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14. 
ERF 3458, RHEEZICHT CLOSE, ONRUS RIVER, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
PROPOSED DEPARTURE : MESSRS WARREN PETTERSON PLANNING ON 
BEHALF OF JGJ DU TOIT 
 
3458 HON (2932) 
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
5 February 2016 

 
1. Executive Summary 

 
An application has been received on 3 June 2015 from Warren Petterson 
Planning on behalf of the property owner, JGJ du Toit, on Erf 3458, Onrus 
River for a departure in order to erect and operate a rooftop base station 
(telecommunication) on the property concerned. 

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

 
2. Service Delivery and Budget Implementation Plan - IGNITE 

 
Infrastructure and Planning 
Town- and Spatial Planning 

 
3. Compliance with Strategic Priority 

 
Provision of democratic, accountable and ethical governance 

 
4. Delegated Authority 

 
Executive Mayor 

 
5. Legal Requirements 

 
Section 15 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance, 1985 (Ordinance 15 of 1985) 

 
6. Background/Discussion/Evaluation 

 
Background 

 
Erf 3458 is zoned Residential Zone I and is developed with a dwelling.  The erf 
measures 540m² in extend. 

 
The owner applied for a departure to erect and operate a rooftop base station 
and associated infrastructure on the property. 
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Registered notices were sent to all potentially affected property owners, and 
twenty seven (27) objections and a petition list were received. 

 
The application was also circulated to all relevant municipal departments, and 
no objections were received. 

 
Discussion 

 
The objections and response thereon have been categorized for ease of 
reference and is as follows: 

 
Health related 

 
Objections 

 

 An antenna of 9,5m in height is too low to ensure safe conditions. 

 No clear technical information is provided regarding the health impact, the 
cumulative impact and supportive documents are out-dated and not specific 
to the application. 

 Alternative options such as formacells or FTTH (fibre to home) could be 
considered. 

 New reports by United Nations and World Health Organization in 2015 and 
the Electromagnetic Radiation Research Foundation of South Africa in 2014 
made statements with regard to better protection against electromagnetic 
radiation. 

 
Response to objections 

 

 The better the transmission, the lower the power required by handsets, the 
less the health impact on the user. 

 Radiation frequencies are part of everyday life (TV’s, microwaves, etc.) 

 Emissions are limited to International Commission Non-Ionizing Radiation 
Protection Standards, standards set by National Legislation and SA 
Departments of Health (EMF exposure limit guidelines) to ensure safety 
standards. 

 Statements made by the Department of Health in October 2011 and tests 
done by the City of Cape Town’s Department : City Health indicated that 
emissions from base stations are a mere fraction of a percentage point of 
guideline. 

 Condition can be inserted that, should if the base station be proved to be a 
health hazard, it must be rectified or decommissioned. 
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Base Station in Residential Area 
 

Objections 
 

 The Zoning Scheme does not make provision for transmission tower as 
consent uses under the Residential Zone I zoning. 

 Transmission towers should be accommodated in business areas. 

 The tower will be 1,5m higher than the 8m height restriction on residential 
erven, even if the tower looks like a chimney it is a separate structure that 
should abide by the height restriction. 

 The approval of this commercial tendency could create a precedent and 
ultimately change the residential character. 

 Maintenance would create commercial traffic and noise. 
 

Response on Objections 
 

 Temporary departure for five (5) years are applied for, and a further 
extension of time will require and additional departure application. 

 It was considered to apply for a consent use on a Local Business Zone III 
site for a use for a rooftop base station transmission tower, but for reasons 
of poor coverage, the prerequisite for willing landlord and appropriateness 
of this type of installation in the environment (pristine sea and mountainous 
scenic area), this was not considered viable. 

 Freestanding masts are usually not supported. 

 Buildings in the Onrus CBD did not comply with requirements. 

 Large need in residential areas and facility will provide high level network 
coverage. 

 Mobile telecommunication plays a major role in safety and security, and 
poor coverage therefore impact on emergency services. 

 Antenna will be in a chimney structure and have no real aesthetical impact. 
 

Property Values 
 

Objections 
 

In general people have a negative reaction to masts/antennae, which could 
lead to a negative impact on the resale value of properties in this area. 

 
Response on Objections 

 
There is no evidence that base stations reduce property value, if anything value 
will be added. 
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Alternative Sites 
 

Objections 
 

 Not clearly motivated why transmission tower cannot be in Onrus River 
CBD. 

 What other options were considered? 

