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4.3 
ERF 523, CORNER OF R43 & R326, STANFORD: PROPOSED CONSENT USE AND 
DEPARTURE: MESSRS WARREN PETTERSON TOWN- AND REGIONAL PLANNING 
CONSULTANTS ON BEHALF OF OVERBERG AGRI BEDRYWE (PTY) LTD 
 
523 SSS (4145) 
P Roux (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
19 November 2019 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
Applications were received on 20 November 2018 from Messrs Warren Petterson 
Town- and Regional Planning Consultants (WPP) on behalf of Overberg AGRI 
Bedrywe (Pty) Ltd, applicable to Erf 523, Stanford for the following: 

 
 application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) for a consent use in order to erect a 

transmission tower on the above property; 
 

 application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure to exceed the applicable 
10,5m height restriction in order to accommodate the proposed 25m high 
transmission tower, and 

 
 application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure in order to encroach the 

height restriction applicable to boundary enclosures from 2,1m to 2,4m to erect a 
palisade fence. 

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

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 523, further named as the subject property, is zoned Business Zone 2: General 
Business Bulk Zone 2, measures 2,0325 ha and is located at the junction of the R43 
and the R326 within Stanford.  The property is developed with a petrol station and 
Overberg AGRI which is a wholesaler of agricultural products. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
Only the key points of the Motivation Report are summarised as follows (the detailed 
report is attached as Annexure B): 

 
 Application is made for consent use in terms of the Zoning Scheme in terms of 

Section 16(2)(o) for the purpose of erecting a transmission tower on the above 
property. 

 Application is also made for a departure in terms of Section 16(2)(o) for the 
purpose of the relaxation of the height restriction from 10,5m to 25m as well as 
2,1m to 2,4m to erect a palisade fence; 

 The application comprises of the following parameters: 
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 a 25m tree mast; 

 3 x 3 sector antennas attached to the mast; 

 microwave dishes attached to the mast; 

 3 x Equipment containers, and 

 a 2,4m high palisade fence; 

 the total ground coverage of the Freestanding Base Telecommunication 
Station (FSBTS) is 64m²; 

 The maximum height within the Business Zone 2: General Business Bulk Zone 2 
zoning is 10,5m and it is proposed to encroach the height restriction with 14,5m.  
No security cameras will be placed on the mast. 

 Access will be obtained from the R326. 
 The FSBTS will be surrounded by the 2,4m tall palisade fence.  Equipment will be 

secured in the container units and will be kept locked at all times. 
 Power to the installation will be from onsite electrical supply. 
 The proposed application does not trigger any listed activities in terms of the 

National Environmental Management Act. 
 The proposed application is motivated in terms of the planning principles of 

SPLUMA and LUPA and the Overstrand’s IDP. 
 The proposed site was located in a nominal point as identified by the network 

planners. 
 In modern day society the dependency on communicative technology becomes 

increasingly higher due to society’s utilization of more mobile devices and more 
than one (1) device per household which mainly rely on internet connectivity. 

 Due to factors including densification, urbanization, and influx of seasonal guests 
over festive seasons and holidays in a tourist attractive place like Onrus, 
Hermanus, Gansbaai, Franskraal and Van Dyksbaai dropped calls and poor 
network coverage (related to both voice and data) are experienced.  Stanford is a 
central point to these towns. 

 The coverage in areas are very limited LTE, LTE Advanced, and fixed LTE 
coverage and the proposed free standing base station will increase the amount of 
coverage in this area. 

 The increase in network strength will aid the local businesses and can unlock 
growth potential which will have a positive economic impact.  Residents, 
businesses and commuters will have a more secure connection to emergency 
services and armed response which will have a huge social impact. 

 The surrounding land uses are agricultural and residential land uses. 
 The proposed base station will not interfere with the current use of the property 

and there are no negative impacts on the surrounding land uses and 
environment. 

 No trees need to be removed to build the base station and no buildings with 
heritage value will be affected. 

 The proposal will have no impact on external engineering services, on transport 
or traffic related considerations, or on the biophysical environment. 

 Every possible measure has been taken to make the design as aesthetically 
pleasing as possible. 

 The proposed roll out of telecommunication infrastructure is undertaken to 
upgrade and improve the network coverage and quality to all customers. 

