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4.1 
ERF 98, 13 MARK STREET, GANSBAAI: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, DEPARTURE AND 
DETERMINATION OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY, MESSRS TOWN AND COUNTRY ON 
BEHALF OF TA’LEEMUL ISLAM MASJID MADRASAH AND SCHOOL 
 
98 GGB (4570/2024) 
SW van der Merwe (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
27 May 2025 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application has been received on 30 January 2024 from Messrs Town & Country in 
terms of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2020 (By-Law) on behalf of Ta’leemul Islam Masjid Madrasah and School, the 
owners of Erf 98, Gansbaai for the following: 

 
❖ Rezoning in terms of Section 16(2)(a) of the By-Law from Residential Zone 1 (SR1) 

to Community Zone 1: Place of Worship to accommodate an Islamic Centre. 

 

❖ Departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law to encroach the southern street 

building line from 5m to 3,96m to accommodate the existing building and proposed 

prayer room extension. 

 

❖ Determination of an administrative penalty in terms of Section 16(2)(q) of the By-

Law to accommodate the existing structures and use as place of worship. 

 
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 and the 
proposed Site Development Plan is attached as Annexure C. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 98, Gansbaai is zoned for Residential Zone 1 purposes and measures 972m² in 
extent.  The property is situated on the corner of Mark Street and Barnard Street, 
Gansbaai and developed with a dwelling house and an outbuilding (garage). 

 
The property was registered in the name of the current owner during 2022.  Building 
plans were approved on 23 February 2022 for amongst others a foyer and bathroom 
addition to the existing dwelling that adhere to the 4m street building line for a Residential 
Zone 1 property.  The addition as built is situated 3,96m from the street boundary of the 
property. 

 
The property is being used as a Place of Worship without approval since March 2022.  
Following receipt of a formal complaint on 6 May 2022 a compliance notice dated 30 June 
2022 was served onto the applicant who appointed a professional town planner to submit 
the required applications.  The application was submitted on 30 January 2024. 
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The application for rezoning to Community Zone will formalise the use of the property as 
an Islamic Centre (mosque and lecture room and proposed dwelling for the imam).  The 
centre will cater for a congregation of approximately 100 people to accommodate 
residents, visitors and future growth and will consist of the following: 

 

• 3 prayer areas 

• lecture room 

• ablution facilities 

• house for the imam 

• garage 

• 18 on-site parking bays with access from Barnard Street 
 

The centre will be open an hour and a half before sunrise to two hours after sunset.  The 
congregation gathers once per week as a group on a Friday between 12:30 and 14:00.  
The building will also be used where followers of Islam are called to pray.  Five daily 
prayers are prescribed by Islam; first prayer begins pre-dawn with the last prayer after 
dusk.  Most of the five daily prayers can take place anywhere, but all men are required to 
gather at the mosque for the Friday noon prayer.  The mosque will also be used 
throughout the week for prayer, study, reflection, or a place for rest and reflection on an 
individual needs’ basis.  No loudspeaker will be installed.  Alternatives for calling of prayer 
will be investigated i.e. radio transmitters / receivers to houses of the congregation. 

 
Community Zone properties need to adhere to a 5m building line in terms of the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme, 2020.  In addition to rezoning, the application also entails 
a departure of the southern street building line along Mark Street to 3,96m to 
accommodate the existing building and proposed prayer room extension. 

 
Despite the aforesaid building line, the parsonage and associated outbuildings (garage) is 
subject to the development parameters of Residential Zone 1.  Therefore, a 2m lateral 
building line is applicable.  In this regard the application submitted and advertised 
included a lateral building line encroachment from 5m to 2m which is no longer applicable 
and was formally withdrawn by the applicant. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
REZONING AND DEPARTURE 

 
❖ Gansbaai CBD functions as a commercial node along the R43 corridor serving, De 

Kelders, Franskraal and Birkenhead area. 
❖ Commercial development should be contained along this axis. 
❖ The proposal complies with the general goals of the SDF in that it is situated within 

the central portion of Gansbaai CBD and avoids the R43 corridor. 
❖ Proposal addresses the social needs / expectations of all sections of the community. 
❖ The Overstrand Municipal Growth Management Strategy earmarks the property as 

an economic opportunity. 
❖ Consistent with key PSDF policies that seeks: 

(i) Greater productivity 
(ii) More inclusive development in urban areas 
(iii) Strengthening resilience and sustainable development 
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❖ Consistent with the planning principles in terms of LUPA and SPLUMA: 
(i) Spatial Justice: Proposed Islamic Centre will provide the community with a 

place of worship where they can enjoy their constitutional right to a religion. 
(ii) Spatial Sustainability: Consistent with the overhead planning documents and 

makes use of existing infrastructure. 
(iii) Spatial Efficiency: The proposal uses existing resources and will add value to 

Gansbaai, i.e. providing a place of worship. 
(iv) Spatial Resilience: Enable more citizens to access worship in a sustainable 

location. 
(v) Good Administration: Application will be considered and processed within the 

timeframes of the municipal planning By-Law. 
❖ Existing access from Barnard Street will be used. 
❖ 19 onsite parking bays are required.  Proposal provides 18 on-site parking bays and 

one in a garage. 
❖ Municipal services exist and are provided by the municipality. 
❖ The property is already developed, and no indigenous vegetation will be removed. 
❖ The property is flat and being situated on a corner plot easily accessible. 
❖ Erf size sufficient for the proposed use. 
❖ Property is situated in the urban edge. 
❖ Surrounding area has a mixed character that will not be significantly impacted by the 

proposed Islamic centre. 
❖ Property is central to the Gansbaai CBD area. 
❖ Proposal will not detract from already existing uses in the surrounding 

neighbourhood with mixed uses. 
❖ The proposal is in line with the general principles set in forward planning documents 

providing much needed community facilities. 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY 
 

Nature, duration, gravity and extent of contravention 
 

No additional buildings were erected as the Islamic Centre is operated from the existing 
dwelling. 

 
Conduct of the person (allegedly) involved in contravention 

 
It is not believed that the currents owners are involved in any contraventions. 

 
Report by a Quantity Surveyor in matters of unauthorised building / construction 

 
No unauthorised construction took place. 

 
Whether the unlawful conduct was stopped 

 
No, as the mosque currently fulfil a religious and community service. 
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Whether the person allegedly involved in the contravention has previously 
contravened this By-Law 

 
There is not previous known. 

 
PLANNING PRINCIPLES 

 
❖ Compliant with planning principles in terms of LUPA and SPLUMA: 

 
Spatial Justice 

 
An Islamic centre is proposed in a central area that will provide the community with 
a place of worship where they can enjoy their constitutional right to practise their 
religion together. 

 
Spatial Efficiency 

 
Proposal makes use of existing resources and will add value to the town by adding 
a place of worship. 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
Proposal is in line with planning policy documents and makes use of existing 
infrastructure. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
Proposal will enable more citizens to worship in a convenient location. 

 
Good Administration 

 
No bearing on applicant.  Overstrand Municipality to consider application fairly and 
within the timeframes provided in the municipal planning By-Law. 

