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4.2 
PORTION 164 OF THE FARM BAARDSCHEERDERS BOSCH NO. 213, DIVISION 
BREDASDORP, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA : PROPOSED CONSENT USE : 
MESSRS PLANACTIVE TOWN AND REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF JJ NEL AND 
AL RABIE 
 
Ptn 164/213 GRBRE 
SW van der Merwe (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
5 December 2021 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

An application has been received on 16 August 2021 from Messrs PlanActive Town & 
Regional Planners on JJ Nel and AL Rabie, the owners of Portion 164 of the Farm 
Baardscheerders Bosch No. 213, Division Caledon for consent use in terms of Section 
16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2020 (By-Law) for tourist facilities, intensive horticulture, agricultural 
industry, farm store, nursery and tourist accommodation. 

 
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 (SDP) is attached as Annexure C. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The subject property is situated in Baardskeerdersbos 20km east of Gansbaai and 
10km north north-east of Pearly Beach.  The property is situated south of the main 
road and is currently vacant.  The property is zoned for Agricultural Zone 1: Agriculture 
purposes and measures 3027m² in extent.  The applicant is also the owner of the 
adjacent property, namely Portion 163 of the Farm Baardscheerders Bos No. 213. 

 
Adjacent properties are also zoned for Agriculture Zone 1 purposes and 
accommodates various consent uses, (i.e. restaurants, shops, liquor store and tourist 
facilities) as well as small scale sheep and cattle farming.  Farms in the surrounding 
area comprises mixed uses with agricultural use and also accommodate restaurants, 
wineries, wedding venues and tourism accommodation. 

 
The owner’s vision is to create a variety of small scale tourist and agri-industry related 
uses on the property (similar to Spice Route Paarl, albeit at a small scale) aimed at 
local and international tourists.  The owner’s intent is to create a development that is 
not directly in competition with existing established land uses, but something different 
that will promote tourism in the area.  The proposal comprises small hives where 
products being provided by artisans (i.e. chocolatier, baker, charcutier, brewers, 
distillers, artist and craftsmen).  The hives will be made available to the aforesaid for 
rent.  The open spaces surrounding the buildings labelled A to F on the SDP will be of 
an agricultural nature and be beneficial to the proposed uses.   The areas to be offered 
for rent will be small scale to fit in with the current character of the area.   The total 
floor area of the development would be 610m² and constitutes coverage of 20% of the 
area of the property.  The proposal to be read together with the proposed SDP (refer to 
Annexure C) comprises the following: 
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❖ A - Intensive horticulture (+60m²):  proposed green house to be used for growing of 
plants, including micro greens and herbs on an intensive scale.  Products would be 
available on site, used for making preserves etc and used in the restaurant or 
made available to restaurants in the area, making of aromatic soaps and oils, used 
for confectionary, etc. 

❖ B & D - Tourist facilities / Agri Industry (+60m² & +120m²):  multi-use areas are 
situated south of the greenhouse (labelled A).  These buildings will be used for one 
or a combination of restaurant, coffee shop, beanery, deli, art gallery, arts and 
crafts, micro-brewery / distillery, bakery and charcutier. 

❖ C - Farm shop / store / tourist facilities (250m²):  the building will be used to make 
provision for sale of products sourced from the area, including products from the 
application property, whilst a section of the building will be used for a restaurant / 
venue where participants can take park in short bread making / beer brewing or 
cheese making courses. 

❖ F - Tourist accommodation & tourist facilities (self-catering, + 60m²):  the proposal 
comprising either self-catering accommodation for up to 4 guests or use as a 
wellness spa if the need arise, but not both. 

❖ Plan nursery:  It is proposed to use the open area between Buildings A, B & D as a 
plant nursery where plants will be displayed for sale to the public. 

 
The dwelling indicated on the SDP referenced as E will be utilised as a single 
family dwelling and does not form part of the application as per the above. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
❖ The property is situated within the urban edge and earmarked for urban 

development purposes. 
❖ The proposed development is in line with forward planning legislation. 
❖ The proposed buildings will be designed to fit with the architectural style of the area 

in order to promote the heritage of the town. 
❖ The proposal is in line with land use tendencies for Baardskeerdersbos and will not 

have an adverse impact thereon. 
❖ The subject property is vacant and conveniently located adjacent the main road. 
❖ There are not title deed conditions that restrict the proposed consent uses. 
❖ Impact upon services are minimal and can be provided to the satisfaction of the 

municipality. 
❖ Parking will be provided on-site in accordance with the provisions of the Overstrand 

Land Use Scheme, 2020. 
❖ Tourism is the fastest growing land use within the Overstrand area. 
❖ The proposed development aims to create a venue showcasing local arts, crafts, 

food beverages etc. 
❖ The proposed development will add another facet to the industry and will be an 

asset to the town. 
❖ The proposal will provide temporary (construction phase) and permanent 

employment) opportunities (operational phase for local residents. 
❖ The proposal will not negatively impact surrounding land uses within the urban edge 

of Baardskeerdersbos or surrounding farms. 
❖ The proposal is compatible with existing land uses of the area. 
❖ The property is situated outside the demarcated heritage conservation areas 

(Heritage Survey Report). 
❖ The property itself has no heritage significance but being located on the main road 

cognisance will be taken of the surrounding built form, building styles of the past and 
local heritage to be incorporated within the building designs to blend in and promote 
the character of Baardskeerdesbos. 

