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4.3 
REMAINDER OF ERF 243, 10 MOUNTAIN DRIVE, NORTHCLIFF, HERMANUS: 
APPLICATION FOR CONSENT USE: WARREN PETTERSON PLANNING ON BEHALF OF 
VODACOM AND OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY (HERMANUS WATERWORKS) 
 
243 HNC (3718/2020) 
H van der Stoep (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
23 February 2023 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

An application has been received on 7 September 2020 from Warren Peterson 
Planning on behalf of Vodacom and Overstrand Municipality on Remainder of 
Erf 243, Hermanus (Hermanus Waterworks) in terms of Section 16.(2)(o) of the 
Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Planning, 2020 to erect a 15m high 
transmission tower. 

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

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The portion of the property applied for is 96m² in extent and located in Fernkloof 
Nature Reserve and is zoned Open Space Zone 1.  The erf is surrounded by 
business, residential, industrial, community and nature reserve erven and is located 
adjacent the R43, next to the municipal reservoir.  The proposed facility is located at 
the gateway to Hermanus. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
The motivation can be summarized as follows: 

 
APPLICATION DETAIL 

 
 15m Lattice Mast 
 3x3 – sector antennas attached to the mast. 
 Microwave dishes attached to the mast. 
 3x equipment containers, which will be locked at all times. 
 Total area = 96m² 

 
NEED AND DESIRABILITY 

 
In modern day society, the dependency on communicative technology becomes 
increasingly higher.  This is due to the society’s utilisation of more mobile devices 
and more than one device per household which mainly relies on internet connectivity.  
These devices are used for multiple purposes including socialisation, business 
related uses and accessibility to important emergency services.  Due to the factors of 
urbanisation, densification and influx of seasonal guests especially over festive 
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seasons and holidays, in a tourist attractive place like Hermanus, poor network 
coverage (related to both voice and data) is experienced.  Vodacom identified 
several positions in the area that need to be equipped with a base station to alleviate 
the pressure and to cater for the ever-increasing demand.  It should be noted that the 
areas surrounding the proposed site have very limited Advanced, Fixed LTE and 3G 
coverage for certain service providers and this application will increase the amount of 
coverage in the area. 

 
The mixed land uses range from open space, residential, industrial and business use 
and thus will provide a more secure connection to emergency services and armed 
response which will have a huge social impact.  The proposed base station will not 
interfere with the current use of the property and there are no negative impacts on 
the surrounding land uses and environment. 

 
The proposed base station/ transmission tower is needed for the following reasons: 

 Provides coverage to the east for the residents. 
 Coverage and capacity are needed due to that many people working from home 
during the Covid-19 pandemic. 

 Provides coverage to the south where the shopping mall is across the Main 
Road.  The mall attracts a lot of people.  

 Provides coverage to the Main Road and other existing road network. 
 With the coverage maps as per motivational report, other service providers can 
co-locate. 

 Hermanus gets an influx of seasonal guests over festive seasons, meaning 
there is a demand for capacity. 

 The proposed lattice mast is situated is situated close by to support the capacity 
of the surrounding area and where coverage is needed. 

 Due to the elevation reasons a 15m mast is required on the end of the mountain 
compared to a mast of 25m within other zonings close by. 

 
CELLULAR INFRASTRUCTURE/LOCATION 

 
When there is an increase in the numbers of users in an area, the coverage provided 
by the existing network decreases and leads to dropped calls and slower internet 
speed. 

 
As network users increase, gaps developed between the radiuses of connectivity.  
New installations are needed to fill the gaps to ensure optimal coverage.  

 
Existing Mast within a 500m and 1km range are as follows: 

 
➢ Steenbras Road 
➢ De Goede Street 
➢ Rotary Way 

 
Failure to provide the necessary coverage, due to the distance to the proposed mast.  
The existing TI are not sufficient to provide coverage and the closest TBS is 
approximately 445m away from the proposed TT but fails to provide coverage for the 
needed area which are more than 500m away. 

