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4.1 
ERF 9720, SISULU STREET, ZWELIHLE, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
APPLICATION FOR CONSENT USE AND DEPARTURE: MESSRS HIGHWAVE 
CONSULTANTS ON BEHALF OF THE PROVINCIAL GOVERNMENT WESTERN 
CAPE 
 
9720 HZW (3126) 
H van der Stoep (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
19 May 2020 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application was received on 10 May 2019 (revised 12 August 2019) from 
Messrs Highwave Consultants on behalf the Provincial Government Western 
Cape applicable on Erf 9720, Zwelihle for the following: 

 
 Consent use (“transmission tower”) in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the 

Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 
(By-Law) in order to accommodate a free standing cellular 
communications base station and associated equipment together with a 
30m high monopole transmission tower on the above property; 

 
 Departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law in order to: 

 
o exceed the applicable 10,5m height restriction in order to 

accommodate the 30m high monopole transmission tower; and 
 

o relax the northern street building line and eastern lateral building line 
from 5m to 0m respectively to accommodate the cellular 
communications base station and associated equipment. 

 
A Locality Plan of the property concerned is attached as Annexure A.  
Motivation Report from the applicant in support of the proposal 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 

 
The erf is zoned Community Zone 1: Community Facilities, measures 1,6970 
ha and is located along Sisulu Street, Zwelihle.  The property is registered in 
the name of the Provincial Government Western Cape. 

 
The Zwelihle Primary School is developed on the property.  The proposed 
telecommunications base station with transmission tower will be situated at 
the most north-eastern corner of an undeveloped portion of the property away 
from the school. 
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4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 
 

The points of the Motivation Report are summarised as follows (the detailed 
report is attached as Annexure B): 

 
 There are no restrictive title deed conditions contained in the Title Deed of 

the property. 
 The predominant land uses in the surrounding area are residential. 
 The development entails the construction of a 30m monopole mast, 

3 triband antennae, three (3) transmission dishes on the mast, the 
construction of three (3) concrete plinths, the installation of equipment 
containers, and a 100m² compound enclosed with a 2,4m high palisade 
fence. 

 Access to the base station will be gained from Sisulu Street. 
 The radio and transmission equipment will be installed in monitored 

containers that are locked at all times.  The antennae is to be located 20m 
above ground level, thus inaccessible to the public.  A mast door with a 
high security lock will be installed to ensure increased security to the mast.  
Security signage will be attached to the access gate, containers and mast 
door to prevent access by the public and to reduce vandalism to the 
equipment. 

 Electricity supply will be obtained on-site. 
 The application does not trigger any listed activities in terms of NEMA. 
 Recent research indicates a lack of cellular infrastructure to provide for 

optimal and sufficient data/voice coverage for the surrounding area in the 
Zwelihle area. 

 The need for optimal coverage was mainly caused by the increase in 
subdivisions of surrounding large properties into industrial, commercial 
and business parks over the past few years as well as the introduction of 
Long Term Evolution (LTE).   

 It was identified that the radius of cellular telecommunications technology 
has been reduced due to latest technology and additional need for 
increased data speed and voice quality.  In addition a clear increase in 
complaints in the surrounding area regarding poor and no voice and data 
coverage is paramount to ensure the economic development of the 
surrounding area. 

 The base station will not have an impact on parking, coverage or floor 
factor. 

 Erf 9720 was identified as a prime position based on the following 
premise: 

 property offers optimal position between existing and planned 
base stations to provide efficient data and voice coverage; 

 minimize physical, natural and visual impact; 

 surrounding geographical aspects are in line with the 
requirements; 

 the reduction of the number of base stations in the surrounding 
areas by allowing co-location; 
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 ability to provide sufficient security to equipment; 

 capacity to share infrastructure with the majority of operators; 

 properly located to address the complaints received in the area 
and; 

 sufficient space to construct the base station.  
 To achieve optimal coverage, base stations need to be approximately 

300m apart on average depending on the density of the surrounding 
areas, as well as geographical and physical features.  The volume of steel 
and concrete of the buildings in the area result in a reduced coverage 
area. 

 The World Health Organisation officially endorsed studies regarding 
electromagnetic fields and public health (EMF) and the International 
Commission on Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) categorically 
states that exposure to EMF at any level below that of the ICNIRP 
guidelines will protect people against the known health effects of EMF. 

 Assessments conducted in South Africa and around the world indicated 
that the actual levels of public exposure is only a fraction of the percentage 
as regulated by the ICNIRP. 

 At present no confirmed scientific evidence exists that would indicate any 
hazard to human health. 