 Location for telecommunication infrastructure is primarily chosen within areas 
where a need exists for coverage.  If there is no need then no company will 
invest.  The fact that there are a few telecommunication infrastructures in the 
surrounding area supports the statement that there is a clear need for coverage 
in the area. 
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 The existing site was selected for several reasons, namely: 

 it is situated between planned and existing sites; 

 there is a huge demand by cellular users in this area and the surrounding 
base stations are unable to provide an acceptable level of coverage; 

 it is accessible to contractors during construction and maintenance; 

 the proposal and location of the base station is the best solution to the 
coverage problem; 

 the proposal is secure due to its locality, and 

 it will serve the complaint area (the area with the lowest levels of cellular 
reception due to locality and high volumes of users) optimally; 

 It is also dependent on a willing landlord scenario.  The theoretical best position 
is determined by the radio engineers.  Often several properties are targeted 
before a willing landlord is discovered that terms can be agreed with. 

 The impact of the site, proposed height of 35m (it is believed that this is an error 
on the applicant’s part) is designed as a camouflaged tree, thereby reducing the 
visual impact.  The equipment can be colour coded to match the backdrop to 
further mitigate the visual impact and blend with the surroundings. 

 The proposal will have no detrimental impact on the surrounding properties and 
will provide an essential service to the surrounding community. 

 Currently scientific research is yet to produce conclusive evidence suggesting 
adverse health effects associated with, working with or living close to cellular 
technology. 

 The City of Cape Town (it is believed this statement was an error on the 
applicant’s part) is more than welcome to take its own readings once the cellular 
communication infrastructure is operational. 

 Communication companies deliver an important service to the wider public and in 
terms of their licence with ICASA they have to meet certain standards to retain 
their licence of which one is to supply adequate network coverage to their 
customers. 

 Visual impact assessment was done and the following was concluded from the 
study: 

 Within the short distance the impact will be high; however given the fact that 
the mast will be camouflaged as a tree the visual impact will be moderate as 
trees are scattered across the landscape.  

 From the short to long distance zone the impact will be low due to Visual 
Absorption Capacity of the area, limited observers within these zones, the 
built up environment and the undulating topography of the area. 

 Moderate impact on residence living within 1km radius as well as commuters. 

 The following mitigation measures can assist minimising the visual impact: 
o avoid shiny materials; 
o the tree mast should look like the surrounding trees as far as possible; 
o tree branches should be dense, and 
o mitigation measures in order to minimise lighting impacts 

 
Lastly mitigation measures where stipulated to limit the impact of the construction 
phase. 
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5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 17 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Notices Yes 17 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Ward councillor Yes 17 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Total objections Two (2) 

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? 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 Recommendation  

Eskom 2/05/2019 No objection. Positive 

Traffic 7/05/2019 
Will assist where 
needed. 

Positive 

District Health 17/05/2019 No objection. Positive 

Environmental 
Affairs & 
Development 
Planning : 
Directorate 
Development 
Management 
(Region 2) 

20/05/2019 Annexure F. Positive 

Environmental 
Section 

24/05/2019 
Does not have any 
implications on NEMA. 

Positive 

Department of 
Transport and Public 
Works 

27/05/2019 Annexure G. Positive 

Engineering 
Services 

29/05/2018 Annexure H. Positive 

Building Department 4/06/2019 No objection. Positive 
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Environmental 
Affairs & 
Development 
Planning : 
Directorate 
Environmental 
Affairs and 
Development 
Planning (Region 1) 

14/06/2019 Annexure I. Positive 

Telkom 6/06/2019 Annexure J. Positive 

Fire Services 26/06/2019 

Approval is subject that 
provision is made for 1 x 
Dry chemical Powder 
Fire extinguisher. 

Positive 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Two (2) letters of objection were received – One (1) letter of objection was received 
from Stanford Ratepayers (SRP) and the second letter was received from Stanford 
Heritage Committee (SHC).  It should be noted that the letter from SRP is in support 
of the letter of objection submitted by SHC and therefore the main grounds of 
objection will be summarised as provided by SHC.  The main point of objection are 
as follow: 

 
 Little or no reference is made in the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) that 

