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4.1 
ERF 1292, 34 KLEINE STREET, STANFORD: APPLICATION FOR DEPARTURE: MESSRS 
ATLAS TOWER (PTY) LTD ON BEHALF OF ADENCO CONSTRUCTION (PTY) LTD 
 
1292 SSS (4145) 
P Roux (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
14 September 2020 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

An application for departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand 
Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law), 
applicable to Erf 1292, Stanford which was originally received on 20 June 
2019 from Messrs BJB Project Services CC, and delegated to Mesers Atlas 
Tower (Pty) Ltd on 09 July 2020, on behalf of Adenco Construction (Pty) Ltd in 
order to accommodate a proposed transmission tower on the property.  The 
application entails the following: 

 
❖ to relax the street building line from 5m to 0m; 
❖ to relax the lateral building line from 2m to 0m; 
❖ to exceed the applicable 12m height restriction to accommodate a proposed 

21m monopole mast, and 
❖ to exceed the applicable 2,1m height restriction to accommodate a 2,4m 

high fence. 
 

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 

 
Erf 1292, Stanford further named as the subject property, is zoned Industrial Zone 1: 
General Industry, measures 2,200m² and is located in the industrial area of Stanford, 
situated adjacent to the R43.  The property is developed with light industrial 
buildings. 

 
It should be noted that the consultant, BJB Project Services CC, ceased its 
operations in the Western Cape and the property owner appointed Atlas Towers to 
continue with the subject application. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

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

 
❖ The zoning of the subject property permits the development of a free standing 

base telecommunication station as a primary use.  The parameters as set out in 
the Zoning Scheme, however restricts the development of the mast.  Therefore, 
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❖ Further, application is made to depart from the lateral building lines due to the 
proposed placement of the tower which will be placed on the north-western 
corner of the property. 

❖ Application is made in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law for a departure to 
relax the following to accommodate a proposed transmission tower: 

• street building line from 5m to 0m; 

• lateral building line from 2m to 0m; 

• to exceed the applicable 12m height restriction to accommodate a 
proposed 21m monopole mast; and 

• to exceed the applicable 2,1m height restriction to accommodate a 2,4m 
high fence. 

❖ There is a need for additional coverage in the Stanford Area to accommodate the 
growing population of cellular users of new wireless technology. 

❖ The application comprises of the following parameters: 

• a 21m monopole mast; 

• a 2,4m high fence, and 

• the total ground area earmarked for the Freestanding Base 
Telecommunication Station (FSBTS) is 100m². 

❖ Since the outset of cellular industry in the 90’s the telecommunication industry 
has drastically evolved.  With new technology in the type of network coverage 
which went from 2G to 4G LTE.  The cellular connectivity has become an integral 
part of personal communication and the engagement of the businesses and also 
for security purposes. 

❖ The traffic which a mast and tower can handle is affected by the number of users 
and the topography of an area if the tower becomes congested, then it affects all 
users which make use of the network including other mobile devices such as 
laptops, tablets, mobile phones personal computers, etc.  Currently there isn’t 
sufficient amount of masts to accommodate current and future users.  
Telecommunication masts only have a certain capacity to service per kilometre 
square.  This contributes to the need for a cellular mast in the proposed area.  
The proposed mast will be shared between various service providers. 

❖ The pure nature of cellular masts has the potential to cause a visual impact on 
the surrounding residents and character of the area.  The subject property on 
which the mast will be located is within an industrial area which has industrial 
activities as a predominant use.  Industrial areas are not known to be 
aesthetically pleasing, as the nature of the land use activities involve heavy and 
bulky material, noisy machinery, shiny zinc and steel material on properties and 
unpleasant odours.  The proposal will not involve any air, noise and water 
pollution activities. 

