

focus of this paper. For our purposes, it is sufficient to note that 67.5% of the total ES is

allocated to the components (also referred to as windows) that apply to the provision of

basic services: the S-Grart (S), Free Basic Services (FBS) and Free Basic Electricity (FBE). In

the previous fscal year a total of 81.5% went to these basic services related components.

The decline in this total is lamgely due to the big adjustments (Minimum Guarartee — M)

that had to be made as a result of converting from 1996 to 2001 Population Cersus data.




If not for the transiion fromthe old to the new census data, the share going to the services
componens would have been higher. However, as the focus of this paper is concerned

with the relative shares of municipalties in the basic services allocation and not on the
absolue value of the allocation, the analysis will proceed with the services compo nents of

the fomula asthey were allocated.
IMPACT OF LGES ON CROSS-SUBSIDISATION

The awrage per howehold cost of providing basic services must be assumed for the
analysis below. The implicit assumption in the formula that it costs R1032 per year per

household to provide basic services is probably outdated and far too low. It will simply be
increased by an irflation factor and it is assumed that in 2003 the average cost per year
per household of basic services was R1383. Again, it is the relative position of
municipalties that is important in the analsis and the R1383 will be applied to all
municipalties. The correctness of this number will not make a difference to the conclusion

of this paper.

For 2004 /05 this formula was applied using data from the 2001 Population Census. The

results are presented in Appendix A. The relevant aspects of the resuts are summarised in
Table 3.

Table 3
Summary: Impact of LGES on Cross-subsidisation
Municipdities in | Municipdities in
First decile Tenth decile

IAverage S-Grant component 10,221,372 9,368,955
IAverage Free Basic Services (FBS) component 7262050 2,469,713
IAverage Free Basic Electricity (FBE) component 2132376 1,677,466
IAverage combined basic services ES component 19,615,798 13,516,133
[Average tatal cost of free basic services to indigent 22 374,607 375673
[Average Surplus (4) / deficit (-) compared with cost -2,758,809 13,140,460
Surplus/deficit per capita (total popuation incl. poor) -17 +75
Surplus/deficit per tariff paying househdd -1 +1792

The differential impact of the LGES formula on the subsidisation of services is illustrated by
contrasting the oucomes for the first and tenth deciles of Category A and B municipa lities
in terms of the size of the impact of the average taiiff paying household. (To avoid the
complication of overlapping populations, the analyis was not applied to Category C

municipalties) In both cases the estimated cost of providing free basic services is



subtracted from the total of the service components of the LGES formula to determine a

suplws' or'deficit'.

The first decile of municipalities, ie those municipalities where the deficit per howehold of
the services components of the LGES (cost of providing basic services to poor > service
componens of LGES) was the biggest, had, on average, to impose hig her tariffs (and/or
rates) on their tariff paying household in order to subsidise the deficit. On average these
municipalties had to impose an addtioral RL11 per year on each tariff paying
household.

The tenth decile of municpalties, ie those municipalties where the surplus per household
of the senices components of the LGES (cost of providing basic services to poor < service
componens of LGES) was the smallest, had, on average, the potential to subsidise (or

reduce) the taiiffs of tariff paying households by R1792 per year per household.

The differences per household between the two classes of municipality are significant. At
the one end of the spectrum some municpalties, after the cost of free basic services hawe
been financed from the ES, will still have to impose an addtional cross-subsidisation
buden ('deficit) on to the tariff paying households. That must result in higher tariffs
(and/or rates). At the other end of the spectrum there are municipalties that can not only
cover the cost of free basic services fully, but will be able to reduce the ‘normal’ tariffs
imposed on tariff paying houwseholds ('suplws). Alternatively, these municpalities coud
spend the additioral revenue on nonessential' things like more luxuriows offices or more

generous salaries.

As the purpose of this paper is to explore the meaning that should b e given to 'equitable’ in
the context of a system of intergovernmental relations, and not to argue that tariff paying'
households are not treated equally, it may be argued that it may be more relevant to
compare the impact of the LGES on a per capita basis. This was also done, but as before
it seemed appropiate to subtract the cost of providing free basic services free to the poor
from the service components of the LGES. This seemed appropriate as the definition and
standard of free basic services are nationally determired as well as its free provision
having been laid down in national policy and thus effectively imposed on municipalities.
‘Equity should therefore at least apply to what & left of the services components of the
LGES.



As can be seen in Table 3, the first, 'defiit', decile of municipalities, will have to find an
awrage of R17 per capita per year from its citizens to firance the shortfall of the services
componen of the LGES. The latter is, in other words, not enough to finance the cost of
providing free basic services to the indigent. There is, therefore, nothing left of this LGES
componen to help finance the ‘other services assigned to local authorities' referred to in

the Constitution.