 

ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local Newspaper Yes 12 April 2024 17 May 2024 

Notices via e-mail & site 
notice 

Yes 12 April 2024 17 May 2024 

Internal Departments Yes 12 April 2024 17 May 2024 

Ward councillor Yes 12 April 2024 17 May 2024 

Total comments Three (3) letters of objection 

Total letters of support One (1) letter of support 

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

 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Waste Management 15/04/2024 No objection. 

Building Department 16/04/2024 

No objection.  All buildings to comply 
with NBR and all other applicable law.  
Provide disabled parking, hard 
surface access to the building in line 
with SANS 10400 Part S. 

Fire Services 17/04/2024 

No objection, subject to compliance 
with the provision of SANS 10400-A: 
2016, 10400-T: 2020 and the By-Law 
relating to fire safety. 

OpenServe (Telkom) 25/04/2024 Attached as Annexure F. 

Engineering Services 20/05/2024 Attached as Annexure G. 

District Health 23/05/2024 Attached as Annexure H. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Three letters of objection and one letter of support were received and are listed 
below: 

 
 R Morrick, the owner of Erf 106 Gansbaai (letter of support) 
 I Crous, the owner of Erf, 105, Gansbaai 
 Juana Maritz, the owner of Erf 639 
 Black Squre Town Planning on behalf of PC Groenewald the owner of Erf 99, 

Gansbaai. 
 

The letters of objection and support are attached as per Annexure D.  The applicant’s 
response to the objections is attached as per Annexure E. 

 
The objections can be summarized as follows: 

 
LETTER OF SUPPORT, R Morrick 

 
“We do not have a problem with the proposed changes to Erf 98.” 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Noted 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Noted 
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OBJECTION, Ilze Crous, Erf 105, 40 Buitekant Street, Gansbaai 
 

Objection 1 
 

Continued contravention of By-Laws 
 

❖ Concern that the local By-Laws have been contravened since March 2022 to start 
the Islamic Centre in the middle of Gansbaai and are still continuing. 

❖ Question whether it is in order to contravene a law and later argue that a need has 
now been created for the service in a place where it was against in the law in the 
first place. 

❖ Comment there was no need for an Islamic Centre or school in the middle of a 
fisherman’s village. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The owner was made aware of the contravention and has since lodged the application 
for the determination of the administrative penalty and applied for the appropriate 
rezoning and building line departures. 

 
The need for the Islamic Centre in the middle of town is to make it accessible to people at 
work, to conveniently be able to go to the masjid on a Friday. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The objectors’ concern is noted as well as the applicant’s response thereto.  The 
application submitted followed the prescribed application and public participation 
processes, including an application for determination of an administrative penalty 
dealing with the unauthorized land use aspect.  Despite the land use 
contravention, the application is still to be evaluated and considered on its 
individual merit, regardless of the fact that the current use is unauthorised. 

 
Objection 2 

 
❖ Why in the middle of a fisherman’s village? 
❖ Question whether there is no other appropriate site available where this need can be 

attended to. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

We believe that the site is appropriate in terms of surrounding land use and location.  
Other than residential uses, there is within 100m of this site in Barnard Street, an OK 
Foods, a site selling old building material, a municipal erf, bookkeepers and a radio / tv 
repair shop.  This area has a mixed-use appearance. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with. 

 
Objection 3 

 
❖ Lack of parking. 
❖ Comment that there will be vehicles parking on the pavements around the facility.  

The school may also attract a large number of students with additional requirements 
for parking and an increased noise factor.  It will exacerbate the traffic problem in a 
quiet neighbourhood. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The parking plan makes provision for enough parking bays, as prescribed by the zoning 
scheme.  With the facility being centrally located, many worshippers will also walk to the 
masjid. 

 
The school referred to is not a traditional academic school.  The school is only attended 
by scholars of the church when there aren’t any services and consists of only a small 
number of people at a time. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Onsite parking provision will be made available in accordance with the provisions of the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme and are supported by the Council’s Engineering Services 
Department.  This will be further considered in the evaluation below. 

 
Objection 4 

 
❖ Rezoning: noise and traffic. 
❖ Concern that if the zoning is changed it will cause more human and vehicle traffic.  

It will have an impact on the services provided in the neighbourhood.  More people 
as activities grow. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The rezoning is only formalizing the existing use, a small extension and allows for 
building plans to be lodged for an extension and a house. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The rezoning will increase the activity on the property beyond that experienced as a 
single residential property.  The application property is situated centrally in the Gansbaai 
CBD within one road parallel to the Main Road in an area with mixed commercial and 
residential character already.  Considering the subject property is situated in an area with 
mixed uses, character and traffic generation based on this mixed area character, the 
proposed change of use is not considered to further detract from the current status quo in 
the area. 

 
It should also be pointed out that the property back directly onto Main Road facing 
commercial properties, such as a restaurant with an entertainment license, liquor store 
and various shops.  As such the immediate surrounding area cannot be described as a 
quiet residential neighbourhood.  In addition, the current primary rights permit operational 
hours beyond midnight, which is considered to have a far greater impact on the adjoining 
property owners opposed to a place of worship. 

 
Objection 5 

 
❖ Changing the character of the neighbourhood. 
❖ Noted that this is an area with many heritage houses. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The existing house remains, and the extensions proposed, are similar to what is already 
there.  In essence there will not be an impact in character, except that the site will be 
visually and aesthetically improved. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The property is situated outside the Heritage Protection Overlay Zone.  There are 
properties in the vicinity that had been identified as conservation worthy in terms of the 
Overstrand Heritage Survey that will not be affected by the proposed change of use.  The 
property itself is not classified in terms of the Overstrand Heritage Survey. 

 
Objection 6 

 
❖ Concerns about the way in which the centre was started.  Residents weren’t informed 

and no application was lodged at the municipality. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

Noted 
 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The property owners did meet with the planner for the Gansbaai area prior to acquiring 
the property.  The owners were advised that the current zoning is not suitable for a place 
of worship and that the appropriate use rights to be obtained prior to commencement 
thereof.  Despite the aforesaid, the owners proceeded with the purchase.  Following 
receipt of a formal complaint during May 2022 the unauthorized land use was discovered, 
and a compliance notice was served onto the owner, resulting in the submission of the 
planning application.  Despite the aforesaid the application will be considered upon merit 
as per the evaluation below. 

 
OBJECTION, Juana Maritz, Erf 639, 32 Barnard Street, Gansbaai 

 
Objection 1 

 
❖ “I wish to put on record that I have no concern with the intended extensions and 

prayer operations, provided the operation is executed silent and non-disturbing” 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

Noted and in order. 
 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Applicant’s comments are noted. 
 

Objection 2 
 

❖ “No calling at prayer time should be allowed.  And we re-iterate that NO devise(s) of 
disturbance be approved for any calling that could be an invasion of the peace to the 
non-Islamic community. 

❖ We welcome and respect Islamic prayer operations.  However, we would also 
appreciate respect shown to the general community who has been around for long 
years. 

