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4.6 
ERF 5580, 2 CORAL ROAD, BETTYS BAY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
PROPOSED REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE TITLE DEED CONDITIONS AND CONSENT 
USE: MESSRS PLAN ACTIVE TOWN & REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF THE 
BOUWER TRUST 
 
5580 KBB (2901/2018) 
H van der Stoep (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
13 October 2020 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application was received on 13 December 2018 from Messrs Plan Active Town 
and Regional Planners on behalf of the Bouwer Trust on Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay for the 
following: 

 
❖ Removal of restrictive title condition in terms of Section 16(2)(f) of the Overstrand 

Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 on Erf 5580, Betty’s 
Bay for the amendment of the restrictive conditions on Page 3, Clause No. 
I.D.A.(a), Page 5, Clause No. II,D.A.(a) and Page 8, Clause No. III,D.(l)(a) in Title 
Deed T10710/2018. 

 
The restrictive conditions read as follows: 

 
Page 3, Clause I No. D.A.(a) : 

 
“D. SUBJECT FURTHER to the following special condition contained in Deed of 

Transfer No. T2078/1947, namely: 
 

A. As being in favour of the registered owner of any erf in Betty’s Bay 
Township Extension No. 1 and subject to the change and amendment by 
the Administrator in terms of the provisions of Section 18(3) of Ordinance 
No. 33 of 1934: 

 
(a) That only one building for the use as shops, business premises (which 

shall not include a licensed hotel, off sales liquor license, bottle store, 
garage or cinema), a dwelling house, residential building, place of public 
workshop and/or a building combining two or more of such uses, 
together with such outbuildings as are ordinarily required to be used 
therewith be erected on this erf. 

 
Page 5, Clause II No. D.A.(a) : 

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

Transfer No. T14143/1949, namely: 
 

A. As being in favour of the registered owner of any erf in Betty’s Bay 
Township Extension No. 1 and subject to the change and amendment by 
the Administrator in terms of the provisions of Section 18(3) of Ordinance 
No. 33 of 1934: 

 
(a) That only one building for the use as shops, business premises (which 

shall not include a licensed hotel, off sales liquor license, bottle store, 
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garage or cinema), a dwelling house, residential building, place of public 
workshop and/or a building combining two or more of such uses, 
together with such outbuildings as are ordinarily required to be used 
therewith, be erected on this erf. 

 
Page 8, Clause III No. D.(l).(a) : 

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

Transfer No. T14144/1949, namely: 
 

I. As synde ten gunste van die geregistreerde eienaar van enige erf in die 
Dorp Bettysbaai en onderhewig aan wysigings of veranderings deur die 
Administrateur kragtens die bepalings van Artikel 18(3) van Ordonnansie 
Nr. 33 van 1934: 

 
(a) That only one building for the use as shops, business premises, which 

shall not include a licensed hotel, off sales liquor license, bottle store, 
garage or cinema), a dwelling house, residential building, place of public 
workshop and/or a building combining two or more of such uses, 
together with such outbuildings as are ordinarily required to be used 
therewith, be erected on this erf. 

 
❖ Consent Use in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law 

on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 in order to utilize a portion of the existing 
building on the property concerned for a Tops Liquor Shop. 

 
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 and the amended 
Site Development Plan (SDP) as Annexure D.  Title Deed T10710/2018 is attached 
as Annexure E. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The erf is situated in a small business node consisting of eleven (11) business erven 
located on the corner of Clarence Drive and Coral Road Betty’s Bay.  The erf was 
created during the establishment of Betty’s Bay Extension 1, approved in 1943.  The 
erf measures 2635m² in extent and is zoned Business Zone 3.  The property is 
developed with an existing structure used for business purposes over the years.  

 
There was a small shopping centre on the northern half of the site that consists of 2 
shops, 3 offices and associated parking bays per approved building plan.  Future 
extensions are indicated on a site plan dated back to the 90’s, however the future 
extensions were not constructed. 

 
The total extent of the building including the walkway is approximately 296m² in 
extent.  Most of the offices are vacant and a restaurant is operating from one of the 
shops. 
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4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
CONSENT USE 

 
❖ The erf is situated in an established business node, abutting Clarence Drive, in 

close proximity of a petrol/diesel filling station, convenience shop and 
restaurants.  

❖ The subject property is within a mixed land sue area consisting of business erven 
and on the outer perimeter of residential erven. 

❖ There are no liquor shops in Betty’s Bay and the closest such shops are situated 
in Pringle Bay and Kleinmond.  These shops are well managed and do not retract 
from the value of the surrounding business and residential land uses. 

❖ The proposed Spar Tops liquor shop will be a high-quality shop and well 
managed in order not to attract negative elements to the area. 

❖ No low budget alcoholic beverages and “quart” beer will be sold from the 
premises. 

❖ The Spar Tops liquor shop is ideally located within Betty’s Bay in an established 
business node.  The nearest liquor shops are located 8km from the site in Pringle 
Bay and 15km from a liquor shop in Kleinmond.  With the escalating costs of 
living people tend to travel less and by providing a larger spectrum of shops 
centrally located, would assist. 

❖ The primary business right will remain in place and the proposal will not have a 
negative impact on the character of the area 

❖ The Tops liquor shop will be located in Office 3, which is located in the eastern 
side of the building and will be 56m² in extent. 

 
AMENDMENT OF THE RESTRICTIVE CONDITIONS: 

 
❖ Condition D.(a) needs to be addressed as per Conveyancing Certificate from 

Messrs Smith Tabata Buchanan Boyes Attorneys, attached as Annexure E. 
 

❖ The condition restricts an off-sales liquor licence bottle store and one building 
and other land uses.  However, the condition will not be removed, but amended 
to remove the wording of an off-sales liquor licence bottle store and one building, 
whilst the remainder of the condition remain intact. 

 
❖ The amendment proposed reads as follows:  

 
“That the erf may only be used for uses as shops, business premises and bottle 
store which shall not include a licensed hotel, garage and/or buildings combining 
two or more of such uses together with such outbuildings as are ordinarily 
required to be used therewith, be erected on this erf.” 

 
❖ The reasons for the proposed amendment are as follows:  

➢ The property consists of three (3) consolidated erven and was limited to one 
(1) building on each of the properties.  Being consolidated this condition was 
transferred and now only one (1) building is allowed.  One (1) large building 
on-site would be out of character due to the restriction imposed on smaller 
erven.  It would suit the character of the area better if development is done in 
two (2) or more buildings as the restriction intended. 

 
➢ The proposed Tops Liquor Shop will be located in the existing building of 

approximately 56m² in extent.  The shop is part of a well-established 
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franchise and will be well-managed not to have any negative impact on the 
established business area. 

 
➢ The property is easily accessible to the existing business hub. 

 
Other applicable legislation: 

 
Heritage Value 

 
The proposed change of land use of Office 3 to a Spar Tops Liquor shop will not 
have any impact on the heritage value of the shopping centre. 

 
Impact on the Biophysical Environment 

 
The proposed change in land use of 56m² and amendment of the restrictive 
condition do not trigger any listed activities in terms of NEMA. 

 
Forward Planning: 

 
Overstrand Spatial Development Framework (SDF) (2006) 

 
The SDF earmarks Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay for commercial purposes.  The current 
Business Zone 3 zoning will be retained and is in line with the spatial guidelines 
for the area. 

 
Overstrand Municipal Growth Management Strategy 

 
The erf falls within Planning Unit 6 that consists of a retail node on the western 
side of the town.  The density on the subject erf will not increase and is thus in 
line with the Strategy. 

 
Planning Principles 

 
Spatial Justice 
The proposed Tops Liquor shop will sell a variety of quality of liquor.  There are 
currently no bottle stores in Betty’s Bay and residents have to travel to Pringle 
Bay or Kleinmond.  The proposed the liquor shop will be 56m² in extent within an 
established business node.  It is a well-known franchise that will be managed and 
will not detract from the current established business character of the area. 

 
Spatial Sustainability 
The property is within the Urban Edge and will have no impact on agricultural 
land, environmentally sensitive areas of biodiversity rich areas.  

 
Efficiency 
The erf is easily accessible and conveniently located for passing residents.  The 
application constitutes only the change of land use of a portion of 56m² on an 
existing small shopping centre from an office to a liquor shop.  No additional 
shopping space is created and no additional services are required. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
N/A 
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Good Administration 
The Municipality is consulted in the process and a public participation process will 
be followed. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Gazette Yes 18 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Local newspaper Yes 18 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Registered notices Yes 18 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Ward councillor Yes 16 April 2019 24 May 2019 

Total comments ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY THREE (153) 

Total letters of support FIVE (5) 

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 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  
Date 
received 

Summary of comments 

Building Control 10/05/2019 
Supported that if building plans 
are to be submitted in 
compliance with SANS 10400. 

