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1. OPENING 
 
 
 
2. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
 
 
3. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 
3.1 Minutes of a Municipal Planning Tribunal Meeting held on 8 December 

2022 
 
 
 
4. ITEMS FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
4.1 ERF 425, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 

APPLICATION FOR CONSENT USE: INTERACTIVE TOWN AND 
REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF HM JOAO 

 
Report attached 
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TITLE DEED CONDITION, REZONING, CONSENT USE AND 
DEPARTURE: MESSRS WRAP PROJECT OFFICE ON BEHALF OF DE 
BROEDER INVESTMENTS (PTY) LTD 

 
Report attached 

 
 
4.3 ERF 726, 72 BUFFELS ROAD, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND 

MUNICIPAL AREA: APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION AND REZONING: 
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4.1 
ERF 425, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: APPLICATION FOR 
CONSENT USE: INTERACTIVE TOWN AND REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF HM 
JOAO 
 
425 KPRB (4183/2022) 
H van der Stoep (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
5 January 2023 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

An application has been received on 17 June 2022 from Interactive Town and 
Regional Planners on behalf of HM Joao on Erf 425, Pringle Bay for a consent use in 
terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land 
Use Planning, 2020 to operate a place of instruction from an existing building on the 
property. 

 
A Locality Plan of the property concerned is attached as Annexure A.  The Motivation 
Report from the applicant in support of the proposal is attached as Annexure B, while 
the proposed Site Development Plan is attached as Annexure C  

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The erf is located along Central Road at the southern edge of Pringle Bay business 
node and measures 494m² in extent.  The application is for a pre-school childcare 
centre.  In 2010 a consent use was granted by Council for a Place of Instruction 
namely a primary school on the erf. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
The proposed consent is motivated as follows: 

 
The last few years the urban landscape has changed and is continuing to change.  
These changes can be attributed to growth, development of technology and 
migration of people.  The impact of these changes has a direct impact on the 
functioning of towns and the land uses required to accommodate the changes.  The 
need for a pre-school child centre in Pringle Bay is a result of such changes. 

 
The development proposal is as follows:  

 
▪ consent use application on a Business Zone 3 erf with the required 1 bay per 10 

children and a stop-and-drop facility; 
▪ the centre will cater for 12 children between the ages of 4 months and 4-years 

old, and 
▪ the centre must provide two (2) parking bays, but provision is made for three (3) 

on-site. 
 

The property is surrounded by various types of business ranging from retail to 
restaurants. 
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The proposed centre is predominantly for children of working parents in Pringle Bay.  
The location is within the business node and therefore conveniently located. 

 
The proposal will create employment and allow parents of young children to work, 
thus contributing positively to the economy of Pringle Bay. 

 
Pringle Bay does not have schools of a dedicated community facility node.  The 
proposal for a centre, which is a community facility, is compatible with the land uses 
of a business node. 

 
The Overstrand Municipality Growth Management Strategy (GMS) identified the 
application area for Education Pre-primary.  The proposal is consistent with the 
Strategy. 

 
The Western Cape Noise Control Regulations, 2013, the unamplified human voice 
is not considered as a disturbing noise.  Due to its location within the business node, 
the school will have likely less of a noise impact than the normal business hour 
traffic and operations of the businesses.  The scale of the application is 
approximately 12 children therefore limiting the sale and potential impact.  The 
application does not include any structural changes. 

 
SERVICES 

 
The property has municipal services.  Access is obtained via Central Road. 

 
TITLE DEED 

 
There are no restrictive conditions restricting the proposed consent use. 

 
FORWARD PLANNING 

 
Spatial Development Framework, 2020 (SDF) 

 
The property is located in the business zone and is compatible with the SDF. 

 
Overstrand Growth management Strategy, 2010 

 
The application area is within the Pringle Bay business node (Planning Unit3) and 
has a density of 10-20 dwelling units per hectares and is an area of local economic 
opportunity.  The application area is indicated to be pre-primary education.  The 
proposal is consistent with the Growth management Strategy, 2010. 

 
PLANNING PRINCIPLES 

 
Spatial Justice: The application will not contribute to the perpetuation of 

past apartheid spatial imbalances. 
Spatial Sustainability: The application will have no impact on agricultural land, 

environmentally sensitive areas of biodiversity rich areas, 
since it is located in an existing building. 

Efficiency:  The proposed development is located conveniently close 
to those that require the service. 