The tenth, 'surplus, decile of municipalities wil not only be able to finance the cost of free
basic servicesto the poorfully fromthe services components of the LGES, but will hawe, on

awerage, R75 percapta to subsidise the otherservices with.

It must be emphasised again that the absolute lewels of the above amounts are only
preserted for illustrative purposes. It is the relative outcomes for municipalities that is

important and that have been illustrated with the data.

The conclwsion to be drawn from the impact of the LGES on the subsidsation of services
on local authorities, is that the allocations are not necessarily 'equitable if only, or even
primarily, the number of poor people in a juisdiction determine the relative share of the
LGES going to that municipality. The most likely oucome of not taking revenue and/or
income digribution factors into account, & that there will be significant differences among
municipalties with respect to the exent that the LGES will cross-subsidise free basic

services tothe poor orother services (other functions assigned to them).

REVENUE RAISN G CAPACITY AND INCOME DISTRBUTION

It is not the objective of this paper to find a solution to the 'equitable’ problem of the
curent LGES. However, a few comments, already implied in the discussion around Table

1, maybe useful. (These formthetopic of another paper under progress.)

The failure of the LGES to fullycomply with the principle of horizontal equity withrespect to
the curent syssem of inter-governmertal fiscal transfers in South Africa can in essence be
owercome by incorporating a revenue sharing capacity componert into the formula. It if is
done correctly, it can resut in the net burden on citizens in different muricipalities created

bythe LGES, being equalsed and thus ersuring compliance with horzontal eq uity.

Swh an adjustmert, or rather more fully developed formua, can be further refined and be

brought closer to compliance wih horizontal equity if income distrib tion can also be

10



considered. How this can be done and whether the data are available for it, is a topic for

further investigation.

CONSEQUENCES OF COMPROMISNG ON HORIZONTALEQUITY

If a municipality with an inadequate tax base should find that the ES allocation is
insufficient to cover the costs of providing free basic services to poor households one of
two optiors are open to such a municipality. First, it can red uce the services provided free

to the poor (or provide it free to less than all the poor) and thereby undermine national
policy on basic services. Second, it can provide the free basic services n full compliance

with national policy and finance it through cross-subsidisation by increasing the tariffs
(and/or rates) that must be paid by tariff paying households. This will result in tariffs
(and/or rates) in such a municipality being higher than in muniipalities with a relatively
higher ES.

Political pressure will probably result in the ltter option eventually being taken by most
municipalties. Thereinlies a great long-term danger. Municipalities that have higher tariffs
(and/or rates) than comparible municipalities, face serous economic and socal
consequences over the long un. Capital will begin to move to municipalities w here tariffs
and rates are lower. This will increasingly resut in such a municipality lagging
economically and failing to create jobs for its growing pop ulation. Greater unemployment
and the concomitant social problems that will prevail will most likely resut in a viciows
cycle of low economic growth, greater poverty and fewer people receiving even basic

Servic es.

As was illustrated with the LGES data, there are municipalties that receive significantly
more than they require for the financing of basic services to the poor. This can ako be
undesiablk if it encourages inefficient spending that may contiibute reither to the
aleviation of powerty nor to the economic dewlopment of the area. The wasting of
resources by inefficient spending cannot be afforded by a country with such immense

economic and social challenges as South Africa.

CONCLUSON

The well established principles of equity developed in the fiscal literature is normally

applied to a tax when considering whether such a tax & a 'good' tax. It is therefore not
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surprising that it, and in particular the principle of horizontal equity, has not been applied

to the d efinition of 'equitable’ in the context of determining revenue shares in South Africa.

However, it was shown inthis paper that the failure to do so mogt likely resuk in municipal
allocations that are arguably not equitable. It follows that there is an apparent need to
ersure the compliance of the LGES formula with the principle of horisontal equity if the
oucome of the formula & to be 'equitable’. This probably requires that, in addition to
poverty and the actual provision of basic services to the poor, the formula must at least
have to incorporate, in some appropriate manner, a measure of revenue rasing capacity,

if not also income distrib ution.

..0000000.....
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APPENDIX A

PROV. CODE
EC PE

GT PR

GT ER

GT JH

Kz DB

WC CT

EC EC101
EC EC102
EC EC103
EC EC104
EC EC105
EC EC106
EC EC107
EC EC108
EC EC109
EC EC121
EC EC122
EC EC123
EC EC124
EC EC125
EC EC126
EC EC127
EC EC128
EC EC131
EC EC132
EC EC133
EC EC134