Waste Management 10/05/2019 

No objection.  The site just 
needs to provide for the 
provision of refuse storage in 
terms of part U of SANS 10400 
of the NBR. 

Health Department 9/05/2019 No requirements. 

Engineering Services 21/11/2019 See Annexure H. 

Fire Department 30/09/2019 See Annexure I. 

Western Cape Government : 
Transport & Public Works 

28/10/2019 See Annexure J. 
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7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, THE 

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

 
An amount of 153 comments / objections / support letters were received (attached as 
Annexure F).  The applicant was provided an opportunity to comment, and their 
comments are attached as Annexure G. 

 
1. General comments from the applicant 

 
The objections / comments received can be categorised into 4 categories: 

 

• 2, 15 and 36 copies of the exact same letters respectively of objections; 

• 2 petition lists; 

• general objections; 

• 5 letters of support.  
 

A total number of two hundred and fifty three (253) notices were sent via registered 
post of which only thirty (30) people, that constitutes 12%, responded to the proposed 
consent use for a bottle store.  One hundred and fifty three (153) objections were 
received and by excluding duplicated erf numbers pertaining to persons that objected 
and commented on the application that disclosed their addresses, the number of 
objections/comments are reduced to one hundred and twenty four (124). 

 
The address information of the people that objected/commented on the application 
who disclosed their physical addresses and mapped it on a base map of Betty’s Bay 
that was used in order to ascertain their proximity to the proposed bottle store.  A 
copy of the map is enclosed for easy reference.  See Annexure F.  

 
From the mapped information the following conclusions can be make: 

 
o No adjoining land owner objected against the proposed bottle store except for the 

owner of Erf 2669, Betty’s Bay that requests that a wall be erected between her 
property and the bottle store and that the owner ensures that bottles possibly 
being thrown over the wall into her property be picked up; 

 
o No objections were received from businesses in Betty’s Bay; 

 
o Within a radius of 1km from Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay thirty four (34) people have 

commented/objected, and between 1km to 7km eighty five (85) people have 
commented/objected.  It can therefore be argued that the majority of people that 
commented/objected are not in close proximity to the proposed bottle store.  
Please refer to the graph below indicating the number of comments/objections 
received in relation to the distance of the persons who have provided 
comments/objections, from Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay.  
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o It can be argued that ±88%, two hundred and two (202) of the adjoining 

landowners within the same extension of Betty’s Bay support the application.  The 
same statistics apply to the number of permanent households in Betty’s Bay.  
Percentage wise only ±12 % opposed the application.  Subsequently the majority 
permanent households support the application for a consent use to establish a 
bottle store on Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay.  

 
o The BETTY'S BAY RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION are not going to be voicing an 

opinion as an association, per se, instead each member in their personal capacity 
will be individually, putting their comments forward.  There is no majority decision 
within the committee hence the decision taken.  

 

Cognisance should be taken of the fact that Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is an established 
business site that is zoned Business Zone 3 and 2635m² in extent.  The primary land 
use rights under the property’s current zoning are shops, flats and offices.  In order to 
develop the site taking up these land use rights only requires a building plan 
submission of which the plans must conform to the land use restriction applicable 
under the property’s zoning.  The definition of a shop reads as follow: 

 

 
 

With reference to the above definition of shop, the main concern is the retail sale of 
goods, but excludes the sale of alcoholic beverages.  In order to establish a bottle 
store requires that an application be lodged for a consent use, however the zoning 
remains the same.  

 
It can be argued that even though a consent use is required, the land use would 
remain the same.  The main concern would still be the retail sale of goods, it is just a 
matter of the fact that a small portion of the existing small shopping centre consisting 
of ±56m² will be used for the retail sale of alcoholic beverages. 

 
The fact that the zoning be retained and that the business premises would not be 
expanded, no additional parking would be required.  Twelve (12) parking bays were 
approved on the building plan and twelve (12) parking bays are still being provided 
on-site.  The minimum of parking bays was calculated in terms of the Section 8 
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Scheme Regulations contained in Ordinance 15 of 1985 that was applicable at the 
time of the approval of the building plans.  Should the need arise for additional 
parking space ±88% of the subject erf is still vacant and can be utilised to establish 
additional parking bays.  

 
This application is for a Tops Liquor Shop only and not a Spar Supermarket as stated 
by many objectors.  The owner of Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is also the owner of a Tops 
Liquor Shop in Grabouw that is managed in the same fashion that we are proposing. 
No low budget wines and so called “quarts” (750ml beer bottles and crates of 750ml 
bottles of beer) will be sold from the premises.  This has been implemented at the 
owner’s Tops Liquor Shop in Grabouw and it makes a great difference to the clientele 
supporting the liquor shop.  Subsequently vagrants and other unwanted elements are 
successfully deterred from entering and hanging around the liquor shop. 

 
The accesses in terms of the site plan reflect the current layout of the site and the 
existing accesses being used from Clarence Drive (R44) and Coral Road.  What we 
could ascertain via Google Earth aerial photography is that these accesses have 
been in use since 2005.  Please refer to the aerial photographs below: 

 

   
                Aerial Photograph 2005    Aerial Photograph 2019 

 
 

2. COMMENTS ON THE OBJECTIONS 
 

The objections (in bold print) and the applicant’s response thereon can be 
summarised as follow: 

 
Objection  

 
2.1. Betty’s Bay is quiet town of which the most inhabitants are pensioners with 

a small influx of younger people that work in Somerset West, Cape Town 
and Hermanus.  The people that commute to work in other towns can buy 
their alcoholic beverages on-route and the pensioners are not interested in 
purchasing alcoholic beverages.  Subsequently there is no demand for a 
bottle store.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Some people do have the luxury to purchase groceries and liquor elsewhere on route 
to and from their place of work.  Some of the pensioners in Betty’s Bay are also 
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financially sound to be able to commute to Somerset West, Kleinmond and Hermanus 
to do their shopping that includes the purchase of liquor.  As mentioned above only 
12% of the people responded to the notices that was sent and it should also be kept 
in mind that the application was also advertised in the local newspaper.  

 
The majority of residents in Betty’s Bay did not respond and it could be argued that 
they then subsequently give their consent for the establishment of a Tops Liquor 
Shop within the existing small shopping centre. Not all the residents in Betty’s Bay 
can afford to commute to adjoining towns due to the high fuel prices and small 
pension that they receive. Betty’s Bay has expanded tremendously over the last 
couple of years where it is not only a small holiday village anymore, but a town that 
justifies a diversity of shops.  

 
To give an indication of the current growth of Betty’s Bay, a total number of 68 
building plans for new houses were approved from 1 July 2018 to 30 June 2019.  The 
last-mentioned information was obtained from the Overstrand Municipality Building 
Control Office, Hermanus.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objector mentioned people can buy their alcoholic beverages en-route and 
pensioners are not interested in purchasing alcohol beverages, is an assumption not 
proven by the objector.  The fact that Betty’s Bay is a quiet town does not implicate 
that a liquor shop will change the quietness. 

 
Objection  

 
2.2. There are 4 bottle stores in Kleinmond and 1 bottle store in Pringle Bay. 

There are also a number of restaurants within close proximity of Erf 5580 
Betty’s Bay that have liquor licences. The proposed bottle store will have 
a negative impact on the existing bottle stores established in Pringle Bay, 
Kleinmond and also the restaurants that are established in the vicinity of 
Erf 5580 Kleinmond.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The application constitutes the establishment of a Tops Liquor Shop within an 
existing shopping centre that will be ±56m² in extent.  Providing a liquor shop 
diversifies the retail sale goods in Betty’s Bay.  Subsequently money will be spent in 
Betty’s Bay and not elsewhere.  The general population would benefit from both 
keeping business in Betty’s Bay and save hard earned money on the cost of 
traveling.  It is also our opinion that because liquor is available in town, there would 
be no need to commute to neighbouring towns and subsequently the local shops and 
deli’s in the area would also be supported.  

 
When considering any application, cognisance should be taken of the desirability of 
the contemplated utilisation of land by measuring it against the principles contained in 
the provisions of a relevant integrated development framework, sectoral plan, 
structure plan or zoning scheme regulations/by-laws, in so far as these relate to 
desirability, or of the effect of the application on existing rights, but not any alleged 
right to protection against trading competition.  