❖ The proposal is consistent with the planning principles in terms of LUPA & SPLUMA. 
❖ The proposal does not trigger NEMA. 
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❖ The proposal is consistent with the SDF and Baardskeerdersbos Precint Plan. 
 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published Closing date for 
comments 

Advertisement Yes 10 September 2021 15 October 2021 

Notices Yes 13 September 2021 15 October 2021 

Internal Departments Yes 10 September 2021 15 October 2021 

Ward councillor Yes 10 September 2021 15 October 2021 

Total comments 
Three (3) letters of objection including a petition 
One (1) letter of support 
One (1) letter of comment 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 49 of 
the Proposed Draft 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. 

Eskom 14/09/2021 Annexure F. 

Fire Services 22/09/2021 

No objection, subject to compliance 
with the provision of SANS-A:2016, 
10400-T:2020 and the By-Law relating 
to community fire safety. 

Open Serve 23/09/2021 Annexure G. 

Building Control 04/10/2021 
No objection.  The building plan 
application must comply with all 
applicable law. 

Local Heritage 06/10/2021 No comment. 

Environmental Section 15/10/2021 No implications on NEMA. 

District Health 25/10/2021 

Applicant to ensure that both buildings 
with all proposed facilities complies 
with health requirements and 
certification.  Health Certificate and 
Certificate of Acceptability. 

Department of Transport 
and Public Works  26/10/2021 Annexure H. 

DEA&DP: Development 
Management (Region 2) 03/11/2021 Annexure I. 
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Department of Agriculture 15/11/2021 No objection. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.  

 
Three objection letters were received, namely, a letter of objection from G Roberts, 
RB Hey as well as a petition with primary signature of RB Hey.  A letter of support was 
received from S Hey and R Murzl as well as a letter of comment from the 
Baardsheerdersbos Homeowners Association. 

 
The letters of objection, comment and support are attached as Annexure D.  The 
applicants’ response is attached as Annexure E. 

 
The main grounds of objection are summarised as follows: 

 
Baardskeerdersbos Homeowners Association (HOA) 

 
Point of comment 

 
The HOA support development that complies with the Spatial Development 
Framework (SDF) and Overlay Zones regulations.  The HOA recommends the parking 
area to be separated from the main road by a green corridor of trees and shrubs in 
order to retain the rural feel. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The proposed consent uses adhere to the spatial planning policies for the area and 
consequently falls within the existing planning for the area and can be supported.  The 
subject farm portion has a gentle slope, and it is suitable to accommodate the 
proposed parking bays.  A green corridor has already been established between the 
road surface and the property boundary by means of a row of trees that were planted. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
With the upgrade of the main road landscaping had been provided within the road 
reserve between the sidewalk and boundaries of properties being situated south of the 
main road.  The proposed parking is therefore not considered to detract from the rural 
character of the area. 

 
Point of comment 

 
The HOA recommend that the applicant apply water saving principles and introduce 
grey water recycling for garden use, whilst refuse handling should take place within 
municipal regulations. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The owners will introduce water saving measures such as the recycling of greywater 
for gardening purposes.  Rainwater harvesting tanks will also be used to harvest water 
from the roofs of the proposed structures. The rainwater will be used to flush toilets 
and urinals.  Only blackwater will flow to strategically placed conservancy tanks that 
will be located on the lower portion of the subject property, that will be accessible to 
the municipal tanker truck. 
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Response from town planner 
 

The applicant’s comment is noted. 
 

RB Hey, owner of Portion 113 of Farm 213 and petition with primary signatory of 
RB Hey 

 
Point of objection 

 
The objector refers to incorrect statements in the application that classifies 
Baardskeerdersbos as a “town” (Paragraph 1 Background and 3.1 Property 
Description).  The objector is of the view that Baardskeerdersbos is not a “town” but a 
‘hamlet’.  To the best of my knowledge there are approximately 200 properties in total 
and fewer than 100 with dwellings. Less than half of these are permanently occupied. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
We have come across the following definitions of a hamlet: 
• A hamlet is considered to be smaller than a village and distinctly without a church 

or other place of worship (e.g. one road or a crossroads, with houses either side). 
• A small settlement, generally one smaller than a village. 
• A hamlet is a small human settlement.  In different jurisdictions and geographies, 

a hamlet may be the size of a town, village, or parish. 
 

Since the formalisation of the township of Baardskeerdersbos we are comfortable to 
refer to Baardskeerdersbos as a town.  The classification of Baardskeerdersbos as a 
hamlet or town has no bearing on the application. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The opinion is held that the classification has no bearing on the consideration of the 
application. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The objector is of the view that the property is not a farm due to its size only measuring 
3039m².  Reference to a farm is therefore deceptive in that activities cited mostly takes 
place outside the hamlet.  The application property is situated within the urban edge of 
the hamlet and cannot be described as a farm, whilst the SDF designates Portion 164 
of Farm 213 as residential.  Similarity with other developments (Paragraph 3.4 
Proposed Development). The application makes an incorrect statement that the 
proposal is similar to the Spice Route tourist attraction near Paarl.  However, it must 
be noted that this complex is actually situated on a farm estate, whilst this proposal is 
to rezone a small plot within a residential area. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The reasons why we refer to the subject property as a farm portion is because it has 
an Agricultural Zone I zoning and is also referred to as Portion 164 of the Farm 
Baardscheerders Bosch No. 213 on the subject diagram and in the title deed.  
Referring to the proposal as being similar to the Spice Route is not because of the 
location thereof but because of the multiple uses that we propose that is similar to the 
land uses found at the Spice Route and the concept thereof. 
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Response from town planner 
 

The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 
 

Point of objection 
 

The objector is of the view that the proposal deviates from the Baardskeerdersbos 
Precinct Plan, 2015 that promotes appropriate scaled tourism and development that 
retain the unique form of the hamlet as a residential area.  The objector is of the view 
that scaled tourism implies a low-keyed approach. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The proposal is in line with the Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan, 2015.  The precinct 
plan encourages and promotes appropriately scaled tourism development based on 
regional agricultural and heritage value and rural cottage industries.  It is further 
proposed that the unique village / rural character and the quality of the tourism 
experience be maintained and protected.  The vision from an economical point of view 
is to become a rural centre of crafts and tourism.  Tourism and related cottage 
industries are also promoted alongside main road to which the subject property abuts. 