❖ The following mitigation measures can assist minimising the visual impact: 

• appropriate location on property in terms of foliage and other built 
structures; 

• all construction activities must be kept clustered on the site; 

• retain existing trees and shrubs; 

• avoid shiny materials, colours should be non-reflective and preferably 
dark including paving, and 

• Visual screening /camouflage with the land scape and cladding; 
❖ The site is ideal due to the following: 

• facility sharing means that the need for other companies to erect cellular 
masts in the area will be reduced; 

• no natural vegetation will be disrupted as the erf is an existing 
development, and 

• the poor network coverage in the area will be improved. 
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❖ SA Civil Aviation Authority has provided recommendations which will be 
incorporated in the construction of the mast. 

❖ Communication companies deliver an important service to the wider public and in 
terms of their licence with ICASA they have to meet certain standards to retain 
their licence of which one is to supply adequate network coverage to their 
customers. 

❖ Access will be obtained from Kleine Street. 
❖ The proposed application does not trigger any listed activities in terms of the 

National Environmental Management Act. 
❖ The proposed application is motivated in terms of the SPLUMA and LUPA 

planning principles and the Overstrand’s IDP. 
❖ The Overstrand Municipal Wide Spatial Development Framework was approved 

by Council in October 2006.  The telecommunication mast infrastructure is in line 
with the following policies within the document: 

 
“In order to maximise the opportunities for industrial development and growth 
within the Overstrand local industrial initiatives should focus on the production 1 
process of products directly related to the sub-regional and local comparative 
advantage.” 

 

• Policy 22.2: The provision of bulk infrastructure and services to industrial 
area must be given the highest priority. 

• Policy 22.5: In order to maximise the comparative economic advantages 
and to create forward and backward economic linkages, industries should 
be clustered together in an existing node. 

 
The Development of TMI has the potential to improve the economic potential 
of the Stanford area in the long term.  The town of Stanford still lacks the 
infrastructure needed to maintain and help operate a settlement in terms of 
technological advancements and communication. 

 

• Industrial activity within the industrial area should be restricted to low 
intensity clean service industries. 

 
❖ The proposed development will be low intensity development, as it massing will 

only take up 100m² of the property.  The development will improve the signal 
strength of all network service providers in the serviceable area.  Further Stanford 
is expected to undergo exponential growth and residential development in the 
near future. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 20 November 2019 24 January 2020 

Notices Yes 20 November 2019 24 January 2020 

Ward councillor Yes 20 November 2019 24 January 2020 
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Total objections 
One (1) letter of objection was received from JJ 
Troost 
One (1) comment was received from Dr JB Beukes 

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? Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA?  

Yes 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Fire Services 22/11/2019 
No objection, advice on portable dry 
chemical powder fire extinguisher for 
installation. 

Eskom 22/11/2019 No objection. 

Department of Transport 
and Public Works 

2/12/2019 No objection. 

Telkom 6/12/2019 Annexure F. 

Building Department 20/01/2020 No objection. 

Engineering Services 23/01/2020 Annexure G. 

Health 24/01/2020 
This positioning of the towner should 
have no negative impact on human 
health or surrounding area. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Stanford Heritage Committee has no objection against the 21m monopole subject to 
the following conditions: 

• preference is given to a tree mast; 

• the visual mitigations listed in Section 7.2.3 of the Application Report be 
implemented; 

• that the proposed unsightly razor wire on top of the palisade fencing be 
substituted with a more aesthetically pleasing form of security, such as 
electrified wiring, the reason being that the R43 is an important connecting 
scenic-, whale- and shark route, and 

• that any changes to the design of the mast and base station be submitted to 
the Stanford Heritage Committee for review and comment. 
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Two (2) letters were received from the adjacent property owners – An objection letter 
was received from JJ Troost on behalf JJT Investment (SRP) and the second letter 
was received from Dr Rinus Beukes.  The first letter states that the writer objects to 
the placement of the telecommunication base station on Erf 1292.  The second letter 
states that the writer does not object to the proposal. 

