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4.4 
ERF 593, 26 DUIKER STREET, VERMONT, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA : REMOVAL 
OF RESTRICTONS AND DEPARTURE : MESSRS PLAN ACTIVE ON BEHALF OF THE 
NAAS MULLER FAMILY TRUST 
 
593 HVM (3662) 
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
24 November 2017 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application has been received on 25 April 2017 from Messrs Plan Active on 
behalf of the Naas Muller Family Trust on Erf 593, Vermont for the following: 

 
 Removal of restrictive title conditions in terms of Section 16(2)(f) of the 

Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2016 for the 
removal of the restrictive condition in Title Deed T77726/2016, Page 3, 
Paragraph E.a.: 

 
“E. SUBJECT FURTHER to the following conditions contained in Deed of 

Transfer No. T3680/1962 in favour of South Western Districts Land and 
Finance Corporation Limited (hereinafter referred to as the Transferor 
Company) and its successors-in-title to the Remainder of the land held by 
Deed of Transfer No 7023/1935 namely: 

 
a. Save with the consent of the Transferor Company in writing no building 

or structure or any portion thereof except boundary walls and fences 
shall be erected nearer than 3.15 metres to the street line which forms 
a boundary of the said property, and no such building or structure shall 
be situate within 1.57 metres of the lateral boundary common to any 
adjoining Lot, nor save with the consent aforesaid, may the property (or 
any lot if the property sold comprises more than one Lot) be 
subdivided:” 

 
 Departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on 

Municipal Land Use Planning, 2016 to depart from the Overstrand Zoning 
Scheme in order to relax the western lateral building line from 2m to 0,8m to 
accommodate a proposed single garage and carport and to relax the street 
building line from 4m to 1m to accommodate the proposed carport and a brick 
water silo. 

 
The relaxation application to accommodate the brick silo was withdrawn in the public 
participation process. 

 
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.  The Title Deed is 
attached as Annexure D. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 
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3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 
 

The erf measures 625m² in extent and is located in a residential area Vermont.  The 
land owner submitted a building plan for a dwelling in early 2017, which was 
approved by the municipality.  The owner applied at the end of April 2017 for a 
removal of restrictive condition and departure to enable him to construct a garage, 
carport and water silo which was not part of the building plan approval. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
- The existing single storey dwelling and garage will be demolished to develop a 

double storey dwelling. 
- A new proposed carport, garage and water silo will encroach the 4m street and 

2m lateral Zoning Scheme building lines and 3,15m street and 1,57m lateral title 
deed building lines, hence this application. 

- It is proposed to construct a garage and carport to 0,8m from the western lateral 
boundary, and the carport and water silo 1m from the street boundary line. 

- Due to a small erf frontage a tandem garage and carport is proposed. 
- The water silo will also feature as an artistic feature. 
- Coverage will still comply with the 50% maximum coverage allowed. 
- Although the title deed restriction to be removed also includes a condition that the 

erf may not be subdivided, there is no intention to subdivide the property.  
- The garage, carport and water silo encroaching building lines will not impact the 

character of the area, as it will remain for residential use. 
- There will be no land use or zoning change, no impact on surrounding properties, 

and property values will not be negatively affected. 
- All services are available on-site. 
- No new access points are proposed to the site, and two (2) vehicles can be 

parked on the property in line with the Zoning Scheme Regulations.  There will be 
no impact on traffic flow in the area. 

- The former old dwelling or the site has no heritage value. 
- The proposals have no environmental impact. 
- The application adheres to spatial planning policies. 
- Planning principles of spatial justice and spatial resilience do not apply to this 

application. 
- The structures are compatible with the character of the area, have no impact on 

rights of anyone else, have low impact on privacy and comply with all other 
Zoning Scheme regulations and therefore have no adverse effect on spatial 
sustainability.  

- The application to place the garage and carport in the only area available on-site 
proof it efficient as it discourages the phenomenon of urban sprawl, encourages 
densification and more compact towns and cities.  The water silo will also lead to 
water conservation. 

- Good administration has been followed with this application via the municipality. 
 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 1 August 2017 8 September 2017 
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Gazette Yes 4 August 2017 8 September 2017 

Notices Yes 28 July 2017 8 September 2017 

Ward Councillor Yes 28 July 2017 8 September 2017 

Total letters of support ONE (1) 

Total letters of objection NINE (9) 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 45 - 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 Recommendation  

Fire Department 07/04/17 

Premises must be in 
compliance with the 
requirements of National 
Fire Protection 
Regulations SANS 10400 
T:2011 – occupancy G1 
office. 

