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4.4 
ERF 4164, CHANTECLAIR AVENUE, ONRUSTRIVIER: OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
APPLICATION FOR REZONING, CONSENT USE, DEPARTURE AND APPROVAL OF 
STREET NAME: MESSRS INTERACTIVE TOWN & REGIONAL PLANNING ON BEHALF 
OF KM DUCCI FOR CAPE DETAIL CONSTRUCTION (PTY) LTD 
 
4164 HON  
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
12 July 2021 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application was received on 12 June 2019 from Messrs Interactive Town & 
Regional Planning on behalf of the property owner on Erf 4164, Onrustrivier in terms 
of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) for the 
following: 

 
❖ Rezoning in terms of Section 16(2)(a) of the above-mentioned By-Law from 

Agriculture Zone 1: Agriculture (AGR1) to General Residential Zone 1: Town 
Housing (GR1); 

❖ Consent use in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the By-Law to accommodate a 
retirement village on the property with ten (10) units; 

❖ Departures in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law to relax the following 
building lines: 

• perimeter street building line from 5m to 3m to accommodate the proposed 
dwelling units and care facility; 

• northern perimeter street building line from 5m to 0m to accommodate the 
proposed gatehouse, and 

• western perimeter lateral building line from 3m to 2m to accommodate 
proposed dwelling units. 

❖ An application in terms of Section 96 of the By-Law to allocate a name to the 
new internal street that will be created. 

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

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 4164, Onrustrivier is zoned Agriculture Zone I and is vacant land.  The property 
measures approximately 5171m² in extent. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
❖ The application is for rezoning, consent use, departure and creating a new street 

name to develop a retirement village with ten (10) units, a gatehouse and care 
facility to be constructed over the building lines. 

❖ There are two (2) existing retirement villages in this area along the R43 Main 
Road. 
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❖ There are no restrictive conditions in the Title Deed. 
❖ The site is located 5km west of the Hermanus Central Business District (CBD), 

north of the R43 and Chanteclair Avenue corner. 
❖ The surrounding land uses are mostly Single Residential and General Residential 

uses. 
❖ The properties to the east and west are zoned General Residential 1, to the north 

Residential Zone 1 and south Resort Zone 1. 
❖ The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was prepared which recommended site 

access directly across Yellowwood Avenue from Chanteclair Avenue, and that it 
would create minimal traffic trips. 
Also recommended 7m parking internally in front of units for manoeuvrability and 
a refuse truck embayment on Chanteclair Avenue west of the entrance to the 
property. 

❖ The Engineering Report found the water reticulation system adequate and 
although the sewerage reticulation system is adequate, some minor pipe 
upgrades were recommended. 

❖ It is also recommended that a storm water retention facility be provided on-site to 
maintain pre-development storm water runoff, for discharge into the channel 
adjacent to the R43. 

❖ In line with the SDF, 2006 providing for full range of residential needs for the 
elderly.  It also promotes compaction and densification. 

❖ In terms of the Overstrand Municipality Spatial Growth Management Strategy, 
2010 falls in a “status quo area”.  The proposal is in line with the calculated 20 
units/ha allocation by providing for a density of 19,3 units/ha. 

❖ In line with the Overstrand Integrated Development Framework, 2014, proposing 
different lifestyle choices, income groups, and life stages, helping the integration 
of social and economic facilities, promoting mixed land use and promoting 
sustainable densification. 

❖ The establishment of another retirement village adds to the agglomeration 
advantages of the needs of the people of a specific life stage. 

❖ Ten (10) single storey units will be provided with an approximate size of 171m2 
each.  A care facility of 90m2 will be provided for communal meals, for social 
facility needs, a medical examination room, a kitchen and bathroom facilities. 

❖ A gatehouse of 19m2 will be constructed. 
❖ A stacking distance of 12m is provided for at the entrance gate. 
❖ A 1,8m boundary wall will be constructed and a 20m2 refuse area in the north-

western corner of the site, surrounded by a 1,8m boundary wall. 
❖ There will be gardens and open space landscaping to form a linked green 

corridor, with a 96m2 retention pond on the lowest point on the site serving as 
sound and visual barrier from the R43 Road. 

❖ Impact on the building line relaxation for the dwelling units and care facility will be 
minimal as it is mostly next to municipal land and still behind a 1,8m high 
boundary wall.  There will also be a wide road reserve next to the guard house 
(proposed on the boundary line). 

❖ The proposal will address the great need for more retirement village housing, 
which can be seen in the waiting lists in surrounding retirement villages. 