Spatial Resilience:  The proposed development will serve the needs of the 
community and contribute to the economy of Pringle Bay  
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Good Administration:  The Municipality is consulted in the process and a public 
participation process will be followed. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published Closing date for 
comments 

Registered notices Yes 29 June 2022 5 August 2022 

Internal departments Yes 29 June 2022 5 August 2022 

Ward councillor Yes 29 June 2022 5 August 2022 

Total comments TWO (2) 

Total letters of support NONE 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 50 of 
the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning? Yes 

Was the application processed correctly (if no, elaborate below): Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA? (can be elaborated further below) Yes 

 
6. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL 

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Engineering Services 12/08/2022 See Annexure F. 

District Health 28/07/2022 See Annexure G. 

Building Control 30/06/2022 No objection. Building plan application 
to comply with all applicable law. 

Fire Department 05/07/2022 

No objection subject to compliance 
with the provisions of SANS 10400-A, 
10400-T:2020 and the By-Law relating 
to Community Fire Safety. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, THE 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE AND THE MUNICIPAL TOWN PLANNER’S 
RESPONSE THEREON 

 
Two (2) letters of objections were received from the following parties: 

 
➢ Messrs. J Smitsman & M Peacock 
➢ Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association 
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The objections are attached as Annexure D.  The applicant was provided an 
opportunity to comment on the objections received, and their comments are attached 
as Annexure E. 

 
➢ J SMITSMAN & M PEACOCK 

 
OBJECTION 1 
Due to the locality of the application adjacent to the restaurant there is concern that 
the Western Cape Liquor Authority will not renew their liquor license of there is a 
school adjacent to the restaurant. 

 
Applicant’s response  

 
In consultation with Sergeant Thomas (SAPS Hermanus) he indicated that each 
application is dealt with on merit, irrespective of the surrounding land uses.  The 
same response has been received from the Western Cape Liquor Authority.  The 
essence is that the liquor holder permit is subject to conditions and the onus rests on 
the licence holder in terms of compliance. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
In South Africa various businesses selling liquor is located next to school, churches 
and or other community facilities.  The land uses will have no impact on the liquor 
license holder as long as he complies with the conditions of the license.  In this case, 
there is not any transgression of the license holder of the restaurant, The Cork Wine 
Bar, to the municipality’s knowledge. 

 
➢ PRINGLE BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION 

 
OBJECTION 1 

 
An educational facility in close proximity to the existing community hall has 
been identified and it makes sound planning principles to co-locate a pre-
school facility with a primary school. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The comment is vague and lacks context.  The educational facility (Eco School) is 
located outside of Pringle Bay and for the purpose of a pre-school is inappropriate 
and undesirable.  Working parents prefer to be within easy reach of their children, 
especially young pre-school children. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The applicant’s response is based on the present scenario; however, the Municipality 
did enter into an agreement with the Eco School to relocate to Erf 1660, next to the 
community hall.  This information would however not have been available to the 
applicant. 

 
Although there is an agreement with the Eco School to relocate, the school had a 
previous agreement with the Municipality within the Business node on a community 
zoned erf (Erf 396).  This has not realised due to the lack of funds and that the erf is 
extremely wet.  Thus, makes it an expensive development.  The present erf 
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(Erf 1660), a consent use application still needs to be lodged, a building be erected 
and in terms of time frame, it can still be years, especially if funding is a problem. 

 
The agreement is with the Eco School and no subletting is allowed, thus making the 
co-existence of different owners impossible. 

 
OBJECTION 2 

 
The applicant conveniently only highlights the church to be in close proximity 
to the application area but dismally fails to properly describe the rest of the 
businesses in the area. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The comment is factually incorrect, and the Ratepayers appear to discredit the 
application by this statement.  The motivation report described the surrounding land 
uses and supported with a map whereby it is clearly shown and described that the 
adjacent properties consist of business uses. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The motivation report clearly indicates that the surrounding erven is business and 
only one community facility e.g., the church.  The Ratepayers are not correct in the 
interpretation of the report - Page 5, Paragraph (c) Land Use. 

 
OBJECTION 3 

 
The objector highlights a number of alcohol selling/serving businesses from 
the application site within a 150m radius. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The applicant is fully aware of the location of restaurants, pubs and places selling in 
Pringle Bay.  The proposed school will be fenced and secured in order not to expose 
the school and vice versa.  Apart from the school being fenced and secured, the 
operating hours of the school is unlikely to co-inside with the peak hours of the 
restaurants, which is after 6pm, that does not co-inside with the operating hours of 
the proposed day care centre. 