Response on Objections 
 

 Criteria for positioning of base stations were considered and the 
construction of a mast on the open space site (Erf 3458) was not 
considered due to the greater impact.  The business area was also 
considered, but due to its lower elevation would have meant a 5m higher 
mast would have had to be installed, also with a greater impact. 

 
Evaluation 

 
The application will be evaluated in terms of the criteria to determine desirability 
in terms of Section 36 of the Land Use Planning Ordinance, 1985 (Ordinance 
15 of 1985). 

 
Location and Accessibility 

 
Erf 3458, Onrus River is situated in Rheezicht Crescent. 

 
The application would not have a major increase in traffic, as it would still in 
essence be a residential property. 

 
Existing Planning in the Area 

 
The immediate erven south, west, north and north east is zoned Residential 
Zone I and developed as such.  There is also a formal Public Open Space 
situated to the south east of the site. 

 
Policy Planning 

 
In terms of the Overstrand Municipal Wide Spatial Development Framework of 
2006, the area is earmarked for residential purposes. 

 
In terms of the Overstrand Municipal Growth Strategy, 2010 the area is 
identified for Economic Opportunity (Local). 

 
  

398



AGENDA of the 
Portfolio Committee : Infrastructure and Planning 
22 March 2016 
(Also the agenda for the Mayoral Committee Meeting : 30 March 2016) 

 
 

Character of the Area 
 

Considering the existing planning in the area, the immediate surrounding area 
does have a residential character. 

 
Then, considering the fact that the Overstrand Municipal Growth Strategy has 
identified this area for economic opportunity, it does give this area some scope 
to be developed for business purposes. 

 
A fair number of objections were received relating to the impact of an 
transmission tower on the character of the area.  It relates to the fact that the 
structure will be 1,5m above the height restriction, there are concerns about 
traffic and noise for maintenance and also that the Zoning Scheme does not 
make provision for such use in the Residential Zone I zone, and that by 
approving the departure it would create an unwanted precedent. 

 
The applicant is of the opinion that the proposal will have minimal visual impact, 
that there is a great need for network coverage in residential areas and it also 
promotes better safety and security in residential areas. 

 
Considering the facts, it can be said that the proposed structure will have a 
limited visual impact, but the objectors’ opinion that the structure is not a 
functional chimney and therefore over the 8m height restriction is supported. 

 
The area that the property is situated in has been identified for economic 
opportunity, but at this stage no rezoning to business purposes have been 
applied for, and the area still does have a strong single residential character. 

 
It is not clear what noise levels will be created by the base station, and what will 
be the frequency of visits for maintenance, which could impact on the 
surrounding neighbours and also their privacy. 

 
The objectors’ viewpoint that no provision is made in the Zoning Scheme for 
rooftop base stations as a primary right or consent use, and therefore should 
not be allowed in residential areas is a fair comment.  It is due to the concerns 
of visual impact, noise impact and even possible health concerns that no 
provision was made for such uses under the Residential Zone I. 

 
This office must therefore be totally satisfied that there will be no impact on the 
surrounding residential area, or otherwise the departure should not be 
positively considered. 

 
Ultimately, considering the limited visual impact and forward planning for this 
area, the proposal will not necessarily be out of character with future 
development in the area, but the abovementioned aspects about the direct 
impact on the surrounding residential erven does raise some concerns and was 
not sufficiently addressed. 
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Property Value 
 

It is to an extend speculative to consider the impact the proposal will have on 
property value.  The infrastructure will hardly be visible, and it is therefore not 
clear if potential buyers in an area will even be aware of the tower and 
infrastructure.  However, should the base station create noise levels directly 
adjacent properties, property prices can be impacted on. 

 
Health Concerns 

 
A lot of comments were provided by the objectors and applicant on this matter.  
This office is however can only accept the existing standard practises as 
supported by the relevant Health Institutions in South Africa. 

 
At this stage such practises are supported by the National Department of 
Health.  This application was also forwarded to the Overberg District 
Municipality’s Health Section, who provided their support for the application. 

 
Alternative Sites 

 
The objectors are of the opinion that an alternative site could have been 
considered, whilst the applicant indicated that a public open space and 
business building in the area was considered, but did not comply with “criteria”. 

 
The applicant did not provide any detail regarding alternative sites in his 
original motivation, and only provided some detail is responding to the 
objections. 

 
It is not clear what effort the applicant did go through to look at other possible 
alternative sites, but proposals to put a mast in the middle of a public open 
space with no trees to even hide the structure is not even remotely considered 
an alternative.  Placing a 5m high structure on top of a business building is also 
a very extreme alternative.  The two (2) mentioned alternatives should not even 
have been considered as alternatives, and proposals considered was in such a 
small area of Onrus River, the area to consider alternatives could have 
included a wider area. 