 
In terms of the Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan, January 2015, the following 
appropriate land uses are proposed for the area that includes Portion 164 of the Farm 
Baardscheerdersbosch No.213: 

 
• commercial use should be encouraged along Main Road; 
• restaurants and guesthouses are allowed adjacent to the Main Road; 
• cottage industry and light industrial uses of non-pollutant nature and home 

occupation could be allowed; 
• art, craft and pottery are encouraged; 
• cultural activities and festivals related to food, art and performance is encouraged; 
• a wide variety of crop production is encouraged and includes orchards and 

horticulture. 
 

Response from town planner 
 

The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 
 

Point of objection 
 

Baardskeerdersbos now have a minimum subdivision of 4000m² so as to prevent 
densification of the sites.  The objector is of the view that the development is too 
dense.  The comparison to Dassiesfontein on the N2 being a large venue on farmland 
adjacent the N2 which is a notional road is not relevant in a small hamlet with a 
provincial road. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The subject property is 3 039m² in extent.  The combination of all buildings constitutes 
±610m² that is ±20% of the total area of the site that constitutes a low density type of 
development.  The proposed coverage of the site compares well with other developed 
farm portions in the area. 

 
The parking area will not be paved or tarred.  Permeable material or grass blocks will 
be used for the construction of the parking area in order to create stability and allow 
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grass to grow.  Subsequently the rural area will be kept intact, and the parking area will 
not be perceived as a solid surface. 

 
We have listed a number of land use possibilities that could be accommodated onsite 
to create a multi-use tourist facility.  The development could accommodate a 
combination of the proposed uses and at this stage the combinations are flexible.  The 
proposed tourist facility creates a platform from where local artisans, artists, etc. could 
sell their products and produce from.  The fact of the matter is that the coverage of the 
site and the proposed buildings are fixed.  The uses will be managed by the owners to 
ensure that a good mix is represented to benefit the proposed developed.  The 
combination of uses of these building will be determined by the interested 
entrepreneurs making use of this platform. 

 
The comparison to Dassiesfontein was made because of the use and rural 
atmosphere, not the location or size thereof. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The building line departure request is contrary to recommendations of the Precinct 
Plan of 2015 which is to encourage buildings to be built up to the street building line in 
order to create a positive street scene.  Also parking areas should be at the back of 
buildings.  (See 7.1.3.6 and 8 Implementation Plan Strategy and Activities 3 Enhance 
Tourism 3.1 and page 29 Illustration Baardskeerdersbos Design Framework and 
Proposals). 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The application for the relaxation of the street building line is to bring the land use 
restrictions in terms of the title deed in line with Zoning Scheme Regulations.  The site 
development plan was designed to create a view corridor from the street by means of 
placing the parking area close to the entrance, a centred walkway through an 
agricultural garden and nursery flanked by smaller buildings before reaching the farm 
store / farm shop / restaurant / multi-use area being the focal point.  With the existing 
trees planted alongside the main road, the “green” parking area, agricultural uses, and 
the proposed placement of the buildings will create a positive street scene and will suit 
the character of Baardskeerdersbos. 

 
The proposed development will cater for all ages and therefore it was decided to 
create the majority of parking at the entrance making it a much safer environment for 
pedestrians and especially children. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The title deed imposes a 95m building line restriction imposed by the Roads Authority 
in terms of Act 21 of 1940.  The said authority provided written consent for the 
relaxation of the building line which is considerd in accordance with the Land Use 
Scheme and Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan.  

 
Point of objection 

 
The proposal will increase the impact upon municipal services (water, refuse, 
stormwater and sewerage).  There are currently no sewer treatment facilities and this 
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development will exacerbate the problem.  The applicant would need to spell out in 
detail how they propose to manage not only their own personal sewage, but that of 
guests and tourists, without polluting the river.  Current municipal regulations require a 
sewerage pump out point from a conservancy tank next to the road.  This will be 
impossible with the slope of the site and residences at the bottom of the plot. Also, 
there is no proper storm water system and run off from the extensive paved areas will 
flow to the river and increase pollution. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
There will be an additional load on the municipal services, but the owners will 
implement water saving measures and will also recycle greywater.  Sewage will be 
disposed of by means of conservancy tanks that will be strategically placed and 
suppled with a suction point that will be easily accessible to the municipal service 
tanker to empty the tanks.  It is also proposed that only blackwater would flow to the 
septic tanks and that the greywater be utilised for irrigation purposes. 

 
The blackwater will be disposed of at the closest sewage treatment works.  If tanker 
services are limited, the owner will make use of private companies to transport the 
blackwater to the approved sewage treatment works.  Making use of conservancy 
tanks limits pollution and therefore the development will not pose a threat to the lower 
lying Boesmans River. 