 
There are a number of restaurants in Betty’s Bay that do have liquor licenses, but the 
liquor licence is for the consumption of liquor on-site.  Subsequently the liquor bought 
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must be consumed at the restaurant and may not be taken home.  Subsequently the 
objectors are promoting the consumption of liquor at restaurants and bars that could 
cause a greater threat to road users as the patrons have to drive or walk back home.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The fact that a bottle store in Betty’s Bay will be to the detriment of the other towns’ 
bottle stores are a business objection, which none of them objected to the proposed 
application is thus unfounded.  Taking into consideration that as indicated by the 
objectors that Betty’s Bay consist mostly of pensioners, it is evident that diversity of 
commercial activities should be available in the town to cater for the elderly that is not 
able to or can afford to drive long distances and are now forced to do so to their 
detriment. 

 
Objection  

 
2.3. Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is within a conservation area where Klipspringers 

(small antelope) and baboons and other wild animals still make their 
appearance.  The bottle store will have a negative impact on the character 
of the area.  

 
Applicant’s response  

 
Cognisance is taken of the fact that Betty’s Bay is located within an area of natural 
beauty, but it should also be kept in mind that in fact Betty’s Bay is an established, 
developed township that consists of residential erven, public roads, public open 
spaces, and established business erven.  Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is an established 
business erf and is being utilised as such.  

 
Our application does not constitute an expansion of an urban area within a nature 
area.  It is proposed that a portion of an existing shopping centre established on 
Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay be utilised as a liquor store.  In effect it would be the change of 
use of a portion of an existing business building that is ±56m² in extent to a shop now 
selling liquor.  

 
Subsequently the application will not have a negative impact on the character of 
Betty’s Bay, as stated.  The primary use will remain. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
It is unclear what the wildlife has to do with a bottle store.  There is no proof that a 
bottle store impact on the wildlife.  Pringle Bay has a bottle store and the wildlife there 
is still exactly the same as in Betty’s Bay. 

 
Objection  

 
2.4. A chain bottle store will impact diversely on the character of Betty’s Bay.  

Many people have bought property here for the village/quiet and un-
commercial feel of the town and such atmosphere will change if the 
application is approved.  
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Applicant’s response  
 

As mentioned above, the application constitutes the change of a portion of an existing 
business building to a shop that will sell liquor.  The small shopping centre is located 
on an established 2635m² business site within an established commercial area.  
Subsequently the owner can expand the shops, make provision for offices and flats 
should he wish to do so within his current land use restriction.  

 
Subsequently the proposed Tops Liquor Shop will not have an impact from a 
business use point of view or the atmosphere of Betty’s Bay.  Betty’s Bay is an 
expanding coastal town and subsequently vacant business erven will be developed in 
order to cater for the needs of the inhabitants of the town and existing shops could 
expand and diversify for the same reasons.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Betty’s Bay’s character cannot be impacted on by a bottle store, since it is located in 
an existing business node with various land uses.  The latter already impacted on the 
character of the area. 

 
Objection 

 
2.5. The granting of permission to sell liquor at this or any other premises will 

not fit in with the general atmosphere of this small holiday town.  The 
availability of alcohol will have a detrimental social effect on especially 
the vulnerable members of society.  The granting of this application will 
bring no advantage to this area.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
As mentioned above the proposed liquor shop will not have an impact on the 
atmosphere of Betty’s Bay.  A clear example, would be the bottle store that is 
established in Pringle Bay. The atmosphere of Pringle Bay remained that of a village 
after a bottle store was established within its business centre.  One cannot safeguard 
all the residents of a town, there will always be social problems, substance abuse, 
etc., but it is always the minority of people.  One should also make provision for the 
majority of people within a township and provide also for their needs.  As mentioned 
in our general comments above, no low budget wines and so called “quarts” (750ml 
beer bottles and crates of 750ml bottles of beer) will be sold from the premises.  

 
The advantages brought to the town have been mentioned in our response and can 
be summarised as follow: 

 
o Business will remain in Betty’s Bay instead of residents commuting to adjoining 

towns to support businesses there.  
o Because residents are not traveling to surrounding towns to purchase their liquor, 

they would more than likely now also support the local shops and delis. 
o Residents will save money on traveling costs.  
o Because more people will spend money in Betty’s Bay more job opportunities will 

be created.  
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Town Planner’s response 
 

By diversifying business in Betty’s Bay make for a more sustainable commercial 
enterprise, which is to the advantage of the local community. 

 
Objection 

 
2.6. It is believed that ready access to alcohol creates social problems due to 

alcohol abuse, which also may increase accidents and crime in the area 
and that the levels of policing are not sufficient to deal with such issues.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
From the objections received many objectors promote the consumption of alcoholic 
beverages at the local restaurants and pubs as we have mentioned earlier in our 
response.  We are of the opinion that this poses a greater threat than the proposed 
liquor shop.  Patrons of the bars and restaurants have to drive or walk back to their 
place of residence that poses a great risk to other road users.  By introducing a bottle 
store, residents can now enjoy alcoholic beverages at their homes and would reduce 
the number of intoxicated road users.  

 
The nearest South African Police Services (SAPS) is located in the Main Road, 
Kleinmond that is an extension of the R44.  With the exception of a few stop signs in 
Kleinmond the remaining extent of the R44 has no stops along the way to the site. 
Subsequently Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is easy accessible to the local SAPS that also 
patrol areas of Betty’s Bay regularly.  Pringle Bay is further removed from the 
Kleinmond SAPS and the established bottle store in Pringle Bay causes no issues. 

 
It is a common occurrence that security guards are appointed by liquor shops in order 
to assist the local SAPS.  Examples can be found at most of the Tops and Checkers 
liquor shops.  The same would apply to the proposed liquor shop.  The owner has 
confirmed that there would be a security guard at the liquor shop during all operating 
hours.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The social impact of the misuse of alcohol is not disputed, however again it needs to 
be reiterated it comes down to human behaviour.  Crime is evident in every town and 
the bottle store cannot be held responsible for crime and other social evils in a town. 

 
Objection 

 
2.7. The location of the proposed shop is problematic. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Our application constitutes the change of land use of a portion of an existing business 
building located on an established business property with a zoning of Business 
Zone 3.  We are not creating new business premises.  The existing road 
infrastructure should be revisited by the Overstrand Municipality to create safe access 
to the existing business properties gaining access from Coral Road. 

 
Our client wishes to retain the access from the R44.  The shopping centre is visible 
from the R44 and access from the R44 would be more favourable than gaining 
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access from Coral Road only.  We take cognisance of the fact that the existing 
access from the R44 is very narrow and steep.  The owner of Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is 
willing to upgrade the access from the R44 to an extent that it meets the approval of 
the Western Cape Government : Transport & Public Works (DOT).  

 
We have made contact with Mr. Faisal Fakier at DOT and also requested the 
Overstrand Municipality to forward the application to them for their comment.  The 
matter with regards to access will be further dealt with and clarified after receiving 
their comments.  We will also discuss the matter with the Overstrand Municipality 
Engineering Department.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The proposed liquor shop is located on the fringe of the residential area and are thus 
appropriately located versus a location in the centre of a residential township. 

 
Objection 

 
2.8. The lack of a liquor shop helps to keep the “village” feel of Betty’s Bay.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The use of a portion of an existing business premises to change the land use to make 
provision for a liquor shop will not change the so called “village” feel.  As mentioned 
earlier, Betty’s Bay is a growing town; business will expand and diversify to cater for 
the needs of the town.   

 
Town Planner’s response  

 
Betty’s Bay is predominantly a holiday town, but recently has seen an influx of 
permanent residents.  It is uncertain how a bottle store can influence the village feel, 
since the present community shops can apply for a grocer license to sell various 
quality of wines.  Pringle Bay is a prime example of retaining a village feel even with a 
bottle store. 

 
Objection 

 
2.9. Location also not ideal being close to the main road which can increase 

road and pedestrian accidents. It is also felt that police levels are not 
sufficient to deal with the current levels of crime which may well increase 
as access to alcohol increases. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to the comments under paragraphs 2.6 & 2.7 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The locality has been discussed under point 2.7 above.  It is thus acknowledged that 
crime without a bottle store does exist and it is unclear how the bottle store will 
exacerbate the present situation.  The fact that a police station does not exist in the 
area, is a concern to be taken up with the Department of Correctional Services, 
should residents feel that a SAPS Police Station is required. 
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Objection 
 

2.10. Glass on beaches, noise on beaches and picnic areas, increase in 
rubbish. Betty’s Bay is almost strictly residential.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Betty’s Bay is also a popular holiday destination and experiences a great influx of 
people over the school holidays and long weekends.  Visitors to Betty’s Bay do not 
always share the same sentiment when it comes to preserving the natural beauty the 
town has to offer.  Littering and noise pollution do occur, but the proposed bottle store 
or bottle stores in the neighbouring towns cannot be held responsible for this 
occurrence.  It is also our opinion that the most litter derives from general dealers and 
cafes consist of cold drink cans / bottles, food wrappers, take-away boxes and other 
food packaging.  Law abiding citizens do not drink alcoholic beverages on beaches 
and public accessed areas as this is against the law.  