CATEGORY B
MUNICIPALITY
Nelson Mandela
Tshwane

Ekurhul eni
Johamesburg

el hekwini
CapeTown
Camdeb oo

Blue CraneRoue
kwez

Makana

Ndlambe
Sunday's River Valley
Baviaans

Kouga
Kou-Kamma
Mbhashe
Mnquma

Great Kei
AmaHhati

Buffalo City
Ngqushwa
Nkonkobe

Nxu ba

hxuba Yethemba
Tsolwana
nkwanca

Lukanji

S-Grant
2004/5

49,965,878
104,095,084
162,508,395
199,657,610
185,214,066
%,216,868
1,948,789
2,749,072
79,740
4,998,221
4,315,303
3,319,497
913,906
4,030,171
2,354,768
14,340,190
16,853,718
2,642,084
772,013
50,176,305
4,962,577
7,546,515
1,339,089
259,415
1,763,585
1,137,495
8,210,636

FBS(ave)
2004/6

37,295,784
58,158,763
106,393,062
130,797,627
103,749,289
66,916 991
1,473,150
1,619,819
492,112
2991,090
2482,844
1,419,478
569,794
2279,253
1,239,409
3692,155
5107,866
823605
2281,117
31,598,139
1,269,119
2271,594
621234
1,372,179
573482
584 485
3340,195

FBE (ave)
20047

9,314,987
17,474 488
27,633,189
36,915,668
30,606,392
18,758,728
418,355
461,804
146,655
854,857
715,703
506,030
166,202
663,890
385,735
2,306,765
3,350,706
77,595
2,289,573
8,420,998
1,565,339
2,272,798
437 172
85,469
590,432
333,802
248,487

Total
Basic
Services
(Eq Share)
9,576,649
179,728,335
296,534,646
367,370,905
300,569, 747
180,892,587
3,840,294
4,830,695
1,434,507
8,839,168
7,513,850
5,244,005
1,649,902
698,314
3,97,912
2,333,110
25,321,290
4,245,284
12,272,703
0,196,442
7,797,035
12,090,907
2,397,495
4,819,063
2,927,499
2,0%,782
14,031,318

Tdal cost
free basic
services
to poor h/holds
106,562,583
152,807,773
285,301,12
371,912,687
294,169,186
198,468,973
4,601,431
4,275,973
1,396,460
8,020,995
6,477,409
3,266,459
1,600,763
5,892,592
3,172,362
35,261
2,563,328
466,735
1,006, 468
83,748,837
88,17
1,103,691
814,929
2,060,094
378,879
853,366
3,666, 050

Total
suplus
/ deficit (-)

0,985934
26,920,562
11,233,544
4,541,782
6,400,561
-17576,386
761,137
554,722
38,047
818,173
1,036,441
1,977,546
49139
1,089,722
807,550
20,012,849
22,757,962
3778549
11,266,235
6,446,605
7,708 856
10,987,216
1,582,566
2758969
2548620
1202416
10,365,268

Surplus /
deficit per
capita
(ircl poor)
-10
14

Surplus /
deficit per
"tariff paying"

hous ehold

-56

65

23

-6

12

-29

-108

120

29

87

126

446

22

88

144

2,347

1,372

1,054

976

62

1,183

918

531

07

%59

505

467

14



EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
EC
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
FS

EC135
EC136
EC137
EC138
EC141
EC142
EC143
EC144
EC151
EC152
EC153
EC154
EC155
EC156
EC157
ECO5b1
EC05b2
FS161
FS162
FS163
FS171
FS172
FS173
FS181
Fs182
FS183
Fs184
FS185
FS191
FS192
FS193
FS194

ntsika Yethu
Emal ahleni
Engcdbo
Sakhisizwe
Elund ni
Senqu
Maleths wa
Gariep
Mbizana
Ntaban kulu
hgquza

Port &t Johns
Nya ndeni
Mhlortlo
King Sabata Ddindyebo
Umzimkul u
Umzimw bu
Lets emeng
Kopanong
Mohokar e
Naled
Mangaung
Mansopa
Masilonyana
Tokologo
Tswelopele
Matjhabeng
Nala

Setsoto
Dihlabe ng
Nketoana
Malui a Phofung

11,8%,808
6,531,206
8,376,769
2,926,460
9,178,334
8,366,380
1,931,174
1,650,829

1,730,056
7,333,236

13,373,874
7,992,190

14,720,150

1,172,635

,63%,020
9,175,612

2,810,566
3,279,074
4,755,338
2,973,805
2,347,515

46,961,985
4,266,607
6,882,837
3,016,050
4,133,804

3,421,734
8,312,157

11,101,534
8,500,191
4,991,840

27,849 251

3023,858
1,831,637
2135,789

987 995
2567,722
2348769

837122

812482
2988,404
1,880,802
3408,286
2055211
3732655
2874,836
6,289,568
2374,349
5932,335
2102545
3722153
2037,086
1,480,373
26,869 181
2675,398
3606427
1,664,855
2172,597
20,991 878
5467,512
6494777
5464,854
3007,306
13,606 085