 
VISUAL IMPACT 

 
The Visual Impact Statement (VIS) was conducted by Antoinette de Beer in 
August 2022. 
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THE FINDINGS ARE AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Extent of the Impact 
The assessment was assessed and rated as noticeable to the viewer up to 500m 
distance and was rated local i.e., limited to the immediate surroundings including a 
section of the R43 which is categorised as a Route of Regional Scenic Significance. 

 
Visual Exposure 
The site is visually exposed due to the low growing nature of vegetation in the area.  
It is rated highly sensitive for receptors (residential areas & scenic routes i.e., R43 
and Mountain Drive) and areas (Fernkloof Nature Reserve). 

 
Zones of Visibility 
Due to the exposed nature of the site, the development would be mostly visible from 
the south. 

 
Sensitive areas 
R43, residents of Hermanus and Mount Pleasant and Fernkloof Nature Reserve trail 
users & HPOZ. 

 
DETAIL ANALYSIS OF THE SENSITIVE AREAS: 

 
R43 
Due to the nature of the indigenous vegetation, the location required for a TT as well 
as the height of the proposed tower of 15m will be highly visible.  However, the 
proposed lattice mast will be slim or lightweight and does not protrude above the 
skyline and it is anticipated that the dark green mountain backdrop will make it less 
noticeable.  The speed limit along the R43 is 80km/h and it is anticipated that the 
mast will be visible for 220m along the R43 which equates to 17-18 seconds, 
approximately 9 seconds when travelling in either direction. 

 
Visual Impact: Before mitigation – Moderate 

 
Residents of Hermanus and Mount Pleasant 
Residents of the area west of Hermanus and residents of Mount Pleasant will be 
mostly aware of the site due to proximity.  Due to the height, the view shed is larger 
than the low buildings and trees will provide limited screening to the proposed 
development. 

 
Visual Impact: Before mitigation – Moderate 

 
Fernkloof Nature Reserve 
Although visually exposed to the trails along the immediate escarpment, the 
topography obscures the site from view from the rest of the nature reserve.  The 
closest trail is less than 100m from the proposed development it is only a small 
portion of the overall FNR trail network. 

 
Visual Impact: Before mitigation – Moderate 

 
SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT: 

 
The compatibility of the development is deemed moderately compatible since the 
development would fit partially into the landscape.  The intensity or degree of the 
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proposed development will impact views and scenic or cultural resources will be 
medium, however there is a moderate to high degree of change with respect to 
Fernkloof Nature Reserve.  The duration of the impact is permanent, and the 
significance rating is assessed as moderate.  The latter due to the highly altered 
state of the location. 

 
PROPOSED MITIGATION: 

 
Tree planting along the R43 up to Mountain Drive should be encouraged with the 
appropriate indigenous trees that would fit in with the natural vegetation within the 
Fernkloof Nature Reserve.  The equipment should use matt, muted finishes and 
fencing must be visually permeable.  In terms of lighting, it is proposed that there be 
no lighting along the fence, however, should it be necessary, the lights must be 
aimed down, proper aiming, preferably yellowish high pressure sodium bulbs, but no 
neon or unshielded bright security lights may be used. 

 
With regard to alternative mast options, the use of alternate mast structure is 
discoursed as it will have a far greater visual impact than the originally proposed 
mast. 

 
Construction period should be kept to a minimum with due care to local residents and 
road users.  This will apply to adequate traffic and dust control measures as well as 
the limit use of heavy vehicles to prevent erosion.  The site should be kept neat and 
tidy to have no impact beyond the fence line during operation of the mast. 

 
HEALTH 

 
South Africa’s Department of Health has also published EMF exposure limited 
guidelines.  These are based on guidelines endorsed by the ICNIRP. Emissions from 
all existing and proposed base stations are following these guidelines and are far 
below international standards. 

 
SERVICES 

 
o Access:  Access to the property is from Mountain Drive. 
o Electricity: The availability of the erf will be utilised.  
o Water:  Not required. 
o Sewerage:  Not required. 

 
ALTERNATIVE SITE CONSIDERATIONS 

 
SITE ZONING REASON 

Erf 1140 Business 3 The visual impact is severe, due to topography. 