Supported 

Engineering 
Services 

31/03/17 See Annexure G. Supported 

Building Control 20/02/17 

Supported, subject to 
submission of building 
plans in compliance with 
SANS 10400. 

Supported 

Telkom 5/10/17 Annexure H Positive 

Eskom 15/08/17 Annexure I Positive 

Fire Department 3/10/17 No objection Positive 

Building 
Department 

22/08/17 
Tank too dominant in 
street, not supported. 

Partially 
Supported 

Local Heritage 17/08/17 

Proposed carport over 
street building line 
endorsed. Proposed water 
tank encaged in brickwork 
at double storey height 
within the 4m street 
setback line strongly 
opposed. 

Partially 
Supported 
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Environmental 
Section 

15/8/17 No objection Positive 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Nine (9) letters of objection were received from surrounding property owners, and a 
letter of objection was also received from the Vermont Ratepayers & Environmental 
Association.  The objections can be summarised as follows: 

 
1. Building work on the dwelling was almost completed before the planning 

application was advertised. 
 

2. Different plans were received when an enlarged copy was requested, not sure 
which plan was the correct one. 

 
3. Owner of Erf 1481 is concerned about a 0,8m strip created next to his property 

next to proposed garage.  Would create area where leaves will be collected. 
 

There are concerns that the neighbour’s privacy will be affected.  Proposals are 
made by the owner of Erf 1481 that the garage should be built onto the lateral 
boundary, or the boundary wall be extended up to the street boundary.  Also 
concerns that the carport over the street building line will have a visual impact 
due to its height of 3 - 4m and impact on character and aesthetics. 

 
Only one (1) carport in the area encroach the street building line, and by 
approving this application a precedent will be created.  All other properties in 
the area have the same street frontage, and garages were planned in such a 
manner that it do not encroach the street building line or is tandem parking.  
The carport can be changed to a garage in future. 

 
4. A water tank in front of the property will not be attractive and will have a 

negative visual impact as it is foreign and an overly bold element.  The water 
silo will obstruct the view down Duiker Street and the footprint is unstable and 
would become a safety hazard.  The water silo can be placed at the back of the 
property.  Approving the water silo will also create an unwanted precedent. 

 
5. The lack of off street parking for the four (4) bedroom house will encourage on-

street parking.  Only two (2) parking bays are provided on-site.  The house 
could be used as a guest house, and parking will be insufficient. 

 
6. Building encroachments are not prevalent in the area, with only one (1) carport 

built over the street building line.  The structures being applied for are not the 
norm. 

 
7. The garage with tandem carport is likely to create problems for vehicles using 

and reversing into Duiker Street and it will result in traffic congestion in Duiker 
Street and could lead to accidents. 

 
8. Overstrand Municipality does not enforce privacy and there is no consideration 

of the neighbours as the building structure has been aggressively built onto the 
edge of the building line. 
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9. Strategic processes were followed to not show the intensions to neighbours 
until advanced stages of construction.  Was the departure application submitted 
with the submission of building plans for approval? 

 
10. The print on the plans was small and difficult to read, and difficult to see the true 

intent. 
 

11. The existing house being constructed is in excess of 9m in height. 
 

12. In the motivation it is indicated that the Title Deed is more restrictive than the 
Zoning Scheme Regulations, which is not the case. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
The applicant’s response on the objections can be summarized as follows: 

 
1. The building plan submitted and approved did not include the silo, garage and 

carport which require departures.  A departure and removal of restriction 
application was then submitted separately to deal with the proposed water silo, 
garage and carport traversing building lines. 

 
2. The builder had the approved plan without the water silo, garage and carport 

on-site, and the second plan was the one which included the garage, carport 
and water silo used in the departure application. 

 
3. The proposal is to leave a 0,8m space next to the lateral building line to cater 

for the refuse trolley.  Should the objectors wish the garage and carport to be 
placed onto the lateral building line, this will entail a new application for 
departure.  The alley next to the garage will only be used a few times a week to 
remove refuse, and should have a minimal impact on the neighbour to the west.  
It would also be in the best interest of the owner of Erf 593 to keep the alley 
clean. 

 
4. The applicant has withdrawn the application to construct the water silo over the 

street building line. 
 

5. In terms of the Overstrand Zoning Scheme only two (2) on-site parking bays are 
required on single residential erven, which will be complied with. 

 
6. The water silo is not the norm, therefore it has been omitted from the 

application. 
 

7. The opinion is not supported as the owner will exit the property via a single 
garage driveway, one car at a time, in the same manner as surrounding 
property owners in the area. 