2,369,904
1,531,729
1,424,030

73,034
1,377,450
2,268,064

428,592

504,508
2,177,963
1,176,621
2,080,860
1,300,025
293,344
2,134,239
4,254,743
1,817,610
3,8%,811

613,548
1,114,722

618,036

476,534
9,876,056

848,686
1,160,447

565,610

776,910
5,874,781
1,778,921
2,210,135
1,522,922
1,004,041
4,788,001

17,290,570
9,894,572
11,93%,588
4,653,489
13,123,506
12,983,213
3,1%,888
2,967,819
16,8%,423
10,390,659
18,863,020
11,356,426
21,386,149
16,181,710
31,180,331
13,367,571
2,637,712
5,9%,167
952,213
5,628,927
4,304,422
8,707,222
7,790,691
1,649,711
5,246,515
7,083,311
60,288,393
15,558,590
19,806,446
15,497 967
9,008,187
46,243 337

158,593
573,971
130,492
731,918
788,766
742 254

1,008,406
1,136,960
176,035
145 673
03,813
174,097
171,190
28,387
3,239,044
21,927
685,729
6,030,779
12,258,763
6,278,355
4,512,998
84,943,725
8,036,109
9,463,130
4,794,025
6,272,540

57,524 85

17,276 134

19,600,120

15,264 533

9,133,457

36,150,329

17,131,977
9320,601
11,806,096
3921,571
12,334,740
12,240,959
2188482
1,830,859
16,720,388
10,244,986
18,659,207
11,182,329
21,214,959
15,933,323
27,941,287
13,125,644
31,951,983
-35612
2,666,550
-649,428
-208,576
1,236503
245418
2186,581
452,490
810,771
2763537
1,717,544
206,326
233434
-130,270
10,093,008

88 2,117
80 1,503
80 2,196
73 914
90 2,050
91 1,445
59 480
58 488
68 1,723
75 2,403
73 1,927
77 2,506
75 2,011
81 1,042
67 89
75 1,587
85 1,905
-1 -6

-48 -3

-18 -159
-8 51
-2 12
-4 -39
34 54
14 133
15 164

7 39
17 -155
2 15
2 13
-2 22
28 266

15



FS
FS
FS
FS
FS
GT
GT
GT
GT
GT
GT
GT
GT
GT
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz

FS195
FS201
FS203
FS204
FS205
GT02b1
CBLC2
GT411
GT412
GT414
CBLCS
GT421
GT422
GT423
Kz211
Kz212
Kz213
Kz214
Kz215
Kz216
KZz221
Kz222
Kz223
Kz224
Kz225
Kz226
Kz227
Kz232
KZz233
Kz234
Kz235
KZ236

Phunmel ela
Moqhaka
Ngwathe
Metsimahdo
Mafube

Nokerg tsa Taemane

Kungwi ni
Mogde City
Randfontein
Westonaria
Merafng
Emfuleni
Midvaal
Lesed
Vulamehlo
Umdoni
Umzumbe
uMuziwabantu
Ezingolweni
Hibiscus Coast
uM shwathi
uMngeni
Mpofana
Impendle
Msunduzi

Mkh am bathini
Richmond
Emnambith
hdala
Umtshezi
Okhahlamba

Imbabazane

3,601,798
10,048,958
8,554,411
7,380,387
4,058,014
4,016,701
8,488,499
17,853,372
7,665,071
17,179,635
2,417,369
38,709,029
4,526,887
4,225,364
4,123,802
244,027
9,454,580
4,671,700
2,660,263
8,888,920
3,969,938
3,186,423
1,990,175
1,127,020
28,642,599
2275,118
3,513,315
8,800,883
4,997,090
2,286,392
6,326,756
5,104,402

2184,992
7,100,046
6017,195
4484485
3188,579
1,831,749
4268727

10,911,061
4679,853
7,128,007

12,273 842

26,316 472
2383,740
2628,97 1
1,061,116

790 291
2429,945
1,296,711

682650
2817,170

990 406
1,309,167

770007

281,165
15751204

567 588

936 585
3509,528
1,491,024

930,863
1,645,871
1,304,956

662,990
2,136,411
2,024,081
1,389,076
851,814
53,491
1,364,766
3,176,531
1,257,811
1,778,294
3,249,796
9,227,894
621,495
724 536
69,470
594,216
1,824,648
853,837
561,668
2,510,929
1,440,704
871,702
449,043
508,613
6,038,502
708,908
763,463
2,452,264
1,287,643
581,412
1,361,089
1,564,861

