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1. BACKGROUND
Following the devastating Knysna Fire of June 2017, the Greater Stutterheim Fire
Protection Association has completed a fire risk evaluation of the Hogsback village in
Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality in an effort to quantify the risk and motivate the
relevant stakeholders, such as the private landowners as well as the local and district
municipality, to mitigate a potential disaster.

1.1 THE GREATER STUTTERHEIM FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION
1.1.1

Since its establishment and registration in 2009, the Greater Stutterheim Fire Protection
Association (DAFF registration number 1090/01) has been actively involved in the
management, mitigation and suppression of veld & forest fires in its area of operation.
The GSFPA covers an area of approximately 980’000 hectares inside the Amathole
District Municipality and includes portions of the Amahlathi, Raymond Mhlaba and
Greater Kei Local Municipalities as well as a section of Buffalo City Metro.

1.1.2

The GSFPA, in accordance with the National Veld and Forest Fire Act (101 of 1998), aims
to contribute to the development of communities by eliminating loss of life, human injury
by progressively reducing impacts on property and environmental values while
promoting the useful role of veldfires.

1.2 CSIR – FIRE RISK ASSESSMENT 2011
1.2.1

The risk assessment of Hogsback, conducted by GSFPA, focuses on the village of
Hogsback itself. This assessment must be seen against the backdrop of the CSIR
“National Fire Risk Assessment: Analysis of exposure of social, economic and
environmental assets to veldfire hazards in South Africa”. Considering several factors
such as ecology, biomes, social economic factors and climate change, the CSIR
assessment created a risk level as the product of likelihood and consequence. As can
be seen in Map 1 below, Hogsback is situated in the EXTREME risk area.

MAP 01 – CSIR FIRE RISK ASSESSMENT; EASTERN CAPE
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1.3 HOGSBACK
1.3.1

Hogsback is a small village situated high in the Amathole Mountain Range. The village
houses in excess of a thousand residents.

1.3.2

The primary economic contributor to the village is made up of tourism to the village itself,
the income and work created by the surrounding farming communities and the presence
of commercial forestry.

1.3.3

Hogsback is severely overgrown by alien invasive species. These species, in most areas of the
village, have gone unchecked and have, as a result, flourished. This has resulted in a
potentially catastrophic fire risk/hazard in the village. This fire risk is further escalated by the
presence of commercial farming and forestry which surrounds Hogsback.

1.3.4

Hogsback is also home to two informal settlements on the out-skirts of the village. These
settlements are ‘Boldpoint’ to the North West of the village and ‘Eskolweni’ to the South
East.

1.3.5

On the central Western border of the village is the community of ‘Plaaitjies Kraal’ which
houses, predominantly, the labour force of the Amathole Forestry Company. Plaaitjies Kraal
is also tended to and maintained by the Amathole Forestry Company.
Map 02 shows the larger area of Hogsback.

1.4 Veld Fire in Hogsback
1.4.1

The areas surrounding the Hogsback Village experience numerous veld fires on an
annual basis. These fires are predominantly caused by human activity in the area and
most of the fires are suppressed by the efforts of the Amathole Forestry Company, the
Upper Cathcart Farming Association and some of the Hogsback residents.

1.4.2

Data for the last 20 years indicates a total of 153 recorded fires. Prior to the
establishment of GSFPA in 2009, data was collected by commercial forestry and was
primarily concerned with fires that impact them. It is, therefore, highly likely that there
were many more fires in the area that were simply not recorded.
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1.4.3

On a number of occasions these fires have caused substantial damage to the village of
Hogsback, the surrounding commercial forests, the commercial farmlands and
communal lands. In 2001, for example, a devastating fire raged through the Hogsback
area, burning an estimated 2000 hectares of plantation and resulting in excess of 35
million Rands worth of damage.