Erf 243 
(Sport field) 

Private Open 
Space 

Due to locality, a mast will have a severe visual impact 

Erf 243 
(Nature Reserve) 

Open Space 1 The proposed application site will have the least visual 
impact. 

Erf 12199 Industrial Zone 1 The visual impact may be more than the proposed site. 
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CONSISTENCY WITH SPLUMA AND LUPA PRINCIPLES: 
 

Spatial Justice 
 

In a broader sense, spatial justice refers to an intentional incorporation of spatial 
aspects.  This refers to the fair and equally distributed services and enhanced 
accessibility of these services.  The aim of the proposal is to provide excellent 
communication service to the inhabitants of an area. 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
Enhanced signal in the area will promote all three dimensions of sustainability e.g., 
economic, social and environmental aspects.  Economically, businesses in the area 
will benefit from enhanced connectivity.  The social facet is addressed as more 
people will have access to emergency services.  The third dimension will be promoted 
as the sensible placement of transmission towers and possibility of co-location will 
limit the number of base stations.  The development will create an opportunity for two 
to three Mobile Network Operators. 

 
Spatial Efficiency 

 
The concept of minimum distance to be travelled between a specific location and 
intended destination.  Telecommunication infrastructure is placed in an area with a 
reason, to ensure effectiveness and not merely placed by random. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
Telecommunication infrastructure will always be a service that is necessary, 
especially in a state of crises; communication plays an integral role in a societal 
environment. 

 
Good Administration 

 
To follow an equal and fair public participation process in order to incorporate the 
views and opinions of all relevant parties. 

 
POLICY DOCUMENTS 

 
Overstrand Integrated Development Plan 

 
The telecommunications infrastructure forms a vital part of the municipality’s Disaster 
Management Plan as indicated on page 262 of the Overstrand Municipality IDP 
2017/18 -2021/22. 

 
Overstrand Spatial Development Framework 

 
The proposed tower is on Erf 243 and falls under Hermanus Central.  Hermanus 
Central is seen as the busy part as it mostly consists out of businesses along the R43 
(Main Road).  The MSDF 2020 of the Overstrand Municipality also emphasises that 
population growth is taking place within the municipal area.  With an increase in 
population, there is a need to provide adequate coverage to consumers and to meet 
any future capacity demands. 
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Cellular infrastructure also contributes to the economic growth within the municipal 
area.  This is seen on page 35 of MSDF 2020 where the Communication sector has 
achieved a strong annual growth and contributing to the GVA in Overstrand.  

 
The above on economic growth can be emphasised that the proposed tower is 
situated within an open space in Northcliff surrounded by business zones and 
residential zones, therefore showing the importance that coverage must be provided 
to these zones.  To emphasise the importance of the proposed transmission tower, 
one can refer to that many people are working from home during the Covid-19 
pandemic; therefore the network capacity is more. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published Closing date for 
comments 

Local newspaper Yes 17 September 2021 22 October 2021 

Registered notices Yes 17 September 2021 22 October 2021 

Internal departments Yes 17 September 2021 22 October 2021 

Ward Councillor Yes 17 September 2021 22 October 2021 

Total comments ONE (1) 

Total letters of support NONE 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 47 - 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 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name Date 
received Summary of comments 

Building Control 17/09/2021 

No objection. The building plan application 
must comply with all applicable law 
including Overberg District Municipality 
Health Department requirements. 

Environmental 
Management Services 19/10/2021 

Option 3 not supported as it is in the 
Fernkloof Nature Reserve and does not 
form part of the current PAMP.  
(Comments form part of Annexure D.) 

Property 
Administration 06/10/2021 No objection as the application is in line 

with the lease agreement. 

Engineering Services 01/03/2022 See Annexure F. 

Cape Nature 22/11/2021 See Annexure G. 
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Western Cape 
Government: EADP 
(Planning) 

28/09/2021 See Annexure H. 

