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4.1 
ERF 1189, 28 CALEDON STREET, STANFORD, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL 
AREA: PROPOSED CONSENT USE: MESSRS WRAP CONSULTANCY ON 
BEHALF OF GE JONES 
 
1189 SSS (3572) 
P Roux (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
18 May 2017 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
To consider an application received in terms of Section 16(2)(o) on 
26 January 2017 from Messrs WRAP Consultancy on behalf of GE Jones, the 
owner of Erf 1189, Stanford, for a consent use in order to use the existing 
second dwelling unit on the property concerned for tourist accommodation. 

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

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 1189, Stanford measures 2884m² in extent and is located in the residential 
area of Stanford.  The erf is developed with an existing dwelling and second 
dwelling.  The second dwelling was the old mill which was renovated by the 
property owner into a second dwelling. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
The motivation for the consent use can be summarised as follows: 

 

 The property owner wishes to operate a self-catering unit from the 
second dwelling.  The second dwelling can be used for long- and short 
term accommodation, however tourist accommodation is a consent use 
and therefore the application was applied for. 

 The self-catering unit blends in with the character of the area. 

 It is motivated by the applicant that the proposed use is in line with the 
relevant Spatial Development Framework (SDF) and planning principles 

 There is a need for tourist accommodation. 

 No additional services will be required. 
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5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Notices Yes 03/02/2017 10/03/2017 

Ward councillor Yes 03/02/2017 10/03/2017 

Total letters of support N/A 

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 
Recommen-
dation  

Local Heritage 04/02/2017 No objection Positive 

Building Control 06/02/2017 
Supported – subject to 
compliance to SANS 10400 

Positive 

Electro Technical 
Services 

06/02/2017 

A 60 Amp single phase 
connection is provided.  No 
additional connections will be 
provided.  Should additional 
capacity be required, the 
standard application 
procedures will apply.   All 
investigation and upgrading 
fees as well as any 
repositioning of existing 
services will be for the client’s 
account. 

Positive 

District Health 09/02/2017 Recommended for approval. Positive 

Area Manager 16/02/2017 
Favourable consideration of 
the application is supported. 

Positive 

Operational 
Services 

01/03/2017 Attached as Annexure F. Positive 

Engineering 
Department 

10/3/2017 Attached as Annexure G. Positive 
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Fire Department 28/03/2017 Attached as Annexure H Positive 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 

PARTICIPATION 
 

One (1) objection was received from the neighbouring property owner, Mr 
Williams, on Erf 583 Stanford.  The points of objection can be summarised as 
follows: 

 
1. Operator’s character and motivation of the said consent use 

application 
 

The objector states that there is evidence that the tourist accommodation 
facility has been conducted illegally and that he is the one to point it to the 
Town Planning Official as per his affidavit, which is addendum to the 
objection. 

 
The Municipality (Town Planning Department) instructed the property 
owner to cease the activity, however the operation continued.  Changes 
made by the property owner to comply with the instruction to the 
Municipality were to change the wording on the website from self-catering 
to B & B. 

 
According to the objector he perceives that there is still a functioning 
kitchen and therefore the self-catering use is continued.  Summons was 
issued and the objector states that the activity did not cease since 
inspection was done on the property. 

 
The objector is of the opinion that the property owner only submitted the 
application due to being forced into this position.  He also states that it 
speaks to their character as no compliance was shown until forced to 
comply.  The objector also asks the question on whether or not the 
operators will be responsible tenants as they have since now have 
disregard for the law. 

 
The objector lists various grievances regarding the property owners on 
Erf 1189, Stanford where forth the objector needed to seek legal advice 
and is in the process of selling his property. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
It must be stated that the acquired legal process was followed in order to 
cease the illegal activity which was brought to the attention of the Town 
Planning Official.  It should be noted that there is a fine line between operating 
two (2) guest rooms, which are a primary right, versus self-catering unit (with 
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two (2) bedrooms) which is a consent use.  This is mainly to do with the 
preparation of meals.  An affidavit was provided to the municipal prosecutor 
who, in turn, indicated that the legal process will not continue as there is 
currently no legal basis on which the property owner of Erf 1189 can be 
prosecuted. 