 
The rubbish output of a liquor store is much less than a general dealer or shop due to 
the fact that no food stuffs are prepared on-site, and no perishables are being sold.  It 
is also a known fact that liquor shops make use of the boxes that liquor arrives in to 
be reused as packaging for their patrons instead of making use of plastic bags.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Betty’s Bay do have commercial space and not just residential.  It is illegal to drink 
alcohol in public places and the liquor store cannot be blamed for these irregularities.  

 
Objection 

 
2.11. There are numerous restaurants that are licensed in Betty’s Bay where 

alcoholic beverages can be purchased and enjoyed while having a meal & 
admire the scenery and tranquillity.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Not everyone can afford to have drinks at a restaurant where liquor is being sold at 
escalated prices.  With the current traffic laws in place one can hardly enjoy a single 
drink and not be over the legal limit.  Subsequently people prefer buying alcoholic 
beverages and enjoy it in the comfort of their own home.  We cannot promote that 
people should rather enjoy alcoholic beverages at restaurants rather than at home 
due to the fact that it would cause more people to drive under the influence of alcohol 
placing other road users at risk.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Concur with the applicant. 

 
Objection 

 
2.12. A bottle store is unnecessary and will attract undesirable elements and 

spoil the character of the nature orientated area.  As such the market 
value of properties will be negative affected.  
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Applicant’s response 
 

Please refer to our comments under paragraphs 2.3 and 2.5 above.  Also take note of 
the fact that the objector is located within a primary single residential area ± 450m (in 
a straight line) from Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay.  The proposed liquor shop will therefore 
not have a negative impact on the market value of their property.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
It is unclear why the bottle store will attract undesirable elements since it will most 
probably be of service to residents and holiday makers.  Again it is pure speculation 
that a liquor store will spoil the nature orientated character of the area.  Again, Pringle 
Bay could serve as an example that it does not. 

 
Objection 

 
2.13. A bottle store will attract alcoholics and some potential homeless and 

destitute to the village, increasing the potential for crime.  
 

Applicant’s response 
 

Please refer to our comments under paragraph 2.5 above.  
 

Town Planner’s response 
 

The comment is unfounded, since alcoholics will obtain liquor at any place, fashion or 
price.  Bottle stores cannot be held responsible for human behaviour and possible 
homeless people.  It is the society that must address these issues, not the proposed 
land use. 

 
Objection 

 
2.14. A bottle store will only encourage individuals that flock to Betty’s Bay for 

the sole purpose of consuming as much alcohol as possible and then 
speed on the dirt roads and keep their neighbours awake with loud music 
and rowdy behaviour.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
We believe that in general people visit Betty’s Bay for its natural beauty, its beaches, 
the Harold Porter Botanical Garden and the penguin colony found at Stoney Point.  
The proposed liquor shop will definitely not be the cause of people flocking to Betty’s 
Bay.  To consume as much alcohol as possible would not be the priority on their to-
do-list.  It can also be argued that if it is their prerogative to do so that they might 
bring their alcoholic beverage with them that they have purchased elsewhere.  

 
If any person is loitering or is under the influence of alcohol or doing anything else 
illegal it should be reported to the SAPS who will investigate the matter.  The 
proposed liquor store cannot be solely held accountable for the misuse of alcohol due 
to other factors such as restaurants and pubs selling liquor and also liquor being 
purchased in other towns to be enjoyed in Betty’s Bay.   
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The comment is unfounded and purely speculative.  Why would people flock to 
Betty’s Bay to buy alcohol if they can anyway obtain it in other areas. 

 
Objection 

 
2.15. It would cause more hazards on the main road, drunken pedestrians, 

loitering, an increase in crime which we work very hard to keep to a 
minimum.  All establishments serve alcohol in any case.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to our comments under paragraphs 2.5 and 2.6 above.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The liquor shop is subservient to the Spar Grocery Shop with security measures in 
place.  Access will not be from Main Road and in terms of South African Law, loitering 
is not a crime.  Drunken pedestrians can also be a result of them frequenting a 
restaurant.  The objector refer to other establishments that serve alcohol in any case, 
why should it thus be different for a bottle store. 

 
Objection 

 
2.16. Studies show that alcohol outlets contribute to both crime and urban 

decay.  
 

Applicant’s response 
 

It is our opinion that each liquor store should be dealt with on its own merit.  The 
social envelope plays a great role and where a bottle store is located.  A further factor 
is how the bottle store is managed and stocked.  We have received a letter of support 
referring to a Tops Liquor Shop in Stellenbosch that poses no risk and has no impact 
on the urban environment.  The uncontrolled sale of liquor within low cost housing 
developments does pose a threat to the social wellbeing of the residents within a 
township and does impact negatively on a community.  

 
We are proposing a reputable liquor shop that will not sell low budget wines, etc. as 
mentioned in paragraph 2.5 above.  The liquor shop will be established within an 
existing business building on an established business property within a business 
node of Betty’s Bay that will be well-managed.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objector’s comments are noted, however this relates to predominantly to stand 
alone bottle stores.  If part of the shop, this is managed due to the impact it can have 
on the supermarket.  It is thus in the best interest of the grocery shop to ensure that 
the liquor shop is managed in a similar fashion. 
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Objection 
 

2.17. A big chain business will only damage the business environment that the 
local businesses have cultivated.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Our application is for the establishment of a Tops Liquor Shop.  There are no liquor 
stores in Betty’s Bay and therefore it will not have a negative impact on the business 
environment.  It is our opinion that the local shops will rather benefit from the liquor 
shop due to the fact that residents do not have to drive to other towns to purchase 
their liquor where they would more than likely also do their grocery shopping.  All their 
shopping needs can now be fulfilled in Betty’s Bay.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The extent of the Spar is of such a nature, that it is seen as a community grocery 
shop.  However a shop is a primary right and thus cannot be evaluated in terms of 
this application, only the consent use for a liquor shop. 

 
Residents can benefit from the business competition ensuring quality of service, 
produce and competitive prices. 

 
Objection 

 
2.18. Our coloured community does not want a liquor store.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Having read all the objections and petitions and mapping all the properties of owners 
who have objected it can be stated that no objection was received from the coloured 
community.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The Mooiuitsig Community did not comment and is it presumptions to comment on 
their behalf. 

 
Objection 

 
2.19. We do not need big shops and bottle stores that will make liquor cheap 

and easy to come by and increase the number of inebriated and unwanted 
characters in the neighbourhood.  Have a drink at the restaurant or if you 
are that desperate then drive to Kleinmond, but keep Betty’s Bay free of 
alcohol abuse and unwanted elements.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Our application does not constitute the establishment of a large shopping centre, but 
a Tops Liquor Shop that will be located within an existing small shopping centre.  The 
Tops Liquor Shop will be ±56m² in extent.  

 
Please also refer to paragraphs 2.2, 2.5 and 2.11 above.  
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The Spar Shop is not part of the application as it is a primary right.  The extent of the 
building is as such that it cannot be viewed as a big shop.  It is unfair to burden the 
surrounding towns with facilities and vices of the residents of Betty’s Bay.  The 
applicant did indicate that no papsak and quarts will be sold, the so-called “cheap 
liquor”. 

 
Objection 

 
2.20. There is no guarantee that it will not sell budget liquor right on the 

provincial road that has a speed limit of 80 – 100 km/h speed limit with 
dangerous exit / entry onto it.  The risk of increase of drunk people on 
beaches and braaiing that will increase fire risk.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
We have mentioned that the owner will not sell budget liquor.  Please refer to 
paragraph 2.5 above.  The owner also manages a Tops Liquor Shop in Grabouw the 
same way with great success.  In order to safeguard our proposal the Overstrand 
Municipality can make it a condition of approval. 

 
Please also refer to our comments under paragraphs 2.7 and 2.14 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access will to the provincial road will be closed, since the Department of 
Transport did not approve such an access. As the objector mentioned, people can 
consume liquor at establishments or get it from other areas.  It is thus unfounded how 
the liquor store could be blamed for this behaviour on beaches. 

 
Objection 

 
2.21. Betty’s Bay does not need a business hub. 

 
Applicant’s response  

 
Betty’s Bay is a growing coastal town as mentioned in paragraph 2.1 above.  A 
business hub is not being created with this application.  Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is within 
an already established business node.  Please refer to an abstract below from the 
Overstrand Municipality’s Zoning Map for easy reference: 
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The erf is located in an existing hub as per the Township Establishment dated 1943, 
thus the business hub was there since the establishment of Betty’s Bay Extension 1. 