 
Both letters raised the same concern which relates to the safety regarding the EME 
levels and the proximity of the tower to Erf 1293.  Erf 1293 will be 30m from the tower 
which will approach the ICNIRP safety limits.  The first letter also states that due to 
the safety concerns regarding EME levels, the property value and development 
potential will be affected and that the mast must rather be situated outside of the 
urban area. 

 
Response from applicant is summarized below: 

 
Compatibility with surrounding uses 

 
The proposal is in line with the Overstrand SDF, 2006 as it strives to improve urban 
efficiency, and align planned growth with infrastructure.  As a result, connectivity is 
enhanced. 

 
In the current age there is a strong dependence on business services and 
information communication technology, the need for telecommunication infrastructure 
is increasing and the importance to ensure that all communities have enough access 
to the service. 

 
Due to previous precedents set with applications already approved and accepted on 
various properties with similar characterising as well as surrounding related land-
uses in the area, the proposed development is compatible with its surrounding land 
uses. 

 
Health concerns 

 
Most households have several mobile devices which require excellent service.  
Current research on telecommunication base stations has reached a point whereby 
scientists are satisfied that a base station does not pose any health risks. 

 
The National Department of Health utilises the World Health Organization’s (WHO) 
International Electromagnetic Fields Project as its primary source of information and 
guidance with regard to cellular towers and electromagnetic fields. 

 
EMF exposure limit guidelines have been published by the Department of Health.  
Emissions from the base stations and antennas comply with the guidelines. 

 
EMF exposure limit guidelines were endorsed by the Directorate: Radiation Control.  
The Directorate did surveys measurements and found that actual level of exposure 
from a base station is only fractions of the percentage of the ICNIRP guidelines. 

 
WHO also conducted studies and found that no adverse health effects have been 
established as being caused by mobile phone use.  The document which relates to 
the study done by WHO also states that ….”the health of the general public is not 
being compromised by their exposure to the microwave emissions of cellular base 
stations.  This also means that local and other authorities in considering the 
environmental impact of and any particular base station, do not need to and should 
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not attempt, from a public health point of view, to set any restrictions with respect to 
the parameters such as distance to the mast, duration of exposure, height of the 
mast, etc.” 

 
Property devaluation 

 
There is no evidence that to support the concern rose by the surrounding neighbours 
that the base station will negatively affect their property value.  However, value will 
be added with improved coverage, virtual accessibility and safety in the area.  The 
concerns are thus seen as speculative. 

 
Response from town planner 

 
Stanford Heritage Committee 

 
The comment from the committee is positive towards the proposed development of a 
21m high telecommunication mast, subject to certain conditions.  From a town 
planning perspective all the conditions are agreed with; except one which is that 
preference is given towards for a tree mast instead of a monopole. 

 
The site on which the transmission tower will be developed does not contain any 
trees or large foliage.  Therefore the proposed mitigation measure, i.e. to disguise 
the mast as a tree, is not a site specific mitigation measure.  The proposed tree mast 
will stand out as a single monolithic tree (mast) which does not blend with its 
surroundings, especially when observing it from the R43.  The closest trees are 
situated approximately 52m from the subject property.  Please refer to the images 
below.  A monopole or lattice design is better suited with regards to the urban 
landscape and the contextual urban fabric. 
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Comment received from adjacent property owners 
 

Compatibility with surrounding uses 
 

No alternative sites were identified by the applicant.  It is however evident that 
telecommunication masts and service provider equipment have limited range in 
which the service can be rendered.  If the tower was to be located outside the urban 
area then additional towers will be required in order to allow for optimal coverage.  
This is not always desirable as it will cause over cluttering of the skyline. 