Western Cape 
Government: EADP 
(Environmental) 

31/12/2021 See Annexure I. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, THE 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE AND THE MUNICIPAL TOWN PLANNER’S 
RESPONSE THEREON 

 
One (1) objection was received from the Fernkloof Advisory Board (FAB).  (See 
Annexure D)  The applicant was provided an opportunity to comment on the 
objection received, and their comments are attached as Annexure E. 

 
The objections are depicted in a summarized version under headings of similar 
nature.  

 
The reasons are as follows: 

 
Options 1 and 2 

 
Not favoured by the applicant due to visual impact is agreed with. 

 
Option 3 

 
The motivation inter alia states that the “Visual impacts will be less…” It is this latter 
statement which is strongly contested.  At this gateway point alongside of the R43, 
visitors to Hermanus are pleasantly confronted with a splendid panoramic and largely 
unspoiled natural viewshed from the near mountain area on Fernkloof Nature 
Reserve to the distant layered mountain landscape of the Klein River Mountains 
stretching into the distance as far as Stanford.  A 15m tower at this point would 
seriously degrade this natural viewshed.  Furthermore, once such a tower is allowed 
on site, it will be problematic to reject applications for other structures in this 
particular area – each contributing to the incremental and increasing degradation of 
this world class view. 

 
Important to note that the draft FNR Protected Management Plan, which has been 
through an exhaustive public participation process, makes no provision for any 
further transmission towers site within the Nature Reserve.  The Overstrand Heritage 
Overlay Zone, the R43 is categorised as a Route of Regional Scenic Significance 
and the area to the north and north-east of the proposed  TT is categorized as an 
HPOZ Area of Landscape Significance. 

 
Option 3 as proposed in the application is not supported. 

 
Option 4 is located within the municipal stores area (Erf 12199) in the industrial area.  
The applicant states that this is the best suited option but may have more visual 
impacts.  The latter is not convincing for the following reasons: The erf is located in 
an industrial townscape which the transmission tower has less unacceptable visual 
impact than within a residential or natural area.  The transmission tower will have 
less of a visual impact from the west or east of Hermanus and will be less obtrusive.  
If located on Erf 12199, it can be successfully disguised as a large coniferous tree, 
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which will align to the general Hermanus landscape in appearance in which large 
coniferous scattered large trees are clearly noticeable. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Warren Petterson Planning has received a Power of Attorney from the Overstrand 
Municipality to submit a consent use application.  The proposed tower is located on 
disturbed land next to the municipal reservoirs.  The proposed location is on an area 
overgrown with unique and endemic flora of the area and an environmental delisting 
application was submitted to see if a full Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) will 
be required and it was found that no listed activities are triggered. 

 
Option 4 will entail a higher mast and thus may be more visual, due to the large trees 
in the area. 

 
Taking into consideration the proposed locality on Erf 243, it is proposed a JoJo tank 
option as a mast as it will blend in with the existing reservoirs and would be less 
visual. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The reply of WPP is not in line with the requirements with its own Visual Assessment, 
that clearly indicates that the proposed JoJo tank option is not advised or an option.  
This aspect has also not been addressed by the applicant that the proposed 
mitigation of the Visual Impact relating to the structure was accepted. 

 
The possible impact of a tower on erf 12199 in terms of a visual assessment was not 
done and the applicant relies on the assumption that it may have a more detrimental 
impact visually as to the proposed site within the Fernkloof Nature Reserve.  This 
was not investigated and therefore cannot be verified.  One must also take into 
consideration that buildings in the industrial area has a height restriction of 12m that 
would be more in line to the proposed 15m transmission tower.  Although the 
applicant indicates that a height exceeding 15m would be required on erf 12199 due 
to large trees, also has not been proven or verified and is also based on an 
assumption. 

 
It is clear that the easier option of Fernkloof Nature Reserve was chosen, that will 
have the minimum financial impact and thus benefit the applicant.  The fact that the 
applicant did get a principal approval from the Municipality does not have any 
bearing on the land use application when the detail of the impact is measured and 
thus remains a principal approval that does not give any land use approval or rights. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Paragraph 7 above. 