 
Objection 

 
2.22. Whilst we are not against development in principle, we are opposed to 

this application as it goes against the original Title Deed restrictions and 
ethos of the village. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
With reference to our comments under paragraph 2.1 above referring to the growth of 
Betty’s bay is it clear that businesses have to diversify in order to accommodate the 
needs of its residents.  The restrictions were a very important governing tool prior to 
the Municipal Zoning Schemes coming into effect.  Please refer to the following 
relevant statement received in writing during our public participation process.  

 
“According to somewhat out-dated (possibly 2017) statistics there are 1 807 built erven (out of 
a total of 3 221) and with a permanent population of 2 600 in the 1 080 permanent 
households.  According to some estate agents about 50 plus new houses have on average 
been built each year for the last 4 to 5 years - many of which are for permanent residents. As 
a result a SPAR has possibly become a viable option and so also a TOPS.” 

 

With reference to the above is it clear that Betty’s Bay has grown to an extent where 
land uses as proposed becomes viable.  The land use restriction imposed in the Title 
Deeds of Betty’s Bay can be deemed to be out-dated and that the current Zoning 
Scheme Regulations are more than capable to govern land uses in a modern world.  
The liquor shop will be well managed as stated in paragraph 2.5 and will be 
compatible with the character of the established Betty’s Bay business node.  

 

Erf 5580 
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The objector’s comment is noted, however the same title deed makes provision that 
the Administrator may amend or alter the conditions, should the situation arise.  The 
town was establish in 1943 and that the owners and their needs have changed 
substantially over the past 77 years and the possibility to cater for the future was 
already enshrined in the Conditions of Establishment with the possibility that 
conditions may be altered or amended.  The ethos thus has not been affected and 
was provided for. 

 
In terms of the Conditions of Establishment for Betty’s Bay Extension 1, Erf 349 was 
allocated for hotel purposes only.  Thus an “off-sales” was allowed in the township. 

 
Objection 

 
2.23. The current access from the R44 coming from Cape Town is an accident 

waiting to happen, and the road must be engineered and marked to have 
a right-hand only turning lane so that people wanting to shop at the Spar 
can safely wait before turning and more importantly those carrying 
straight on can do so safely.  The emergency lane might have to be 
removed to allow for this.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
As stated in paragraph 2.7 the accesses to the site will be further investigated on 
receipt of the comments from DOT.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access to the R44 will be closed. 

 
Objection 

 
2.24. It is not allowed for delivery lorries to offload on main roads.  Deliveries 

must offload on side roads or on private land.  Therefore deliveries to 
Spar / Tops must either access the site from the R44 down the steep drive 
or from Porter Drive via the traffic circle in Coral Road. 

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraph 2.7 and 2.23 above.  The provision of a loading bay will 
also be investigated on receipt of the comments from DOT.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access to the R44 will be closed. 

 
Objection 

 
2.25. As all Spars have a food takeaway section there is an issue of littering 

being dropped up to a kilometre away by those on foot who are eating 
their takeaway.  Spar should commit to having a litter pick up plan.  
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Applicant’s response 
 

Our application is solely for the establishment of a Tops Liquor Shop only.  Taking the 
current zoning of the subject erf into consideration, the owner will be able to establish 
a Spar Grocery Shop (not a supermarket) on the site within his current land use right.  
He will have to conform to the land use restrictions in terms of its zoning and the 
National Building Regulations.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The same principle that applies to all the other businesses in Betty’s Bay with regard 
to ensure cleanliness in and around their business, will apply to this business site. 

 
Objection 

 
2.26. Spar and Tops should not be allowed to add to our refuse burden and 

should have a recycling and waste management plan which shows their 
commitment to recycling.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The property is within an approved established business centre of Betty’s Bay that is 
already serviced by the Overstrand Municipality that has the capacity to service the 
site in all aspects.  No additional business erven are being created and it is not 
proposed with this application that the current building be expanded.  

 
It is known facts that liquor shops make use of their delivery boxes to pack patrons 
liquor purchased.  Subsequently the boxes are being recycled and less plastic bags 
are being used.  The waste output of a liquor store in general is much less than shops 
in general.  Please also refer to our comments under paragraph 2.10 above. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The same will apply to this site as to every business site with regard to refuse 
removal. 

 
Objection 

 
2.27. We are totally inundated with poachers and their reckless driving.  This is 

an obvious breach of the law to which SAPS, or Cape Nature for that 
matter, are not responding adequately.  Does anyone believe that either 
party would respond to drunk and disorderly behaviour?  Betty’s Bay is 
already permeated by crime.  Alcohol feeds aggression in many people.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Poachers in the vicinity and their doings are not related to this application.  Also refer 
to our comments under paragraph 2.14 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Comments of the objector are noted.  The comments does not relate in any way to 
the liquor store application and is thus irrelevant. 
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Objection 
 

2.28. The approval of the proposed consent use and amendment of the Title 
Deed would be fixed to the property and not the owner.  Should the 
property be sold after approval has been obtained there would be no 
guarantees in place that the new owner would follow suit to also not sell 
low budget wines and beer quarts.  There are no restrictions in terms of 
the definition of a bottle store of what kind of liquor may be sold.  

 
Applicant’s response  

 
Please refer to our comments under paragraph 2.20 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objector is correct; the rights of the consent will vest against the property and not 
the owner.  A condition to deal with the “cheap liquor” can be dealt with as a 
condition. 

 
Objection 

 
2.29. The shelf life of liquor is very long and the price relatively expensive.  The 

result is the normal household buy it at best price and use it over a long 
period of time.  Most residents will thus not buy at the liquor store as the 
price will be high as the result of low turnover.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The application for consent use is to establish a Tops Liquor Shop within an existing 
business building.  Being part of a great franchise will they be able to provide quality 
liquor at competitive prices.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The objectors are contradicting themselves by saying people would get drunk, but 
also because it is expensive they would use it for a long period which would then 
prevent them getting drunk. 

 
Objection 

 
2.30. There is no justification as to why the Spar in Kleinmond should be 

replaced and lose business.  The distance to travel to another bottle 
stores is well within the equivalent distances which would be travelled in 
Cape Town or Johannesburg or any other urban centre.  The Spar in 
Kleinmond is well equipped and will lose business.  If they lose business, 
they will be forced to lay off workers.  The current population of Betty’s 
Bay is not projected to grow.   

 
Applicant’s response 

 
When considering any application, cognisance should be taken of the desirability of 
the contemplated utilisation of land by measuring it against the principles contained in 
the provisions of a relevant integrated development framework, sectoral plan, 
structure plan or Zoning Scheme Regulations/By-Laws, in so far as these relate to 
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desirability, or of the effect of the application on existing rights, but not any alleged 
right to protection against trading competition.  

 
It is our opinion that taking the growth of Betty’s Bay into account that it justifies the 
establishment of a liquor shop and that it would not have a detrimental effect on the 
established liquor shops that are situated in the surrounding towns.  No bottle store 
owner objected or raised any concerns during the public participation process.   

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The shop is a primary right on the erf.  The extent of the shop is of such a nature that 
it will cater for Betty’s Bay residents.  It is not the Municipality’s prerogative to 
safeguard certain businesses from market competition.  The current population of 
Betty’s Bay is growing based on the amount of building plans received in the last five 
(5) years.  It is also a principle to allow people to work, shop and play in the area 
where they reside in, therefore reducing travelling cost.  This again would make more 
money available to then spend on other items. 

 
Objection 

 
2.31. Unless you consider Betty’s Bay to be full of raging alcoholics, alcohol 

purchase can easily be planned on one of the inevitable forays into town 
such as Kleinmond, Strand or Somerset West.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraph 2.1 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
There is no reason for the abovementioned objection, and it is unfair to burden the 
surrounding towns with the vices of the residents of Betty’s Bay.  The availability of 
alcohol does not imply that the area is occupied by alcoholics. 

 
Objection 

 
2.32. We note with surprise and dismay that Paragraph 3.5 of the motivation 

headed “Character of the Environment” does not contain any 
consideration or even a reference to the fact that we are dealing here with 
the buffer zone of South Africa’s first Biosphere Reserve.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to our comments under paragraph 2.3 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
It is imperative that people realise that the Kogelberg Biosphere Framework is not a 
conservation area (Stoll-Kleemann & Welp 2008) and thus regard the conservation 
function as the most important, which is factually incorrect.  The erf is located in the 
Settlement SPCs which gives guidance on land uses in such category.  The proposed 
land use is not in conflict with the Kogelberg Biosphere Framework. 
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Objection 
 

2.33. To make it clear, it would take the same time to drive to the Village centre 
in Betty’s Bay to access a liquor outlet as it does to Kleinmond, where 
there are at least, a wider range of general shops and service outlets 
available.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Cognisance should be taken of the fact that Betty’s Bay is ±10km in width.  Depending 
on where you live have a great impact on the distance required to travel to the liquor 
shops that are established in Pringle Bay and Kleinmond.  Business will remain in 
Betty’s Bay instead of residents commuting to adjoining towns to support businesses 
elsewhere.  Because residents are not traveling to surrounding towns to purchase their 
liquor, they would more than likely now also support the local shops and delis. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Concur with the applicant. 