 
Sergeant Thomas from the South African Police Services (Hermanus) indicated 
when considering a liquor license, the nature of the business is taken into account to 
ensure that the business will not have a negative effect on the nearby community 
facilities and is considered on merit. 

 
The Western Cape Liquor Authority indicated that the licence holder must ensure 
that his business operates within the conditions of the license and can only be 
affected negatively should complaints be received and found that the conditions have 
not been complied with. 
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The proposed application will not be to the detriment of the land uses which have a 
liquor license as per correspondence of the Western Cape Liquor Authority.  The 
License holder remains responsible to adhere to the conditions as stipulated in the 
license. 

 
OBJECTION 4  

 
The liquor act states that the proximity of a school to any premises applying 
for a liquor license, is the determining factor granting such license. The 
objector is of the opinion that the reverse should be applicable, especially if it 
constitutes a pre-primary school or creche it should be separated 100m or 
500m. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
There is no restriction within the Liquor Act, 2003 or the Western Cape Liquor Act, 
2008 that limits the sale of liquor within 500m of a school.  

 
The Western Cape Liquor Act, 2008 states the following:  

 
“34. The Liquor Licensing Tribunal may not grant a license, unless it is satisfied on a 

balance of probabilities that –  
 

(e) the granting of the application does not prejudice –  
 

(iii) the learners of an educational institute who are under the age of 
eighteen (18) years;” 

 
It is clear that the objector interprets the Regulations in their own way and is without 
facts.  When a liquor license is considered by the relevant parties, consideration is 
given to circumstances.  The onus is on the business to conduct their business in a 
responsible way that complies with the Liquor Act and does not prejudice learners of 
an educational institution who are under the age of 18. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The applicant’s response is agreed with in terms of proximity of the land uses of each 
other and the evaluation of a liquor license application.  Although the Act stipulates 
the concern of learners under the age of 18, it should be noted that the pre-school 
has the age restriction of 4-months-old babies to 4-year-old children.  Thus, highly 
unlikely that that the pre-school will be subject to possible abuse of liquor. 

 
OBJECTION 5  

 
Irrespective of any strict legal requirements, it would be out of order to allow a 
pre-primary school on Erf 425, neighbouring a licensed establishment serving 
alcohol which is located 75m from at least two more licensed establishments 
selling liquor. 
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Applicant’s response 
 

The comment of objection is a thoughtless opinion without any legal status.  The 
implementation of such general requirement would contribute to ill-functioning towns 
and business areas.  In contrast to the comments, initiatives are currently underway 
for a formal play park directly opposite the application site by volunteers to enhance 
Pringle Bay as a child friendly village. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Irrespective of any legal requirements, the management of establishments selling 
liquor have a moral and social responsibility not to sell alcohol to children under the 
age of 18 years and respect each other’s business to make a living whilst still provide 
a service to the general public.  There is no reason why the pre-school and the 
restaurant cannot be located adjacent and or in the vicinity of each other, as long as 
both parties adhere to the rules and regulations governing their establishments. 

 
If a radius of non-selling liquor establishments for community services are made 
applicable, various churches, clinics and other facilities can close its doors in South 
Africa.  Therefore, such radius cannot be implemented, especially in the Central 
Business Districts of towns and cities. 

 
OBJECTION 6 

 
Objectors’ major concern is the renewing of their liquor licenses in the 
business zone. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
When considering liquor licenses, a holistic and objective evaluation are made by the 
Liquor and related authorities.  It is further evident that the objector subjectively only 
considers the view of alcohol selling businesses and does not consider the need for 
all and by implication discriminating against facilities for children. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Businesses in the CBD of Pringle Bay should only have a concern should the license 
holder not adhere to the license conditions and transgressing the Land Use Scheme 
and National Building Regulations. 

 
The CBD of Pringle Bay has a wide variety of land uses to cater for the community, 
which includes primary, and consent uses applicable to the erven and is not 
restricted to liquor license holders only. 

 
OBJECTION 7  

 
The business area should be reserved for appropriate business activities 
rather than school/creche/day care centre which will inherently hamper or even 
prohibit future business developments. 
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Applicant’s response 
 

It is seriously concerning that a Ratepayers Association deter/discourage children 
facility within the business area of the town.  By implication, the objective/aim of 
Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association “to preserve and protect the rights and interests 
of all ratepayers and residents as a whole of the area” is subsequently not adhered 
to given that they do not protect the rights of parents who wish to have their kids in 
an easily accessible day care centre close to their homes or workplace. 