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

objections/and response thereon) 
 

See Paragraph 7 above. 
 
 
 
 

128



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 30 MARCH 2023 
 
 

Internal Departments: 
 

Environmental Management Services Department - Biodiversity 
 

The above department does not support the application due to its locality in the 
Nature Reserve. Option 4 (Erf 12199) is supported. 

 
External Departments:  

 
Cape Nature 

 
In support, however Cape Nature has a condition attached to the support.  The 
condition is that the development is either included in the Final Protected Area 
Management Plan (PAMP) or that the concept development plan (CDP) must be 
developed before construction and include the development. 

 
The comments of Cape Nature are noted; however, the conditions are not in line with 
the existing Fernkloof Management Plan, 2001 and or the Draft PAMP and cannot be 
accommodated as proposed. 

 
Firstly, the 2001 Fernkloof Management Plan is being used as a guiding document, 
however it is unclear if it was approved or adopted by the Municipality.  The present 
Draft PAMP has been through an extensive public participation process and the 
proposed application infrastructure was not indicated or identified in the 
documentation scrutinized by the public.  Although the proposed application is 
located next to the reservoirs on disturbed land, the cumulative impact of non-
essential infrastructure within the Nature Reserve should be evaluated. 

 
It is essential that the Management Plan of Fernkloof be approved and adopted by 
the Municipality before any developments with the exception of essential 
infrastructure be considered. 

 
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 
The application will have an impact on the Biophysical nature of the nature 
reserve. The application does have an impact on the visual nature of the due to 
its locality and extensive height in relation to the existing built environment. 
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Efficiency 
The application does not contribute to service efficiency on the property, but an 
added risk to vandalism. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
Spatial resilience is the measure of adaptation to change, which is evident in 
the telecommunication infrastructure development.  The reliance on effective 
and much needed communication during disasters and the evident change it 
results in.  The re-look at the existing infrastructure in its effectiveness, in 
providing acceptable communication levels.  The application does not adhere to 
the principle since it did not submit any evidence in the investigation of re 
looking at existing infrastructure or upgrading existing infrastructure where the 
impact has already occurred. 

 
Good Administration 
Administrative procedure was followed as prescribed by the Municipality. 

 
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 SDF 2020 indicates that any land use application must where possible be 
located within the Urban Edge.  The documents promote mixed uses in the 
existing nodes. This application does not comply with this principle. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 

 
Existing services will be used. 

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

 
The Heritage Protected Overlay Zone was not addressed in the land use 
application.  It was mentioned in the Visual Impact Assessment, abut not 
incorporated into the land use application.  The Land Use Application did not 
address the Draft PAMP or the existing Fernkloof Management Plan of 2001. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Land Use Scheme does make provision for a consent use for the 
application and the zoning is not affected, however the visual impact is a major 
concern. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 
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12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 
 

The objections have been addressed extensively under Paragraph 7; however, a 
few aspects need to be addressed in more detail.  They are as follows: 

 
CONSENT FOR A TRANSMISSION TOWER 

 
The application does not address any of the forward planning policies of the 
Overstrand Municipality such as the Draft PAMP or the Environmental Management 
Framework.  The applicant also did not address the HPOZ, an overlay zone 
applicable to the application site in the land use application. 

 
Existing towers in the vicinity has been identified and discussed.  The applicant 
indicated that the three (3) existing masts in Steenbras Road, De Goede Street and 
Rotary Way do not provide sufficient coverage due to the distance to the proposed 
application site.  The extent of coverage cannot be determined from a proposed site, 
but rather the 500m and 1km radius from the existing sites to determine whether 
there are gaps in the overlap of the proposed tower to the north in Fernkloof Nature 
Reserve where no human is residing. 

 
The applicant also indicated three (3) towers in a 1km and 500m radius of the 
application site namely Rotary Way, De Goede Street (Erf 5392) and Steenbras 
Road.  The motivation indicated the existing masts in relation to the locality from the 
proposed application site.  Figure 12 as per the motivation report clearly indicated 
that the coverage of 50% or more is located towards the mountain, where there are 
no inhabitants.  However, using the same method of determining the coverage 
radius of 500m and 1km from the existing sites, there are no gaps in terms of 
coverage.  The industrial area, as well as Northcliff residential area, has sufficient 
coverage.  See figures A and B.  