 
The Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning sets forth 
which aspects the Municipal Planning Tribunal (MPT) must consider regarding 
land use application when deciding on an application.  The decision maker 
cannot deter from this and therefore although the comment regarding the 
character of the tenant is noted, it cannot form part of the evaluation of the 
land use application. 

 
2. Detrimental effect on my privacy, peace and security as a direct 

result of the use of the old mill as tourist accommodation 
 

The objector states that the peace and privacy he experienced at his 
house has already been negatively affected by the continued use of the 
tourist accommodation for the past year.  No security problems have been 
experienced; however the amount of unknown tourists who visit the next 
door property in such close proximity leaves him feeling uneasy as he has 
to rely on the operators of the tourist accommodation to do proper 
screening. 

 
Guests walk/drive approximately 1,5m from the boundary and fence which 
is approximately 6m from the main bedroom.  Photos are attached to the 
objection letter.  The objector believes his privacy, security and peace has 
been invaded due to the large amount of the visitors (unknown public) 
which passes by his dwelling.  The objector further states that due to the 
elevation of his bedroom he can hear the visitors from the driveway and 
parking area.  The objector refers to his affidavit and CCTV footage 
provided, which indicates late night foot- and vehicle traffic.  The only 
covered parking provided is right next to the objector’s bedroom.  The 
objector refers to further CCTV footage as an example.  Please note the 
detail of the incident is extensive and cannot be properly summarised 
without losing context, therefore the incident is noted and will be 
addressed in the comment section. 

 
The objector refers to Clause 17 of the Executive Committee Meeting 
dated 31 May 2001, which relates to the Residential Community and it 
states: 

 
“Although the development of tourism and economy are crucial, one 
should not leave the primary factor namely the residents from the 
equation.  These people insist on peacefulness and amenity of a 
residential neighbourhood according to its primary use as single 
residential. 
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These people’s rights should be the highest priority and any impact on 
privacy and general living conditions should be restricted or mitigated to 
acceptable standards.” 

 
The objector states regarding the aforementioned that the long term rental 
is more in line with the current character of the area and due to the 
location of the old mill the proposed use has a greater impact on the 
surrounding properties.  No fencing is provided by the operators to reduce 
noise pollution. 

 
Town Planners response 

 
As stated by the applicant the access to the old mill was historically gained via 
an access servitude, furthermore the access to the site is indicated on 
approved building plans.  The entrance and driveway can currently be used 
by the property owner and the tenants who occupy the second dwelling.  Only 
the use of parking can be regulated by a condition of approval.  However, 
nothing currently prohibits the owner or tenant of Erf 1189 from walking and 
talking in the driveway which borders the objector’s property. 

 
A legal opinion was received from the Legal Department that the CCTV 
footage and recordings should not be used or opened as it is an invasion of 
privacy of the owner of Erf 1189. 

 
The comment and representation of the objector is noted and will be 
considered in the evaluation of this application, therefore Clause 17 of the 
Executive Committee Meeting dated 31 May 2001 is adhered to, while 
simultaneously adhering to the Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal 
Land Use Planning. 

 
3. Refutation of some of the claims in Messrs WRAP’s report submitted 

as part of the consent use application for a tourist accommodation 
establishment on Erf 1189 

 
The objector states that the report prepared by Messrs WRAP 
Consultancy is professionally prepared, however wishes to refute claims in 
the report to re-emphasize the primary objections to the old mill, which are 
as follows: 

 
i. the access drive/walk way; 
ii. the covered parking at the entrance to Erf 1189; 
iii. the location of the old mill and its proximity to the surrounding 

properties makes it unsuitable for tourist accommodation (but suitable 
for medium to long term self-catering); and 

iv. the main parking area is in close proximity to the objector’s north 
western boundary. 
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The objector states the four (4) reasons above impact negatively on his 
privacy and peace, and potential impact on security. 