 
Health concerns 

 
The applicant’s response is noted.  The Municipality has no experts in the field to 
assist in commenting on the above concerns and rely on the South African 
Department of Health EMF exposure limit guidelines.  It is further noted that in the 
motivation (on pg. 5) the applicant provided an illustration regarding the Occupational 
Safety Zone, this illustration indicates that the minimum safety zone is 5m.  All 
habitable structures in the surrounding area adhere to the minimum safety zone, with 
the closest structure being approximately 15m from the proposed location.  Firgure1 
on page 5 of the motivation also illustrates that within 30m of the tower is the public 
safety zone (EME levels may be approaching ICNIRP public guidelines).  It will be 
the responsibility of the developer and the South African Department of Health to 
ensure that the EME levels are in line with the guidelines, if the proposal is approved. 
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Property devaluation 
 

It can to some extent be agreed with the commenters that transmission towers may 
have an impact on property values, however no proof was submitted to substantiate 
the objector’s claims.  The true impact will only be known after a property valuator 
conducted excessive studies. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Point 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
Please refer to previous section.  It is noted that municipal and government 
departments where positive regarding the proposed application. 

 
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 further perpetuate spatial injustices.  It will be aimed to 
provide an equal opportunity to communication services for residents and 
business in the Stanford. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is located within the urban edge, thus no urban sprawl will 
occur.  The proposal will be a benefit to the sustainability of the following three 
facets: economic, social and environmental.  No natural habitat is impacted 
upon and it will thus have no negative influence on the environment. 

 
Efficiency 
The proposed telecommunication infrastructure will be situated optimally in the 
area in terms of the existing town and its planned expansion. 

 
Spatial resilience 
The application will ensure that the existing resource, land is used to its 
maximum in an affordable manner and it is in line with the Overstrand 
Municipality’s forward planning documents. 
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Good administration 
The application followed 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 applicant motivated that the proposal aligns itself with the IDP due to 
telecommunication infrastructure being a benefit to tourism in the area and in 
turn also to the poor people in the area.  Further, a network of 
telecommunication infrastructure can aid disaster management co-ordination. 

 
The mitigation measures described, does not adequately address the impact of 
the proposed mast on the scenic links as contained in the SDF and Growth 
Management Strategy. 

 
It should further be noted that the industrial area of Stanford is constrained by 
the type of industrial uses which may be developed and as per the Integrated 
Development Framework.  The industrial area of Stanford is developed with low 
intensity services and clean light industries. 

 
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 
apparatus as a primary right on properties which are zoned Industrial Zone 1: 
General Industry, subject to compliance with the applicable development 
parameters.  The proposed transmission tower will exceed the prescribed 12m 
height restriction with 9m which is regarded as a considerable encroachment of 
the height restriction.  In addition of the departure of the height restriction, the 
applicant also seeks to encroach the 5m street building line and 2m side 
building line to allow for the free standing base station, and the 2,1m restriction 
applicable to boundary walls. 
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10.9 Additional Planning Motivation for Removal of Restrictive Condition 
 

N/A 
 

11. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 
 

The subject property, Erf 1292, Stanford, is an Industrial Zone 1 property.  The 
Industrial Zone 1 zoning allows for telecommunication installations as a primary right.  
However, the applicant seeks to apply for a departure of the height restriction from 
12m to 21m in height.  It should be noted that the subject property is situated in the 
first row of erven facing the R43.   Therefore, any development which encroaches 
upon the specified height restriction will have a visual impact.  The R43 is classified a 
major route and scenic drive as per the SDF.  The proposal did not fully address this 
aspect as the proposed base station and monopole mast will be free standing on the 
property and facing directly on the R43.  All dwellings facing the R43 and commuters 
making use of the R43 (entering and exiting the Stanford urban area) will have full 
view of the mast in the short distance and road users when entering Stanford from 
the southern side will have full view of the mast in the long distance.  From within the 
Stanford Village itself the mast will be somewhat obscured however, from specific 
locations the mast will be visible where buildings and natural plant growth does not 
obscure a person’s view.  The applicant states in the motivation that the pure nature 
of cellular masts has the potential to cause a visual impact and that mitigation 
measures must be provided one of which is appropriate location on the property, 
however opinion is held that the current property does not allow for and have 
characteristics to aid in mitigating visual impact.  Alternative sites could have been 
identified within the industrial area to mitigate the impact of the telecommunication 
mast and provide visual obstruction.  No additional information was provided by the 
applicant to indicate why the subject property was chosen and why the specific site 
was identified bearing in mind the visual impact.  Further it should be noted that on 
several occasions (including a pre-application meeting which took place on 2 May 
2019, a telephone discussion and during the application when additional information 
was requested on 15 July 2019 and 23 August 2019) the location/desirability of the 
proposed site was questioned and it was advised that the applicant provide more 
detail regarding the decision to use the subject property versus other less visual 
intrusive erven in the industrial area of Stanford.  Additional to the aforementioned a 
meeting was held with the consultant of BJB Projects on 05 September 2019 to 
discuss the requirements of the additional information. 