❖ The application is desirable as it is compatible with surrounding land uses, the 
slope of the site limit impact on views of surrounding properties, the site has good 
accessibility, the development will help the economy of the area and also support 
Hermanus medical-, shopping- and recreational facilities. 

❖ It will be in line with planning principles as follows: 
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Spatial Justice 
The proposal is compatible with surrounding predominantly retirement village 
character and in line with the Planning Policies. 

 
Spatial Sustainability  
The application will not impact on environmentally sensitive land and will 
contribute to densification and help limit urban sprawl. 

 
Efficiency  
Existing services will be utilised to ensure optimisation of infrastructure. 

 
Spatial Resilience  
The proposal is in line with Policy Plans providing for flexible spatial plans to help 
limit economic or environmental shocks and in this case, providing an essential 
service towards the aging community. 

 
Good Administration  
The Municipality followed a good administrative and public participation process, 
consulting with all relative parties. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Press Yes 
30 October 2019 6 December 2019 

11 March 2020 14 April 2020 

Notices Yes 
30 October 2019 6 December 2019 

11 March 2020 14 April 2020 

Ward councillor Yes 30 October 2019 6 December 2019 

Total comments ONE (1) 

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 

 
It is to be noted that the application was advertised, and notices were served on 
30 October 2019.  However, due to an error on the electronic data system, an 
incorrect street address was referred to, and the amended notice was circulated on 
11 March 2020 with a closing date of 14 April 2020. 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Fire Department 07/11/2019 No objection. 
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Building Control Department 31/10/2019 No objection. 

Traffic Department 20/11/2019 No objection. 

Environmental Management 
Services 

04/08/2020 
Must consult with EADP: 
Environmental. 

Telkom 04/12/2019 See Annexure F. 

Eskom  05/11/2019 See Annexure G. 

Engineering Services 05/12/2019 See Annexure H. 

Western Cape Government: 
Agriculture 

22/01/2020 See Annexure I. 

Heritage Western Cape 30/01/2020 See Annexure J. 

Waste Management 13/11/2019 See Annexure K. 

Western Cape Government: 
Transport & Public Works 

14/11/2019 See Annexure L. 

Western Cape Government: 
Environmental Affairs & 
Development Planning 

20/05/2021 See Annexure M. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.  

 
One (1) objection was received forthcoming the public participation process 
(attached as Annexure D).  The applicant was also provided with an opportunity to 
respond to the objections (attached as Annexure E). 

 
The objection, applicant’s response and Municipal Town Planner’s response can be 
summarized as follows: 

 
OBJECTION 1 

 
The position of the refuse area is next to the living areas and outside 
entertainment stoep of Unit 1 Chanteclair.  The refuse area will also not have a 
roof.  The refuse area will create odours, increase flies and other insects.  The 
fact that the refuse bins will only be taken to the refuse area once a week does 
not solve the problems.  The wheels of the refuse bins will create a noise.  
Request an amendment of the placement of the refuse area. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
There was consultation with the objector to resolve her concerns.  The Site 
Development Plan (SDP) was amended and forwarded to her, but no further 
response was received from the objector. 
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The new refuse area of 22m² is to be roofed with an inside door to load the refuse 
area, and an outside door for the Municipality to collect.  Refuse trolleys with lids will 
be used to mitigate possible smells. 

 
Trees will also be placed west of the refuse area to buffer the objector’s property 
from the refuse area. 

 
The refuse area will be moved to be at least 10m from the objector’s dwelling.  
There will also be a 1,8m high boundary wall that further buffers the objector’s 
property from the refuse area. 

 
Also, the retirement village management will ensure hygienic management of the 
refuse area in the interest of the residents. 

 
The development is small (ten [10] units) with a minimal refuse that will be created.  
Noise of refuse bins will be limited to a few minutes a week, will be limited in 
numbers, modern bins will be used, and a roofed refuse area will limit noise. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The comments of the objector and applicant are noted. 

 
The applicant proposes amending the SDP by moving the gate house east of the 
access road into the complex, thereby moving the refuse area further east and away 
from the objector’s property.  The proposed landscaping to buffer the refuse area 
from the objector’s property and constructing a roof over the refuse area would 
surely help to alleviate any impact on the objector’s property. 

 
The applicant’s opinion that the mitigation measures should sufficiently address the 
objector’s concerns is supported. 

 
It is to be noted that the original refuse area would have been 20m² in extend and 
only have a screen wall.  The proposal to roof the refuse area has an implication 
that an additional structure will be constructed over the 5m street building line, which 
did not form part of the application.  The Zoning Scheme however makes provision 
that a refuse area resulting from an approval of a development by a Municipality can 
be constructed over the building lines without a departure process. 