 
The applicant indicates that the following five (5) criteria were considered: 

 
 Required coverage to be achieved in the area; 

 Least aesthetical impact;  

 Taking the locality of existing base stations into consideration; 

 Landlord agreement, and  

 Optimal placement of base stations will limit the number of base 

stations. 
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Considering the above and the two (2) other alternatives, the applicant 
“considered”, it is clear that both these alternatives should not even have been 
considered. 

 
Previous approvals for base stations in this area were in highly vegetated areas 
with high trees, or behind the high walls of a reservoir lessening the visual 
impact of the tower.  These structures were also approved a fair distance from 
single residential properties. 

 
Approximately 100m north-west of the site is open spaces with large trees, 
which is probably a better option for a base station, but this was not even 
considered. 

 
It is the opinion that other options could have been considered for alternative 
sites, and the placement of a base station on Erf 3458, Onrus River is not 
considered as the best alternative. 

 
It is to be noted that the municipal Environmental Department also indicated 
that there must be adherence to the Western Cape Noise Control Regulations. 

 
The opinion that all alternative options were considered is not supported. 

 
Conclusion 

 
Twenty seven (27) objections were received against the application.  The 
applicant was provided with an opportunity to respond to the objections. 

 
The application was circulated to all relevant municipal departments, and no 
objections were received. 

 
The application will not necessarily have a visual impact or major impact on the 
character of the area, but there is concerns regarding the noise levels to be 
created by the infrastructure, maintenance of infrastructure and also if this was 
the best alternative for the base station. 

 
The tower structure is not a chimney and therefore it is considered to be a 
structure 1,5m above the 8m height restriction. 

 
Considering the above-mentioned, the application is not desirable, and not 
supported. 

 
7. Financial Implications 

 
None 
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8. Staff Implications 
 

None 
 

9. Comments from other Departments, Divisions and Administrations 
 

Manager:  Building Control Department 
 

Limited impact 
 

Engineering Department 
 

See Annexure F. 
 

Environmental Department 
 

Propose approval of application, but site must adhere to the Western Cape 
Noise Control Regulations. 

 
District Health 

 
Application approved. 

 
10. Annexures 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Proposed Site Development Plan 
Annexure C: Motivation Report 
Annexure D: Objections received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s comment on the objections received 

 
RECOMMENDATION: 
  
1. that, in terms of Section 15 of the Section 9 Zoning Scheme Regulations of 

the Land Use Planning Ordinance, 1985 (Ordinance 15 of 1985), the 
application for a departure on Erf 3458, Onrus River in order to install a 
rooftop base station on the property concerned, not be approved, due to the 
following reasons : 

  
 (a) there is concern with regard to the possible noise impact and impact of 

maintenance of the infrastructure on the neighbouring residential 
properties; 

   
 (b) sufficient information was not provided proving that suitable alternative 

sites were considered; 
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 (c) the aerial structure is not considered a chimney, but infrastructure, and it 
is above the 8m height restriction applicable to the area;  and 

   
 (d) the Zoning Scheme does not make provision for communication base 

stations as a primary right or consent use on Residential Zone I erven, 
and this could impact on the character of Residential Zone I areas. 

   
2. that the applicant be notified of its right of appeal in terms of Section 62 of the 

Local Government : Municipal Systems Act No 32 of 2000 with regard to the 
above decision. 

 
 
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL :  H OLIVIER  
 
TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 13 APRIL 2016 
 
TARGET DATE TO INFORM APPLICANT : 13 APRIL 2016 
 
TARGET DATE TO INFORM OBJECTORS : 13 APRIL 2016 
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14. 
ERF 3458, RHEEZICHT CLOSE, ONRUS RIVER, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
PROPOSED DEPARTURE : MESSRS WARREN PETTERSON PLANNING ON 
BEHALF OF JGJ DU TOIT 
 
3458 HON (2932) 
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
5 February 2016 

 
THIS MATTER SERVED BEFORE THE JOINT PORTFOLIO COMMITTEE ON 
22 MARCH 2016, WHICH COMMITTEE SUPPORTED THE RECOMMENDATION 
 
 
RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL :  H OLIVIER  
 
TARGET DATE FOR IMPLEMENTATION : 13 APRIL 2016 
 
TARGET DATE TO INFORM APPLICANT : 13 APRIL 2016 
 
TARGET DATE TO INFORM OBJECTORS : 13 APRIL 2016 
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