 
4. Page 6 to 8 of the objection deals with specific arguments against the 

motivation produced by Messrs WRAP.  The objector has a right not 
to agree with the statements made by the applicant, it is noted and 
will be addressed in the comment section. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
As stated by the applicant the access to the old mill was historically gained via 
an access servitude.  Furthermore the access to the site is indicated on 
approved building plans.  The entrance and driveway can currently be used 
by the property owner and the tenants who occupy the second dwelling.  Only 
the use of parking can be regulated by a condition of approval.  However, 
nothing currently prohibits the owner or tenant from walking and talking in the 
driveway. 

 
The objector mentions that the property owner or occupiers create a nuisance 
at the entrance of the property.  Thus it must be stated that the objector 
cannot prohibit the property owner or occupiers of the property from using the 
property as they see fit (in terms of their primary rights) especially regarding 
where they talk and at what time they can come and go.  The old mill will not 
be occupied full time, however a condition can be imposed that guests are 
managed properly in the future. 

 
Two (2) guest rooms is a primary right in terms of single residential dwellings 
due to the low impact on the surrounding residence.  It should be 
remembered that the change in use from two (2) guest rooms and one (1) 
self-catering unit is minor, as previously explained; it only has bearing on the 
preparation of food.  Therefore the proposed use will also have a low impact, 
because only two (2) rooms are available to guests. 

 
The proposed parking area is approximately 33m away from the objector’s 
dwelling and approximately 4m away from the adjacent property boundary.  
Therefore the proposed parking area should not be a problem. 

 
5. On page 9 to 10 bullets are given reading the main point of objection, 

these are summarised as follows: 
 

i. The opinion is held that there is no need for self-catering tourist 
accommodation in Stanford as there is a large amount already.  
Everybody has the right to earn income and have the 
opportunity.  The old mill is not situated at the appropriate 
geographical area for such an enterprise.  The enterprise on 
Erf 1189 creates considerable inconvenience to the resident 
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neighbours and the Municipal Document ‘Executive Committee 
Meeting 31 May 2001, Clause 17’ must be considered. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objector is enabled to make representation and the comments received 
are noted and addressed; therefore Executive Committee Meeting 31 May 
2001, Clause 17 was considered.  As stated earlier the consent use and 
primary use is very similar in this instance and therefore is the impact low. 

 
ii. Geographical position of the old mill is not suitable for tourist 

accommodation.  It could be considered suitable for medium and 
long term self-catering accommodation 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
This has been previously addressed. 

 
iii. A large part of Messrs WRAP’s report could literally be copied 

and paste for any proposed tourist accommodation application in 
the Overberg Area.  The report covers all the legislative angles 
and food practices.  The report does not consider the 
geographical position of the old mill, and the old mill’s proximity 
to the neighbouring properties or the long access way 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
It is the responsibility of the consultant/applicant to ensure that the application 
is correctly motivated and that any issues are addressed.  The motivation will 
be considered in the evaluation of the application at hand. 

 
iv. There is an overabundance of self-catering units and a critical 

short supply of medium to long term rental.  The objector states 
that this is confirmed by the estate agent and an online search.  
This option be considered by the property owner on Erf 1189 and 
it will be in line with the primary rights of the property.  There is 
no comparison between the potential negative impact on 
neighbours created by the presence of a known permanent 
resident, and that of unknown guests changing daily or weekly. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
If there was not a demand for self-catering or guest accommodation then 
fewer property owners would provide accommodation facilities.  It should be 
considered that the Overstrand is a tourist destination and therefore it is 
beneficial for owners to consider short term renting. 