 
8. The building plan which has already been approved complied with the 

parameters as defined in the Overstrand Zoning Scheme Regulations, and was 
thus approved by the municipality.  The garage, carport and water silo were not 
approved as part of the building plan and may not be constructed without 
approval of the application for departure and removal of restrictions. 

 
9. The water silo, garage and carport did not form part of the approved plan. 
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10. It was not the intent to hide proposals on small plans.  Due to logistics it is not 
possible to furnish large scale plans via the post on affected property owners.  
In the notice it is indicated that large scale plans can be viewed at the Town 
Planning Department. 

 
11. The height of the building will comply with the 8m height restriction and is being 

monitored by a land surveyor.  A height certificate reflecting compliance will be 
provided once building work is completed. 

 
12. No response provided. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
1. A building plan for the dwelling was submitted at the municipality on 11 April 

2017, and approved on 10 May 2017.  There was no indication on the plans that 
application would be made for a garage, carport and water silo that traverse 
building lines at that stage. 

 
On 25 April 2017 an application for departure and removal of restriction was 
submitted to Town Planning to accommodate a garage, carport and water silo.  
Note that the Town Planner for Vermont already viewed and granted support for 
the building plan without the water silo, garage and carport submitted on 2 May 
2017, but only viewed the application for departure and removal of restriction on 
8 May 2017, and was not aware that such application would be submitted when 
considering the building plan.  However, even if the Town Planner was aware of 
this fact, the property owner was well within his rights to submit the building plan 
for the dwelling in line with the Zoning Scheme Regulations, and then start with 
construction when the plan was approved. 

 
2. A plan was submitted at building plan approval phase.  This plan has no 

relevance to the departure and removal of restriction application. 
 

The plan that was submitted as part of the departure and removal of restriction 
application showing the water silo, garage and carport were sent out to 
surrounding property owners.  The town planner was contacted by surrounding 
property owners who requested better quality plans to view.  Although larger 
scale plans could be viewed at the municipal offices, the town planner requested 
an electronic copy of the plan from the architect, and this was forwarded to all 
persons who received a notice. 

 
The changes referred to by the objectors are that the water silo was moved 
slightly, and the one elevation indicated the garage and carport more clearly. 

 
Considering the fact that the water silo has now been withdrawn from the 
application, any changes of the position is not relevant. 

 
All the surrounding neighbours, of which most are objectors were also provided 
with an electronic copy of the plans, and advised to visit the Town Planning office 
should they want to view large scale plans. 

 
It is the opinion that sufficient information was provided to the objectors to apply 
their minds on the application. 
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3. The owner of Erf 1481 to the west of Erf 593 is more concerned about the 
possibility that there will be no screening between the garage and carport and his 
property, and that people will walk over the 0,8m open piece of land between his 
property and the proposed garage and carport on Erf 593, affecting his privacy.  
He makes two (2) proposals, build the garage and carport onto the lateral 
boundary line, or construct a wall on the boundary up to the street boundary.  On 
the plan approved on 10 May 2017, the owner of Erf 593 already obtained 
approval for the construction of a 1,8m high boundary wall for the whole length of 
the western lateral boundary.  This wall has already been constructed, and 
therefore the concern of the owner of Erf 1481 has been addressed. 

 
The concerns regarding what visual impact a carport of 3m - 4m in height over 
the street building line may have, is noted. 

 
In Point 16.1.2 of the Overstrand Municipality Zoning Scheme provision is made 
for the consideration of carports over street building lines.  The parameters listed 
is that no part of the roof on the street boundary line may be more than 3m in 
height, with a 40° increase in height away from the street.  The carport roof does 
not fully comply with this requirement, but however complies with all other 
requirements.  It is the opinion that should the roof be lowered to the 
requirements of the Zoning Scheme, and all other requirements are complied 
with, the impact on surrounding property owners, the streetscape and aesthetics 
would be minimal.  It is also the opinion that this application for a carport over a 
building line would not create a precedent, as many such applications have been 
approved in residential areas in the past. 

 
4. The proposed construction of the water silo over the street building line has been 

withdrawn and is not relevant anymore. 
 

5. Parking is provided in line with the Zoning Scheme Regulations.  Only two (2) on-
site parking bays are required for residential erven with one (1) dwelling.  No 
proposals are made to use the dwelling as a guesthouse, therefore any reference 
to parking requirements of a guest house is not relevant. 

 
6. Water silos over street building lines are definitely not the norm.  The water silo 

has been withdrawn from the application. 
 