1.4.4

In a fire risk assessment report by Rural Metro Emergency Management Services (PTY)
LTD, dated 12/05/2010, which focussed on the fire risk in Hogsback in light of the
Boldpoint settlement and was submitted to Amathole District Municipality, Rural Metro
made the following recommendation:
“A Municipal Fire Brigade should be established in Hogsback as a matter of
urgency. This Brigade can attend to structural fires as well as assist in
extinguishing veld and forest fires. A Fire Officer can be appointed to take
care of Fire Prevention in the Hogsback village and surrounds”
(Rural Metro:2010).

1.4.5

Despite the historical data clearly indicative of an unceasing threat of disaster, and the
urgent recommendation from Rural Metro, there is no formal Fire Brigade Services
stationed in Hogsback.

1.4.6

Currently the function of Fire Brigade Services is delegated to the Raymond Mhlaba
Local Municipality. The municipality is, however, severely under resourced and
response time to the village is normally more than one hour, if any units are available to
respond.

MAP 02 – THE GREATER HOGSBACK AREA
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2. FIRE RISK ASSESSMENT
2.1

PURPOSE
The purpose of the Hogsback Fire Risk Assessment is to establish a quantifiable
potential fire risk in the village resulting, primarily, from fuel loading and the management
of alien invasive species in order to motivate the relevant stakeholders, such as the
private landowners and the local and district municipalities, to mitigate a potential
disaster.

2.2

MANDATE OF ASSESSOR

2.2.1

The GSFPA currently has 57 members in the Hogsback Village and surrounding area.

2.2.2

In accordance with Section 5(1)(d) of the National Veld and Forest Fire Act (101 of 1998);
“A Fire Protection Association must at least identify the ecological conditions
that affect the fire danger” (South Africa:1998).
Furthermore, the National Veld and Forest Fire Act, section 5(1)(h) states;
“A Fire Protection Association must at least provide management services,
training and support for communities in their efforts to manage and control
veldfires” (South Arica:1998).
In conducting this Fire Risk Assessment, therefore, the GSFPA is exercising its legal
power and responsibility.

2.3

METHODOLOGY

2.3.1

No sample was drawn for this assessment. In order to achieve objective and consistent
results, each individual property (farm portion or erf) in the Hogsback village was
physically evaluated on the ground using a risk assessment score sheet that was
developed by the Greater Stutterheim Fire Protection Association.

2.3.2

This score sheet is divided into several different categories and sub-categories. Each
category has a maximum potential score with the higher score indicative of a higher fire
risk and a lower score indicative of the opposite.

2.3.3

The assessment focusses on the evaluation of fuel loading on the properties with
specific reference to Ground Fuels (lawn management and litter layer), Surface Fuels
(shrubs, tall grass and slash / dead fuels) and Aerial Fuels (trees and jungles). The
presence of these fuels is the primary contributor to the fire risk in Hogsback.

2.3.4

The assessment also considers and places heavy weighting on the management of
fuels, with focus given to the presence or lack of fire belts around the property
boundaries and defensible space around the structures

2.3.5

Other criteria include access into the property, the availability of water on the property,
the slope / terrain of the property, whether or not the property is occupied and firefighting readiness of the landowner. In looking at all these variables, the score given to
each property is reliably objective and integrated.
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2.3.6

Upon evaluation of the criteria listed on the score sheet, each individual property is given
a total score out of 160, which is the score sheet maximum. This score is converted into
a percentage and then converted into a score out of ten; ten being the worst and one
being the best.

2.3.7

The physical assessment was done by Craig Els, the FPA Area Manager of GSFPA,
based in Hogsback. Prior to conducting the assessment, Hogsback was divided into 21
manageable zones (see the above Map 03 on page 6). Assessments were started in the
most North Westerly corner of Hogsback and conducted in a linear fashion to finish in
the most South Easterly corner.