❖ Cell phone devices should be fine.  However no loud calling / singing in the residential 
area.” 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

As noted in the application, no loudspeaker devices will be used for the calling of prayer. 
 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The applicant indicated that no loudspeaker devices will be used for the calling of prayer.  
This matter will be worked into the approval conditions should the application be 
supported. 

 
Objection 3 

 
❖ Parking should strictly be at the confirmed residence.  The question is asked 

how the prayer of a 100 people could be silent. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

In order 
 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Onsite parking provision will be made available in accordance with the provisions of the 
land use scheme.  The parking layout is further discussed in the desirability of the 
application under paragraph 11. 

 
Objection 4 

 
❖ Comment that she is sure that the garden will be groomed as the leaves has been a 

disturbance to neighbours as gutters and drains are clogged and need cleaning 
every day. 

❖ The state of the grounds of the property is currently untidy.  It would be appreciated if 
this could be addressed. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The entire erf will be cleared and the parking area formalized once the application is 
approved. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Applicant’s comment is noted. 

 
OBJECTION, Black Square on behalf of PC Groenewald, Erf 99, 15 Mark Street, 
Gansbaai 

 
Objection 1 

 
Lack of clarity pertaining to application and application flaws 

 
Proposed Device 

 
❖ The application states that a loudspeaker will not be installed at the mosque.  

Alternatives such as a radio transmitter system at homes and businesses of 
worshippers will be considered and also smart phone applications.  The effect of the 
proposed mosque therefore seems to not have been properly thought through as no 
definite solutions are in place to convince the surrounding residential community of 
the potential non-effect of this use. 
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❖ Accordingly, no noise / nuisance mitigation measures are investigated and a mere 
statement by the applicant in this regard cannot be construed as mitigation. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Mitigation is only required if there is a perceived nuisance.  Since loudspeakers will not 
be used, there is no anticipated noise nuisance.  The specific device that will be used 
to inform worshippers in their homes or work area is irrelevant, as long as there is no 
noise pollution perceived by surrounding landowners, or members of the public. 

 
The use was already unlawfully implemented.  The formalization of the use will however 
ensure that the erf will be made aesthetically more pleasing and vehicles will be parked 
in an organized way. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted and agreed with.   

 
Site development plan 

 
❖ There were two site / parking plans attached to the application, demonstrating that 

there is not a clear plan in place. 
❖ The consultant then analyses the workability of the parking plans. 
❖ Ms. Swart notes that 19 parking bays are required, and that the SDP only makes 

provision for only 18 bays are provided (including the garage bay) which constitutes 
as a permanent departure). 

❖ Comment that provision is not made for disabled parking and that that there is 
therefore a shortcoming in the application. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The initial plan was revised after the municipal Town Planning Division pointed out to us 
that the first one was not workable.  It is unfortunate that neighbours were supplied with 
the plan that was no longer applicable / relevant.   
Since Ms. Jacolene Swart, however, refers to our cover letter with the revised 
information, she is very well aware that the initial plan was revised. 

 
The distances between parking bays comply with regulations. 

 
The relevant SDP makes provision for 18 bays and 1 garage parking space that equates 
to 19 parking bays. 

 
It is very clear on the SDP that there is more than enough space to allow for one of the 
parking bays to be used for purposes of disabled parking bay – especially since 
provision was made for a disabled ramp as part of the new building extensions.  Please 
refer to the amended plan, indicating the disabled parking bay. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant is correct that the parking layout was amended upon request of the 
planning department.  The amended parking layout that had been distributed is dated 
with an official Overstrand municipal stamp, dated 11 March 2024.  The said plan was 
part of the official public participation process allowing interested and affected parties to 
comment or even to seek clarification. 
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The parking layout and compliance with the scheme regulations will be further discussed 
in the evaluation below. 

 
Objection 2 

 
❖ It is noted that the site is too small for what is proposed. 
❖ It is questioned whether the ±160m² floor area, that includes ablutions and 

general areas, is sufficient to accommodate a 100 people. 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The SDP illustrates that with the small masjid proposed, there is sufficient space on site 
to comply with parking requirements. 

 
The floor plan that was attached showed the distribution of the anticipated 100 people 
between the prayer rooms, although there will be most likely be less people at a time. 

 
According to mosque guidelines that were consulted the following: 

 
“the average human requires a rectangular area to pray.  The dimensions needed are 
120cm or 1.2m in length and 50cm or 0.5m in width.  If we multiply the two numbers 
together, we get the total area a person needs to pray i.e. 1.2 x 0.5 – 0.6 square 
meters.” 

 
The proposal therefore allows for enough space. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant’s comment is noted.  Should the application be supported, the applicant will 
be required to submit a detailed SDP to demonstrate compliance with the development 
parameters in terms of the Scheme regulations, which will be further discussed in the 
desirability of the application under paragraph 11. 

 
Objection 3 

 
The municipal notice did not include colour images / photos, which makes it difficult for 
the lay persons to read. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Notices indicate that more information can be obtained from the municipality.  In most 
instances municipalities do not include motivation reports and is it the public’s 
responsibility to obtain the complete document from the local authority. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Colour copies are available on the planning file or could be requested if required. 
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Objection 4 

 
Incompatible zoning and associated land use rights 

 
It is noted that the majority of the area measured Northwards from the corner of Mark 
Street and Barnard Street is residential in nature.  The proposed rezoning to 
Community Zone 1 is therefore not only out of character in its immediate area but 
creates a spot zoning adjacent to residential uses and other business uses.  While 
other community uses are present in Gansbaai there are generally situated on much 
larger properties (approximately double the extent of the subject property, at the 
least); and were situated on similar-sized properties, the uses pertain to childcare 
(pre-schools, etc.), with much smaller capacity than proposed. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Ms. Swart does not indicate where she believes would then be a suitable area for 
Community Zone 1 erven.  A place of worship is often situated inside residential areas 
or commercial areas where it is easy to access.  In this specific instance, it will mostly be 
used on a Friday during business hours.  The placement of the place of worship in a 
central area in town is therefore ideal, since worshippers can leave their place of work to 
attend the Friday prayer. 

 
It is astounding that the objector would find a supermarket and or restaurant also in close 
vicinity, to be more acceptable than a place of worship that is used much less than a 
business zoned property. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The objector states that Community Zone erven are evident in Gansbaai but on plots 
double the size, whilst smaller Community Zone erven are limited to childcare facilities.  
This statement is not correct.  Erf 12 and Erf 512 Gansbaai are Community Zone erven of 
873m² and 1084m² respectively.  Both these erven are situated in residential areas and 
used for worship purposes without any complaints.  Despite the aforesaid, the plot size 
will determine the impact and potential of the property since building plans will have to 
demonstrate compliance with the development parameters in terms of the zoning applied 
for save for any deviations from the parameters, unless approved by the municipality.  
Further, the scale and bulk of the development could be controlled in terms of the 
approval conditions to ensure it remains in keeping with the character of the area, should 
the application be supported.  The compatibility of the proposed rezoning will be further 
discussed in the desirability of the application under paragraph 11. 