 The need for the base station is not only for the community of Zwelihle, but 
also for improving internet speeds in the area as the industry is moving 
towards a data centric industry and users of new wireless technology.  
More applications and advanced software intensifies the pressure on 
networks.  When selecting a site, special consideration is given to the 
geographical aspects so that cellular infrastructure is positioned to ensure 
optimal functionality and availability to the customer.  This will reduce the 
number of base stations necessary to provide the best experience for the 
end user. 

 Since the introduction of LTE in South Africa there has been a greater 
need for access to faster data in commercial areas that led to lower 
subscription fees which provide economic sustainability and development 
and the surrounding community will be the main beneficiary. 

 The base station does not impact on the current and surrounding land 
uses of the property. 

 The current position for masts given to our client does not mean that the 
signal is weak in the area since the operators aim to strengthen the 
coverage and to future proof it for new technologies. 

 It is MTN’s goal to strengthen fixed LTE coverage in the area, whilst the 
proposed mast will aid Vodacom in closing a gap in their current LTE 
network in the Zwelihle area. 

 In terms of the Western Cape IDP the Hermanus area has been identified 
as an easily accessible activity corridor where increased public movement 
and transportation is expected and supported by the District Municipality.  
The area is identified as a tourism node which will in fact lead to strain on 
the current network during peak times and the position of the base station 
will be in close proximity of the district restructuring routes and will 
increase tourism, commercial and business activities that would require 
the need to construct a base station. 
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 The 2009 Provincial draft Economic Development Strategy supports the 
need to provide fundamental telecommunications infrastructure to provide 
the best possible coverage that is a basic need for the public. 

 All electrical installations will be to the Municipality’s requirements and 
standards. 

 Special consideration has been given to the placement of the bases 
station to minimize the visual impact as far as possible.  A monopole 
design mast has been selected to reduce the visual impact and to fit in 
with the surrounding environment.  The visual impact will further be 
reduced by the existing trees surrounding the area.  Due to the available 
open space and potential for increased densification and growth in the 
area, the visual impact of the mast will be increasingly reduced. 

 Access will be obtained from Sisulu Street that has a low traffic volume, 
thus no negative affect on traffic. 

 Coordinates of possible mast locations have been received from MTN, 
Vodacom, Cell C, etc.  The nominal point represents areas where a mast 
will benefit the coverage grid.  Various property owners were approached 
within a radius of the coordinates to secure a position for the mast.  It can 
be confirmed that a total of two (2) possible candidates were approached 
and only the owners of the subject property were interested in such a 
development. 

 The development is consistent with the five (5) planning principles as set 
out in SPLUMA (the detailed motivation is set out in the motivation report 
of the applicant). 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 2 October 2019 8 November 2019 

Notices Yes 
2 October 2019 

27 November 2019 
8 November 2019 
24 January 2020 

Ward councillor Yes 2 October 2019 8 November 2019 

Total comments TWO (2) 

Total letters of support NONE 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 50 
of the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning? 

Yes 

Was the application processed correctly (if no, elaborate below): Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA? (can be elaborated further below) 

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

 

Name  
Date 
received 

Summary of comments 

Overstrand Heritage & 
Aesthetics Committee 

10/10/2019 No comment. 

Building Department 8/10/2019 
No objection – building plan 
application to comply with all 
applicable law. 

Fire Department 8/10/2019 
No objection subject to the 
provision of a dry powder fire 
extinguisher on the site. 

Engineering Services 25/10/2019 Attached as Annexure F. 

Eskom 3/10/2019 
Eskom services not affected – 
no objection. 

Telkom 19/11/2019 Attached as Annexure G. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 

PARTICIPATION 
 

For information purposes it is important to note that the public participation 
process was problematic with regard to the distribution of the registered 
notices on interested and affected parties by the local post-office.  During the 
first round of the serving of notices, 510 notices had to be distributed by the 
post-office and the closing date for comments was set for 8 November 2019.  
However, on 21 November 2019 the Town Planning Department became 
aware that 407 of the 510 notices were not distributed by the post-office since 
it was returned to the Municipality.  The latter notices were largely notices that 
were addressed to residents of Zwelihle.  A meeting was held with staff of the 
post-office who indicated that it had a shortage of staff, thus the notices to 
those residents of Zwelihle could not be distributed at the time.  It was 
subsequently decided that these notices had to be distributed since it was 
never distributed at first and an extended date for the submission of 
comments were accordingly set for 24 January 2020. 