 
Objection 

 
2.34. The road infrastructure in the considered area is not suited for the kind of 

traffic that a liquor shop would incur.  
 

Applicant’s response 
 

Please refer to our comment under paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  
 

Town Planner’s response 
 

The road infrastructure was taken into consideration when the town was established.  It 
is further unclear why the proposed consent use will have any more impact versus the 
existing rights that can be developed. 

 
Objection 

 
2.35. Our village does not need a liquor store and even a supermarket of any 

kind. In the light of the high substance abuse, domestic disfunction and 
poor social conditions amongst some parts of our community, especially 
the township of Mooiuitsig, we consider it an unwise and insensitive 
move to open a Tops and Spar in Betty’s Bay.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.2, 2.4, 2.5 and 2.18 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
This comment is unfounded and speculative and even derogative to the people 
residing in Mooiuitsig, since substance abuse, alcoholism, etc. is not only prevalent in 
less affluent communities, but rather prevalent in more affluent communities who can 
afford the various vices in the market. 
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Objection 
 

2.36. The community of Betty’s Bay has consistently rejected having a liquor 
store in Betty’s Bay. This public sentiment continues still to this day as is 
reflected by the objections and should not be ignored.  

 
Applicant’s response  

 
As mentioned under our general comment above, only 12 percent of the residents 
responded to the notices that were sent and it should also be kept in mind that the 
application was also advertised in the local newspaper.  

 
The majority of residents in Betty’s Bay did not respond and it could be argued that the 
remaining extent of the township subsequently supports the consent use for the 
establishment of a Tops Liquor Shop within the existing small shopping centre.  Not all 
the residents in Betty’s Bay can afford to commute to adjoining towns due to the high 
fuel prices and small pension that they receive.  Betty’s Bay has expanded 
tremendously over the last couple of years where it is not only a small holiday village 
anymore, but a town that justifies a diversity of shops.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Concur with the applicant. 

 
Objection 

 
2.37. Most of the people do their shopping in Kleinmond, Strand and Somerset-

West.  
 

Applicant’s response 
 

Please refer to our comments under paragraph 2.1 above.   
 

We would also like to mention the following comments received during the public 
participation process from residents of Betty’s Bay.  
➢ “Betty’s Bay needs a supermarket.  With fuel prices sky high it will solve a lot of 

problems.  Tops will be a winner.  All the nice wine you can buy when you urgently 
need it.” 

➢ “I both personally, as a resident of Betty's Bay and the property portfolio holder of 
the Betty's Bay Ratepayers Association, have no qualms with regard to either a 
Spar or Tops coming to Betty's Bay, progress is inevitable together with the fact 
that many visitors/potential property owners always ask as to where would one buy 
groceries, etc.  For Betty's Bay to be 'self-sufficient’ to a degree will go a long way 
to improving the offerings of Betty's Bay without losing the 'country feeling'. 

 
Town Planner’s response  

 
It is evident from the objector that the present facilities cannot cater for the residents’ 
needs in Betty’s Bay and that they do not have a choice, but to access goods from the 
surrounding towns.  For the elderly that cannot drive the distances, it will now be 
possible to access the shopping centre to purchase all the products they need locally.  
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Objection 
 

2.38. This will result in an escalation of crime in this area i.e. drunk driving and 
the illegal sale of liquor to persons under the age of 18 years.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to our comments under paragraph 2.6 above.  Our client is also the owner 
of the Tops Liquor Shop in Grabouw.  He runs a well-managed liquor shop and knows 
what the consequences will be if alcohol is sold to under aged persons.  Our client will 
manage the proposed Liquor Shop in the same responsible manner.  

 
Town Planner’s response  

 
People buying alcohol under the age of 18 does not buy it at a bottle store.  The age 
restriction is a legislative requirement for liquor shops in South Africa and will apply to 
the shop. 

 
Objection 

 
2.39. Press reports have indicated that the Police in the Overstrand are under-

staffed and poorly equipped.  Their ability to contain crime in Betty’s Bay 
is at present token and should not be aggravated by the sale of 
intoxication substances.  If an additional distribution point for liquor is 
required, please locate it close to the Kleinmond Police Station or in 
Pringle Bay.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
The press reports referred to are not related to the general policing of our coastal 
towns, but to combat the endless battle against poachers in the area.  This matter is 
being addressed by the South African Police.  We find the suggestion rather confusing 
to locate a liquor distributor to Pringle Bay as it is further from the Police Station in 
Kleinmond or to be located in Kleinmond where there are already five (5) established 
Liquor Shops.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Objection is not relevant, should a police station be required in Betty’s Bay, the request 
should be directed to the SAPS.  Poaching is not relevant to the application. 

 
Objection 

 
2.40. No building of the suggested liquor store or its associated supermarket is 

undertaken before Clarence Drive in that area has been provided with a 
traffic calming arrangement.  I would object to any additional shopping 
facilities associated with the area where the Caltex fuel station is without 
such traffic calming.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to our comments under paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The Western Cape Government: Transport & Public Works must decide on this issue 
and is not for the applicant to decide.  The shopping facilities are provided on 
properties where the business rights already exist.   

 
Objection 

 
2.41. I object unless a wall is built between my property (Erf 2669 Betty’s Bay) 

and the bottle store and that all bottles that are thrown over the wall onto 
my property be picked up by the bottle store owner.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please note that the proposed liquor shop is located on the far side of the building in 
relation to Erf 2669, Betty’s Bay.  Please refer to the aerial photograph below: 

 

 
 

It is our opinion that being a business site and the location of the proposed liquor shop 
that the impact of the business site in its current state and what is proposed will be 
similar.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
This aspect can be addressed in the condition 

 
Objection 

 
2.42. The application is only for a small portion of an existing building.  There 

are also market stalls and additional toilet facilities indicated on the plan.  
even though the application is only for a small portion of ±56m² the 
application can only be evaluated if the full picture for the whole site is 
available.  

 

Erf 2669 Betty’s 
Bay 

±56m² portion of 
the building 
where the 

proposed liquor 
shop will be 

located 
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Applicant’s response 
 

The plans referred to were for the future development of the site within its current land 
use rights.  Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay is an established business site that can be developed 
within the parameters of the applicable land use restrictions.  Our application does not 
constitute a rezoning to create a business premises, but merely to make use of a 
consent use.  Subsequently the application can be dealt with in its current format.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The application is for a consent use of approximately of 56m².  Should the owner in 
future extend his business operations within the context of the primary right, it will be 
dealt with a building plan.  Should he intend to make use of his consent uses, an 
application will have to be submitted. 

 
Objection 

 
2.43. My concern is the fact that parking and vehicular aspects of the whole 

development should be known and approved by way of a sufficient 
detailed SDP / TIA.  The access from the R44 should be closed and only 
Coral Road should be used to gain access.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access to Clarence Drive will be closed.  A TIA is thus not relevant, since this 
aspect was taken into consideration with the establishment of the town.  It was also not 
required by the Municipal Engineering Services Department. 

 
Objection 

 
2.44. Parking onsite should be provided at a ratio of 6 bays per 100m² and a 

loading bay should also be provided on-site. 
 

Applicant’s response 
 

A site plan for the building was approved with a total number of twelve (12) parking 
bays.  This plan was approved taking cognisance of the Section 8 Scheme Regulation 
contained in the Ordinance 15 of 1985.  The regulations applicable at the time required 
less parking bays than what is required in the current Overstrand Municipality Zoning 
Scheme.  Because we are not applying to extend the current building, but to change 
the land use, the parking provided in the past should suffice. 

 
Twelve (12) parking bays were approved on the building plan and twelve (12) parking 
bays are still being provided on-site.  Should the need arise for additional parking 
space ±88% of the subject erf is still vacant and can be utilised to establish sufficient 
parking.  
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Town Planner’s response 
 

The building was approved with parking bays.  The applicant does not extend the 
building, thus the approval as per approved building remains in place.  Configuration of 
the parking bays may be required to ensure traffic flow.  Loading bay requirements will 
be resolved with the Engineering Department. 

 
Objection 

 
2.45. The liquor store should not be operational before the Spar grocery store.  

The site should also be appropriately fenced for security purposes.  
 