 
The subject property is located adjacent to Division Road 1205.  Subsequently the 
sewage tanker may not park on the side of the road to connect to the sewage section 
point.  Due to the slope of the property the conservancy tanks will be constructed on 
the lower southern portion of the site behind the proposed Building C.  The 
conservancy tanks will be fitted with suctions point that will be accessible to the tanker.  
Adequate access will be provided for the tanker to access the conservancy tanks.  
Sufficient space will also be provided onsite for the tanker to turn around and exit the 
site safely. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The proposal is supported by the Engineering Services Department who did not object 
on the basis of capacity constraints, subject to compliance with approval conditions, 
which amongst others entails payment of a bulk services levy. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The objector is of the view that the proposed development will detrimentally affect 
micro-businesses in the hamlet having had regard to the impact of presumably Covid 
19 on other business in the area that either had to close or turn to alternatives to stay 
afloat. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
Baardskeerdersbos has become a quaint little tourist destination for both local and 
international tourists.  People frequently visit Baardskeerdersbos especially over 
weekends, even if it is just to enjoy a meal at one of the restaurants.  It is the goal of 
the owners of Portion 164 of the Farm Baardscheerders Bosch No. 213 to make 
provision for a venue with a difference in the area, to attract more tourists and day 
visitors to the town of Baardskeerdersbos by means of creating a venue from where 
local arts, crafts, food, beverages etc. can be showcased and enjoyed.  More visitors 
to Baardskeerdersbos will have much more positive spinoffs from which the micro 
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businesses will benefit from.  The micro business would rather be stimulated, than 
having a negative impact on them.  

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted.  In addition, thereto business competition is not a 
material planning consideration since the responsibility lies with the property owner to 
their research regarding the viability of the proposed enterprise. 

 
Point of objection 

 
With respect to the establishment of a nursery, there are already a number of good 
nurseries in the area (Grootbos, Platbos, Eikenhoff, Napier, Groeneweide etc.).  Is 
another nursery necessary? 

 
Response from applicant 

 
If cognisance is taken of the scale of the proposed multi uses it is clear that the 
establishment of a small nursery will not have an impact on nurseries established 
elsewhere.  The proposed nursery brings another complementing aspect to the 
proposed development and can be supported. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The development will not necessarily offer employment for local residents.  Staff is 
likely to be brought in from outside the hamlet.  As it is, there is a pub / restaurant / 
shop which brings in staff from Gansbaai.  With respect to construction work, the two 
building projects currently on the go in the hamlet area totally manned by workers from 
outside Baardskeerdersbos. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
If suitable employees are locally available, they will surely be given a fair opportunity to 
apply for work.  The same would apply for contractors, skilled and unskilled workers. 
The best candidate for a specific job will be employed. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s response is noted and agreed with.  Fact of the matter is that the 
proposal will provide employment opportunities that is currently not available. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Impact on the Biophysical Environment (Paragraph 3.9.2).  I agree that the property is 
not situated in a demarcated wetland area.  However, the slope of the site is such that 
site storm water runs directly into a wetland area and river.  The proposal will thus 
have a negative effect on the environment. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The subject property has a gentle slope from the road towards the Boesmans River 
and can be developed.  Water drainage will take place in a natural manner as 
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described under paragraph 8 above.  The proposed development will not have a 
negative impact on the environment. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The objector failed to demonstrate how stormwater runoff will have a negative impact 
on the wetland.  Should the recommendation be accepted the matter of stormwater 
runoff will be dealt with in terms of the approval conditions. 

 
Point of objection 

 
It can be argued that the applicant is not fully compliant with Municipal Guidelines and 
Regulations, the Western Cape Government Land Use Planning Act of 2014(LUPA) 
and / or the National Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act of 
2013(SPLUMA).  Setting a precedent for other commercial property owners in the 
main street.  Approval of this development could set a precedent for similar high-
density developments along the main road. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The application is in line with the forward planning guidelines referred to in our 
motivation report.  There are several businesses already developed in the Main Road 
of Baardskeerdersbos.  Subsequently this application will not create a precedent and it 
is definitely not a high-density development. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The objector did not provide any reasoning for the statement that the development is 
not compliant with municipal guidelines and regulations, LUPA and SPLUMA.  The 
objection can therefore not be evaluated. 

 
Glen Roberts on behalf of Travelling Tortoise (Pty) Ltd 

 
Travelling Tortoise is involved in tourism marketing in Baardskeerdersbos and thus 
has an interest in the products and experience offered.  Our interest thus lies in 
providing an authentic offer without deducting from the very essence of what 
Baardskeerdersbos is and thus the very reason people want to visit 
Baardskeerdersbos.  It is important to understand that Baardskeerdersbos is not a 
town but a rural settlement which developed and grew organically until approximately 
the year 2000 when it was finally subdivided and provided the opportunity for non-
descendants of the original owners, to own property.  As such Baardskeerdersbos has 
a very unique character, and it is this character which attracts visitors.  Any 
development should thus honour this intricate balance between economic 
development and conserving the essence of Baardskeerdersbos. 

 
The application states that the character of the area will not be changed or affected 
negatively.  Character is not a tangible issue and lies in the values of the community.  
The report does indicate that Baardskeerdersbos is a quiet town, however it is my view 
that the development proposal holds the potential to increase the activity levels and 
thus reduce the serene environment.  It is thus my view that the development will 
change and negatively affect the character of Baardskeerdersbos. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
From a density and proposed land use point of view we have taken the existing 
character of Baardskeerdersbos into account and is the proposal compatible therewith.  
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More visitors will only have a positive impact on Baardskeerdersbos and residents will 
be in a position to uplift themselves.  Visitors will also support the other local 
businesses that are established in Baardskeerdersbos.  With the proposed scale of the 
development the rural character will be retained. 

 
The intention of marketing the town (as per the objector’s own admission) has in effect 
the result that more tourists are enticed to visit Baardscheerdersbos and in order to 
provide in the needs of the greater number of tourists drawn, more activities should be 
made available. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
Having had regard to the point of objection, the opinion is held that the objector’s 
business will rather benefit from the proposed development and not negatively 
impacted upon. 