2.4 THE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA
2.4.1

GROUND FUELS
Ground fuels refer to vegetation or vegetation litter that is located directly on the ground.
This can be a well-maintained lawn, which is a very low fire risk, or a litter layer which is
a high fire risk. Vegetation litter that forms a layer, once ignited, can burn for extended
periods of time and be very challenging to extinguish. With enough intensity, these fires
can also enter the root structures of nearby vegetation and do extensive damage.
Ground fires can easily go unnoticed for days, or even weeks on end and remain
dormant until weather conditions allow for the fire to be carried into the surface fuels
resulting in a surface fire.

2.4.2

SURFACE FUELS
Surface fuels are those fuels that are above the ground up to shrub, bushveld or fynbos
level. Surface fires can be extremely intense and spread rapidly. A dangerous source of
surface fuels is tree litter, refuse and / or slash. These piles, or even layers, of dead, dry
fuels can easily carry a fire into the crowns of nearby trees and result in a crown fire.
Because of the risk posed by surface fuels, their presence and state is given the highest
value in the context of this risk assessment. Minimal shrub level fuel coverage such as
well maintained, fire retardant hedges are considered the optimal, with tall grass and
slash and refuse being the highest fire risk.

2.4.3

AERIAL FUELS
Aerial fuels typically refer to trees, or more specifically, the crowns of trees, particularly
those of invasive species. Trees that grow in a jungle stand (unmanaged and untamed)
that form in interlocking crown, have the potential to sustain a crown fire, which is the
most severe and intense type of vegetation fire.
Where trees exist, their lower branches should be pruned well away from the ground and
surface fuels in an attempt to prevent a fire from ‘laddering’ into the crown. An
abundance of ladder fuels (surface fuels underneath trees that have the potential to carry
the fire into the crown) located in an untamed invasive jungle, is an extremely high fire
risk and direct suppression of a fire in these conditions is nearly impossible.
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2.4.4
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2.4.5

DEFENSIBLE SPACE
Defensible space refers to an area around a structure that has been reasonably cleared
of flammable materials / fuels and, in some cases, has adapted vegetation, such as a
lawn or fire-retardant plants in place. By removing the flammable fuels and vegetation,
this area offers a reasonable defence to the structure in the case of a vegetation fire.
The defensible space should, ideally and where possible, exceed 30 meters and at the
very least, in order to have at least some chance of protecting a structure, be more than
9 meters.

2.4.6

FIRE BELTS
Much like defensible space, a fire belt in the context of this assessment, is an area that
is reasonably free of flammable material and / or vegetation. In this case, however, the
area is located on the boundary of the property.
Five different levels of fire belts were considered during the assessment. The first, and
most preferable, is the existence of fire belts on the entire property of the boundary,
offering reasonable chance of preventing the spread of fire either to, or from the
property. Secondly the existence of natural fire breaks, such as rivers, adjoining roads
or indigenous forests were assessed.
Thirdly, and moving further away from the ideal situation, is the existence of firebreaks,
whether natural or created, on both sides of the high risk direction, which is influenced
primarily by the predominant North Westerly wind experienced during the fire season
and / or the presence of high fuel loads on the boundary. The least ideal is the existence
of a fire belt on only one of the two high risk boundaries, preventing a fire from
potentially either entering or leaving the property.

2.4.7

VEHICLE ACCESS
Vehicle access was measured on four categories, the most favourable being “2x4 Truck
/ Tanker” access which would mean that basically any relevant vehicle type can access
the property to assist with fire suppression. The second category of “2x4 Bakkie”
implies that the property’s entrance is too overgrown for large vehicles to gain access
and can only be access by smaller strike units such as bakkies.
“4x4 Truck / Tanker” implies that although the vegetation allows access by large
vehicles, the terrain only permits access by those small and large vehicles that have
four-wheel drive capabilities. “4x4 Bakkie” implies that the vegetation and terrain does
not allow accessed by large vehicles and the property can only be assisted by a 4x4
bakkie in the case of a fire.
Some properties, however, were found to have no vehicle accessibility at all.