Stanford is a proclaimed Heritage Area.  Neither of the reports noted the 
character, aesthetic and townscape attributes of Stanford which underpins 
its tourism and the village’s raison d’etre (reason or purpose of existence).  
The industrial type tower (and container base) near the entrance is 
considered inappropriate on both visual and heritage terms and could 
negatively affect the economy. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Within the VIA references are made to the facts that Stanford is a proclaimed 
Heritage Area and that it is heavily dependent on tourism (Section 7.1 in the VIA).  
Further, table 8 refers to area or route of high scenic, cultural, historical 
significance and that the expected visual impact will be moderate.  Table 8 was 
developed by DEA&DP and forms part of the Department’s Guidelines for 
Involving a Visual and Aesthetic Specialist as part of the EIA process.  The 
subject property is already developed with the AGRI Corporation and fuelling 
station which adds clutter near the entrance and the accumulated impact is 
mitigated as no more visual clutter will be created should the mast be placed on 
natural land.  The visual specialist is familiar with the area and has conducted 
numerous projects. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
It is agreed that the VIA make reference to the fact that Stanford Village is a 
Heritage Area.  However, the VIA only provides a limited amount of mitigation 
measures in order to limit the impact of the proposed mast on the character of 
the town.  The opinion is held that the proposal of a tree mast on a site/property 
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with no trees (or even tall trees) on it is a misguided mitigation measure.  The 
proposed tree mast would have worked in an area with dense foliage and trees, 
such as the Hermanus Golf Course, but in this case the subject property does not 
lend itself to the proposed mitigation measure. 

 
 No mention is made to the existing mast in Stanford or the existing mast 

cannot be used, or why the mast cannot be removed if the new mast is 
erected. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The existing mast was taken into account in identifying the Cumulative Impact of 
the proposed development.  The existing mast is a Telkom Exchange site, which 
means it is solely used for their purposes.  They do not allow for any other types 
of equipment to be placed on their infrastructure.  There is a good possibility that 
Telkom do not have approval for the existing mast. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The statement made by the applicant is not agreed with.  The existing mast in 
Stanford is managed by subsidiary of Telkom, Gyro Group who has confirmed 
that the tower is open for co-location.  Previous approved building plans indicate 
that the tower was approved by the Stanford Municipality.  Further, it is noted that 
in the applicant’s motivation the existing mast is not indicated nor was it 
considered when motivating the desirability of the proposed location. 

 
 Only two (2) construction options are proposed (mono pole or tree mast), 

no alternative sites are mentioned which should have been investigated in 
order to determine the preferred site.  This is a shortcoming of the 
application. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Telecom developers have a site selection methodology which takes into account 
numerous factors in order to locate the best practical site; however, compliance 
with NEMA is adhered to as design alternatives were investigated. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
No additional information was provided by the applicant to show where the 
alternative sites are which were considered by the developers.  The other sites 
which were considered might have a lessor visual impact. 

 
 No reason is provided why the tower with its industrial connection could 

not have been located in the Stanford Industrial Area which has more 
appropriate zoning and which is more centrally located to serve the wider 
community. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Please note that the existing mast on which MTN and Vodacom is currently 
situated are currently 1,8km south of the industrial area.  The Overberg Agri site 
is located north of the existing mast and will accordingly provide coverage to a 
different area. 
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Town Planner’s comment 
 

The applicant provided limited data for the location of the proposed tower.  It 
seems more to be a case of a willing tenant versus the impact of the tower on the 
character of the town. And as stated earlier the existing mast is available for co-
location 

 
 VIA report is misdirected in that it provides unnecessary or meaningless 

information, such as the geology of the region, real issues such as urban 
design and town scape, particularly within 500m to 1km distance, with a 
recognised Scenic Route (R43), residential areas and rural vineyards all in 
close proximity.  Visual aspects from 5km away would tend to have less of 
a veering on visual impact in this particular case. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The VIA was prepared in accordance with Government Regulation 326 of 7 April 
2017 and the Western Cape Guidelines for including Visual and Aesthetic 
Specialists in the EIA Process.  Information such as Geology, Climate and 
Vegetation must be included in the report.  Clear mention is made in the VIA that 
the mast will be highly visible within the Short Distance Zone as well as from the 
R43 and R326 and residence in the area.  The tree mast looks like the 
surrounding trees.  The proposed development will not stand out as there are 
trees scattered in the landscape.  A great example will be the mast situated next 
to the R43 near Hermanus Lagoon. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The proposed mitigation measure, i.e. to disguise the mast as a tree, is not a site 
specific mitigation measure.  The proposed tree mast will stand out as a single 
monolithic tree (mast) which does not blend with its surroundings, especially 
when observing it from the R43 and the R326, as seen in the photos below the 
area where the tree mast is proposed is void from tall trees.  As stated previously 
the proposed approach would have been better suited in an area where there is 
dense tree growth.  Further, the R43 and the R326 is considered scenic 
drives/links and therefore the over cluttering the skyline should therefore be 
avoided.  The applicant’s motivation and the VIA does not adequately address 
this constraint. 
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 Viewpoints as indicated in the VIA report is random and unnecessarily far 
away from the proposed mast.  Critical viewpoints such as from residential 
areas, entrance of the village, village green have not been included.  
Consultation with local heritage/conservation bodies could have informed 
the location of the viewpoints. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Viewpoints were selected based on a digital elevation model which illustrated 
where the mast will have the most impact.  The aim of the photos is to aid the 
assessment of visual absorption and to inform the community.  Should the SHC 
feel that the points be investigated then it will be done by the specialist. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
How the viewpoints where determined, is noted. 