 
From those notices that were initially distributed only two (2) comments were 
received from landowners outside of Zwelihle.  No comments were received 
from any residents of Zwelihle. 
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The comments are addressed as follows: 
 

CJ Gordon (Erf 623, Sandbaai) 
 

Point of comment 
 

 “Are the sick; the aged; the innocent children; the uninformed; the 
disadvantaged to bear the brunt of capitalism and commercialism yet 
again??” 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The application is by no means a careless act as health and environmental 
aspects are taken into consideration with associated proof that the 
developments hold no threat for inhabitants and/or commuters. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The point of comment contains political undertones that does not have any 
specific bearing on the desirability of the proposal.  It is mere statements with 
no further elaboration by the commenter, thus no further comment is offered. 

 
(It should be noted that the applicant’s overall response to the comments 
received are technical in nature that reflects in its initial points of motivation for 
the application.  The detailed comment of the applicant on the comments 
received is attached as Annexure E.) 

 
Point of comment 

 

 “For the voiceless and uninformed (you did not state that this erf has a 
school – a junior school on it) so we stress an unequivocal No!! for them 
and ourselves.” 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Consideration has been given to the placement of the base station in order to 
accommodate various aspects such as accessibility and the choice of site by 
the owner of the property. 

 
The coordinates given by the client comes straight from the cellular operators 
that did the groundwork with the Western Cape Educational Department.  This 
location was decided upon as it is an optimal location not only to enhance the 
coverage, but also to prepare the area for future technology. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Although the applicant did not specifically mention that a school is developed 
on the subject property, it did however mention in its motivation that it is used 
as a place of instruction and that the proposal will not impact on the current 
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utilisation thereof.  From the points of comment it is in any event evident that 
the commenter is aware of the fact that the proposal is on an existing school 
site. 

 
The applicant did not elaborate on the impact of the proposal on the daily 
school activities on the property.  The applicant thus completely lacks 
motivation in this regard and should have elaborated thereon rather than 
focusing on the positive impacts and technical details regarding the proposal. 

 
The commenter refers to the “voiceless and uninformed”, but does not clearly 
express its concerns in this regard except that they are not in favour of the 
proposal nor “them” (referring to the school).  The application would not have 
been processed if the owner (Provincial Government Western Cape) did not 
consent thereto.  The owner as well as the school’s governing body 
consented to the application (these consents are on record). 

 
A & E van der Merwe (Erf 159, Sandbaai)  
(Translated from Afrikaans to English) 

 
Point of comment 

 

 The post office only provided us with the postal notice after the due date 
and we now forfeit our right to appeal and is therefore penalised as a 
result of the post office’s poor service. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The applicant did not respond on this point of comment. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Due to the extended due date for the submission of comments as mentioned 
above, the commenter’s comment is technically regarded as valid since it was 
received by the Municipality prior to the lapsing of the extended due date.  The 
comments are thus entertained. 

 
Point of comment 

 

 It is strange that the application was only published in the Village News 
and not the Hermanus Times since the majority of residents read the latter 
newspaper. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The applicant did not respond on this point of comment. 

 
  

7



MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL  25 JUNE 2020 

 
 

Town Planner’s response 
 

 Legislation allows the Municipality to advertise in any local newspaper of 
its choice and due to costs most notices are published in a newspaper that 
saves the applicant unnecessary expenses.  Notices were in any event 
widely served to ensure that the public is well informed of the proposal.  
The point that most readers choose to read the Hermanus Times is 
debatable, thus no further comment. 

 
Point of comment 

 

 In the motivation it is mentioned that the visual impact of the mast will be 
reduced through the growth of trees although there are no trees in the 
area with a height of 30m.  In reality Zwelihle is treeless and should trees 
be planted together with the construction of the mast it will take years to 
reach a height of 30m. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 

 Applicant is willing to change the design of the mast from a monopole to a 
tree type mast and reduce the height of the mast from 30m to 25m.  
Applicant is also willing to plant indigenous trees to soften the visual 
impact. 

 
Planner’s response 

 

 No visual impact study was submitted by the applicant in order to make an 
informed assessment of the possible impacts of the mast, thus no further 
comment can be made on this point except that any 30m high mast will 
surely stand out in the area. 

 
Point of comment 

 

 There is nowhere proof that radiation does not have a negative impact on 
health.  The statement that the health of the public will not be in danger, 
cannot be guaranteed. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The application is by no means a careless act as health and environmental 
aspects are taken into consideration with associated proof that the 
developments hold no threat for inhabitants and/or commuters. 

 
Planner’s response 

 

 The points of the commenter and the applicant on possible health impacts 
cannot be commented upon since the Municipality has no expertise in the 
field.  It is however well known that there are a difference in opinion 
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between scientists and communities worldwide regarding safety factors 
surrounding dishes that emanate micro waves. 