 
The proposal is in accordance with the provisions of the scheme regulations, SDF and 
Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan.  The aforesaid strategic policy documents had been 
developed with public input, including the Baardskeerdersbos Bos Precinct Plan.  The 
proposal is fully compliant with the aforesaid documents, and it is not clear how or 
which aspects of the development is not in accordance therewith. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The conglomerate of buildings does not follow the settlement pattern of 
Baardskeerdersbos and thus change the character of the settlement.  It is suggested 
that a visual assessment be done with specific reference to the cultural landscape 
aspects. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The proposed buildings in total calculate to approximate 610m² that constitutes ±20% 
of the site.  The sizes and number of the buildings proposed on Portion 164 of the 
Farm Baardscheerders Bosch No. 213 are similar to buildings already established in 
Baardskeerdersbos and are definitely not out of character.  A visual assessment is not 
justified.  Please refer to the photographs below: 
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Response from town planner 
 

The objector did not provide any reasoning of the point of objection that the 
development would be out of keeping with the character / settlement pattern.  
Accordingly, the applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with.  In addition, the 
application being situated within the Heritage Protection Overlay Zone (HPOZ) was 
referred to the Overstrand Heritage and Aesthetics Committee  (OHAC).  OHAC did not 
raise any objections to the proposed development. 

 
Point of objection 

 
On visiting the Gansbaai Library, the documentation was not available as stated in the 
advertisement.  I had to request the documentation which was then send by email.  It is 
therefore suggested that the application be advertised for a further 30 days to comply 
with the procedures.  If is furthermore suggested that applications related to 
Baardskeerdersbos, be available at a venue in Baardskeerdersbos.  There are a 
number of businesses where documentation can be made available as such 
applications would in the majority cases be of interest for the local community. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The required documentation was sent to the Municipal Offices in Gansbaai by the 
Planning Department on the 10 September 2021 to be accessible to the general public 
in the municipal library.  The notice and the associated information were available on 
the Overstrand Municipality’s website and if requested, the notice could also have been 
e-mailed.  It is therefore our opinion that the information as advertised was available to 
the general public during the public participation process and that no further advertising 
is required. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
It is true that the objector on visiting the Gansbaai Library could not immediately access 
the information in the absence of the Library Manager.  Furthermore, proof is on record 
that upon return to the library the manager forwarded the application information 
electronically to the objector.  As such, the public participation requirements had been 
fully complied with and there is no need for new or additional round of public 
participation. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Water use:  the proposal includes a number of industrial and processing activities 
which are all water intensive.  No detail is provided on the estimated water use.  It is 
requested that an indication of water use be determined, and the municipal water 
department indicate whether this water use is within the capacity of the current supply 
as well as taking into account if all existing vacant properties are developed within their 
existing land use rights. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
Taking the scale of the proposed development into consideration it is clear that any 
processing will be of a micro scale and that can definitely not be classified as being 
water intensive uses.  The owners will put recycle measures in place as previously 
mentioned and rainwater harvesting tanks will also be introduced to reduce the load on 
the provision of water. 
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Response from town planner 
 

The municipal Engineering Services Department reviewed the application and did not 
raise any objection on the basis of capacity.  Furthermore, having had regard to the 
motivation report and the applicant’s response the proposal will not have a significant 
impact from a water use point of view. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Wastewater:  this aspect should be considered in relation to water use as well with 
regard to the volume of wastewater to be produced.  The proposal indicates that grey 
and black water will be separated, and that grey water will be used for irrigation 
purposes.  The proposal should include details on what methods will be used to re-use 
grey water specifically with reference to the potential pollutions of run-off and ground 
water and the potential pollution of the Boesmansrivier.  To this extend the comment of 
the Department of Water Affairs should also be obtained. The proposal should include 
information on the types of wastewater to be generated from the various activities e.g. 
micro-brewery, soap making etc. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The proposal will put an additional load on municipal services, but the owners will 
implement water saving measures (i.e. rainwater harvesting and greywater recycling).  
Sewage will be collected in conservancy tanks and transported to the municipal 
sewage works for disposal, thereby preventing pollution of the Boesmans River. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The proposal is supported by the Engineering Services Department who subject to 
compliance with conditions of approval did not object on the basis of services impact or 
capacity constraints.  Furthermore, the applicant will be required to submit full details of 
the proposed greywater recycling system prior to commencement of the development 
thereby ensuring that the proposed greywater system complies with the relevant 
requirements. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The proposal is very vague and refer to multi-use buildings without being specific.  
Reference is for example made to the self-catering accommodation which may be used 
for a spa.  It is not possible to determine whether the floor areas comply with the 
scheme regulations as more than one building can be used for the same use, 
exceeding the limits. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The sizes and proposed uses of each of the buildings have been clearly indicated on 
the site plan.  The number of the parking bays have also been calculated to provide for 
the worst-case scenario with reference to the proposed self-catering unit that could 
also be utilized as a spa that is 60m² in extent.  The uses, proposed on the SDP, have 
been tabled on the SDP as follows: 
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Response from town planner 

 
With reference to the use of the proposed self-catering unit / spa of 60m² the applicant’s 
motivation clearly stipulates that it will be used as either a self-catering unit or a spa and 
not both.  The applicant will be required to submit a detailed SDP indicating natural, 
scale and extent of the various land uses, including compliance with the applicable 
parking standards. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The application mention that units will be rented individually.  This implicate that the 
development will not be operated as an owner business.  A special consent is granted to 
an owner with the intention that such owner remains responsible to comply with the 
conditions of approval.  With different tenants this control becomes difficult when 
conditions are not complied with. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The whole concept of the proposed development is to create a platform from where 
entrepreneurs could make, sell and showcase their work.  The uses could be a 
combination of any of the following examples: 

 
• Restaurant 
• Coffee Beanery 
• Micro-Brewery 
• Micro Distillery 
• Bakery 
• Art Gallery 
• Arts & Crafts 
• Farm Store 