2.4.8

CREW ACCESS
Crew access refers to the accessibility of ground crews and fire fighters on-foot to the
property. Simply put, if fire fighters cannot get into the property, they cannot combat a
fire. Crew access is predominantly limited in Hogsback by untamed vegetation and, in
some cases, the terrain. Crew access was measured in three categories; “complete
crew access” which allows access to the entire property, “limited access” which allows
access to only portions of the property and “no access”.
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2.4.9

SLOPE
Steep slopes and difficult terrain make fires behave more aggressively and makes fire
suppression more difficult and dangerous. The properties in Hogsback were given a
score based on the estimated slope angle of the property. Steeper-sloped properties
have a higher fire risk.

2.4.10 WATER POINTS / SOURCES
Water is obviously a key component to fighting fires. Despite this fact, however,
Hogsback village has no fire hydrant infrastructure, making it the sole responsibility of
the property owners to have water available for fire suppression. The most ideal
situation is a water source, such as a tap and hose, that can reach the entire property.
Some water sources can only reach up to 50% of the property, or perhaps only the
defensible space. Some properties, on the other hand, have no water available at all.

2.4.11 OCCUPANCY
Vacant properties pose a far higher fire risk than properties that have permanent
residents who are able to tend to the vegetation and fuel loading. Some vacant
properties do have appointed agents, or a contact person, who resides in the village and
looks after the property on behalf of the owner. The occupancy status of the properties
was, therefore, scored on three categories, namely occupied, vacant, or in the care of an
appointed agent.

2.4.12 FIRE-FIGHTING CAPACITY
Fire-fighting capacity refers to the land owner’s preparedness in terms of equipment,
staff and training to combat fires on his or her property. The capacity of landowners was
measured on three categories. The most ideal is that the landowners are fully
capacitated and compliant with the rules of GSPFA. Secondly is the category of limited
capacity which implies that the landowner has some equipment, training, staff and / or
experience to attempt fire suppression. Lastly, many landowners in Hogsback have no
capacity at all.

2.4.13 FPA MEMBERSHIP
The final criteria that this assessment took into account was the membership status of
the landowner to the FPA. Being a member of GSFPA gives the landowner access to
Working on Fire team(s), assistance, advice, fire suppression coordination and training
(when it is available). This effectively gives the landowner some level of capacity.

2.4.14 FIRE RISK RATING
The fire risk rating is the final risk score given to a property. This score is a culmination
of all the above-mentioned criteria and provides a broad perspective on the current fire
risk of the Hogsback village. Each property is given a score out of ten, where 10 is the
worst and one is the best.
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3. FINDINGS
3.1

FUEL LOADING

3.1.1

GROUND FUELS

The Hogsback village scores an average of 5.9 for ground fuel fire risk. 54 properties were scored at
10, or extreme risk, and only 13 properties achieved a score of 1 for having a well-maintained lawn
which severely lowers the risk. Most of the village (183 properties) scored 5 which indicates that
most of the Hogsback village is covered in a limited litter layer.
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SURFACE FUELS

Hogsback village scores an average of 7.4 for surface fuels. Only 15 properties have minimal shrub
level fuel coverage as opposed to the 137 properties that have ample slash, refuse or shrub level
dead, dry fuels. The wide spread cover of volatile surface fuels means that a fire entering or starting
in the village, especially from the North West, will quickly build in momentum and intensity. Fire
suppression efforts will be difficult and there is a very high likelihood of damage to or complete
destruction of property.
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3.1.3