 
Overall it should be noticed that the applicant states that the focus of the 
application is to improve internet speeds in the area since the industry is 
moving towards a data concentrated industry and is also aimed at users of 
new wireless technology.  It further mentions that these developments usually 
centres around the question why it cannot be developed on farms and outside 
populated areas, but that the project is driven to provide a solution to 
communities to promote growth; that the area is in need of upgrading to 
enhance intra communication between existing masts; that an increase in 
demand for voice and data services causes high levels of cellular congestion 
which ultimately results in more dropped calls and failure to access the 
internet intensive applications; and that sufficient coverage enhances the level 
of access to health and safety services. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
Same as set out in Point 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
Same as set out in Point 7 above. 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

10.1 Background 
 

N/A 
 

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

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

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 
The application will not perpetuate spatial injustices. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is located within the urban edge and within an 
existing predominant residential area, thus no urban sprawl will occur.  
No natural habitat is impacted upon and it will thus have no negative 
influence on the environment.  However, from a visual point of view it will 
have a negative visual impact on the existing built environment of the 
area that has an average 8m height restriction. 
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Efficiency 
Although the proposed telecommunication infrastructure will be situated 
optimally in the area in terms of the amount of users, it cannot contribute 
towards the value of the area due to its visual impact. 

 
Spatial resilience 
Although the application will ensure that the existing resource (land) is 
used to its maximum in an affordable manner it is situated at a location in 
close proximity of the developed residential neighbourhood. 

 
Good administration 
The application follows the required planning procedures and a good 
public participation 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 

 
The proposal is in line with the strategic documents. 

 
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 have been viewed positively by 
the Engineering Department. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Zoning Scheme Regulations provide for 
telecommunication installations as a consent use on the subject 
property, subject to compliance with the applicable development 
parameters.  The proposed cellular transmission base station will exceed 
the prescribed 10,5m height restriction with 19,5m and will also encroach 
the northern street building line and the eastern lateral building line from 
5m to 0m respectively. 
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11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF 
RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
It should be noted that the desirability of the proposal is evaluated on the 
merit of the application that was submitted. 

 
The application cannot be supported due to the following: 

 

 The applicant indicates that after thorough investigation the alternative 
sites were found unsuitable.  However, only one (1) alternative site was 
actually investigated by the applicant.  No proof of any investigations 
regarding more suitable alternatives, other than one (1) alternative 
location, was submitted by the applicant.  It is the opinion that more 
suitable properties in the broader area could have been investigated for 
consideration after pre-consultation with the Municipality.  The 
applicant also does not demonstrate why existing towers in the broader 
area cannot be used to address coverage issues. 

 

 A 30m high tower adjacent to predominantly residential erven with a 
maximum allowable height of 8m, will tower above the surrounding 
developed environment. 

 

 No visual impact study of any kind, except the personal opinion of the 
applicant, was submitted in order to make an informed assessment of 
the possible impacts of the mast.  Any type of mast with a height of 
30m will indeed stand out in the area that cannot be mitigated. 

 
Further to the above it is important to note that the applicant does not 
physically demonstrate the exact position of the existing two (2) base 
stations in Zwelihle in relation to the proposed position of the base 
station together with the radius of coverage of these base stations and 
the proposed base station in order to indicate the lack in coverage.  On 
page 14 of its motivation report the applicant only provides maps 
copied from the internet that indicates existing LTE coverage by MTN 
and Vodacom.  Further, no acknowledgement by the service providers 
itself was submitted that the above is in fact the current status quo. 

 

 The applicant states that the proposed base station will lead to the 
reduction of the number of base stations (own underlining) in the 
surrounding areas by allowing co-location (own underlining).  This is 
somewhat contradictory with certain points of motivation, namely that 
the property offers the optimal position between existing and planned 
base stations (own underlining) to provide efficient data and voice 
coverage (page 9 of Motivation Report, paragraph c., first bullet).  It is 
also in contradiction with the statement (page 10, first paragraph), 
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namely that in order to achieve optimal data and voice coverage, base 
stations need to be 300m apart on average.  Thus, the applicant first 
states that there will be a reduction in base stations and then states 
that the base stations need to be 300m apart, which indirectly indicates 
that more base stations need to be constructed in future. 

 

 The applicant states that the need for optimal coverage was mainly 
caused by the increase in subdivisions of surrounding large properties 
into industrial, commercial and business parks over the past few years. 
This statement is unfounded since the Hermanus Business Park 
industrial development in Sandbaai and the Hermanus industrial area 
itself, has been developed over decades already and not in the past 
few years.  The business park, being the Whale Coast Mall at 
Sandbaai, is the only mall in the broader area that has been developed 
in recent times.  You do not need a large property to develop as 
standard size base station that covers a mere 100m². 