6,449,780
19,284,415
16,5% ,6 87
13,253,948
8,098,407
6,383,941
14,121,992
31,940,964
13,602,735
26,085,936
41,941,007
74,253,395
752,122
7,578,871
5,875,388
3,825,534
13,709,173
6,822,248
3,913,581
14,217,019
6,401,048
5,367,292
320,225
1,916,798
50,432,305
3,546,614
5,213,363
14,762,675
7,775,757
3,798,667
9,333,716
7,974,219

6,194,029
22,164,415
20,263,238
12,928,29
9,787,335
3,736,695
10,687,530
30,142,973
12,171,863
10,227,839
23,217,924
89,580,655
5,245,584
7,071,931
91,72
514,539
202,198
372,419
47,481
1,701,564
0
1,459,314
776,169

0
50,108,060
0

170,544
3,728,712
693,481
1,022,941
191,539
89,471

255,751
-2,880,000
-3,667,546

325,649
-1,688928

2647,246
3434,462
1,797,991
1,430,872
15,758,097
18,663,083
-15327,260
2286538
506,940
5783656
3310995
13,506,975
6449829
3866100
12,515,455
6401,048
3907,978
2433056
1916798
324,245
3546614
5042819
11,033,963
7082276
2775726
9142177
7,884,748

-17
-31

-29
50
32

11
144
89
-23
35

70
53
70
70
71
57
59
53
66
57

60
80
49
62
46
66
66

48
11
212

16
222
290
191
31
53
746
49
-125
179
44
1,489
3

1,458

1,270

1,255

436

286
22
970

814
P28
M4
1,159
368
1,108
1,057
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Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz
Kz

KZ241
KZ242
KZ2244
KZ2245
KZ252
KZ253
KZ254
KZ261
KZ262
KZ26 3
KZ265
KZ26 6
KZ271
KZ272
KZ273
KZ274
KZ275
KZ281
KZ282
KZ283
KZ284
KZ285
KZ286
KZ291
KZ292
KZ293
KZ294
KZ5a 1
KZ5a2
KZ5a3
KZ5a4
KZ5a5

End umeni
Nquthu

Msinga

Umvdi

Newcas tle
Utrecht
Dannhaus er
eDumbe
uPhorgolo
Abaquusi
Nongoma
Ulund
Umhlabuydingana
Jozini

The Big Five Fdse Bay
Hlabisa
Mtubatuba
Mbora mbi
uMhlahuze
Ntambanana
Umlalazi
Mthorjaneni
Nkanda
Endondakus uka
KwaDukuza
Ndwed we
Maphumulo
ngwe

Kwa Sani
Mataiele
Greater Kokstad
Ubuhle bezwe

1,949,513
6,345,749
8,953,011
518,948

16,122,763
1,314,274
4,015,367
3,488,326
5,834,222
6,955,928
7,742,734
8,653,670
6,633,050
8,492,865
1,669,344
6,166,694
1,411,913
4,441,805

16,500 4 41
2,060,586

10,072,146
2,977,015
6,521,637
5,844,823
7,760,910
7,477,602
56%,278
5,555,011
1,051,570
1,055,898
4,112,678
5,671,975

957223
1,776,264
2296,279
1,529,310

11,165,751

371586
1,121,932
1,180,978
1,754,843
2391,295
2015,400
2475529
1,703,959
2276,749

475420
1580,216

420 644
1,196,221
7,576,026

514068
2691,685

928 560
1,749,463
1,827,827
2717,639
1,925,240
1,458,463
1,419,649

335641

507 220
1972,413
1561,508

517,774
1,065,535
1,292,739

914,426
3,936,146

213,917

976,293

691,436
1,417,497
1,498,794
1,401,883
1,746,694

914,781
1,246,292

254,194
1,180,537

371,016
1,002,183
3,28,806

584,422
1,924,613

538,124

908,026
1,523,286
2,019,728
1,280,393

980,705
1,048,743

206,648

247,400

949,625
1,033,571

3,424,510
9,187,548
12,542,029
7,626,684
31,224,660
1,899,777
6,113,592
5,360,740
9,006,562
10,842,017
11,160,017
12,875,893
9,251,790
12,015,906
2,398,958
8,897,447
2,228,573
6,640,209
27,359,273
3,159,076
14,688,444
4,443,699
9,179,126
9,195,936
12,498,277
10,683,235
8,107,446
8,023,403
1,59%,859
1,810,518
7,034,716
8,267,054

1,336,251
548,131
177,973
670,548

38,567,841
124,032
341,088
881,790
849,490

1,860,803
237,728
808,586
139,536
448,324
167,314
118,541
194,123
250,002

23,220,718

0
57,756
87,459
347,548

1,049,104

2,217,718
169,575
104,652

95, 931
208,012
1,866

2,685,745

415,701

2088259
8639417
12,364,056
6,956,136
7,333,181
1775745
5772504
4478950
8157,072
8981,214
10,922,289
11,977,307
9112254
11,567,582
2231,644
8778906
2009450
6390207
4138555
3159076
14,180,688
3916240
8831578
8146832
10,280,559
10,513,660
8002794
7,927,472
1385847
1,118,652
4348971
7,851,353