AERIAL FUELS

Hogsback village has an average aerial fuel risk of 6.9. Coupled with the wide spread dead, dry
surface fuels in the area, this poses the potential for a disastrous fire. Although there are numerous
properties that have very little or no trees at all, a large portion of the village is densely covered with
trees, many of which are alien invasive species. These areas will likely be able to sustain an active
crown fire.
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FUEL MANAGEMENT
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The assessment shows an average score of 5 for the category of defensible space. Only 16
properties have more than the ideal 30m of defensible space in place. 45 properties have defensible
space between 22m and 30m, 97 properties have defensible space between 9m and 21m and 53
properties have defensible space less than 9m. Taking into consideration the density of the surface
and aerial fuels, it is likely that 9m or less is far below sufficient and such structures are at risk.
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3.2.2

FIRE BELTS

The average fire belt score for Hogsback is 8.6, which implies that there are extremely few measures
taken to prevent the spread of fire between properties. Only eight properties were found to have fire
belts around the entire boundary. 13 properties have natural fire belts in place that offer some
protection. Furthermore, 17 properties have fire belts on both high-risk boundaries whilst 19 have
fire belts on only one high risk boundary. The remains 227 properties have no fire belts at all. This
offers some concern relating to the spread of fire, as current conditions will allow a fire to spread
easily through the village, unhindered by the complete lack preventative measures.
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The average score for vehicle access in Hogsback is 3.1, indicating that the majority of the
properties are reasonably accessible. 108 properties are completely accessible by large and small
vehicles without the need for 4x4 capabilities. 86 properties can only be accessed by smaller
vehicles, but do not require 4x4 capabilities. 17 properties can be access by large and small
vehicles, but require 4x4 capabilities to do so. A further 44 properties can only be accessed by
smaller 4x4 vehicles. 29 properties are deemed inaccessible by any vehicle.
The major concern with having a total of 130 properties that can only be accessed by smaller
vehicles is that no fire trucks or tankers will be able to offer any assistance should these properties
burn. The properties that cannot be accessed cannot be assisted by vehicles at all.
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3.3.2

CREW ACCESS

The average score for the category of ground crew access is 1.5. There is a concerning number of
properties, 46 to be precise, which only allow for limited crew access. This means that fire-fighting
personnel will be unable to combat fires on certain parts of these properties. Furthermore, there are
two properties that are completely inaccessible to ground crews. The remaining 236 properties have
complete access to ground crews.
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SLOPE

As previously mentioned, slope plays a crucial role in fire behaviour. Most of the properties in
Hogsback are reasonably level, giving the village an average score of 2.6. 101 properties have a
medium to steep slope whilst two properties are very steep.
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3.5

WATER POINTS / SOURCES

The average score for water sources in Hogsback is 7.3. This extremely high score is largely due to
fact that there is no municipal / mainline hydrant infrastructure in the village. The only ‘hydrant’ that
exists in town is an overhead filling point, privately owned by the Amathole Forestry Company. Only
six landowners have water sources that can reach the entire property. 45 landowners have sources
that can reach at least 50% of the property, whilst 143 landowners can only reach their defensible
space, or, at least, part thereof. 71 properties, however, either have water that can only be used in
the household and not reach any part of the property, or have no water sources at all. There are a
few landowners that do have access to mobile water in the form of bakkie units, tankers or trucks
etc.

WATER POINTS
160
140
120
100
80
60
40
20
0
0

3.6

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

OCCUPANCY

25% of the properties in Hogsback Village are vacant. The average fire risk rating of these
properties (taking all the criteria into account) is 7.8 as opposed to the 5.7 average score of
properties that are either occupied or have an appointed agent. There are 6 properties that are
cared for by agents, 207 properties that are occupied and 71 that are vacant.