It is indicated that only one (1) carport has been constructed over street building 
lines in this area.  This is noted.  Every application must however be considered 
on its own merits, and should an application for a carport comply with all the 
requirements of Point 16.1.2 in the Zoning Scheme, an application has merit to 
be considered positively.  Should the applicant thus change the roof structure to 
a lower less intrusive structure, it is the opinion that there is compliance with the 
norm acceptable for carports in the Overstrand Area. 

 
7. Only one (1) access/egress point is indicated on the approved building plan.  The 

fact is tandem parking would impact on the property owner in the use of his 
vehicles, but it is not foreseen that the possible increased movement of vehicles 
due to the parallel parking, would create a significant traffic safety problem. 

 
8. The existing building being constructed is not over building lines as stipulated in 

the Title Deed and Zoning Scheme Regulations. 
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The building complies with the 4m street building line and 8m height restriction in 
terms of the approved building plan, and the municipality may not apply stricter 
parameters as it is the land owner’s right to develop his property in terms of the 
Zoning Scheme Regulations. 

 
9. See comments in Point 1 above. 

 
10. Concur with applicant’s response. 

 
11. In terms of the approved building plan the dwelling complies with the 8m height 

restriction as determined over the average natural ground level of the land the 
building is constructed on.  This means that the front of the house may possibly 
be higher than 8m from the natural ground level in the front of the property, but 
that the back of the house will again be lower than 8m from the natural ground 
level.  The height restriction is however measured as an average over the whole 
footprint of the dwelling. 

 
Note that the land owner will have to provide a height certificate showing 
compliance with the height restriction, prior to occupation. 

 
12. Noted 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

10.1 Background 
 

N/A 
 

10.2 (In)consistency with the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 
2013 (Act 16 of 2013) 

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

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 

 
N/A 

 
Spatial sustainability 

 
It is not foreseen that the proposed garage and carport would have a major 
impact on the residential nature of the area, subject thereto that it be of 
acceptable scale.   

 
The proposed water silo is not considered negative in terms of sustainability 
when it comes to the saving of water.  The size and placement of the structure 
would however have a major impact on the residential nature of the area. 

 
Efficiency 
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The placement of garages and carports closer to property boundaries in many 
cases ensure better utilization of land.  However any encroachment is 
considered on merit, and the placement of the water silo could be considered 
efficient for the land owner, but with many negative effects on surrounding 
properties. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
N/A 

 
Good administration 

 
The application followed the required planning procedures to ensure that land 
use activity is in line with Municipal By-laws and the public process has been 
followed. 

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

Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 
 

Same as Point 10.2 above. 
 

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

Consistent with the Spatial Development Framework and the Overstrand 
Municipal Growth Management Strategy, 2010. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 

 
The existing services are available and the application has been viewed 
positively by the Engineering Services Department. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The application is in line with the Overstrand Spatial Documents. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF 

RESTRICTIONS 
 

The financial or other value of the rights 
 

There is no financial value to the rights. 
 

The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights and/or to 
the person seeking the removal 
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The removal of the restrictions will have no personal benefit to the holder of the 
rights.  The person seeking the removal will benefit somewhat in that for 
example should the conditions be removed a garage/carport of a certain scale 
may be constructed over the Zoning Scheme lateral and rear building lines, 
subject to neighbours’ approval or by way of departure application. 

 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place, and/or 
being removed / amended 

 
To consider the social benefit of the relevant Title Deed condition (which relates 
to building lines and that properties may not be subdivided), a survey was done 
of the seven (7) properties in the area.  Two (2) of the properties were 100% in 
compliance with Title Deed and Zoning Scheme restrictions, whilst five (5) of 
the properties already had garages and decks approved over building lines, 
and one of the properties was also subdivided. 

 
Considering the above, it is the opinion that the relevant Title Deed condition 
has no social benefit. 

 
Will the removal, suspension or amendment completely remove all rights 
enjoyed by the beneficiary or only some of those rights 

 
Only relating to building lines and the right not to subdivide the property. 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
Most of the concerns by the surrounding neighbours relate to aesthetics, 
privacy, streetscape, impact of traffic safety, etc.  It is to be noted that the 
concern with regard to the impact and height of the existing dwelling being 
constructed has no relevance to the desirability of the application for building 
line departures and the removal of restrictions application. 

 
It is clear from the comments from internal departments and the objectors that 
there were great concerns about the proposed water silo over the street 
building line.  The applicant acknowledged the concerns and withdrew such 
part of the application. 