 
The objector ignores the latest educational trends of home school centres due to 
more and more parents working from home due to technological evolution and 
growth and circumstances.  It is also seriously concerning that a ratepayers 
association discourages much needed investments and subsequent employment 
opportunities by objecting to such augmenting and complementing agglomerating 
land uses resulting in investors to rather invest elsewhere or completely 
abandon/omitting their initiatives.  Ratepayers should rather assist potential investors 
in a positive manner by inter alia assisting potential investors. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Pringle Bay Business node makes provision for the primary rights of shops and 
offices and related and associated activities as per the consent uses.  The 
application erf was utilised as a business premises, which was not acceptable to the 
community of Pringle Bay due to the management thereof.  Thus, the exclusionary 
objection of primarily business will not safeguard future business developments. 

 
The only alternative is to have a pre-school on the one vacant community zoned erf, 
which is waterlogged.  It should be noted that the available correctly zoned erf where 
a Place of Instruction is a primary right is located within a 100m to a 500m radius of 
all the businesses in the CBD of Pringle Bay. 

 
The other alternative is that such a pre-school be located in the residential areas of 
Pringle Bay, which will not address the need of parents working within the CBD and 
generate additional traffic on streets within a residential neighbourhood.  The CBD 
has vacant business erven, thus future business developments can still be 
accommodated. 

 
OBJECTION 8  

 
The need and desirability of a pre-school is outside of Planning Unit 3, 
preferably in Planning Units 1 and 2. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The reason is incorrect since the proposals for community infrastructure was based 
on Provincial Standards for the provision of community infrastructure.  In the 
Overstrand Growth Management Strategy, 2010, the allocation of community 
facilities was based on representative distribution and accessibility as well as the 
calculation per planning unit.  The comments made by the Ratepayers have taken 
the information out of context to justify their point of objection without considering the 
actual need of the community. 
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Town Planner’s comment 
 

The determination of community facilities is correct as per the response from the 
applicant.  The objector did indicate that the facility rather be located in Planning 
Units 1 and 2 but did not indicate the actual locality, implication of surrounding erven, 
residents of the area and or restriction in the Tile Deed.  The other question remains 
if there was a need within the other Planning Units, why has it not materialised?  
Thus, the proposal that such a facility rather be located in other Planning Units is 
based on assumption. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Paragraph 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS (Town Planner’s comment on 

objections/and response thereon) 
 

See Paragraph 7 above. 
 

Internal and External Departments 
 

The application was supported by all internal municipal departments.  
 

10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 
CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 

 
10.1 Background 

 
N/A 

 
10.2 (In)consistency with the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 

2013 (Act 16 of 2013) 
 

The application is in line with the planning objectives applicable to this 
application.  

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 

 
N/A 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
The application is within the urban edge and will not impact on agricultural land 
or environmental areas.  The application is in line with the promoting of 
compaction and mixed-use urban environments.  

 
Efficiency 

 
The landowner wants to use the property to its full potential and make optimal 
use of municipal services available to the erf that in return contribute economic 
well-being. 
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Spatial Resilience 
 

The application is in line with local policies and legislation applicable to the built 
environment and land use.  The proposed use will be located in an existing 
building approved in terms of the National Building Regulations. 

 
Good Administration 

 
Administrative procedure was followed as prescribed by the Municipality. 

 
10.3 (In)consistency with the principles referred to in Chapter Vl of the Land 

Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 
 

Same as Point 10.2 above. 
 

10.4 (In)consistency with the IDP/Various levels of SDF’s/Applicable policies 
 

The IDP (2021-2022) identifies the need for primary and high schools due to 
the demand.  The implication thereof is the need for ECD centres to have the 
children school ready. 

 
10.5 (In)consistency with guidelines prepared by the Provincial Minister 

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 

 
Existing services will be used. 

 
10.7 Outcomes of investigations/applications i.t.o other legislation 

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Municipality Zoning Scheme Regulations is applicable to this 
area.  The application is consistent with the possibility of a consent use. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE NEED AND DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
In terms of desirability the following aspects need to be considered namely: 

 
Pringle Bay has two community zone erven as per the Township establishment in 
1940 namely Erven 396 and 397.  Erf 397 has been developed as a church and Erf 
396 is still vacant.  The Eco School has had a lease agreement on Erf 396, but due 
to the erf being waterlogged and financial constraints, the school has not been built.  
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Subsequently the school has requested and entered into a lease agreement with the 
Municipality on Erf 1660, the latter the Pringle Ratepayers recommended that the 
proposed application be accommodated.  However, the agreement was with the Eco 
School and no subletting is allowed.  Therefore, this proposal is not viable.  The 
locality of the erf is not easily accessible for parents employed in the CBD in terms 
of walkability and is not developed yet. 