 
The proper management of the rentals is essential in order to ensure that there are no 
duplications, that the uses are beneficial to the development and that they are in line 
with the vision of the proposal.  The tenants will have to comply with the contractual 
agreements that will be enforced to ensure control.  The management of the site will be 
strict in order to create a harmoniously designed multi use tourist facility that will be 
beneficial to the tenants. 
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Response from town planner 
 

The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 
 

Point of objection 
 

The development proposals indicate that the property will not be utilized primarily in 
terms of its primary land use rights, and this implies that the character of the area will be 
changed permanently.  It is mentioned that the buildings will be in line with the historical 
context and that this will be dealt with on building plan stage.  It is important that the 
community who holds the historical value, be involved at an early stage and should the 
concept design proposals not be included at this stage, the community will have little if 
any input at building plan stage.  It is thus suggested that the applicant already provide 
guidelines of the type of buildings and that a condition be imposed, should the 
application be approved, that the building plans be referred for comment by the broader 
community and the Baardskeerdersbos Homeowners Association. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
With reference to the strong history and sense of place of the older established areas of 
Baardskeerdersbos the owners will design the proposed buildings to fit in with the 
architectural style of the area in order to promote the heritage of the town and to be 
compatible therewith.  Building plans will be submitted to be evaluated by the Overstrand 
Municipality prior to any development taking place, but after an approval has been 
obtained, as per this application at hand. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s response is noted.  Building plans upon receipt thereof, will be referred 
to OHAC for comment due to the location of the property within the HPOZ. 

 
Point of objection 

 
If the street building line is a condition of title, an application for removal of title condition 
should also be lodged. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The title deed contains restrictions with reference to a street building line and access 
was imposed in terms of Act 21 of 1940.  In terms of the restrictions, it is possible to 
apply for the relaxation thereof.  Approval for these restrictions is required from the 
District Road Engineer and does not require the removal of this restrictive Title Deed 
condition. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The title deed contains a condition in favour of the Roads Authority stipulating the new 
buildings or structures may not be erected within 95m from the centre line of the road 
without consent of the road authority.  This proviso also applies to new accesses.  
Therefore, a consent is required and not a removal of restrictive title condition 
application. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The ground level difference from road level to the bottom boundary is approximately 
10m.  The road is significantly higher than the proposed parking area.  Design concepts 
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should be included to indicate how this will be dealt with and whether retaining walls will 
be built. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The applicant did not address this point of objection. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
According to the GIS the fall of the property is in the region of 5m and not as severe as 
per the objector’s comment.  The applicant will be required to submit a detailed SDP for 
prior approval, whilst approval of building plans will be subject to submission to OHAC 
for comment due to the location of the property within the HPOZ. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Stormwater:  no mention is made of stormwater management.  Stormwater is already 
problematic especially for properties below the main road.  With the added hard surfaces 
and roofs, the run-off will be increased significantly.  Areas such as parking and land 
uses such as intensive horticulture create contaminated run-off.  This may result in the 
pollution of the Boesmansrivier.  The proposal should include measures how the run-off 
from these surfaces will be contained and filtered before disposed of downward as to 
prevent pollution to adjoin properties and eventually the Boesmansrivier.  The proposal 
should also include measure to prevent any erosion due to stormwater discharge. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
The proposed coverage of the site is ±20% and the parking area will not be paved or 
tarred.  Permeable material or grass blocks will be used to stabilize the parking area.  
Rainwater tanks will also be strategically placed next to the proposed buildings to 
harvest water.  Due to the proposed method of surfacing of the parking area, the minimal 
coverage of only 20% and the fact that water harvesting tanks will also be utilized, 
stormwater can be disposed of naturally throughout the site and drain naturally. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The management of stormwater is incorporated within the engineering conditions in that 
the applicant will have to compile a stormwater management plan.  As such, the opinion 
is held that this matter has been dealt with satisfactorily. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Refuse removal: the proposal mentions that refuse will be removed by the municipality 
and by the owner.  Note that refuse is only removed once a week in Baardskeerdersbos.  
This is not sufficient for a business of this size.  The proposal should include a waste 
management plan specifying the different waste streams and how each will be dealt 
with.  The design should include a waste holding facility for the once a week removal 
and how the weekly refuse will be collected.  Placing a large number of refuse bags on 
the pavement is unacceptable. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
It is proposed that the solid waste be collected by the Overstrand Municipality and 
disposed of at the Gansbaai solid waste transfer station or the closest municipal landfill 
site.  If this is not a possibility the solid waste will be privately transported to the 
Gansbaai solid waste transfer station on a regular basis.  If it is required that the refuse 
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be disposed of more frequently the owner will transport the refuse privately to an 
approved landfill site or refuse transfer station. 
Response from town planner 

 
The Operational Services Department indicated that solid waste removal will take place 
as per the municipal schedule for Baardskeerdersbos.  In accordance with the Land Use 
Scheme a solid waste removal shall be indicated on the building plan.  This aspect will 
be assessed with the building plan submission. 

 
Point of objection 

 
Currently there is no or few suitably skilled workers available in Baardskeerdersbos.  
Labour will thus be sourced from outside Baardskeerdersbos.  The proposal thus does 
not create jobs where there is a job shortage but rather create a housing need for 
labourers from outside.  This will also contribute to the cumulative impact of the 
proposal. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
If suitable employees are locally available, they will surely be given a fair opportunity to 
apply for work.  The same would apply for contractors, skilled and unskilled workers.  
The best candidate for a specific job will be employed.  A development such as this does 
not require skilled labour only but would also include unskilled labour.  Unskilled 
employees can learn skills during their term of employment. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s response is noted and agreed with.  Fact of the matter is that the 
proposal will provide employment opportunities that is currently not available.  The point 
of objection that the proposal will create a housing need for labourers from outside 
Baardskeerdersbos, thereby contributing to the cumulative impact of the proposal is 
speculative and not supported. 