41
60
74
75
-22
55
56
54
68
47
55
56
65
63
72
50
57
60
14
37
64
78
66
63
65
69
66
74
91
69
77
77

»7
1,338
2,531

%8

-171

639

818

880

B3

540
1,320

®4
1,545
1,405
1,164
1,102

42

74

99

&1
1,054
1,103
1,941

604

0
1,457
1,749
1,717

B7

400

497
1,404
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NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
MP
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC

NPO3A2
NPO3A3
CBLC3
CBLC4
CBLC5
NPO4A1
CBLC6
MP301
MP302
MP303
MP304
MP305
MP306
MP307
MP311
MP312
MP313
MP314
MP315
MP316
MP321
MP322
MP323
MP324
NCO1B1
NW1a1
CBLC1
NC061
NC062
NCO064
NC065
NC066

Makhud utamaga
Fetalgomo
Greater Mar bleHall
Groblersdd
Greater T wbatse
Maruleng
Bushbuckidge
Albert Luthuli
Msukaligwa
Mkhondo

Seme

Lekwa
Dipaleseng
Govan Mbeki
Delmas

Emal ahleni
Middeburg
Highlands
Thembisile

Dr JSMordka
ThabaChweu
Mbombela
Umjindi

Nkomazi
Gammagara
Segonyana
Kuruman-Mot hibistad
Richtersved
Nama Kha

Kami esberg
Hantam

Karoo Hoagland

12,099,630
443,979
5,413,031
9,750,921

12,695,502
5,231,707

2,076,267

13,713,455
8,320,937
9,686,957
563,749
7,362,784
2,920,427

18,833,808
3,844,830

19,980,922
8,064,838
2,664,988

17,49 261

16,039,270
7,579,890

3,081,086
4,808,458

2,4% 528

913,945
509,017
5,000,697

430,509
1,988,410

798,094
1,161,742

774,775

3,047,938
1,121,149
1,518,988
2600,621
3361,289
1,352,422
5829,273
5658,505
4864,843
3968,576
3,254,023
3743975
1,776,329

10,659 695
2278,060

10,057 466
4728709
1,540,340
7,551,909
7,208,470
3666,849

13981216
2337,042

10,429 970

532812
1,818,354
1,962,390

344 997
1,309,576

417 527

719946

420867

358,354
968,835
1,807,235
3,465,146
3,031,784
1,333,380
7,806,268
2,159,684
1,175,841
1,19%,483
1,083,488
1,025,408
525,004
2,906,738
629,748
2,926,500
1,258,273
454,005
3,941,148
3,989,530
1,208,561
5,704,688
625,527
3,7%,705
160,453
876,461
1,004,063
107,400
387,302
108,645
218,288
121,410

18,729,922
6,526,963
87,254

15,816,688

19,088,575
7,917,509

3,711,808

21,531,644

14,370,621

14,852,016
9,977,260

12,132,167
5,221,760

2,400,241
6,752,638

2,964,888

14,051,820
469,333

28,991,318

27,237,270

12,450,300

54,765,990
7,766,027

40,720,203
1,616,210
7,798,832
7,967,150

882,906
3,685,288
1,314,266
2,090,976
1,317,052

83,3%
40,37
478,363
476,748
50,715
134,045
913,121
13,434 560
11,238,354
7,061,018
9,546,236
8,257,939
4,945,730
26,217,957
5,900, 392
23,142 127
11,788,888
4,104,920
26,538,729
27,8548
9,024,261
34,247,772
4,778,312
21,835,013
1,518,932
3,771,835
6,156,388
1,178,816
3,864,092
81,510
2,072,488
1,041,779

18,646,588
6486588
8260,891

15,339,940

18,537,860
7783464

34,798,687
8097,075
3132267
7,790,998

431,024
3874228
276,030
6182284
852,246
9822761
2262927
554,413
2452589
-588,228
3426039

20,519,218
2987,715

18,885,190

97,278
4021,997
1,810,762
-295910
-178,804
432,756
27,488
275,273

71 1,142
70 1,264
68 83
69 04
69 1,116
82 1,158
70 88
43 573
25 29
55 759

5 53
38 03

7 65
28 179
15 122
36 29
16 100
13 92

9 99
-2 26
42 278
43 382
56 418
56 85

6 27
48 34
26 28

-29 -140
-4 21
40 26

1 8
26 157
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NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NC
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP
NP