 
The actual objection relates to the existing liquor license holders’ fear that a school 
may impact in their option of renewing their liquor licenses.  This aspect has been 
dealt with extensively in the objection and reply section (Paragraph 7 of this report).  
There is no legislative restriction of the distance between liquor holding 
establishments and community facilities, in this case the pre-school.  It remains the 
responsibility of these businesses to comply with the conditions of the licenses, 
which is the determining factor in applying with the renewal procedure at the 
Western Cape Liquor Authority. 

 
The preschool will cater for 4-month-old babies to 4-year-old children up to a 
maximum 12 children in total.  The activities of the adjacent restaurant will have no 
bearing on the school and vice versa if both parties remain within the rules and 
regulation of their respective land uses.  Having said that, it should also be clear that 
the restaurant is a primary use and the school a consent use, thus should there be a 
dispute of any kind pertaining the operation of the uses, the restaurant will be given 
preferential treatment in this regard.  This is to ensure that the school cannot lodge 
frivolous complaints at the Western Cape Liquor Authority that will impact on the 
license holder. 

 
The proposed application is located in the CBD which has higher noise levels than a 
residential area and it is the school’s responsibility to ensure that the babies’ room is 
located away from the business activities and or soundproof the room should noise 
become an issue. 

 
CONCLUSION: 

 
The property is ideally located for parents with young children employed by 
businesses within the CBD in terms of walkability and security.  It is also recognised 
by commenting parties that there is a need for such a facility. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 on Erf 425, Pringle 
Bay for a consent use in order to operate a place of instruction from the existing 
building on the property, be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61, 
subject to the following conditions: 

  
 (a) that the place of instruction be limited to a pre-school and accommodate a 

maximum of twelve (12) children; 
   
 (b) that the place of instruction be limited to the existing building as per Plan 

Number A101 dated 7 June 2022; 
   
 (c) that the following operating hours be applicable as indicated in the 

motivation - Monday to Friday from 08h00 to 17h00; 
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 (d) that the drop-and-go facility be on the western side (in front) of the place of 
instruction and signage be erected to inform parents of the facility; 

   
 (e) that the access gates to the property remain open for the duration of 

dropping off and collecting of children; 
   
 (f) that only one un-illuminated sign, that complies with the Municipal By-Law 

on Signage, may be displayed on the premises; 
   
 (g) that no parking of vehicles be allowed on the adjacent business premises; 

and that pre-school employees park on-site; 
   
 (h) that the rights to operate a place of instruction is not transferable; 
   
 (i) that the Overstrand Municipality retains the right to enforce any relevant 

legislation and or By-Laws; 
   
 (j) that a Health Certificate – Child Care be obtained from the Health 

Department of the Overberg District Municipality and a Fire Prevention 
Certificate from the Municipal Fire Department; 

   
 (k) that commercial rates and service tariffs as determined by the annual 

budget, be made applicable, which tariffs are automatically adjusted in 
terms of the annual budget; 

   
 (l) that building plans be submitted to the Municipality showing all building 

changes, partitioning and correct names of rooms to the satisfaction of the 
Fire Department and Building Control Department; 

   
 (m) that a fire protection plan be submitted to the Building Control Department; 
   
 (n) that no accumulation of refuse may occur on the premises; 
   
 (o) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation; 
   
 (p) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Zoning 

Scheme be complied with, and 
   
 (q) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure F), be 

complied with. 
   
2. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Land Use 
Planning, 2020 with regard to the above decision. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The application is in line with forward planning documents. 
❖ The place of instruction provides a much-needed community facility. 
❖ Objectors acknowledge the need for a pre-school but have a few provisos, which 

can be mitigated. 
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15. ANNEXURES 
 

Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objections received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to the objection received 
Annexure F: Services Report 
Annexure G: Comment: Overberg District Municipality Health Department 

 
SIGNATURE 

 
REGISTERED PLANNER 

 
Name:   H VAN DER STOEP 

 
SACPLAN registration number:   A/1708/2013 

 
Signature:  ___________________ 

 
Date:   ___________________ 
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