 
The proposed amendment of the SDP and mitigation by way of landscaping 
(planting trees) would sufficiently address the objector’s concerns. 

 
OBJECTION 2 

 
The refuse area’s position and the possible placement of the gate closer to 
Unit 1 Negester Noord would create vehicle noise, gate noise, human noise 
and have a negative impact on the property value. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The argument that the position of the refuse area and access gate will reduce 
property value is invalid, unsubstantiated, unproven, and based on general 
assumptions.  The objector’s property is situated on the boundary of a complex and 
next to vacant land, should have been considered by the objector with the purchase 
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of the property.  The position of the access point is a fixed position and based on 
minimum engineering traffic standards.  Refuse areas are visually placed on the 
outgoing side of complex access roads, thus the position of the refuse area is also 
fixed. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objector and applicant’s responses are noted. 

 
The applicant’s response that the position of the access gate and refuse area were 
fixed due to the requirements in the TIA and the placement of the access point, is 
noted and is a valid comment. 

 
Also, this is a small development which will create limited traffic and therefore not 
excessive number of vehicles that will travel through the gate each day. 

 
The planting of trees west of the refuse area will mitigate noise and it is also 
recommended it be planted next to the visitor’s parking areas to limit noise even 
more. 

 
It is considered that with the mitigation measures noise and impact of the refuse 
area and entrance gate on the objector can be sufficiently mitigated to limit impact 
and have a limited impact on property values. 

 
It is also to be noted that the development of a vacant piece of land with a 
retirement village could have a positive impact on property values and could 
possibly increase property values of surrounding erven. 

 
OBJECTION 3 

 
Will the development be done in phases and how long will it take? 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
No comments provided. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
No detail of phasing of the development was provided.  It is also difficult for a 
developer to indicate how long a development phase of a project will be, as it relies 
on the needs in the property market. 

 
The questions by the objectors however have no relevance to the consideration of 
the desirability of the application. 

 
OBJECTION 4 

 
Did not receive the first or second notice by registered mail. 
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Applicant’s response 

 
The notices were sent out twice by the Municipality.  Both notices were also 
advertised, and notices were sent to the Homeowners Association.  The objector 
confirmed on 9 July 2020 she received the second notice forwarded to her. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The application was advertised, and notices served on 30 October 2019. 

 
Some members of the public did make enquiries about the development after their 
receipt of notices.   

 
The objector was informed by another resident about the application and only in the 
first quarter of 2020 informed the municipal office she did not receive a notice. 

 
It was established that an incorrect street name was indicated in the advertisement 
and notices.  Although the notices had clear site development and locality plans, it 
was decided to place an amended notice in the newspaper and send the notices to 
all sixty (60) residents and Homeowners Associations who previously received 
notices. 

 
A second notice was sent on 11 March 2020 and a correction notice was placed in 
the local newspaper.  The application was also personally e-mailed to the objector, 
as acknowledged by her. 

 
The Municipality has therefore done a good public participation process and cannot 
be held responsible for the duties of the postal services. 

 
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. 
 

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: 
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Spatial Justice 
N/A 

 
Spatial Sustainability 
The application is within the urban edge and will not impact on agricultural land 
or environmentally sensitive areas. It will also help to alleviate urban sprawl by 
way of infill planning. 

 
Efficiency 
The property is surrounded by an existing road network and services 
infrastructure and will require no additional infrastructure to be developed. This 
is an efficient way to utilize existing infrastructure. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The approval of this development and units will ensure additional rates will be 
obtained by the Municipality to maintain existing infrastructure, thereby lowering 
the financial pressure on surrounding property owners and the Municipality.  It 
will also provide for different types of housing, as promoted in terms of the 
Policy Plans to cater for the aged, and help restrict urban sprawl, thereby using 
existing infrastructure to its optimum. 

 
Good Administration 
Good procedure was followed and with a good public participation process. 
This can clearly be seen in the additional placement of a correction notice to 
ensure correct information is sent to the public to ensure all interested and 
affected persons are duly informed about applications. 