 

7



AGENDA of the 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 
28 June 2017 

 
 

v. The objector states that a physical inspection must be done in 
order to assess the location of the old mill and drive way in 
proximity to the neighbouring properties and to consider the 
implications of the approval on the surrounding property owners.  
And there after read Executive Committee Meeting 31 May 2001, 
Clause 17 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
An inspection was done and the findings will be incorporated into the 
evaluation. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
The applicant draws comparisons between the primary rights and consent use 
which is applicable in the zoning of Erf 1189.  Further, the definition of a 
dwelling unit, second dwelling unit and guest rooms are defined by the 
applicant as per the Scheme Regulations.  The applicant states that guest 
rooms, as well as second dwellings, are a primary right under Single 
Residential Zoning.  The applicant further states the parameters regarding 
guest rooms: 

 
(a) no more than two (2) rooms per property shall be used for the bedroom 

accommodation for paying guests or lodgers, and no more than five (5) 
guests or lodgers shall be supplied with lodging or meals at any one 
time; 

(b) guest rooms may not be converted to, or used as, separate dwelling 
units, and there shall be no cooking facilities in the guest rooms, apart 
from a kettle; 

(c) meals shall only be supplied by the landowner or manager to guests or 
lodgers who are staying on the property; 

(d) no advertising sign shall be displayed without the written approval of 
Council other than a single un-illuminated sign or notice affixed to the 
building or boundary wall or fence, and such sign must be in line with the 
Overstrand Signage By-Law; and 

(e) one (1) on-site parking bay shall be provided per guest room. 
 

From the zoning rights, consent uses and guest room parameters the 
following can be concluded regarding the old mill: 

 
i. it is a second dwelling (legal); 
ii. its rooms may be utilised as guest rooms; 
iii. meals may be supplied by the land owners or manager or meals must be 

eaten in town (guest are currently receiving meals from the land owners 
or manager or they eat in town); and 

iv. parking on site is provided. 
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1. Operator’s character and motivation of the said consent use 
application 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The objector mainly deals with the operation of the tourist accommodation 
which was illegal and that he was instrumental to bringing this fact to the 
attention of the Municipality. 

 
This cannot really be considered a point of objection as the Municipality did 
act against the applicant and she now made an application to legalise the 
establishment and the merits of the application must now be considered and 
not the history. 

 
2. Detrimental effect on my privacy, peace and security as a direct 

result of the use of the old mill as tourist accommodation: 
 

Applicant’s comment 
 

The driveway to the old mill runs down close to the objector’s house and 
according to him causes disturbances. 

 
It should be noted that Erf 1189 originally consisted of a portion of Erf 1188 
and Erf 584.  Erf 1188 was accessed by means of a servitude which was 
registered over Erf 584.  This access servitude is to gain access to the old 
mill. 

 
The servitude still registered and the objector would have been aware of the 
servitude to the old mill when he bought the property. 

 
The old mill can be rented out as guest rooms as part of the primary rights.  
The only difference between the letting of a guest room and self-catering is 
whether or not the manager provides food or the tenants provide/prepare their 
own food.  What the objector must consider is whether the difference in the 
preparation of food will increase traffic? 

 
The statement that the short term rental of the old mill will generate more 
traffic is unfounded.  The same goes that a permanent residence will provide 
less traffic. 

 
3. Refutation of some of the claims in Messrs WRAP’s report submitted 

as part of the consent use application for a tourist accommodation 
establishment on Erf 1189 
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Applicants’ comment 

 
The objector does not agree with the statements made in the Motivation 
Report.  The applicant does not wish to enter into a debate regarding the 
motivation as the objector has a right to disagree with the report. 

 
The applicant states that they are a professional Town Planning Consultancy, 
with qualified and registered staff, which endeavours to submit an application 
which will have a positive outcome for all stakeholders. 

 
The objector states that he is of the opinion that there is not a demand for 
short term renting in Stanford and a demand for long term renting, however 
fails to provide statistics to support the claims.  The owner of Erf 1189 will fill 
the accommodation facility for any period of time as long as there is a demand 
and it is immaterial whether short, medium or long. 

 
The objector claims that there is no demand for self-catering however states 
that for months he has experienced discomfort regarding all the guests. 