 
The proposed garage will be approximately 6,5m in length and 0,8m from the 
eastern lateral boundary with Erf 1481.  The adjacent neighbours’ concerns 
with regard to privacy and the creation of an alley, which would also collect 
leaves, are noted.  It is noted that the land owner needs this space to remove 
refuse from the property.  It is safe to say that the concerns were resolved due 
to the fact that a boundary wall was constructed on the common boundary up to 
the street by the applicant, in line with his existing approved building plan.  It is 
also to be noted that a garage was also erected on Erf 1481 over the same 
common lateral building line. 

 
The proposed carport is 6,5m in length and will also be 0,8m from the eastern 
lateral boundary, and is also proposed 1m from the street boundary.  The 
comments from the objectors regarding streetscape, traffic problems, etc. are 
noted.  Carports are however not enclosed buildings, but open with pillars 
carrying the weight of the roof.  The impact on streetscape will therefore be 
minimal, and this can clearly be seen in other areas in Vermont and 
Onrustrivier where it has been allowed. 
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The Zoning Scheme Regulations (Point 16.1.2) does stipulate that a carport 
over a street building line should be maximum 3m in height.  The proposed 
lean-to roof will exceed this height in some areas, and to ensure minimal impact 
on streetscape, the roof should be lowered to be in line with the Zoning 
Scheme.  This could be dealt with by inserting a condition to such effect. 

 
The objectors’ comments with regard to lack of on-site parking or traffic safety 
have no bearing on this application.  The owner of Erf 593 may at this stage 
park two (2) vehicles on his property in a tandem format.  There are no 
specifications in the Zoning Scheme restricting this.  The construction of a 
tandem garage and carport over such area will therefore have no increased 
impact on traffic safety, and therefore such objection cannot be supported. 

 
Considering the above, and one mitigating condition, the relaxation of the 
lateral and street building line to accommodate a garage and carport is 
desirable and can be supported. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(f) of the Overstrand Municipal By-

Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2016 on Erf 593, Vermont for the 
removal of restrictive condition E.a. of Title Deed T77726/2016, be approved,  

  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipal By-

Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2016 on Erf 593, Vermont for a 
departure to relax the western lateral building line from 2m to 0,8m to 
accommodate a proposed single garage and carport and to relax the street 
building line from 4m to 1m to accommodate the proposed carport, 
be approved, 

  
3. that the approvals in Points 1. and 2. be subject to the following conditions: 
  
 (a) that the carport roof be amended to a maximum height of 3m (in line 

with Point 16.1.2 in the Zoning Scheme Regulations); 
   
 (b) that the approval for the departure is only for the building line 

relaxations as indicated on Plan No. VERM-01-01 (excluding the water 
silo); 

   
 (c) that building plans be submitted to the Building Department for 

approval, and that all conditions of the Building- and the Fire 
Department be complied with at that stage; 

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

Zoning Scheme be complied with; 
   
 (e) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from 

compliance with any other relevant legislation; 
   
 (f) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure G), 

be complied with; 
   
 (g) that all the conditions of Telkom (attached as Annexure H), be complied 
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with, and 
   
 (h) that all the conditions of Eskom (attached as Annexure I), be complied 

with. 
   
4. that the applicant and objectors be notified of its right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2016 
with regard to the above decision. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
 That sufficient information was provided to surrounding neighbours in the public 

participation process to apply their minds to the application. 
 Concerns about the phasing of the development on Erf 593 and the existing 

dwelling being built has no relevance to the desirability of the application for a 
departure and removal of restrictive conditions. 

 With the construction of a wall on the common boundary between Erf 593 and 
Erf 1481, the concern regarding neatness and privacy by the owner of Erf 1481 
has been addressed. 

 With the mitigating measure to require the applicant to lower the carport over 
the street building line to 3m (in line with Zoning Scheme Regulations) in height, 
impact on streetscape can be limited sufficiently.  Carports are not imposing 
structures and concerns that it would impact the character of the area are 
unfounded. 

 The application to construct a water silo 1m from the street boundary was 
withdrawn from the application. 

 The new tandem garage and carport will not negatively impact traffic safety, 
and parking will be provided in line with the requirements of the Zoning Scheme 
Regulations. 

 No municipal services will be impacted on. 
 Garages have also been approved over building lines on surrounding 

properties, and this application for relaxation of building lines can therefore not 
be considered out of line with the existing character of the area. 

 
15. Annexures 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Site Development Plan 
Annexure C: Motivation Report 
Annexure D: Objections received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s reply on objections 
Annexure F: Title Deed T77726/2016 
Annexure G:  Services Report 
Annexure H: Comment from Telkom 
Annexure I: Comment from Eskom 
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