 
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 area is indicated for residential purposes in terms of the Overstrand 
Municipal Wide SDF allocation and is also indicated as a status quo area in 
terms of the Overstrand Growth Management Strategy, 2010.  The status quo 
for this area is Single Residential erven north and north-east of the site, and 
higher density Group Housing and Retirement Village up to 20 units/ha directly 
north of the R43 Main Road.  This development proposes a retirement village of 
a density of 19.3 units/ha.  This development is therefore in line with the 
existing policy and surrounding developments. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 

 
The area is already serviced, and sufficient bulk capacity exists to 
accommodate the development.  The application is supported by the 
Engineering Department. 
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10.7 Outcomes of investigations/applications i.t.o. other legislation 

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
There are already a mix of Residential Zone I and General Residential Zoned 
uses in the area.  The proposal is thus compatible with existing zoned erven. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
The proposal is to rezone Erf 4164, Onrustrivier from Agricultural Zone I to General 
Zone II, and a consent use to create a retirement village with ten (10) units and a 
small care facility. 

 
The erf measures 5171m² in extent and is situated in the neighbourhood of 
Chanteclair in Onrustrivier.  The site is situated on the corner of the R43 Main Road 
and Chanteclair Drive. 

 
As was motivated in the planning report, a TIA was performed that found the traffic 
impact minimal, and it recommends access to the site directly opposite Yellowwood 
Road and the placement of a refuse loading area west of the access to the site. 

 
An Engineering Report was also prepared which found that there is sufficient 
capacity in the existing infrastructure for water and sewerage provision.  It was also 
recommended a retention pond be constructed in the southern area of the site to 
control storm water run-off.  The proposal was supported by the Municipal 
Engineering Services Department. 

 
The site is a vacant site overgrown with grass and not environmentally sensitive.  
The application was circulated to the Western Cape Government : Environmental 
Affairs and Development Planning – Environmental (EA&DP), and no environmental 
processes were required. 

 
The application was also circulated to the Western Cape Government : Transport 
and Public Works due to the property’s location next to the R43 Main Road, Eskom, 
Telkom, Heritage Western Cape and Western Cape Government : Agriculture and 
all these departments/institutions support the application. 

 
In terms of the Overstrand Municipality Spatial Development Framework, 2006 the 
area is earmarked for residential purposes and in terms of the Overstrand 
Municipality Growth Management Strategy, 2010 status quo. 

 
As motivated by the applicant, this area has existing group housing and retirement 
villages up to a density of 20 units/ha, therefore this proposal of ten (10) retirement 
village units at a density of 19.3 units/ha is in line with the policy documents.  It also 
provides for different types of housing, combat urban sprawl, and makes use of 
existing infrastructure to its optimal, which is the aim of the policy documents. 
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The application also includes applications for building line departures to relax the 
5m street building line with Chanteclair Avenue to 3m to accommodate some units 
and the care facility, and also to relax a portion of the street building line to 0m to 
accommodate the gatehouse. 

 
It is to be noted that a 5m street building line is excessive, especially considering the 
fact that there are extremely wide road reserve areas between the site and 
Chanteclair Avenue.  The relaxation to 3m will therefore have no real impact on 
surrounding properties.  The relaxation of the street building line to 0m is only for a 
relatively small guard house, which will also still be set back approximately 6m from 
the kerb line and will only be single storey and a 6m wide building.  Its impact will be 
minimal. 

 
It is also proposed to relax the 3m external lateral building line to 2m for three (3) 
units.  This is to ensure the internal road have sufficient width and parking provision.  
Two (2) of the three (3) units will be adjacent to the internal road on the Negester 
Noord development, and the third unit should also not have a major impact, as it 
would only be single storey. 

 
Considering the above, the proposed building relaxation will not have a detrimental 
effect in surrounding property owners or the surrounding area. 

 
It is to be noted that in the public participation process one (1) objection was 
received from the owner of Unit 1, Negester Noord to the northwest of the proposed 
development.   

 
The major concern is the impact of the refuse area and entrance gate east of the 
objector’s property.  The objection and response thereon by the applicant were 
discussed in detail in this report.  The amendment of the SDP by moving the 
security gatehouse to the east of the access point, and the refuse area closer to the 
access point, the roofing of the refuse area and the planting of trees to buffer the 
objector’s property from the gate and refuse area are considered sufficient 
measures to mitigate the impact. 

 
It is also to be noted that the refuse area will be roofed.  Although no application 
was made for a departure to allow a roofed refuse room over a building line, the 
Zoning Scheme makes provision that the Municipality can accommodate such 
structures. 

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

 
The application also includes the allocation of an internal street name.  A name was 
allocated to the application being “Pincushion Street”. 