NC 067
NCO071
NC072
NC073
NCO074
NCO075
NCO076
NCO077
NCO078
NC081
NC082
NC083
NC084
NC085
NC086
NC091
NC092
NC093
CBLC7
NP331
NP332
NP333
NP334
NP341
NP342
NP343
NP344
NP351
NP352
NP353
NP354
NP355

Khai-Ma
Ubuntu
Umscbomwu
Emthanjen
Kareeberg
Renosterberg
Thembelihle
Priemanday
Siyancuma
Mier

Nama Kha
Gariep

! Kheis
Tsantsabane
Dan-Lime

Sol Plaatje
Dikg atlong
Magareng
Vaalharts-Morobeng
Greater Giyani
Greaker Letaba
Greater Tzaneen
Ba-Phalaborwa
Musina

Mutale
Thulamela
Makhad o
Blouberg
Aganang
Molenvole
Polokwane

Lepelle-Nkum pi

701,531
1,086,927
1,662,448
1,855,810

579,632

663,586

846,468

89,565
2,626,025

450,412
4,725,933
3,018,866
1,040,976
1,553,905

786,704
9,086,332
2,922,876
1,436,573
4,522,652

1,784,482
11,766,840
2,371,681
5,775,374
2,753,429
4,182,498
27,250,794
2,72,580
8,221,121
7,108,030
594,673
37,217,363
10,847,529

406 692
625820
1,105,901
1,343,078
346 802
441785
462,712
688456
1427,614
218 528
2247,191
2133,748
526 488
1,109,440
534 304
7,025,783
1,753,494
1,038,773
2506,167
3121,946
3104,342
5636,663
1,882,092
1,042,369
1,068,930
7,359,068
6,136,077
2077,837
1,784,782
1,629,995
16,419 252
3110,485

117,131
198,660
343,186
387,636
104,655
124,296
13,924
19,243
415,863

70,401
722,204
552,291
155,466
333,956
145,400

1,883,637
506,702
3%,449
877,478

3,378,911

3,449,999

579,076

1,550,589
697,685
874,552

7,288,161

6,684,247

1,900,239

1,660,147

1,944,366

6,300,871

3,011,706

1,225,354
1,906,407
3,111,535
3,586,524
1,031,089
1,229,667
1,446,104
1,787,264
4,469,502

748,341
7,6%,328
5,704,905
1,723,930
2,997,301
1,466,408

17,9%,752
5,183,072
2,808,795
7,916,297

18,285,339

18,321,181

31,806,420
9,208,055
449,483
6,125,980

41,907,023

3,552,904

12,19,197

10,552,959
9,519,034

5,937,486

16,969,720

1,067,132
1,728,181
3,400,120
4,135,814
%8 668
1,267,784
1,176,775
2,191,719
3,565,001
518,310
5,314,793
6,024,383
1,241,540
3,486,765
1,518,731
21,421,683
4,747,056
3,444,975
7,411,075
516,477
479,009
1,573,333
1,252,271
1,008,729
72,35
1,584,638
1,319,132
76,228
32,623
416,993
42,607 354
1,147,296

158,222
178,226
-288585
-549290
62,421
-38117
269,329
-404,455
904,501
230,031
2380,535
-319,478
482,390
-489,464
-52323
-3,425931
436,016
-636,180
505,222
17,768,862
17,842,172
30,233,087
7955784
3484,754
6,053,628
40,322,385
34,233,772
12122,969
10,520,336
9,102,041
17,330,132
15822,424

14
11
-12
-15

19
-23
25

34
41

30
-16

-17
12
-29

75
81
80
61
89
77
69
69
75
71
83
34
69

1,054
1,054
83
502
578
1,326
D3
801
1,254
1,025
869
273
806
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558335%

NP361

NP362

NP364

NP365

NP366

NP367

NW371
NW372
NW373
NW374
NW375
NW381
NW382
NW383
NW384
NW385
NW391
NW392
NW393
NW394
NW395
NW396
NW401
NW402
NW403
NW404
Wco11
WCo012
WCo13
WCo14
WC015
WC022

Thabazimbi
Lephdal e
Moo lgapong
Modinolle
Bela Bela
Mogdakwena
Moretele
Madibe ng
Rustenburg
Kgetlengriver
Moses Kotane
Setla-Kgohbi
Tswaing
Mafikeng
Lichtenb urg
Zeeruwst
Kagisano
Naled

Mamus a
Greater Taung
Molopo
LekwaTeemane
Ventersdorp
Potchefstroom
Klerksdorp
Magq uassi Hills
Matzikama
Cederberg
Bergrivier
Saldanha Bay
Swarfand
Witzenberg