 
Objection 5 

 
One must consider the future development rights associated with a rezoning (height, bulk, 
etc.) Ms Swart then does a comparison of the rights associated between the Community 
Zone and Single Residential Zone. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
With the site being relatively small, there is no room for further expansion, due to parking 
requirements.  Future development rights are therefore irrelevant. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
❖ The objector provided a summary of the primary rights, consent uses and development 

parameters of Residential Zone 1 and Community Zone to demonstrate that the 
extension of the rights by means of the proposed rezoning is undesirable.  This 
sentiment is not necessarily agreed with for the following reasons: 
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• the application for rezoning is for a place of worship only and should not be 
considered as an open-ended permission in terms of primary rights and consent 
uses; 

• 1.2 floor factor (i.e. 1166m² floor space) of the proposed zoning is more restrictive as 
the total floor space permitted under residential zone 1 based on 50% coverage and 
a three-story building would have a total floor area of 1458m², 

• proposed coverage at 60% is more than the permitted 50% under residential zone, 
however the 1,2m bulk factor tempers the total permissible floor space; 

• height restriction of the proposed zoning for the building (10,5m) and the tower 
(14m) is higher, but could be limited in terms of the approval conditions. 

 
Objection 6 

 
❖ Non-compliance with applicable policy. 
❖ Ms Swart notes that the application is not sufficiently motivated in terms of 

desirability, since the document merely states that the proposal will not have an 
impact on the surrounding area. 

❖ Reference to Section 84(2) with reference to unlawful use. 
❖ Section 90(3) refers to the conduct of the person involved in the contravention.  It is 

noted that the person is clearly involved in illegal use, due to the illegal activity on Erf 
98. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The motivation report evaluated desirability in terms of all the different facets indicated 
in the By-Law that includes among other: 

 
➢ Overhead planning policy 
➢ SPLUMA development principles 
➢ Availability of services 
➢ Surrounding land use 
➢ Physical Characteristic 
➢ Character of the area 

 
The desirability of the proposal was therefore motivated on more principles than just the 
impact on the direct neighbour. 

 
An application is specifically made for the determination of an administrative penalty due 
to the illegal use of the property. 

 
The owner lodged an application for the determination of an administrative penalty and is 
also attempting to rectify the illegal use. 

 
Mr. Anik, who is the applicant, is also a business owner of a number of business premises 
in Gansbaai.  He provides job opportunities to the local community and establishing the 
masjid is not for personal gain, but to provide a place of worship to the Islamic community 
of Gansbaai. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The applicant’s comment is noted. 
 

Reference to Section 84(2) is noted.  Following receipt of a complaint pertaining to the 
unauthorized land use a compliance noticed was served on the property owner.  This 
resulted in the appointment of Messrs. Town- and Country for the submission of the 
application under consideration.  Despite the aforesaid, the application is still to be 
considered on merit within the legislative prescripts. 

 
Reference to Section 90(3) it is agreed with that the application seeks amongst others to 
rectify a contravention.  Therefore the applicant who acquired the property during 2022 
allowed the use in contravention with the zoning of the property which is not disputed by 
the applicant. 

 
Objection 7 

 
Land Use Scheme, 2020 
Section 9.1.2 comment with regards to how the objector would prefer the building lines to 
be indicated on the site development plan. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Noted 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
A place of worship is subject to a 5m building line.  A parsonage or dwelling unit 
including associate outbuildings reverts to building lines applicable to Residential Zone 
1, i.e. a 2m lateral building line which had been indicated correctly on the SDP. 

 
The parking area for the place of worship does not trigger a departure application. 

 
Objection 8 

 
❖ 16.1.1 (d) upon an application, the Municipality will also take the following principles 

into account. 
 

• if in its opinion, the architectural effect of the building line relation will enhance 
the appearance of a street; 

• if in its opinion there are special circumstances, motivated to its satisfaction. 
 

❖ Ms. Swart states that no visual effort was included and also that no special 
circumstances are motivated. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The application included architectural drawings that indicated that extensions will merely 
extend what is already there. 

 
The motivation, taken from the document that was lodged, as follow: 

 

• The departures are required due to the original house being erected 3,96m from the 
street boundary.  Placing the addition on the same building line is practical and allows 
for sufficient space remaining for parking purposes. 
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• The departures required on the side buildings lines are for a dwelling.  The impact of it 
would therefore be the same as the adjoining residential property towards the north. 

 
The departures will not have a negative visual impact on surrounding landowners, or 
impact on any sight lines from the street. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
In terms of Section 9.1.2 of the land use scheme a 2m lateral building line is applicable 
to a dwelling unit and garage.  The 5m building line is only applicable to the place of 
worship and the street building line encroachment of the existing dwelling and proposed 
prayer room addition being in line with the existing dwelling.  The encroachment is 
mainly as a result of the more restrictive 5m building line applicable to the zoning, 
therefore this section is not applicable. 

 
Section 16.1.1(d) contains principles that the decision maker must consider as alluded to 
by the applicant above.  This matter will be further considered in the desirability of the 
application under paragraph 11. 

 
Objection 9 

 
17.1.5 The parking bays do not comply with the parking bay minimum requirements 
of 2,5m x 5m. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The parking bays are compliant. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Noted and agreed with as far as the individual parking bay dimensions are concerned. 

 
Objection 10 

 
17.1.6 Comment that a physically disabled parking bay was not indicated on the 
SDP 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The disabled parking bay was not indicated on the amended parking bay, but sufficient 
space is available.  Please refer to the amended SDP, indicating the disabled parking 
bay. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The revised SDP indicates a disabled parking bay although the dimension is not correct.  
Should the application be supported, provision for disabled parking will be incorporated in 
the approval conditions. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
N/A 

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

objections/and response thereon) 
 

N/A 
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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. 
 

Spatial Justice 
The proposal will not perpetuate past spatial imbalances and will provide access to 
opportunities (i.e., place of worship) within the Gansbaai CBD which is a community 
need and a constitutional right.) 

 
Spatial Sustainability 
The proposed community facility is centrally located and easily accessible from the 
Main Road.  Being situated within an area of mixed commercial and residential 
character, adjacent to the CBD the proposal will make optimum use of existing land 
and will not impact on agricultural land or environmental sensitive or biodiversity rich 
areas.  The application is thus deemed spatially sustainable. 

 
Efficiency 
The proposed development in accordance with the SDF and OMGMS promotes a 
compact CDB, optimal use of space, energy, infrastructure, resources, and land.  
The proposal also promotes densification and urban development typologies, thus 
consistent with the principle of efficiency. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The principle relates to climate change to ensure that occupants will be able to use / 
develop their properties with little as possible physical and financial discomfort.  The 
proposal is consistent with the applicable strategic policy documents, which adheres 
to the principle of spatial resilience. 

 
Good administration 
The application followed the required planning procedures to ensure that land use 
activity is in line with Municipal By-Laws and the public process has been followed. 

 
10.3 (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 
 

Consistent with the IDP and Spatial Development Framework. 
 