 
The objector’s issues raised in summary of the objection as bullets will 
now be addressed by the applicant: 

 
Bullet 1 The opinion is held by the applicant that the scale of the proposed 

facility must be considered, two (2) rooms can be rented out in a 
house without approval.  If the use was for a hotel then the 
applicant would have agreed with the objector.  In most 
residences you find guest houses which accommodate five (5) 
bedrooms. 

 
The old mill is a historical structure which was renovated.  People 
staying therein experience the “real” heritage of Stanford. 

 
Bullet 2 The applicant fails to comprehend how the geographical location 

can be suitable for medium and long term accommodation, but 
not for short term renting as the need for both are the same.  The 
location does not really play a role as the property is in walking 
distance to all of the major facilities in Stanford. 

 
Bullet 3 Addressed in paragraph 3. 

 
Bullet 4 This is also addressed in paragraph 3. 

 
Bullet 5 An inspection will be carried out by the Town Planning Officials. 

 
The applicant urges the Town Planning Department to seek legal advice 
before submitting the CCTV footage to the Tribunal. 
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9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
All the internal departments’ comments have been positive.  The Town 
Planner’s comment is provided below each issue of the objection as 
summarised under Section 7 of this report. 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

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

 
The application is of a small scale and therefore the planning objectives 
applicable in terms of SPULMA and LUPA cannot be adequately 
discussed. 

 
The applicant motivated the principles in the following manner: 

 
 

Spatial Justice 
The application will not in any way contribute to perpetuating the spatial 
imbalances caused by apartheid spatial planning. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The application will have no impact on the conservation status of the 
area. 

 
Efficiency 
The application seeks to optimise the existing development potential 
which already exists while maintaining the residential character of the 
property. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The applicant motivates that the application is aligned with the existing 
planning development frameworks. 

 
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. 

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

Land Use Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 
 

Same as above. 
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10.3 (In)consistency with the IDP/Various levels of SDF’s/Applicable 
policies 

 
The application is sufficiently motived to be in line with the SDF as the 
planning unit is indicated for residential use and the proposed application 
will not change the zoning of the property.  The proposed consent use 
will further promote tourism in Stanford which is aligned with the SDF 
principals.  The second dwelling was renovated from the old mill.  This 
ensures the preservation of historical value of the structure. 

 
No title deed restrictions are contained in the Title Deed provided. 

 
The application is further motivated to be in line with the Overstrand 
Municipal Growth Management Strategy, 2010 as Erf 1189 forms part of 
Planning Unit 1, which indicates that no densification is proposed of the 
area, the property owner does not seek to increase the density of the 
property, but to use the existing structures.   

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

 
Not applicable. 

 
10.5 Impact on municipal engineering services 

 
The existing services are available. 

 
The comment received from Electrical Services are noted which states 
that only one (1) 60 Amp single phase is available.  Should additional 
services be required then the Electrical Department must be contacted. 

 
The subject property has two (2) entrances, both which are from 
Caledon Street.  The entrances and driveways have been approved on 
previous building plans. 

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

 
Not applicable. 

 
10.7 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The zoning of the property will remain for residential use.  In terms of the 
Zoning Scheme tourist accommodation (self-catering) is a consent use 
which the owner of the property wishes to obtain. 
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10.8 The desirability of the proposal 

 
Erf 1189, Stanford measures 2884m².  The owner wishes to lease a self-
catering unit on a temporary basis on his property.  As previously stated 
the self-catering unit is contained in the existing second dwelling which 
was the historical old Stanford Mill.  Building plans were approved for the 
structure.  Local Heritage gave input with the submission of the building 
plans. 

 
The objections from the owner of Erf 583 is noted, however as stated in 
the response of the applicant with regard to the objector’s comment, the 
scale of the proposed facility must be considered; two (2) rooms can be 
rented out in a house without approval (as a primary right).  The 
proposed consent use will only entail the additional use of a kitchen and 
not additional rooms (i.e. only two (2) rooms will be available to tourists).  
Therefore the impact on the neighbours is considered relatively low and 
equal to that of the primary right.  The objection received regarding the 
nuisance caused by the owners and/or occupiers can also be caused by 
permanent residence or guests using the guest rooms.  The only 
recourse the objector will have is to open a civil case against the owner 
of the property in order to manage the property better.  A condition will 
be imposed that the rental of the second dwelling unit is limited to a 
single family or four (4) people. 