Applicant’s response 
 

Being within an area where fencing is not promoted and the fact that the business 
premises is one of the largest business sites in Betty’s Bay a fence would look out of 
place and could have a negative impact on the character of the area.  The owner does 
have land use rights to develop the site within its current land use rights.  One cannot 
dictate how development should be phased if existing land use rights exist.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The applicant’s comments are noted, but the objector does have a valid point.  The 
whole application motivation is based on the Spar Grocery Store management of the 
property to indicate that the liquor shop will be managed properly and is part and 
parcel of the grocery shop.  The consent use is a secondary right to the primary land 
uses and it would not be unreasonable to expect that either both the grocery shop and 
liquor shop be developed simultaneously or that the grocery shop be established 
before the liquor shop. 

 
Objection 

 
2.46. The current access point of Coral Road (or what appears to be Coral) onto 

the R44 is probably not only illegal but also problematic both from an 
ingress and egress point. Coral is very narrow at that point and with the 
somewhat steep approach gradient will also present stacking and 
visibility problems for motorists waiting to enter or exit the property. A 
widened road is essential, whether at its current access or a repositioned 
one, and should be wide enough to accommodate at least one car in each 
direction.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access to the R44 will be closed. 

 
Objection 

 
2.47. With more vehicular movements expected from the increased commercial 

activities on Erf 5580 the access point on Porter Drive can become very 
problematic.  There are already nine (9) turnoffs from Porter Avenue 
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within about 400 hundred metres.  Porter Drive is too narrow to properly 
accommodate such intensified traffic and there is no provision for any 
holding lanes or speed reduction slipways for turning vehicles.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
This aspect needs to be addressed by the Engineering Services Department.  
However, the application erf obtains it access from Coral Road via Porter Drive.  There 
is enough road reserve to widen the road and is the responsibility of the Municipality to 
address the issue not the applicant’s responsibility. 

 
Objection 

 
2.48. The present narrow one-way system in Coral Road may cause problems 

for heavy delivery vehicles and could also result in conflicting 
movements with passenger cars.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response  

 
Refer to point 2.46. 

 
Objection 

 
2.49. The on and off-loading areas of delivery vehicles must be carefully 

planned and provided.  At present the rear wall is a solid blank wall with 
no access points/doors.  Even if this were to be provided, it will still 
require road construction, which could be problematic.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The erf has an approved building plan and the application will not extend the footprint 
of the building.  Should the loading be problematic, the issue will be discussed with the 
applicant to see how one can address the issue. 

 
Objection 

 
2.50. Practical loading areas will at present only be in front of the building thus 

compromising the car parking area.  This may result in an inadequate car 
parking ratio. It should be at least 6 parking bays per 100m² gross 
leasable area excluding the loading zones.  
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Applicant’s response 
 

Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  
 

Town Planner’s response 
 

The building was approved as a business structure and the issue of loading bays 
should have been addressed.  However, the point is duly noted and will be addressed 
at the building plan stage. 

 
Objection 

 
2.51. Should parking be provided on the R44 such parking bays should not be 

included in the parking requirement referred to above.  
 

Applicant’s response  
 

No parking bays are proposed on Clarence Drive (R44).  
 

Town Planner’s response 
 

Concur with applicant. 
 

Objection 
 

2.52. Coral Road is currently a gravel road and should be tarred.  With the 
gradient of Coral Road and the regular use by heavy vehicles it can be 
expected that, especially in the rainy season, Coral Road could, in its 
present state, become impassable.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The application erf is zoned business since 1943 and thus envisaged that heavy 
vehicles will make use of the road.  The tarring of Coral Road will have to be 
addressed by the Operational Department of the Municipality. 

 
Objection 

 
2.53. Given the abovementioned traffic related matters it is imperative that a 

proper traffic study be done, and a traffic flow and parking plan be 
developed.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
A TIA was not requested by the Engineering Services Department. 
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Objection 
 

2.54. The approval of the Provincial Roads authority should be obtained as the 
current Coral/R44 access is unacceptable and dangerous.  

 
Applicant’s response 

 
Please refer to paragraphs 2.7, 2.23 and 2.24 above.  

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
The access to the R44 will be closed. 

 
Objection 

 
2.55. It is appreciated that although it might not be stated as a consent use 

condition it would nevertheless be a benefit if local labour, and 
specifically from Mooi Uitsig be employed.  

 
Applicant’s response  

 
The correct procedures will be followed to advertise any vacancies and the 
appointment of staff will be done in line with Labour Law legislation.  

 
Town Planner’s response  

 
The applicant will be requested to consider local employment where possible. 

 
3. SUPPORT: 

 
3.1. Betty's Bay is no longer a small rural community whose houses were mainly used 

for holiday purposes.  According to somewhat outdated (possibly 2017) statistics 
there are 1807 built erven (out of a total of 3221) and with a permanent 
population of 2600 in the 1 080 permanent households.  According to some 
estate agents about 50 plus new houses have on average been built each year 
for the last 4 to 5 years - many of which are for permanent residents.  As a result,  
Spar has possibly become a viable option and so also a Tops.  

 
3.2. The nearest bottle stores are in Pringle Bay (a smaller community than Betty's 

Bay) and without presenting any evident social problems and a few in 
Kleinmond – again without too many social problems.  

 
3.3. It can be safely stated that most Betty's Bay property owners have liquor, and 

especially wines, in stock and also regularly offer their guests a social drink.  
The mere presence of a local liquor store could not have a detrimental effect on 
the daily lives of residents, but could save costs to travel to neighbouring towns 
while supporting the local Betty's Bay economy.  

 
3.4. Assuming that the restrictive title condition is lifted then the consent use should 

not pose any serious problem other than specific issues relating to the locality, 
layout and topographical aspects thereof.  

 
3.5. The Boord Stellenbosch has a Spar with a bottle store and across the street a 

Medi-Clinic and a residential area.  
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3.6. There was never problems in the 20 years I have resided there.  The future 

development will be to the benefit of the town.  Should problems arised, it can 
be verdict with management.  I do not foresee any problems with the Spar or 
selling of alcohol. 

 
3.7. Betty’s Bay needs a supermarket.  With fuel prices sky high it will solve a lot of 

problems.  Tops will be a winner.  All the nice wine you can buy when you 
urgently need it.  

 
3.8. I both personally, as a resident of Betty's Bay and the property portfolio holder 

of the Betty's Bay Ratepayers Association, have no qualms with regard to either 
a Spar or Tops coming to Betty's Bay, progress is inevitable together with the 
fact that many visitors/potential property owners always ask as to where would 
one buy groceries, etc.  For Betty's Bay to be 'self-sufficient to a degree will go 
a long way to improving the offerings of Betty's without losing the 'country 
feeling'.  

 
3.9. When considering this application, it should be encouraged that local people 

are given first opportunity to apply for posts which will inevitably become 
available, which then already uplifts our area.  

 
3.10. The non- selling of 750 ml quarts and cheap wine needs to be firmly controlled.  

 
3.11. A condition which would be hugely welcomed by all, regardless of their stance, 

would be if the entire Coral Circle was tarred, i.e. from Porter entrance, round 
past Camelot, past Erf 5580, up to Clarence and down past the Post Office and 
ASK Security, meeting Porter entrance.  Everything in life is a choice, thus I as 
a resident of Betty's Bay have no qualms with the restrictions being lifted on 
Erf 5580 so as to accommodate a Tops.  

 
3.12. I have been staying in Betty’s Bay for 10 years.  The Spar will be a benefit and 

their bottle stores are alwys properly managed.  I have no objection against the 
application. 

 
We trust that you would find our comments on the objections in order and that the 
application will be dealt with favourably.  We will keep the Overstrand Municipality 
informed of any further discussions with DOT regarding the existing accesses to the 
site and if any amendments to the site plan is required. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Noted. 

 
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. 
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Internal and External Departments 
 

The application was supported by all internal municipal departments. 
 

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 Sustainability 
The application is within the urban edge and will not impact on agricultural land 
or environmental areas.  The application is in line with the promoting of 
compaction and mixed-use urban environments.  The use of existing 
appropriate zoned land promotes long term financial sustainability. 

 
Efficiency 
The landowner wants to use the property to its full potential and make optimal 
use of municipal services available to the erf.  The proposed use will enable the 
provision of service to the community thus eliminate travelling long distances 
that in return contribute economic well-being. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The application is in line with local policies which promote optimal use of an erf 
to limit urban sprawl.  The application will enable the applicant to optimise his 
assets, should it be necessary due to economic and/or financial reasons.  The 
aforementioned is not applicable to the applicant but also the residents in 
creating employment opportunities within the area they reside in. 