 
Point of objection 

 
The report states that the proposal does not intend to be in competition with other 
business.  Note that all the uses mentioned in the application, already exist in 
Baardskeerdersbos, or approval has been granted for such uses.  The development 
thus proposes uses already present and would thus be in competition with existing 
business.  There is for example already four restaurants and art gallery. etc. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
In terms of good planning practice, competition cannot be used as a reason for 
objecting.  There are no developments presently in existence such as the one proposed 
in Baardskeerdersbos.  Even though another restaurant is proposed, each restaurant 
offers a different menu with their own unique way of preparing and presenting their food 
to patrons.  Each restaurant also has its own atmosphere.  It is a common phenomenon 
that where popular restaurants are fully booked that the overflow of patrons supports 
other restaurants in the area.  Subsequently everyone benefits from one another as long 
as they attract patrons / visitors to the area. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 
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Point of objection 
 

It is my view that the application does not provide sufficient information for Council to 
make an informed decision and that the above be requested and once provided, 
presented to the Baardskeerdersbos community for further input.  The comments from 
other relevant state departments should also be presented to the community at the next 
round of public participation.  Confirmation should also be provided by the Department of 
Environmental Affairs and Development that an environmental assessment is not 
required for the various uses and wastewater use. 

 
Response from applicant 

 
We have not received any comments from the various departments that were informed, 
other that the Department of Transport and the Department of Environmental Affairs and 
Development Planning (DEA&DP).  The Department of Transport supports the proposed 
access and building line. 

 
As mentioned in our motivation report, the proposed consent uses do not trigger any 
listed activities in terms of the National Environmental Management Act (NEMA), 1998 
(Act no. 107 of 1998).  The application constitutes the development of a small farm 
portion located within the urban edge of Baardskeerdersbos, not situated within 
demarcated wetland areas or Environmental Management Overlay Zones.  
Subsequently the proposal is also supported by the Department of Environmental Affairs 
and Development Planning. 

 
In terms of the Municipal By-Law the application has gone through a public participation 
process and does not require any further processes in this regard. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
Confirmation had been received from DEA&DP that the proposal does not trigger listed 
activities.  Public participation had been conducted affording interested and affected 
parties opportunity to comment.  As such, there is no need for further public 
participation. 

 
A letter of support was submitted signed by S Hey and R Murzl as the proposed 
development will benefit the community from an economic point of view, particularly 
more impoverished members by providing employment opportunities whilst not posing a 
great threat to the environment. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
N/A 

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

objections/and response thereon) 
 

N/A 
 

Internal Departments 
 

No objections. 
 
 
 

71



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 15 DECEMBER 2021 
 

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. 

 
Spatial Justice 
The proposal will not further perpetuate past spatial injustices.  The proposed 
development promote access to employment opportunities and promote tourism 
and economic development. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The proposed development will not have a negative impact on conservation 
worthy areas or the rural character of the area. 

 
Efficiency 
The proposed development is easily accessible and conveniently located 
alongside Main Road, Baardskeerdersbos in close proximity of many tourists 
attraction and will ensure optimal use of the property. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The proposed development complies with the applicable forward planning and 
policy documents that adheres to the principle of spatial sustainability. 

 
Good administration 
Good procedure was followed and with a good public participation process. 

 
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 application property is situated within the urban edge of Baardskeerdersbos 
and is earmarked for urban development.  The Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan, 
2015 promotes and encourage appropriately scaled tourism based on regional 
agricultural and heritage value and rural cottage industries, subject to the unique 
village / rural character and quality of the tourism experience being maintained 
and protected.  Tourism and related cottage industries are promoted alongside 
Main Road to which the subject property abuts. 

 
The proposed development is consistent with the SDF, 2020 and 
Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan, 2015. The latter with refence to properties 
alongside Main Road specifically promotes the following: 

 
• Commercial use 
• Restaurants and guest houses 
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• Cottage industry and light industrial uses of on pollutant nature, including 
home occupation 

• Art, craft and pottery are encouraged 
• Cultural activities and festivals related to food, art and performance is 

encouraged 
• A variety of crop production is encouraged and includes orchards and 

horticulture  
 

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

N/A 
 

10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 
 

The proposal is supported by the Municipal Engineering Services Department 
who did not raise any objections on the basis of availability and capacity of 
services, subject to compliance with approval conditions, including payment of a 
bulk service development contribution. 

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

 
The application does not trigger the provisions of NEMA.  The proposed 
development further does not trigger the provisions of the National Heritage 
Resources Act. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The application for consent use is in line with the Overstrand Land Use Scheme, 
2020.  The application property is situated within the Heritage Protection Overlay 
Zone promulgated in terms of the Overstrand Municipal Land Use Planning 
Amendment By-law, 2020.  

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
The property is situated within the urban edge of Baardskeerdersbos as per the SDF 
(2020) and the Baardskeerdersbos Precinct Plan, 2015, which promotes 
appropriately scaled tourism development based on the agricultural and heritage 
value of the region. 

 
The proposed development comprises a mixed-use development of intensive 
horticulture, tourist facilities, agricultural industry, farm store nursery and tourism 
accommodation (self-catering).  The floorspace of the proposed development 
comprises 610m² (i.e. 20% coverage). 