OCCUPANCY
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3.7

FIRE-FIGHTING CAPACITY

The average score for fire-fighting capacity of landowners in Hogsback is 8.2. Only 10 landowners
are considered capacitated and fully compliant with FPA rules. 86 landowners have some capacity
and partial compliance whilst the remaining 188 landowners have no capacity at all. Furthermore, as
previously stated, In the case of Hogsback, which lies in the Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipal area,
Raymond Mhlaba have been designated the Fire Brigade Service. Raymond Mhlaba, however, have
extremely limited capacity and have a minimum response time of one hour to Hogsback.
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FPA MEMBERSHIP

Although the capacity of the village is very low, landowners that are members of GSFPA do have
access to Working on Fire teams when they are available. 227 landowners, however, are not
members of GSFPA. The 57 landowners that are members account for 20% of the landowners of
Hogsback.
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3.9

FURTHER CONSIDERATIONS

3.9.1

VILLAGE ACCESS

The village of Hogsback has only three routes in and out of the town of which only one (the road to
Alice) is tarred and able to safely accommodate passenger cars. The alternative roads, one that
leads to Cathcart and the other to Keiskammehoek, are gravel roads and can only safely
accommodate heavier duty vehicles.
During attractions events, such as snowfalls that draw large amounts of people to the village, these
routes, especially the main road, quickly become congested to the point of standstill. The
concerning factor is that the routes in and out of Hogsback will likely be unable to accommodate and
facilitate an evacuation during a fire. Should a disaster of any kind occur, many lives will be at risk
simply because of the limited access to and from the village.

3.9.2

BOLD POINT & ESKOLWENI

The informal settlements of Bold Point and Eskolweni have increased the population and human
activity in the village substantially. Protesting, for various reasons related to service delivery, is also
a common occurrence with four protests having taken place between 2016 and 2017. During these
protest streets and main roads are normally forcefully blocked and piles of waste materials are burnt.
These aggressive tactics not only pose an obvious fire risk to the entire village, but also cut of
access to and from the village itself.
Bold Point, which is of particular concern to the Amathole Forestry Company (AFC), has a fire belt
placed around it, not by the landowner, Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality, but by AFC, at their
expense, in an attempt to protect their assets.

3.9.3

THE AMATHOLE FORESTRY COMPANY (AFC)

Hogsback is almost entirely surrounded by the commercial forests of the Amathole Forestry
Company. These forests were not assessed for the purpose of this risk assessment, but are
required to comply with the regulations of SAFIRE, a fire insurance company, as well as SGS, an
environmental compliance auditing organisation. The presence of commercial forestry inevitably
escalates the fire risk in the area as these forests are both a risk to and at risk from the Hogsback
village.
AFC do have a strong fire-fighting force in the area and can also call on added resources from their
other plantations close to Stutterheim. AFC also engage in rigorous fuel management and reduction
activities and place extensive fire breaks in the area in order to manage their internal and external fire
risks. AFC have, on numerous occasions, assisted with the suppression of fires in and around the
Hogsback village.

3.9.4

MUNICIPAL FIRE SERVICES

As previously mentioned Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality, who have the designated service in
Hogsback, are currently vastly under capacitated to deal with wildland and structural fires
throughout its large area of operation. Assuming that a resource is available to respond to a fire in
Hogsback, the shortest possible response time is more than one hour during which a fire has the
potential to grow into a disaster fire.

3.6.5 GARDEN REFUSE REMOVAL
There is not dumping site for or removal of garden refuse in Hogsback, which means that all garden
refuse can only be left to compost (creating a fire hazard) be chipped (if a chipper is available) or be
burnt, which poses an obvious hazard when considering the lack of capacity in the Hogsback village.
GSFPA
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4. SUMMARY - FIRE RISK RATING
Hogsback has an average fire risk rating of 6.2 earning the village a high fire risk. This means that
without urgent intervention and mitigation, the village is at serious risk of a potential disastrous fire.
The ideal fire risk rating is four and below which is achieved by only 59 properties, or 20.7%. 92
properties have a fire risk rating of five and six, which means that with some measures of mitigation,
these properties could easily fall into an ideal fire risk rating bracket.
106 properties have a fire risk rating of seven and eight. These properties will require extensive effort
and mitigation to gradually decrease the risk. Properties that achieve above six have very little
chance of defence against a wildfire. 25 properties have fire risk score of nine, whilst the remaining
2 have a score of ten. These properties are in urgent need of immediate measures of mitigation.
There is extensive work that needs to be done on such properties as they are not only a danger to
themselves, but to all their neighbouring properties as well
The fact that the fire risk in the village is, on average, quite high, means that a wildfire can readily be
sustained and fuelled through the village itself. This will make fighting a fire extremely difficult and
will most likely lead to severe loss of property, land and possibly even life.