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

N/A 
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10.6 Impact on municipal engineering services 
 

Municipal services are available and will not be impacted upon by the proposal.  
The application is supported by the Engineering Services Department, subject to 
conditions, including the payment of a bulk development contribution levy. 

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

 
The proposed rezoning and consent use application does not trigger the provisions 
of NEMA or Section 38 of the National Heritage Resources Act. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The application is in line with the Overstrand Zoning Scheme to accommodate the 
land uses through an application process. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
PROPOSED REZONING 

 
The subject property is situated within the Gansbaai CBD with easy access via Mark- 
and Barnard Streets via Main Road, Gansbaai.  The property is situated in an area 
earmarked as a local economic opportunity as per the Overstrand Municipal Growth 
Management Strategy (OMGMS). 

 
The proposed rezoning is consistent with the SDF and OMGS for the following 
reasons: 

 

• the proposal comprises infill development, thus making better use of existing 
brown field land, thereby consistent with the principles of compaction and 
containment of the urban edge and the provision of a balanced land use mix; 

• the property is centrally located in the CBD and easy accessible; 

• the property abuts the main road corridor and will not impact the westerly 
expansion of the CBD to link with the Gansbaai harbour; 

• the proposal provides for a buffer between the commercial uses along the Main 
Road axis, the Islamic Centre and adjoining residential properties; 

• according to the OMGMS church sites is under provided for (13 existing sites 
whilst 22 is required in terms of the applicable standards for community facility 
provision) in Gansbaai as a whole. 

 
The proposed rezoning from Residential Zone 1 to Community Zone to accommodate 
the Islamic Centre will legalise the use of the property, being the only facility in the 
Greater Gansbaai where followers of Islam could congregate.  The proposed 
rezoning therefore addresses a need in the area which is a constitutional right and in 
line with the SDF and OMGMS. 
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The surrounding area comprises a mixture of commercial uses (shops, offices, 
restaurants with place of entertainment) to the southeast, south and west.  Properties 
directly adjacent to the north and east are predominantly residential.  A commercial 
property (offices) is also situated further north on the corner of Barnard- and 
Voortrekker Streets.  It is therefore clear that the area has a mixed character.  Being 
situated within the CBD and earmarked as an economic opportunity the property 
could be developed with higher intensity / impact type of uses compared operating 
past midnight, opposed to the proposed place of worship which is considered to have 
a lesser impact onto the adjoining residential area. 

 
As per the town planner’s response to the objections, it is not uncommon to find 
churches within, or in proximity of residential areas. 

 
For the reasons above the view is held that the Islamic Centre, given its central 
location and proximity to the Main Road commercial axis will not have a significant or 
impact on the adjoining residential properties sufficient to justify the application being 
undesirable. 

 
The applicant indicated that the Islamic Centre will not call for prayer of the 
congregation by loudspeaker, thereby ensuring that the character of the area is not 
adversely impacted upon.  This will be incorporated in the approval conditions should 
the application recommended for approval. 

 
The amended SDP submitted indicates access to be obtained from Barnard Street 
with egress onto Mark Street.  Although no objection is raised by the municipal 
Engineering Services Department to the parking layout, the layout is not considered 
practical in all respects.  The proposed disabled parking bay, (bay 15) does not 
comply with the minimum dimensions required in terms of the scheme regulations.  
Tandem parking bays 10 and 19 is not practical and cannot be accepted in the 
current format.  It would be more preferable that consideration be given to demolish 
the existing garage which is in a poor state in any event in favour of the on-site 
parking requirement and the provision of the dwelling house and the first floor.  
Therefore, should the recommendation be supported, the applicant will be required to 
submit a detailed parking layout plan with dimensions to demonstrate compliance 
with the land use scheme.  The SDP will also have to confirm the maximum 
occupancy to demonstrate a feasible parking layout. 

 
Having had regard to the evaluation above the proposed place of worship is not 
considered to detract from vested rights of adjoining properties as the associated 
impact, if any could be mitigated in terms of approval conditions.  Parking will be 
provided on-site in accordance with a revised SDP to demonstrate compliance with 
the land use scheme and will not adversely impact the safety of road users or 
sightlines. 

 
DEPARTURE 

 
The proposed departure is for an existing approved addition that encroach the more 
restrictive 5m street building line by reason of the rezoning.  It will not result in any 
changes to the external appearance of the building, does not impact the character of 
the area or traffic in terms of sightlines. 
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Despite the more restrictive 5m building line applicable to community zone the 
construction of a dwelling is a primary right and subject to the same building lines as 
per Residential Zone 1, namely 2m.  The proposed dwelling (pasturage) maintains a 
2m building line and therefore need not to be considered as a departure as the 5m 
building line.  Application also incorrectly included a lateral building line 
encroachment which is not required since a 2m lateral building line applies.  This will 
be dealt with in the resolution. 

 
No objections were raised by the Engineering Services Department because of the 
availability and capacity of services, subject to conditions, amongst others payment of 
a bulk contribution levy. 

 
The title deed does not contain any restrictive conditions that prohibit the proposed 
rezoning. 

 
DETERMINATION OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY 

 
The nature, duration, gravity and extent of the contravention 

 
The existing dwelling on property is used as an Islamic Centre since March 2022, 
which use is ongoing.  No unauthorized construction took place as existing approved 
buildings are being utilized. 

 
The conduct of the person involved in the contravention 

 
According to the applicant it not believed that the currents owners are involved in any 
contraventions. 

 
A formal complaint was submitted regarding the unauthorized use of the property as 
Islamic Centre resulting in the service of a formal compliance notice being served on 
the property owner dated 30 June 2022 (attached as per Annexure I).  The property 
owner appointed Messrs. Town and Country who submitted a land use application to 
obtain retrospective permission. 

 
Whether the unlawful conduct was stopped 

 
The unauthorised use did not stop as the Islamic Centre fulfils a religious and 
community service. 

 
A report by a quantity surveyor in matters of unauthorised building/construction 

 
The applicant deems a QS report unnecessary due to the negligible impacts and well 
documented existing conditions. 

 
Whether the person allegedly involved in the contravention has previously 
contravened this By-Law or a previous planning law 

 
The property owner has not to the applicant’s knowledge previously contravened the 
By-Law. 
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The responsibility lies with the property owner to ensure the use of the property 
complies with the zoning of the property.  The owner, prior to the property purchase 
did make enquires to the planning department and was advised that the property 
may not be used for purpose of place of worship.  A professional town planner and 
subsequent application was submitted following service of a compliance notice.  The 
property owner did approach the municipality prior to acquiring the property and was 
fully aware of the land use restrictions in terms of the current zoning.  Despite the 
aforesaid the property owner commenced with the unauthorized use as a place of 
worship, which in similar cases resulted in an administrative penalty fee to be 
imposed varying between 10% and 20%, based on the municipal valuation of the 
unauthorised land use.  Having had regard to the conduct of the property owner, 
who had been correctly informed continued with the unauthorised use and only 
proceeded with the submission of the land use application following service of a 
compliance notice it is recommended that an administrative penalty of 20% per 
annum be imposed for the duration of the unauthorised use since March 2022. 