 
The applicant has a tower on Erf 5392, which can be upgraded or retrofitted; this 
aspect has not been addressed.  The erf also has a MTN tower, which is to be 
upgraded; an application in this regard has been submitted at the Municipality.  The 
co-location has not been investigated or addressed. 

 
The locality of the proposed tower is problematic.  It is proposed to be located along 
the R43, which is a highly visual street scape.  The container and the proposed 
mast will not aesthetically form part of the built and or natural environment of the erf 
and is highly visible and out of place.  It is noted that any telecommunication tower 
will be visually intrusive on the environment due to the topography and setting of the 
township.  The locality of the proposed development as per motivation is on 
disturbed land and next to the municipal reservoirs, which is correct.  However, the 
reservoirs are an essential service to the Hermanus Township and are not 15m in 
height.  It blends in with the natural environments as best as possible.  The 
proposed development is not an essential service catering for Hermanus Township 
as a whole and cannot blend in with the natural environment. 

 
The visual aspect is further exacerbated by the probability of co-location in this 
case, which has not been evaluated as part of the land use applications or the visual 
impact.  The motivation indicated that the tower would cater for 3x3m sector 
antennas, microwave dishes and 3 x equipment containers with a total area of 96m².  
The impact of possible co-location will further exacerbate the visual and place of 
sense that the transmission tower will have. 
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The Visual Impact Assessment clearly indicates a moderate significant impact.  The 
reasons being, that the users (motorists) only have visual contact for 9 seconds.  In 
terms of Fernkloof Nature Reserve the nearest trail is less than 100m from the 
proposed tower which is a very small portion of the overall network.  The mitigating 
measures are clear vu fencing, no lighting, lattice tower and trees.  This moderate 
significance rating is not correct, and the tower is deemed of high significance due 
to the following reasons: 

 
Firstly, the users of the R43 are not only motorists, but pedestrians, runners, 
mountain bikers and thus the 9 second rule is not applicable. 

 
Secondly, there is no structure on the proposed location of 15m in height and thus 
will the tower be intrusive and highly visible.  The fact that containers and 
technological equipment will be placed close to an essential service of the 
Municipality, does provide an incentive for criminal activity, which will be to the 
detriment of the Municipality.  The area does not have the eyes and feet to be a 
deterrent to any criminal element. 

 
Thirdly, the probability of co-location, will further add to the visual impact of the area 
and this aspect has not been factored in in the visual assessment or land use 
application. 

 
Fourthly, there are no trees in the area, except fynbos shrub vegetation.  Thus, the 
mitigating factors of trees are not viable and will have a major impact on the natural 
environment and sense of place. 

 
Fifth, an alternative with a lessor impact is available that has not been investigated 
properly, that will be more in sync with the built environment vis a vie the natural 
environment. 

 
NEED AND DESIRABILITY 

 
The applicant indicated that need in terms of the population data as per the IDP of 
future growth within the Overstrand Municipal area.  However, the area indicated the 
need for the tower relates to the residential area of Northcliff, which has sufficient 
capacity.  No proof of any complaints has been lodged at the municipality or was 
submitted by the applicant.  The other areas relate to the Hermanus industrial area, 
which similarly has not lodged any complaint of insufficient capacity or proof 
submitted by the applicant that there is a need.  

 
The need is generalised and not related to the actual location area as per the 
application.  In terms of Section 16.10.23.(d) of which one of the requirements for a 
tower is that that the motivation report be accompanied by relevant proof pertaining 
to need and desirability (demand and technical requirements).  The motivation relies 
on densification and population growth of the Overstrand IDP, which has no bearing 
on the industrial area thus leaving only a portion of the residential area of Northcliff 
as possibility where need is concerned.  The latter of which has not been proven in 
any demand documentation from the provider. 