 
 SHC does not agree with the visual impact significance ratings contained in 

the report as the specialist has either not understood the main visual and 
heritage issues of the study area or has underplayed their significance in 
terms of impacts. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Mythology used is outlined in Tables 6 and 7.  The specialist remained objective 
and is aware of the Heritage and Visual Issues and can defend each rating.  The 
specialist is willing to communicate with SHC. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The conclusion of the VIA is a bit contradictory, the first sentence states that 
visual impact in the Short Distance Zone will be high.  However, in the second 
sentence it is stated that the visual impact from the Short to Long Distance Zone 
will be low.  It is noted that a moderate rating is provided within 1km radius.  
However, on page 23 of the VIA it is stated that the impact is very high.  The 
moderate rating in the Short Zone is not agreed with due to the proposed site not 
having any tall or large vegetation.  All dwellings facing the R43 and commuters 
making use of the R43 and the R326 will have full view of the mast in the short 
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distance.  From within the Stanford village itself the mast will be have some 
impact from specific locations where buildings and natural plant growth does not 
obscure a person’s view. 

 
 Visual mitigation measures contained in the VIA are trivial as it would be 

difficult to visually mitigate the proposed tower.  Dressing up the mast as a 
tree which is unlike any other in the area is questioned.  Most of the 
mitigation measures deal with the construction site which will have a small 
or limited time impact. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
A tree mast is the best mitigation, a Monopole-, lattice pole, and water tower 
mast would have a greater visual impact than a mast camouflaged as a tree.  
The tree mast used in the report is a visual impression and subject to change.  
Although the construction period is considered short, if not mitigated, it can 
become irritating 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
Nowhere in the motivation is it stated that the proposed tree mast used in the 
report is a visual impression and subject to change.  The statement that the tree 
mast is the best mitigation option is not agreed with, a limited selection of masts 
(designs) were proposed which are widely found and used.  Given the character 
and site selection a unique approach should have been used.  As stated 
previously: to disguise the mast as a tree is not a site specific mitigation 
measure, the proposed tree mast will stand out as a single monolithic tree (mast) 
which does not blend with its surroundings. 

 
 No plans or details of the proposed tower and related containers were 

provided with the documentation – Annexure A was missing from the 
report, therefore I&AP have no indication of what these would look like at 
close range. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
Plans were included in the Motivation Report and available for viewing at the 
Overstrand Municipality.  The VIA includes photographs of what the structure will 
possibly look like once constructed. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The SHC knows that if the committee requires any additional information they 
can obtain it from the Town Planning Department.  However, from what is on 
record all the required documentation including the plans, motivation and the VIA 
was included with the notice. 

 
 SHC believe that the documentation of the application is incomplete, has 

not considered alternative sites, and has not included public participation; 
therefore the application is not supported.  It is also recommended that the 
application be resubmitted to HWC with the findings of the SHC. 
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Applicant’s comment 
 

In conclusion we would like to emphasise the positive contribution the base 
station will have on the community: 

 

 Mobile connection is essential for numerous businesses and something that 
successful business men and women cannot live without.  Hence the need for 
mobile communication network coverage in this area. 

 A vast majority of the households depend on the services of the cellular 
telecommunication providers, including internet and social networking media.  
With such a high demand for their products, it follows that service providers 
are responsible for supplying a high level of network coverage. 

 Mobile communication is important for safety and security in modern society, if 
the service coverage is poor then contacting emergency services is a difficult 
task. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
It is clear from the conclusion reached by the SHC that the committee is not in 
support of the proposed application.  The applicant aimed to address the 
comments made.  The comment and responses thereto will be considered in the 
desirability of the application. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Point 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
Please refer to previous section.  It is noted that Municipal and Government 
Departments were positive regarding the proposed application. 