 

Description  Municipal Land 
Value / m² 
(R216500 / 972m²) 

Area of 
encroachment  

Value of 
unauthorised use as 
per municipal 
valuation  

Unauthorised 
place of worship 

R222,74/m² 101m² R22 497,00  

 
The duration of the encroachment is 39 months.  Therefore, the administrative 
penalty amounts to R14 623,05 calculated as follows: 

 
R22 497,00  x 20% = R4499 per annum / 12 months = R374.92 
R374.92 x 39 months (duration of encroachment) = R14 621,75. 

 
In view of the above, it is the opinion that the application under consideration holds 
sufficient merit not to be deemed undesirable from a town planning perspective and 
could be sufficiently mitigated in terms of approval conditions. 

 
The application is therefore considered desirable. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the comment be noted; 
  
2. that the application for rezoning in terms of Section 16(2)(a) of the Overstrand 

Municipality Municipal Land Use Planning Amendment By-Law, 2020 (By-Law) 
applicable to Erf 98, Gansbaai from Residential Zone 1 to Community Zone 1, 
be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
3. that the application for departure of the street building line from 5m to 4m to 

accommodate the existing building, be approved in terms of the provisions of 
Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
4. that an administrative penalty in terms of Section 90.(4) of the Overstrand 

Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 
applicable to Erf 98, Gansbaai to accommodate the Islamic Centre, be 
imposed, and that an administrative penalty fee of R14 621,75 be payable 
within sixty (60) days of this decision, and 

  
5. that the approvals in paragraphs 1. to 3. above be subject to the following 

conditions: 
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 (a) that primary rights be limited to a place of worship in accordance with the 

provisions of the scheme regulations; 
   
 (b) that the development of the property be limited to a height restriciton of 

8m, save for a church tower not exceeding 10,5m, measured from base 
level as per the Overstrand Land Use Scheme; 

   
 (c) that a detailed Site Development Plan (SDP) be submitted within 60 

(sixty) days of the decision date indicating the maximum occupancy of 
the building and detailed parking layout demonstrating compliance with 
Fire Safety regulations and the development parameters in terms of the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme;  

   
 (d) that building plans be submitted to the building control office within sixty 

(60) days of the decision, and all comments from the Fire Department be 
complied with at that stage; 

   
 (e) that on-site parking provision be provided in accordance with the 

approved SDP in (b) above; 
   
 (f) that the requirements Telkom, Engineering Services Department and 

District Health (attached as Annexures F-H), be adhered to; 
   
 (g) that applicable rates and service tariffs, as determined by the annual 

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

   
 (h) that the display of signage be subject to compliance with the Municipal 

By-Law on Signage; 
   
 (i) that calling for prayers by loundspeaker be prohited, no amplified sound 

equipment outside of the buidling be permitted and that sound during 
services be contained in side of the buidling; 

   
 (j) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Zoning 

Scheme be complied with, and 
   
 (k) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation; 
   
6. 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 conditions of approval. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The application has followed due procedure. 
❖ The development is consistent with the applicable strategic policy documents. 
❖ The development is consistent with the planning principles. 
❖ The development will not detract from the character of the area. 
❖ The development will not adversely impact upon vested rights of adjoining property 

owners. 
❖ The development is situated within the CBD. 
❖ There is a need for additional churches in the Gansbaai area. 
❖ The Islamic Centre caters for a need in the community which is a constitutional right. 
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❖ The development impact could be sufficiently mitigated in terms of approval 
conditions. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objections 
Annexure E: Response from applicant 
Annexure F: Comment: Telkom 
Annexure G: Services Report 
Annexure H: Comment: District Health 
Annexure I: Compliance Notice dated 30 June 2022 
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4.2 

ERF 6679, 76 SEVENTH STREET, VOЁLKLIP, HERMANUS: APPLICATION FOR CONSENT 

USE AND DEPARTURE: MESSRS WARREN PETTERSON PLANNING ON BEHALF OF 

TELKOM SA LTD 

 
6679 HVK (4724/2024) 
P Roux (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
13 June 2025 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application, in terms of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal 
Land Use Planning, 2020 has been received on 25 July 2024 from Messrs Warren 
Petterson Planning on behalf of Telkom SA Ltd on Erf 6679, Voëlklip Hermanus for the 
following: 

 
❖ Consent use in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the By-Law, to accommodate a 

telecommunication apparatus (TA) of 25m in height on the property. 

 

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

• relax the northern building line from 3m to 0m and the eastern building line from 

3m to 0m, to accommodate a telecommunication apparatus on the property; and 

• relax the permissible height restriction from 8.5m to 25m to a accommodate the 

telecommunication apparatus on the property. 

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

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The erf measures 900m² in extent and is developed with existing infrastructure which is 
used by Telkom.  The property is zoned Business Zone 3: Local Business. 

 
Telkom seeks to develop the property with a telecommunication apparatus and therefore 
application is made. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
THE MOTIVATION CAN BE SUMMARIZED AS FOLLOWS: 

 
❖ The property is located in Hermanus (Voëlklip) at 22 Fourth Street.  The surrounding 

uses include a residential area, a public open space and directly south a commercial 
land unit. 

❖ It is proposed to develop a 25m lattice mast (transmission apparatus), 3 x 4 - sector 
antennas attached to the mast, microwave dishes attached to the mast and custom 
base station. 
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❖ The main purpose of the proposed transmission apparatus is to provide better 
coverage for the residential area, especially during busy seasons.  Further, the tower 
will have a battery backup and will therefore allow for coverage even if the power is 
off. 

❖ Co-location will also be possible.  There is limited transmission apparatus in the area, 
one tower is situated at the end of Voëlklip while the latest approved tower is situated 
more that than a kilometre away. 

❖ The mast will be developed as a lattice mast as it is underpinned by the findings of 
the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) which found it to be less intrusive visually.  The 
VIA concluded that a lattice mast will have a moderate to low impact. 

❖ Health concerns are addressed by the applicant and states that the EMF exposure 
complies with the limits as contained in the guidelines in terms of the ICNIRP. 

❖ There are no restrictive title deed conditions 
 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 18 October 2024 22 November 2024 

Email notices / registered 
notices and notice board 
on-site 

Yes 18 October 2024 22 November 2024 

Internal Departments Yes 18 October 2024 22 November 2024 

Ward councillor Yes 18 October 2024 22 November 2024 

Total comments FOURTEEN (14) 

Total letters of support ONE (1) 

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 

In case of application for removal, amendment, or suspension of 
restrictive title conditions if notices in accordance with Section 35(3)(d) of 
the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning was served on all persons 
mentioned in the title deed for whose benefit the restriction applies. 

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

 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Fire Department 21/10/2024 

No objection, subject to compliance 
with the provisions of SANS 10400 
A:2016, 10400 T:2024 and the By-
Law relating to fire safety. 