 
The proposal is fully consistent with the SDF as well as the Baardskeerdersbos 
Precinct Plan that promotes business mixed with residential uses and tourism along 
Divisional Road 1205 are as follows: 

 
• Commercial use 
• Restaurants and guest houses / tourism accommodation 
• Cottage and light industry of non-pollutant nature 
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• Home occupation 
• Arts and crafts and pottery 
• Cultural activities and festivals related to food, art, performance 
• Variety of crop production, including orchards 

 
The proposed mixed-use development comprises residential, commercial and tourist 
related land uses at a scale that is not considered to detract from the rural character 
of Baardskeerdersbos.  The applicant proposes to create a venue from where local 
arts, crafts, food beverages ect. can be showcased to tourist / visitors and residents 
of the village.  The proposal will also incorporate small scale agricultural and 
agricultural industry activities, tourist facilities, tourist accommodation, plant nursery. 

 
The scale of the proposed development is considered compatible with the character 
of the surrounding area, with a proposed site coverage of 20%.  The applicant under 
the applicable primary rights is permitted to construct a dwelling and associated 
outbuildings with a total footprint of 1520m² that equates to a coverage of 50%.  Thus 
the opinion is held that the proposal is not out of keeping with the rural character of 
the surrounding area. 

 
The property owner proposes to construct a dwelling on the property that is included 
in the above figure.  The property owner also acquired the adjoining Portion 163 and 
obtained building plan approval to construct a primary dwelling.  This will also serve to 
ensure that the nature and scale of the proposed mixed land uses will not detract 
from the character of the area or vested rights of adjoining property owners. 

 
The property is situated within the Heritage Protection Overlay Zone promulgated in 
terms of the Overstrand Municipal Land Use Planning Amendment By-law, 2020 and 
was referred to the Overstrand Heritage & Aesthetics Committee for comment who 
did not raise any objection to the proposed development.  The applicant will however 
be required to submit a detailed SDP which will be referred to OHAC for comment.  
Prior to commencement of development building plans will also be referred to OHAC 
for comment, thereby ensuring that the proposal does not detract from the rural 
character and heritage quality of Baardskeerdersbos. 

 
Municipal services, save for electricity are available.  No objection is raised by the 
municipal Engineering Services Department on the basis of availability and capacity 
of services, subject to conditions of approval and the payment of a bulk development 
contribution levy. 

 
Eskom did not object to the proposed development, whilst the other relevant 
government departments including Department of Agricultural fully supports the 
proposal. 

 
Waste Management indicated that the proposed SDP did not indicate a refuge 
storage facility.  The aforesaid is controlled in terms of the Land Use Scheme 
parameters.  The applicant will be required to indicate the relevant area on the final 
SDP, prior to building plan approval. 

 
There are not title deed conditions that restricts the proposed development. 

 
The proposal does not trigger the provisions of NEMA or Section 38 of the National 
Heritage Resources Act. 

 
None of the direct adjoining property owners objected to the proposed development. 
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Access will be obtained from a single 6m entrance / exit.  The Department of 
Transport provided consent for the relaxation of the 95m building line and the new 
access as per the proposed SDP. 

 
Considering the above, the application is considered to be of a scale that is in line 
with the rural, tourist / agricultural character of the area, will not adversely impact 
upon biodiversity or eco system functioning, vested rights of adjoining properties 
whilst promoting tourism and economic development and therefore considered 
desirable. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the objections / comments be noted; 
  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law) on Portion 
164 of the Farm Baardskeerdersbos No. 213, Division Bredasdorp for consent 
use for tourist facilities, intensive horticulture, agricultural industry, farm store, 
nursery and tourism accommodation (self-catering unit), be approved in terms 
of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law, subject to the following conditions: 

  
 (a) that a detailed Site Development Plan (SDP) in accordance with the 

provisions of the Scheme Regulations be submitted for approval by the 
Authorized Official, prior to the submission of building plans; 

   
 (b) that on-site parking be provided in accordance with the SDP as per 

paragraph (a) above; 
   
 (c) that the building plans be submitted to the Building Control Department 

prior to commencement of the development; 
   
 (d) that the use of the building indicated as F on the SDP be limited to either a 

self-catering unit or a spa; 
   
 (e) that details of the proposed grey water system be submitted for municipal 

approval and that any conditions or requirements regarding the 
maintenance and operation thereof be adhered to; 

   
 (f) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure J), be 

complied with; 
   
 (g) that all the conditions of Eskom, Open Serve and Department of Transport 

and Public Works (attached as Annexures F-H), be complied with; 
   
 (h) that commercial rates and service tarrifs as determined by the annual 

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

 (i) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 
with any other relevant legislation, and 

   
 (j) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Zoning 

Scheme be complied with. 
   
3. that the applicant and persons who commented be notified of their right of 

appeal in terms of Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land 
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Use Planning, 2016 with regard to the above conditions of approval. 
 

14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 

❖ The proposal is consistent with the SDF and Baarskeerdersbos Precinct Plan. 
❖ The proposal is at a scale that will not detract from the rural character of the area. 
❖ The proposal promotes tourism and economic development. 
❖ The proposal will provide much needed employment opportunities. 
❖ The proposal is not considered to unacceptably detract from the character of 

Baardskeedersbos. 
❖ The proposal is consistent with the planning principles in terms of LUPA and 

SPLUMA. 
 

15. ANNEXURES 
 

Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Letters of comment and objection 
Annexure E: Applicants comment to letters of comment and objection 
Annexure F: Comment: Eskom 
Annexure G: Comment: Open Serve 
Annexure H: Comment: Department of Transport and Public Works 
Annexure I: Comment: Department of Environmental Affairs and Development 

Planning (Region 2) 
Annexure J: Services Report 

 
SIGNATURE 

 
REGISTERED PLANNER 

 
Name :   SW VAN DER MERWE 

SACPLAN Reg No:   A/1850/2014 

Signature :  ___________________ 

Date:   ___________________ 
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