 

 The applicant further states that recent research indicates a lack of 
cellular infrastructure to provide for optimal and sufficient data/voice 
coverage for the surrounding area, but no substantial proof was 
provided. 

 

 The applicant states that it was found that the radius of cellular 
telecommunications technology has been reduced due to latest 
technology and additional need for increased data speed and voice 
quality.  In addition a clear increase in complaints in the surrounding 
area regarding poor and no voice and data coverage which is 
paramount to ensure the economic development of the surrounding 
area.  The latter is not agreed with since the surrounding area has 
been developed to almost its full potential already of which the 
predominant uses are residential, thus very few spaces exists for 
additional economic uses to be developed.  Further, no substantiated 
evidence has been put forward by the applicant that poor voice and 
data coverage exists in the area except for a map on page 14 of its 
motivation that indicates fixed LTE coverage by Vodacom for most of 
the area. 

 

 The applicant states in its response to the comments that the proposed 
30m high mast can be lowered to 25m and that a tree type mast has 
now been chosen as it is deemed more acceptable within an urban 
environment.  The fact of the matter is that the application was 
advertised for a 30m high monopole type mast  and not a 25m high 
mast.  

 The applicant did not elaborate on the impact of the proposal on the 
daily activities of the school, but rather focuses on the positive impacts 
and especially technical details surrounding telecommunication base 
stations. 
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 The applicant states that the complainant area is characterised by low 
rising buildings and that there are no tall structures that can support the 
proposed infrastructure in order to serve the complainant area 
effectively.  The latter may be correct to some extent, but the visual 
impact of the proposed base station cannot be argued to be acceptable 
and that every possible measure have been implemented to mitigate 
the visual impact without any evidence by an expert in the field to 
justify its statements.  

 

 Under point j., second paragraph, page 16 of the Motivation Report, the 
applicant states that the visual impact will be reduced by the existing 
trees in the area.  It is not sure to which trees the applicant refers to, 
since no tall trees exist in the surrounding area at all, in order to justify 
its statement that the visual impact would be reduced.  

 

 The applicant did not motivate the desirability aspects for the relaxation 
of the height restriction or the encroachment of the building lines at all, 
resulting that the application lacks proper motivation to make an 
informed decision. 

 
In view of the above the applicant’s motivation for the proposal can 
unfortunately not be supported and should be refused in totality as it is 
regarded as being undesirable from a Town Planning point of view. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand 

Municipal By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) 
applicable to Erf 9720, Zwelihle for a consent use (transmission tower) in 
order to accommodate a free standing cellular communications base 
station with a 30m high monopole type transmission tower, not be 
approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law. 

  
2. that the application for departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-

Law applicable to Erf 9720, Zwelihle in order to: 
 
o exceed the applicable 10,5m height restriction to accommodate the 

30m high monopole transmission tower; and 
 
o to relax the northern street building line and the eastern lateral 

building line from 5m to 0m respectively to accommodate the cellular 
communications base station, 
 

not be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law. 
  
3. that the applicant be notified of its appeal right in terms of Section 78 of 

the By-Law with regard to the above decisions. 
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14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 

 The transmission tower will impact negatively on the predominant 
residential character of the area due to the height thereof, especially from 
a visual point of view since it will tower above the surrounding developed 
environment. 

 No visual impact assessment by an expert in the field was submitted with 
evidence to justify the applicant’s motivation. 

 Suitable locations outside the urban areas should rather be investigated 
by the applicant. 

 The applicant does not demonstrate why existing towers in the broader 
area cannot be used to address coverage issues and no substantiated 
evidence has been put forward to prove the insufficient capacity of the 
existing mobile infrastructure for the area. 

 The applicant did not elaborate on the impacts that the proposal may 
have on the daily activities of the school. 

 The applicant did not motivate the desirability of the relaxation of the 
height restriction or the encroachment of the building lines, at all. 

 In view of the above it is evident that the application contains insufficient 
merit and lacks substantiated motivation to make an informed decision, 
thus from a Town Planning perspective the application is regarded as 
being undesirable. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Comments/objections received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to comments/objections 
Annexure F: Services Report 
Annexure G: Telkom 

 
 

SIGNATURE 
 

REGISTERED PLANNER: 

Name:   H VAN DER STOEP 

SACPLAN Reg No:  A/1708/2013 

Signature:  ___________________ 

Date:   ___________________ 
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