Building Control 25/10/2024 

Building plan application must 
comply with all applicable law 
including Form 2 of SANS 10400.  
Engineer to take responsibility for 
structural integrity and clearance 
by Environment Management 
Department. 

Waste Management 20/11/2024 No objection. 

Local Heritage 04/11/2024 No objection. 

Engineering Services 02/12/2024 Attached as Annexure F. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
The application was duly advertised in the local newspaper.  Registered letters were also 
sent out to the local residents. 

 
Fourteen (14) letters of objection were received, and the applicant was provided with an 
opportunity to respond to the objections.  See Annexures D and E respectively. 

 
The points of objections are grouped together; the applicant’s reply and the municipal 
town planners’ response thereon can be summarized as follows: 

 

OBJECTION 1 
 LOCATION 

 
Several of the objectors are not in favour of the location of mast on Erf 6679, and 
although some agree that the infrastructure will be beneficial, it is still felt that the 
location proposed will have a negative impact on the surrounding residential area. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The location was chosen due to several factors, which includes costumer’s complaints, 
optimal location for coverage and location near the existing Telkom exchange.  The 
coverage map indicates that there is a limit to coverage in the area. 

 
It was proposed that the location of the mast be located on the outskirts of Hermanus, but 
the proposed location is ideal in terms of a visual impact.  The location is near the 
residential area where the demand/need for additional coverage exists. 
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Relocating the mast to these areas would not provide sufficient LTE and 4G coverage for 
Voëlklip (the target area), which includes local businesses, residents, and a significant 
influx of holidaymakers during festive and holiday seasons. 

 
It is important to note that, although the surrounding area is primarily residential, the 
proposed TA is strategically located within the only two business-zoned properties in the 
area.  This placement minimizes any potential impact on the surrounding residential 
community.  This is one (1) of only two (2) properties earmarked for business activities in 
the area in need of mobile coverage (Erven 6679 and 6256) with sufficient available 
space for such an installation. 

 
Additionally, to minimize the impact on the residential area, the TA is positioned in the 
north-eastern corner of the property, the farthest point from residential properties.  The 
existing Telkom exchange building serves as a buffer, further separating the base station 
from the residential area.  This together with recommended design for reduced visual 
impact, ensures impact on the residential area is low-moderate. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The objectors questioned whether the telecommunication apparatus cannot be situated 
on the periphery of the residential suburb where it does not have a large impact on views 
from the residential properties.  The applicant identified that there are alternative sites 
however, they are non-viable due to several factors which includes the zoning of the 
properties and the fact that the service/coverage area will be in sufficient. 

 

OBJECTION 2 
 VISUAL IMPACT 

 
Concerns were highlighted regarding the visual impact the structure will have. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

According to the VIA report done by the specialist, from a visual perspective the 25m 
lattice mast is seen as moderately compatible with the receiving environment.  The 
intensity or the degree to which the proposed development will impact views, and scenic 
or cultural resources will be moderate-low.  The duration of the impact upon its 
surroundings of the development is assessed as long term.  The significance ratting is 
assessed as moderate-low. 

 
Mitigation measures are proposed as follows: 

• The use of muted, matt finishes for all parts of the proposed development / 
infrastructure to be used whenever possible. 

• Fencing must be visually permeable e.g. welded mesh (e.g. ClearVu or similar), 
but not steel palisade.  Darker colours are visually recessive and therefore colours 
such as dark grey, etc. should be considered. 

• Preferably no lights, including along the infrastructure fence line, should be 
installed with the proposed infrastructure. 

 
Taking into consideration the information from the VIA report and the need and desirability 
explained in this motivation document for a TA in Voëlklip, our client agreed to the 
recommendation made in the VIA and amended the proposal from a 25m tree mast to a 
25m lattice mast in order to reduce visual impact. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The response of the applicant is noted and although most of the statements of the VIA is 
agreed with, one critical assessment was not made and that was the viewpoint of erven 
situated directly behind the tower on Fifth Street. 

 
Viewpoint 4 as indicated in the VIA was situated as indicated at the blue cross on the 
image below.  The three erven’s views in Fifth Street (marked in the red rectangle) will be 
directly affected by the proposed structure.  Although it is acknowledged that the 
surrounding erven’s views will be impacted by moderate to low, the assessment’s 
outcome is not agreed with; the height of the structure cannot be screened from view in 
any manner. 

 
Impact on views is difficult to measure as mountain and sea views must be considered, 
but then also the fact that a building of 8,5m in height can be erected on the subject 
property as a primary right, which could impact views of directly adjacent property 
owners.  In general, the area can be developed with structures of a height of 
approximately 8m to 8,5m and should this be done, a 25m mast would still be a very high 
visual structure in this area. 

 
A telecommunication tower of 15m in height would blend in more with the surrounding 
area and would have a much lower visual impact.  Once the area is further developed the 
property owner could resubmit an application with an updated VIA to motivate a taller 
tower. 

 

 
 

OBJECTION 3 
 NEED FOR COVERAGE 

 
A few objectors highlighted that they have good cellular reception or fibre 
alternatives and do not require additional coverage in the area. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

Coverage maps indicate that there is a shortage in coverage in the area and even some 
of the objector’s have stated this.  The proposed TA will allow all services providers to co-
locate on the site.  The site will relieve pressure on the existing TA in the Hermanus area 
which has to work harder to provide coverage to the entire area, reducing its efficiency. 
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The objectors questioned why the TA is needed when fibre is available.  While fibre is 
excellent for delivering reliable, high speed connectivity within homes, and may solves 
some connectivity issues, it is inherently limited to indoor environments.  Fibre networks 
are not designed to address connectivity in outdoor spaces (where Wi-Fi is not available), 
where seamless and reliable mobile communication is an essential part of modern life.  
The proposed TA is a critical step toward bridging this gap and meeting the community’s 
growing connectivity needs. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The response from the applicant is agreed with.  Fibre is for home use, only when cellular 
connection is required by people on the move and visiting the area.  The data provided 
by the applicant shows that there is a need for connectivity in the area.  The need is 
therefore evident; there are currently only two “formally approved” towers (marked with 
red crosses on the image below) servicing the area.  The one tower is at the edge of 
Voëlklip, while the other tower is in the middle of the golf course.  A third tower (marked 
with an orange cross on the image below) was recently approved on the edge of the golf 
course however, this tower has still to be developed, and it will be more than a kilometre 
away from the proposed site. 

 
It should be noted that in recent years the Voëlklip suburb has developed at a rapid pace 
and the infill development of vacant erven has taken place.  In addition to this Voëlklip is 
not only a holiday residential area but more and more people have started to reside in 
Voëlklip permanently.  The demand for decent cellular connectivity has increased and will 
continue to increase, and the two existing towers will not be able to cope with the 
demand. 

 
While doing a site inspection it was noted that the coverage of the MTN signal was lost. 