 
Considering the above, the application is in line with the Planning Policy, will not 
have a negative effect on the existing character of the area, and will not have a 
negative impact on surrounding properties or land use rights, and is therefore 
desirable. 
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13. RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(a) of the Overstrand Municipal By-
Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) to rezone Erf 4164, 
Onrustrivier from Agriculture Zone 1: Agriculture (AGR1) to General Residential 
Zone 1 : Town Housing (GR1), be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 
61 of the By-Law; 

  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the By-Law on Erf 4164, 

Onrustrivier for a consent use to accommodate a retirement village on the 
property with ten (10) units, be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 
of the By-Law; 

  
3. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law on Erf 4164, 

Onrustrivier for departures to relax the following building lines: 
 

• perimeter street building line from 5m to 3m to accommodate the proposed 
dwelling units and care facility; 

• northern perimeter street building line from 5m to 0m to accommodate the 
proposed gatehouse, and 

• western perimeter lateral building line from 3m to 2m to accommodate 
proposed dwelling units, 

 
be approved, subject to compliance with placements of buildings as indicated on 
the Site Development Plan mentioned in Condition 1.(a), in terms of Section 61 of 
the By-Law; 

   
4. that the above approvals in Points 1., 2. And 3. be subject to the following 

conditions: 
   
 (a) that the development be in line with Site Development Plan Number 

arne2019/4164onrus dated 21 May 2019 providing for ten (10) units and 
associated buildings; 

   
 (b) that a minimum of 2 (two) parking bays be provided at each unit, to 

municipal standards and satisfaction; 
   
 (c) that the application does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation; 
   
 (d) that the Architectural Design Guidelines in line with Zoning Scheme 

parameters and the indicated unit types, be submitted for the development 
to address the style of the units that will be constructed, submitted to the 
satisfaction of the Senior Manager : Town & Spatial Planning in consultation 
with the Building Control department; 

   
 (e) that all the conditions of Telkom (attached as Annexure F), be complied 

with; 
   
 (f) that all the conditions imposed by Eskom (attached as Annexure G), be 

complied with; 
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 (g) that all conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure H), be 

complied with; 
   
 (h) that the conditions imposed by the Waste Management Department 

(attached as Annexure K), be complied with; 
   
 (i) that this is only an approval in terms of the relevant By-Law and not an 

approval in terms of any other legislation; 
   
 (j) that the refuse area be roofed and limited to a height of 3m; 
   
 (k) that a landscape plan be submitted showing the trees to be planted between 

the refuse area, visitors’ parking area and the complex boundary; 
   
 (l) that a Body Corporate be established with compulsory membership for all 

property owners within the development; 
   
 (m) that the Constitution of the Body Corporate be submitted to the Municipality 

and that the following aspects inter alia be addressed in this document: 
 
- the approval of building plans by an “estate architect” prior to submission 

thereof the Municipality, and 
- that the Constitution clarifies at what stage the responsibility would be 

transferred from the developer to the Body Corporate to deal with 
approval of plans and all other internal matters. 

  
5. that the application to allocate a street name for the internal street in terms of 

Section 96 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2015, be approved. 

  
6. that the applicant and objector be notified of its right of appeal in terms of Section 

78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2015 with regard 
to the above conditions of approval. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The property’s location and accessibility make it ideal to be developed for 

retirement village purposes. 
❖ The development fits in with the character of the area as there are already 

retirement villages and group housing developments north of the R43 Main 
Road in this area. 

❖ The development will be in line with the SDF, 2006 and GMS, 2010 which 
earmarks this area for residential use and status quo respectively. 

❖ The area is fully serviced and there is sufficient infrastructure capacity to 
accommodate the development. 

❖ The proposed departures are of such a scale that it would not have a negative 
effect on the character of the area, nor the surrounding property owners. 

❖ The application is supported by all relevant state departments, institutions and 
municipal departments. 

❖ The applicant duly addressed the objection received and the mitigating factors 
to move the refuse yard, to roof the refuse yard and to plant screening trees to 
buffer the objector’s property, are considered sufficient mitigating measures. 

❖ The application is in line with the SPLUMA and LUPA Planning Principles. 
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❖ The application is in line with the character of the area, is in line with Planning 

Policies and would not have a negative impact on surrounding property owners 
and is therefore desirable. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan (old and revised) 
Annexure D: Objection received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s comments on objection 
Annexure F: Comments: Telkom 
Annexure G: Comments: Eskom 
Annexure H: Services Report 
Annexure I: Western Cape Government: Agriculture 
Annexure J: Heritage Western Cape 
Annexure K: Comments: Waste Management 
Annexure L: Western Cape Government: Transport & Public Works 
Annexure M: Western Cape Government: Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (Environmental) 
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