 
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 
The application will not further perpetuate spatial injustices.  It will be aimed to 
provide an equal opportunity to communication services for tourists visiting the 
area and the village’s inhabitants. 
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Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is located within the urban edge, thus no urban sprawl will 
occur.  The applicant states that the proposal will be a benefit to the 
sustainability of the following three (3) facets, namely: economic, social and 
environmental.  No natural habitat is impacted upon and it will thus have no 
negative influence on the environment. 

 
Efficiency 
The applicant motivates that the proposed telecommunication infrastructure will 
be situated optimally in the area in terms of the existing town and its planned 
expansion. 

 
Spatial resilience 
The application will ensure that the existing resource (land) is used to its 
maximum in an affordable manner and it is in line with the Overstrand 
Municipality’s forward planning documents. 

 
Good administration 
The application followed the required planning procedures and a good public 
participation process has been followed. 

 
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 applicant motivated that the proposal aligns itself with the IDP due to 
Telecommunication Infrastructure being a benefit to tourism in the area and in 
turn also to the poor people in the area.  Further a network of 
Telecommunication Infrastructure can aid disaster management co-ordination. 

 
Although a VIA was submitted, the mitigation measures described, does not 
adequately address the impact of the proposed mast on the scenic links as 
contained in the SDF and Growth Management Strategy.  

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 

 
The existing services are available and have been viewed positively by the 
Engineering Department. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Zoning Scheme Regulations provide for telecommunication 
installations as a consent use on the subject property, subject to compliance 
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with the applicable development parameters.  The proposed transmission tower 
will exceed the prescribed 10,5m height restriction with 14,5m which is 
regarded as a considerable encroachment of the height restriction. 

 
10.9 Additional Planning Motivation for Removal of Restrictive Condition 

 
N/A 

 
11. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
Firstly, two (2) errors are found in the motivation which needs to be corrected.  In the 
first draft of the motivation the applicant motivated for a 35m tall telecommunication 
mast, however after the initial submission of the application it was requested that the 
applicant provide additional information.  Thereafter an updated copy was submitted 
and the proposed height changed from 35m to 25m.  It is evident that the applicant 
did not change all the wording correctly as the motivation on page 22 and the VIA still 
refers to the 35m height.  The aforementioned being stated, in the introduction of the 
application it is stated that the height restriction applied for is 25m.  Secondly on 
page 25 the applicant in error refers to City of Cape Town and not the Overstrand 
Municipality. 

 
Under Section 7 of this report the objection and the comments thereon were 
considered and discussed.  From the objection it is evident that SHC is not in support 
of the application.  The applicant aimed to address the issues raised, but however, 
the opinion is held most of the comments could not be adequately addressed. 

 
From a town planning point of view the following is noted from the comments and 
responses received thereto: 

 

 The VIA makes reference to the fact that Stanford Village is a Heritage Area 
however, the VIA only provides a limited amount of mitigation measures in order 
to limit the impact of the proposed mast on the character of the town i.e. 
disguising the mast as tree.  The opinion is held that the proposal of a tree mast 
on a site/property with no trees on it is a misguided mitigation measure and not 
site specific.  The proposed tree mast would have worked in an area with dense 
foliage and trees, such as the Hermanus Golf Course, but in this case the subject 
property does not lend itself to the proposed mitigation measure.  Further, the 
R43 and the R326 is considered scenic drives/links and therefore over cluttering 
the skyline should be avoided.  The applicant’s motivation and the VIA does not 
adequately address this constraint. 

 There is an existing telecommunication mast in Stanford which is managed by 
subsidiary of Telkom who has confirmed in writing that the tower is open for co-
location.  The applicant’s motivation did not discuss or consider the existing mast 
in the need and desirability of the proposal. 

 No additional information was provided by the applicant to show where the 
alternative sites are which were considered by the developers.  The other sites 
which were considered might have a lessor visual impact than the current site. 

 The applicant provided limited data or concrete data (area specific statistics) in 
terms of the reasons for the location of the proposed tower for the service 
providers.  It seems more to be a case of a willing tenant was found for the 
placement of the proposed mast.  Without additional information or area specific 
statistics the true rational behind the proposed location of the mast cannot be 
adequately assessed.  
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 The conclusion of the VIA is contradictory, the first sentence states that visual 
impact in the Short Distance Zone will be high.  However, in the second sentence 
it is stated that the visual impact from the Short to Long Distance Zone will be 
low.  It is noted that a moderate rating is provided within a 1km radius (with 
mitigation measures in place).  However, in the figure on page 23 of the VIA it is 
stated that the impact is very high.  Therefore the moderate rating in the Short 
Zone is not agreed with due to the proposed site not having any tall or large 
vegetation in order to aid the proposed mitigation measure.  All dwellings facing 
the R43 and commuters making use of the R43 and the R326 will have full view 
of the mast in the short distance.  From within the Stanford Village itself the mast 
will be somewhat obscured however, from specific locations the mast will be 
visible where buildings and natural plant growth does not obscure a person’s 
view. 