 
A further characteristic of the broader area is the established ±8m height of dwellings 
and the maximum height of 12m for industrial buildings, whilst no structures with a 
height of 21m occur in the industrial area.  The topographical character of Stanford 
consists of an urban development in a valley with moderate slope towards the Klein 
River.  Due to the specific topography the tower will be visible from far away and 
highly visible from close by. 

 
Considering the aforementioned points, the opinion is held that the subject property 
is situated in an area where site specific mitigation measures must be implemented 
in order to lessen the visual impact on the commuters and the resident of Stanford. 

 
The applicant’s motivation provided coverage maps from the various service 
providers in order to aid his motivation by indicating that there is a shortage for the 
telecommunication service and that the specified height is required in order to deliver 
the required service for co-location.  However the coverage maps provided by the 
applicant is not agreed with, when perusing the same coverage maps online and on 
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the various carriers’ websites a different picture is shown indicating that there is 
4G/LTE coverage for Stanford.  Considering the abovementioned the applicant failed 
to demonstrate the need for the location of the proposed and the required height for 
the telecommunication mast.   

 

 
 

 
 

Given the aforementioned the proposed departure for the height of the transmission 
apparatus is not desirable.  Further, should the transmission apparatus not be 
approved then it stands to reason the proposed departure for the boundary wall 
height from 2,1m to 2,4m and the building line departures will also not be supported 
as it aims to secure the site for the transmission apparatus. 

 
12. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the comments be noted; 
  

11



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 26 NOVEMBER 2020 

 
 

2. that the applications submitted in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand 
Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) for a 
departure to accommodate a proposed transmission tower, which entails the 
following: 
 
❖ to the relax the street building line from 5m to 0m; 
❖ to relax the lateral building line from 2m to 0m; 
❖ to exceed the applicable 12m height restriction to accommodate a 

proposed 21m monopole mast, and 
❖ to exceed the applicable 2,1m height restriction to accommodate a 2,4m 

high fence. 
 
not be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law; 

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

appeal in terms of Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on 
Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 with regard to the above decision. 

 
13. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The applicant failed to provide substantive evidence pertaining to the need to 

depart from the height restriction in order to develop the proposed 
telecommunication apparatus.   

❖ The applicant alleges that there is insufficient network coverage in Stanford, 
whilst the network coverage maps on the websites of the various service 
providers indicate the contrary. 

❖ The R43 is scenic links which joins Stanford to other tourist destinations, on 
which residents and tourist travel each day and the proposed 25m high 
telecommunication tower/mast disguised as a tree will have a visual impact on 
this routes.  The proposed location of the said infrastructure is thus not 
acceptable. 

❖ There are alternative locations which will provide better visual screening and 
integration with the urban fabric.  The proposed location will cause the structure 
to be freestanding on a site which directly fronts the R43.  The proposed site 
also does not provide and inherent visual screening. 

❖ The applicant failed to provide alternative sites or to substantiate the reason 
why the current location is ideal and optimal versus other lessor visual sites in 
Stanford industrial. 

 
14. Annexures 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Comments received during the public participation process 
Annexure E: Applicant’s comment 
Annexure F: Comment: Telkom 
Annexure G: Engineering Services 
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