 
The desirability has been extensively dealt with in the comments of the VIA.  Further 
to the comments, Fernkloof is inundated with towers and another tower will add to 
the existing visual scarring of the mountain side of Fernkloof.  The notion that the 
application only contributes to a very small portion of the Nature Reserve is 
irresponsible, since one has to look at the cumulative impact of infrastructure within 
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the Reserve.  There are no 15m high structures in the Reserve, however the 
industrial area (Option 4) has a height restriction of 12m and thus a tower will be 
more fitting in a built urban setting.  The probability that the 15m height may not be 
sufficient has not been investigated properly and is based on assumptions. 

 
The possibility of the upgrade of the existing Vodacom tower in De Goede Street 
has not been considered or evaluated and thus it is not possible to exclude this 
location for better coverage. 

 
HEALTH 

 
The applicant must adhere to the guidelines of the International Commission on 
Non-Ionizing Radiation Protection (ICNIRP) as was adopted by the National 
Department of Health.   

 
The guidelines stipulate the following - the adherence of a 5m occupational safety 
zone restricting any unauthorised and or public in front of an antennae and that 
antenna be positioned in such a manner that there are no habitable structures within 
a 50m zone directly in front of the antennae at the same height.  This is to ensure 
exposure to electromagnetic energy which may be harmful to people. 

 
CONCLUSION 

 
The application is not supported since the applicant did not submit any proof for the 
need and desirability at this specific location within the Fernkloof Nature Reserve 
that will benefit the areas of Hermanus industrial area and the residential 
neighbourhood of Northcliff.  No complaints have been received from these areas in 
terms of the lack of coverage.  The possible co-location in an already highly 
sensitive area added visual impact has not been considered and an alternative 
within the built fabric is available for the applicant if need and desirability for its 
specific location have been proven. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

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

By-Law on Municipal Planning, 2020 on Remainder of Erf 243, Hermanus 
(Hermanus Waterworks) for a consent use to erect a 15m high transmission 
tower, not be approved, in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-
Law. 

  
2.  that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Land Use 
Planning, 2020 with regard to the above decision. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
➢ The motivation is vague and did not address the area to be served per se. 
➢ The need and desirability have not been substantiated as per Section 16.10.(d) 

as per the requirements of the Overstrand Municipality Land Use Scheme  
➢ Needs as indicated in the motivation report was not verified or quantified. 
➢ Alternatives were investigated and a more suited location has been identified 

(Option 4). 
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➢ It is unclear how the proposed development coincides with the Environmental 
documents of the Overstrand Municipality since it was not addressed or 
discussed in the application. 

➢ The proposed coverage for the area is mainly located in the Nature Reserve 
itself. 

➢ The Visual Impact Assessment indicates the proposed development as 
moderately significant, thus clearly a significant impact.  The rating of the 
Environmental Management Services Department rates the impact as highly 
significant. 

➢ The Environmental Management Services Department and the Fernkloof 
Advisory Board does not support the application, as custodians of the Fernkloof 
Nature Reserve. 

➢ The cumulative impact on the area of existing towers on the mountain area of 
Fernkloof Nature Reserve will be exacerbated by the proposed development. 

➢ The mitigating factors cannot lessen the impact of the proposed development to 
ensure sense of place and visual impact of the 96m² of the proposed 
development. 

➢ An alternative option is available for the applicant in the built environment to 
address the lack of coverage which has not been proven and will have a lessor 
impact than the proposed location. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objection received from FAB 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to the objection received 
Annexure F: Services Report 
Annexure G: Cape Nature 
Annexure H: Western Cape Government: EADP (Planning) 
Annexure I: Western Cape Government: EADP (Environmental) 
Annexure J: Visual Impact Statement dated 22 August 2022 
Annexure K: Radius:  1km and 500m from existing sites 

 
SIGNATURE 

 
REGISTERED PLANNER 

 
Name:   H VAN DER STOEP 

 
SACPLAN Reg No:   A/1708/2013 

 
Signature:  ___________________ 

 
Date:   ___________________ 
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