 
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 IDP and Overstrand Municipality promote the establishment of tourist 
accommodation in the Overstrand area. 

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

 
N/A 
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10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 

 
Existing services will be used. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Municipality Zoning Scheme Regulations is applicable to this 
area.  The application is consistent with the primary rights and development 
trends in the area. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
The financial or other value of the rights 

 
The financial value of the right has not been discounted. 

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

 
The personal benefit to the person seeking the amendment of the condition is that 
the applicant can exercise the secondary rights attached to the zoning. 

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

 
The social benefit is the availability of a product to the benefit of the community, 
especially those who does not have the financial means or vehicles travelling to 
surrounding towns. 

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

 
The proposed amendment will not remove any rights, since the business right e.g. is 
attached to the erf.  The restriction of the sale of alcohol is removing the right of the 
applicant to exercise the secondary rights on the property. 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
The objections have been dealt with extensively and the discussion will be focussed 
on the desirability on the application for a consent use for a liquor shop. 

 
In terms of desirability the following aspects need to be considered namely: 

 
Economic Impact: the shop will attract money to the area.  It will also stimulate 
growth within the existing business node that is in dire need of people visiting the 
node. 
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The applicant will make a substantial investment on the property that will add value 
to the node, especially taking into consideration that the property has had various 
tenants.  The building at this stage is not fully occupied. 

 
The engineering services is available and in existence to and on the property.  A 
fully operational building will contribute to income generation to the Municipality, 
which if not fully utilised becomes a burden to the taxpayers. 

 
The property is surrounded by business and residential erven.  The proposed 
location of the shop within an existing building is located furthest away from the 
residential erven towards Coral Road.  The impact of such a small shop will have 
little bearing on the residential erven since the operating hours are limited.  Adjacent 
owners did purchase property adjacent an existing business node that does allow 
primary and consent uses.  The directly affected owners did not object to the 
application, except the request that the property be walled. 

 
The impact on safety, health and well-being on the community by the proposed 
liquor shop have not been proven by the objectors.  In the Overstrand area, Pringle 
Bay and Kleinmond bottle stores do not have an impact on the aforementioned; it is 
the human behaviour that may be to the detriment of any community. 

 
The proposed consent use will have no impact on the biophysical environment or 
heritage value of the area. 

 
The property is located in a business node and Coral Road has a wide reserve to 
cater should it be necessary to widen the road.  The building was approved, and a 
portion of an approved building will be utilized for the liquor shop.  This aspect was 
taken into account with the approval of the building plan.  However, one should also 
take into account that over the past 77 years delivery vehicles have evolved and it 
recommended that the applicant provides a service road off Coral Road at the back 
of his property to ensure manageable delivery vehicle movement.  This aspect will 
have to be investigated and discussed with the owner and surrounding property 
owners. 

 
In order to address the objections, the applicant made provision that no cheap liquor 
such as “papsak” and quarts be sold in the liquor shop.  The owner will be 
requested to wall the property ensuring to limit the impact of the activities on the site 
with regard to the neighbouring properties. 

 
The conditions of establishment of Betty’s Bay was imposed 77 years ago and with 
development over this period of time with more and more residents permanently 
staying in Betty’s Bay and development of the business erven, it is clear that the 
needs have changed.  The conditions of establishment made provision for the 
changes by giving the option of the removal or amendment of conditions, if found 
desirable.  The economic impetus into Betty’s Bay with its growing community and 
younger community, it is viable for the applicant to develop the erf within the primary 
and consent use rights available to cater for the community.  It is imperative to note 
that Extension 1 was established with a hotel site, where off-sales are allowed.  The 
sale of alcohol was made provision for by the Township Developers. 

 
Under the heading General, the applicant plotted the objections on a map and 
graphically indicated the locality of the objections.  An amount of two hundred and 
fifty three (253) notices was distributed of which nine (9) objections were received 
within a radius of 500m and twenty five (25) objections between the radius of 500m 
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to 1000m.  Most objections were received from people residing between 1km - 7km 
from the application site.  The applicant argued that the majority of people objected 
are not in close proximity to the proposed liquor shop. 

 
The objections received refer to the social impact of liquor, however the proposed 
application cannot be held responsible for human behaviour.  The objections 
referring to the availability of alcohol in restaurants have its own implications, the 
notion that it is more acceptable to drink and drive.  The aforementioned has more 
of a social and safety impact than the consumption of alcohol in your own home.  
The fact that the surrounding towns have bottle stores/liquor shops are irrelevant 
since a town must cater for its own vices and not burden the surrounding towns.  

 
Betty’s Bay demographic population is changing and therefore the needs of the 
permanent community.  This is evident in the amount of building plans submitted 
and enquiries related to the development of existing business erven. 

 
The application for a liquor shop located in a business node on the fringe of the 
township is found desirable. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

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

Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) on Erf 5580, Betty’s Bay 
for the amendment of the restrictive conditions Page 3, Clause No. I.D.A.(a), 
Page 5, Clause No. II,D.A.(a) and Page 8, Clause No. III,D.(l)(a) in Title Deed 
T10710/2018, be approved to read as follows: 
 
❖ “That the erf may only be used for uses as shops, business premises and 

bottle store which shall not include a licensed hotel, garage and/or buildings 
combining two or more of such uses together with such outbuildings as are 
ordinarily required to be used therewith, be erected on this erf.” 

  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the By-Law for a consent use 

in order to utilize a portion of the existing building on the property concerned for 
a Tops Liquor Shop, be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the 
By-Law 

  
3. that the approvals in Points 1 and 2 above be subject to the following conditions: 
  
 (a) the liquor shop be developed simultaneously with the Spar Grocery Shop; 
   
 (b) that no cheap liquor such as quarts and “papsak” be sold from the 

premises; 
   
 (c) that commercial rates and service tariffs, as determined by the annual 

budget be made applicable, which tariffs are automatically adjusted in 
terms of the annual budget; 

   
 (d) that the facility complies with Health and Safety Legislation and Fire 

Regulations and that applications be made for the relevant Health and 
Safety and Fire Certificates; 

   
 (e) that adequate provision be made to manage the behaviour of patrons 

(both inside and outside the building) and for security and protection of 
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surrounding properties, patrons, vehicles, etc. to the satisfaction of the 
Senior Manager: Town- and Spatial Planning; 

   
 (f) that a single non-illuminated sign, that complies with the Municipal By-Law 

on Signage, may be displayed on the premises; 
   
 (g) that the trading hours of business be in accordance with Overstrand Liquor 

By-Law; 
   
 (h) that a Certificate of Acceptability from the Health Department of the 

Overberg District Council and Fire Prevention Certificate be obtained from 
the Municipal Fire Department; 

   
 (i) that the Overstrand Municipality retains the right to enforce any relevant 

legislation, as well as law and order on the premises, on the landowner/s; 
   
 (j) that the site provide for the provision of refuse storage in terms of Part U of 

SANS 10400 of the National Building Regulations; 
   
 (k) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation; 
   
 (l) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure H), be 

complied with, and 
   
 (m) that all the conditions imposed by the Western Cape Government : 

Transport & Public Works (attached as Annexure J), be complied with. 
   
4. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

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

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The application has followed due procedure. 
❖ A total of two hundred and fifty three (253) registered letters were send of which 

only nine (9) was within a radius of 500m.  The direct surrounding owners did not 
object to the application. 

❖ The property is located in an existing business node. 
❖ It is located on the fringe of a residential area with the R44 Provincial Road as the 

northern boundary. 
❖ Many of the objections are assumptions, whilst similar businesses are being 

conducted successfully in the surrounding towns. 
❖ The character of an undeveloped sleepy town of Betty’s Bay has changed 

substantially the past 77 years, permanent residents and a younger demographic 
is evident, which creates an economic market to cater for the different needs. 

❖ No new municipal services will be required. 
❖ The application is in line with the aims of the Overstrand Municipality Spatial 

Development Framework and Growth Management Strategy to promote 
economic development within the existing business nodes. 

❖ The objections received question the desirability of the application in relation to 
the impact on the character of the area.  The area is however identified as a 
business node.  
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❖ The objectors question the desirability of the application in relation to the impact 
on surrounding property owners.  The surrounding owners did not object to the 
application. 

❖ The approval of the application would create job opportunities and also benefit 
the economy of the area with residents’ spending money in the area. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Original Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Amended Site Development Plan 
Annexure E: Title Deed T10710/2018 and Conveyancer Certificate 
Annexure F: Objections received 
Annexure G: Applicant’s response to objections received 
Annexure H: Services Report 
Annexure I: Comment: Fire Department 
Annexure J: Comment : Western Cape Government : Transport & Public Works  
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