 
A site inspection was done and it was found that there is a fence 
between Erf 1189 and Erf 583 which is sufficiently planted to create 
privacy for the owner of Erf 583.  The second dwelling (the old mill) itself 
is located more than 4m away from any of the property boundaries and 
therefore the use of the old mill should not affect any of the adjacent 
property owners.  It should be noted that the dwelling on Erf 583 is 
situated approximately 32m away from the second dwelling on Erf 1189. 

 
Considering the above mentioned, with the response given by the 
applicant and comment of the Town Planner the opinion is held that the 
objector’s issues raised has been addressed. 

 
The existing entrances will be maintained as approved on the building 
plans.  A condition will be imposed that all vehicles must be parked on 
the property and not in Caledon Street.  A sign to direct guests to the 
parking area must also be erected. 

 
No restrictions are found in the Title Deed which prohibit the proposed 
application and no objections against the application was received. 

 
The application is considered desirable due to the low impact and the 
zoning of the property which will be unchanged. 
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10.9 ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF 

RESTRICTIONS 
 

The financial or other value of the rights 
 

N/A 
 

The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights 
and/or to the person seeking the removal 

 
N/A 

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

 
N/A 

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

 
N/A 

 
11. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the application for consent use in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the 

Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2016 
applicable to Erf 1189, Stanford in order to use the existing second 
dwelling unit for tourist accommodation, be approved, in terms of the 
provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law subject to the following 
conditions: 

  
 (a) that the approval is only for the consent use in order to utilize the 

existing second dwelling for tourist accommodation as indicated 
on the Site Development Plan as submitted with the application; 

   
 (b) that the parking for the guests is adequetly indicated by signs 

which comply with the Overstrand Signage By-law; 
   
 (c) that no on street parking be provided for the guests; 
   
 (d) that the rental of the tourist accomodation is limited to four (4) 

people or a single family and that the advertising thereof is 
changed accordingly; 

   
 (e) that commercial rates and service tariffs, as determined by the 

annual budget, be made applicable, which tariffs are 
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automatically adjusted in terms of the annual budget; 
   
 (f) that the accommodation facility complies with Health and Safety 

Legislation and that this approval will be subject to regular 
inspections by the Fire Control Co-ordinator and the Health 
Inspector; 

   
 (g) that a single non-illuminated sign that complies with the 

Municipal By-Law on Signage, may be displayed on the 
premises; 

   
 (h) that the self-catering unit be conducted in such a manner that it 

is not found to be detrimental to the peacefulness and amenity 
of the surrounding area; 

   
 (i) that a R918 Certificate of Acceptability must be applied for at the 

Overberg District Municipality;  
   
 (j) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from 

compliance with any other relevant legislation, 
   
 (k) that should any building alterations be required building plans 

should be submitted to the Building Department for approval; 
   
 (l) that the conditions compiled in the Services Report (attached as 

Annexure G) be complied with, and 
   
 (m) that the comment received by Operational Services and the Fire 

Department (attached as Annexure F and H), be complied with. 
   
2. that the applicant 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 conditions of approval 

 
12. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
 The application has followed due procedure. 
 None of the internal departments have any objection. 
 No new municipal services will be needed. 
 It is in line with policy documents. 
 The development of the erf will be beneficial for optimization of the erven and 

infrastructure. 
 The objection was duly addressed by the applicant. 
 The application will not have a negative effect on the character of the area 

and is desirable. 
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13. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objection 
Annexure E: Comment on objection 
Annexure F: Comment: Operational Services 
Annexure G: Services Report 
Annexure H: Comment: Fire Department 
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