7,127,699
8,677,044
2,100,155
5,468,401
3,140,497

21,924,321

13,004,809

27,1%,958

31,874,454
2,819,269

17,8%,786
4,886,766
4,853,999

11,399,205
6,440,936
6,286,931
529,605
2,544,824
2,243,649
8,940,802

848,215
2,009,354
3,148,158
6,967,947

27,247 882
5,076,959
2,679,207
2,088,577
1,837,896
223,724
2,615,860
3,823,607

2926,218
3755,951
1,035,577
2599276
1,975,749
8749,495
4676,793
11,637,743
13618298
1,637,161
7,200,384
1,225,507
1,596,460
3427,151
2318,907
1,822,597
1,343,599
1,158,664
1,077,382
2340,468
220032
982737
1,715,796
4,194,588
17,182,173
2970,949
1,470,133
1,138,736
970,351
1,647,257
1,315,870
2103,632

888,998
1,461,659
300,064
751,806
541,316
4,221,856
2,511,691
4,6%,289
4,983,071
49,431
4,180,529
1,675,108
1,475,496
3,276,317
1,779,412
1,929,062
1,571,657
668,822
647 436
2,229,980
188,537
554,816
550,132
1,19%,53 1
4,975,797
89,883
470,071
37,264
3%6,198
463,471
421,899
637,686

10,942,915
13,894,654
3,444,796
8,819,483
5,668,562
3,8%,672
,1%,293
43,472,990
50,475,823
4,952,861
2,217 699
7,767,381
7,925,955
18,12,673
10,539,255
10,038,590
8,207,861
4,372,310
3,068,467
13,511,250
1,256,784
3,546,907
5,414,086
12,358,066
49,405,852
8,941,791
4,619,411
3,602,577
3,134,445
4,350,452
4,353,629
6,564,925

5,274,460
9,677,016
2,305,921
5,549, 404
5,325,980

26,119,443

14,001,443

30,861,444

32,283,786
4,479,536

26,802,880

18,088
1,094,001
1,655,375
2,020,688

721,259

65,80
1,486,446
1,469,004

312,018

23,902
1,366,290
4,653,783

11,267 99

48,419,703
8,131,384
4,001,821
3,119,580
2,663,763
5,034,405
3,303,887
5,490, 334

5668 455
4217,638
1,138 875
3270,079

340,582
8776,229
6,101,850
12,611,546
18,192,038

473,325
2414810
7769293
6,831,954
16,447,298
8518567
9317,331
8,141,969
2885864
2499463
13,199,232
1,232,882
2180617

760,303
1,090,074

986,149

810,407

617,590

482,997

470,682
683953
1,049,742
1,074,591

89
44
37
45

29
34
37
46
13
10
74
60
63
58
68
84
50
52
72
105
51
18

12
12
12
10

-10
15
13

475
378
26
02
41
317
%3
84
04
91
)
1,049
617
407
480
07
1,188
»7
55
@9
a74
%5
140
50
15
100
64
66
47
46
75

80
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585555355555556555555

WC023
WC024
WC025
WC026
WC031
WC032
WC033
WC034
WC041
WC042
WC043
WC044
WC045
WCo047
WC048
WC051
WC052
WC053

Drakenstein
Stellenbosch

Breede Vdley

Breede Rier/Wi nelands
Theewaters kloof
Overstrand

Cape Agulhas
Swellendam

Kanndand

Langeberg

Mossel Bay

George

Qudtshoom

Plettenberg Bay
Knysna

Laingsburg

Prince Albert

Beaufort West

TOTAL (BMunicipalties)

6,274,258
4,016,116
552,189
3,686,504
4,338,177
2,506,858

804,294
1,160,271
1,183,047
1,601,356
2,410,391
5,510,463
2,583,148
1,621,301
243,015

367,355

490,678
1,470,280

3762,536
2373,945
3,195,386
2312,373
2545,346
1,782,682

624 909

757 025

722188
1,107,790
1,844,911
3625,197
1,788,647
1,078,962
1,500,736

241659

303668
1,107,129

1,077,443
728,712
9% ,066
714,115
684,199
452 084
185,108
233,183
230,816
3%,611
53,082

1,081,019
519,139
300,080
438,015

70,692
91,976
316,616

1,114,237
7,113,773
9,712,641
6,712,992
7,567,722
4,740,624
1,615,311
2,150,479
2,13%,051
3,045,757
4,789,384

10,216,679
4,890,934
3,000,343
4,371,766

679,706
886,322
2,8%,025
4,298,709,397

10,111,247
6,617,339
8,903, 541
6,807,294
6,399, 244
4,987,832
2,042,987
2,285,577
2,140,069
3,438,576
5,874,353

10,750,987
5,381,362
3,134,187
4,183,850

706,896

8§72 524
3,466,204
3,014,86.23%

1,002,990
496,434
809,100

-94302
1168478
-247,208
-427,676
-135098
-4018
392,819
1,084969
-534,308
-490,428
-124,844
187,916
27,190
13798
572,179
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