 
Considering the aforementioned points the opinion is held that the subject property is 
situated in an area where site specific mitigation measures must be implemented in 
order to lessen the visual impact on the commuters and Stanford Village.  Further, 
the fact that there is an existing mast in Stanford, which is approved by the 
Municipality, void the applicant’s whole motivation to procure an additional site closer 
to the north of Stanford. It stands to reason it will be better for Stanford that the 
existing mast is upgraded as it has an established visual impact, opposed to 
developing a new mast which will further clutter the skyline 

 
Further to the above-mentioned points; the applicant’s motivation for the proposed 
installation states that there is a high demand for the telecommunication service.  No 
concrete data or evidence is provided to substantiate this claim.  It is also noted that 
the applicant’s motivation states on page 16 that the dropped calls and lack of 
coverage is in other suburbs and towns surrounding Stanford i.e. Onrus, Hermanus, 
Gansbaai, Franskraal and Van Dyksbaai.  The rational for using factors which 
influence coverage in other towns to motivate desirability for is not understood and 
flawed.  The current need for Stanford should have been at the forefront of the 
application. Further, when perusing the same coverage maps, as provided with the 
application, on the various carriers’ websites a different picture is shown indicating 
that there is 4G/LTE coverage for Stanford.  Considering the abovementioned the 
applicant failed to demonstrate the need for the location of the proposed 
telecommunication apparatus.   

 
Given the aforementioned the opinion is held that the proposed location of the 
transmission apparatus is not desirable for Stanford.  Further, should the proposed 
application for the transmission apparatus not be approved then it stands to reason 
that the proposed for the boundary wall height from 2,1m to 2,4m will also not be 
supported as it aims to secure the site for the transmission apparatus. 

 
12. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the objections be noted; 
  
2. that the applications submitted by Messrs Warren Petterson Planning Town- 

and Regional Planning Consultants on behalf of Overberg Agri Bedrywe (Pty) 
Ltd applicable to Erf 523, Stanford for the following: 
 

 application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) for a consent use in order to erect a 
transmission tower on the above property; 
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 application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure to exceed the 
applicable 10,5m height restriction in order to accommodate the proposed 
25m high transmission tower, and 

 application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) for a departure in order to for a 
departure in order to encroach the height restriction applicable to boundary 
enclosures from 2,1m to 2,4m to erect a palisade fence, 

 
not be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law, and 

   
3. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2015 with regard to the above decision. 

 
13. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
 The applicant failed to provide substantive evidence (area specific statistics) 

pertaining to the need of the proposed telecommunication apparatus. 
 The applicant failed to consider the existing telecommunication tower which is 

situated in Stanford and the fact that it is open for co-location. 
 The VIA makes reference to the fact that Stanford Village is a Heritage Area.  

However, the VIA provides an ineffective mitigation measure to limit the visual 
impact of the proposed mast on the character of the town i.e. disguising the 
mast as tree.  The proposal of a tree mast on a site/property with no trees on it 
is not site specific mitigation measure. The proposal of a tree mast on a 
site/property with no trees on it is a misguided mitigation measure and not site 
specific.  The proposed tree mast would have worked in an area with dense 
foliage and trees, such as the Hermanus Golf Course, but in this case the 
subject property does not lend itself to the proposed mitigation measure.   

 The R43 and R326 are identified as scenic links in the Overstrand Spatial 
Development Framework, 2006 and the Growth Management Strategy, 2010. 
The R43 and R326 joins Stanford to other tourist destinations, on which 
residents and tourist travel each day and the proposed 25m high 
telecommunication tower disguised as a tree will have a visual impact on this 
routes.  Therefore the over cluttering the skyline should therefore be avoided. 

 
14. Annexures 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report and Visual Impact Assessment 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objections 
Annexure E: Comment on objections 
Annexure F: Comment: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (Region 2) 
Annexure G: Comment: Department of Transport and Public Works 
Annexure H: Engineering Services 
Annexure I: Comment: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (Region 1) 
Annexure J: Comment: Telkom 
Annexure K: Email from Gyro Group – Regarding the Telkom mast 
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