FIRE RISK RATING
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

Map 04 on the following page displays the current fire risk rating of each property in the
Hogsback village.
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4.1 MAP 04 - Hogsback Fire Risk Rating
5.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1

PROPERTY OWNER SELF MITIGATION

6.1.1

The most important intervention that must occur needs to come from the property
owners themselves. By addressing the risks on their own properties first, and even
assisting their neighbours to do the same, the village will, as a whole, lower its fire risk
immensely and increase mutual cooperation.

6.1.2

Property owners should make an effort to dramatically reduce the presence of alien
invasive species which will have many ecological benefits over and above the mitigation
of the fire hazard.

6.1.3

There are many further ways in which property owners can improve the overall situation
such opening up access to their property so that large water tankers can provide aid;
ensuring that their water sources can reach their entire property or adding additional
water sources; constructing an ideal defensible space around structures and fire belt
around property boundaries and also obtaining basic fire-fighting equipment and
training.

6.1.4

GSFPA will be assisting its members in achieving compliance through site visits, advice
and guidance in how they can best mitigate the risk on their own properties and assist
their neighbours in doing so as well.

6.2

MUNICIPAL CAPACITATION & INTERVENTION

6.2.1

It is of essential importance that Raymond Mhlaba Local Municipality capacitate itself or
seek aid in order to cope with fires in its entire area. In agreement with the Rural Metro
report, it is critical, because of its risk and location, that Hogsback village be equipped
with a satellite fire station and fire-fighting infrastructure.

6.2.2

Vegetation management should be enforced through by-laws in Raymond Mhlaba. If
these by-laws are in place it will provide Raymond Mhlaba with the authority to intervene
and clear properties where landowners remain non-compliant and this authority needs to
be exercised. By intervening on a few properties, a new standard will be set and a
culture of fire risk awareness and compliance will be created among all property owners
in Hogsback.

6.2.3

Municipalities and stakeholders in disputes with the informal settlements should interact
and engage with those settlements, some of which were established illegally on
Municipal property, in an effort to maintain a healthy relationship as well as law and
order.

6.2.4

Furthermore, serious consideration to the upgrade and maintenance of access to and
from Hogsback needs to be made as the current situation will not allow safe evacuation
or emergency response.

6.2.5

Lastly, Raymond Mhlaba needs to investigate the possibility of garden refuse removal
and / or a dumpsite. In clearing invasive species, and mitigating the fire risk, a large
amount of refuse will be built up quickly which need to be dealt with before the high fire
danger period.

GSFPA

- Hogsback Fire Risk Assessment Report -

P S Rossouw

20

CONTACT US
GREATER STUTTERHEIM FIRE PROTECTION ASSOCIATION
PO Box 973
441 Sprigg Street, Stutterheim, 4930
(T) 043 683 2031
(E) admin@gsfpa.co.za
(W) www.gsfpa.co.za

THINUS BOTHA
Fire Protection Officer : Greater Stutterheim FPA
Manager : Eastern Cape Umbrella FPA
(C) 082 922 8637
(T) 043 683 2031 / 043 683 2659
(E) fpo@gsfpa.co.za / fpo@ecufpa.co.za

PIETER ROSSOUW
FPA Manager : Greater Stutterheim FPA
(C) 079 695 9497
(T) 043 683 2031
(E) manager@gsfpa.co.za

CRAIG ELS
FPA Area Manager : Greater Stutterheim FPA
(C) 084 774 2542
(T) 045 962 1013
(E) hogsback@gsfpa.co.za
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