 

 
 

OBJECTION 4 
 HEALTH CONCERNS 

 
Several objectors raised health concerns and studies which state that 
transmission apparatus have a potential health risk to property owners. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

Current research on telecommunications base stations has reached a point whereby 
scientists are satisfied that the base stations do not pose a health threat.  Research on 
handsets is however ongoing, as it is deemed that placing the handset against your head 
could pose a greater threat to health.  Mobile phones are low powered radiofrequency 
transmitters.  They operate at frequencies between 450 and 2700 MHz.  The handset 
only transmits power when turned on.  Using the phone in areas of good reception 
decreases exposure as it allows the phone to transmit at reduced power. 

 
South Africa’s Department of Health has published EMF exposure limit guidelines.  
These are based on guidelines endorsed by the ICNIRP (International Commission on 
Non-Ionising Radiation Protection), an independent scientific organization established in 
1992.  Emissions from the base stations and antennae comply with these guidelines. 

 
In a statement made by the Department of Health dated 8 September 2020 on the health 
effects of base stations states the following: “considering the very low exposure levels 
and research results collected to date, there is no convincing scientific evidence that the 
weak RF signals from base stations and wireless networks cause adverse health effects”. 

 
A large number of studies have been performed over the last two decades to assess 
whether mobile phones pose a potential health risk.  To date, no adverse health effects 
have been established as being caused by mobile phone use.  There are no conclusive 
studies linking emissions at these levels to any health effects and scientific research that 
may reveal such a link is ongoing.  The steps taken by the cellular communication 
companies to ensure the safety of the public against any possible harmful emissions, 
along with the above facts, concerns about health issues can be allayed. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The comment provided by the applicant is agreed with.  Further, the use of cellular 
phones and equipment emitting radio frequencies are prevalent within society, and on a 
daily basis business and the public make use of such equipment, be it Wi-Fi routers, cell 
phones, card machines, digital car radios, smart home appliances etc. 

 

OBJECTION 5 
 NOISE POLLUTION 

 
Some concern was raised regarding noise pollution. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The placement of the TA at the rear of the property, behind the existing Telkom 
exchange building, has been carefully considered to mitigate any potential noise impact.  
This location acts as a natural barrier; significantly reducing any noise should it emitted 
by the base station equipment.  We are of the opinion that the lattice mast, which have 
gaps in between the structure, will ensure that the wind will ‘streamline’ more effectively 
through the infrastructure and therefore result in a reduction of potential noise created.  It 
is also important to note that modern base station equipment is designed with noise 
reduction in mind, typically operating well within permissible noise levels and often 
quieter than common environmental noise sources. 
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For comparison, the nearby shop generates and contributes to noise in the area.  During 
the day, constant noise is experienced from shoppers using the grocery store (high 
volumes of vehicular traffic) adjacent to the proposed property.  Additionally, the 
generators on site, air vent units, as well as AC units all currently contribute to noise in 
the area. 

 
In summary, we do not believe that the base station will result in significant noise 
pollution due to the existing business premises which operates from 07:00am to 20:00pm 
seven days a week, already contributing to significant noise in the area. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The response from the applicant is agreed with, in addition to this there will be no moving 
parts on the property structure.  Load shedding is also a known impact on operations and 
functioning of TA infrastructure, therefore should a generator be used to ensure the 
continuation of the operations and functioning of TA infrastructure then the noise levels of 
such a generator must be included in the Noise Impact Assessment.  The 
aforementioned will be stipulated as a condition (should the application be approved). 

 

OBJECTION 5 
 IMPACT ON SOLAR PANELS 

 
Some concern was raised regarding the influence of the telecommunication 
apparatus on nearby solar panels. 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The proposed TA will have no negative impact on solar panels in the surrounding area.  
Lattice masts are designed with open framework, allowing sunlight to pass through 
without significant obstruction.  Unlike solid structures, the minimal surface area of a 
lattice masts ensures it does not cast substantial shadows on surrounding areas. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The response of the applicant is noted and agreed with.  It should be noted that the 
property on which the solar panels are installed is situated to the west of the proposed 
location of the tower and the solar panel are positioned to receive sunlight from the north, 
due to the angle of the sun and solar panels the position of the tower will not have a 
negative impact on the solar panels. 

 

OBJECTION 6 
 IMPACT ON TOURISM 

 
Some concern was raised regarding the impact the tall tower will have on the 
scenic and visual quality of the area and there by inherently have a negative 
impact on tourism. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The objector raised concerns regarding the effects on tourism spending.  The proposed 
installation will significantly boost tourism by improving and ensuring reliable cellular 
connectivity.  In today’s digital age, seamless connectivity is essential for the smooth 
operation of card machines, banking apps, and tap-to-pay devices.  Without these 
services functioning properly, tourists may face inconvenience, and their spending could 
decrease, negatively impacting local businesses.  Poor cellular connectivity, therefore, 
has a direct and harmful effect on the tourism industry. 

 
On the other hand, the proposed solution will enhance cellular connectivity, ensuring a 
stable and efficient telecommunications network.  This improvement will not only 
eliminate the frustrations of poor connectivity but also make the area more attractive to 
tourists who rely on digital services for convenience (many tourists visit and rely on 
connectivity to work remotely).  A dependable network will promote increased spending, 
attract more visitors, and support the long-term growth of the tourism sector. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The main concern of the objector is that the tourism activity conducted (self-catering) on 
its property will be negatively affected by the tower which will have a direct view of the 
tower.  It should be noted that self-catering is a primary right in terms of the residential 
zoning and there are various similar uses in Voëlklip.  The fact that the 
telecommunication apparatus is proposed directly across the objector’s property does not 
mean that the tower will have a negative impact on tourism in the general area.  
Furthermore, the objector’s use of its property and the fact that it purchased the property 
does not have bearing in this regard as the property’s main use should be for the 
occupancy of a single family.   Lastly, the objector has failed to mention that the main 
view of the mountain is directly north of the property, in its line of sight there is electrical 
infrastructure such as pole and wires. 

 

OBJECTION 6 
 FEASIBILITY STUDY 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The proposed cell tower location and design were carefully selected to meet the 
community’s growing connectivity needs while minimizing visual and environmental 
impacts.  The location is clearly optimal, as confirmed by the coverage maps provided by 
radio planners.  Furthermore, the site, clustered with the existing Telkom exchange and 
situated within the only two business-owned properties in the surrounding area, is ideal.  
The visual impact is deemed low, as stated by the appointed VIA specialist, with 
mitigation measures already planned for implementation. 

 
This well-considered approach ensures the project not only enhances connectivity for the 
community but also preserves the local environment and aesthetic appeal.  The 
combination of expert planning and strategic location makes this project a crucial step 
toward supporting future growth, without compromising the integrity of the surrounding 
area.  We are confident that it will serve the long-term interests of the community. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

It should be noted that in recent years the Voëlklip suburb has developed at a rapid pace 
and the infill development of vacant erven has taken place.  In addition to this Voëlklip is 
not only a holiday residential area but more and more people have started to reside in 
Voëlklip permanently.  The demand for decent cellular connectivity has increased and will 
be continuing to increase. 

 

OBJECTION 6 
 MAINTENANCE OF PROPERTY 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

The objectors have raised concerns about the current state of the property.  While we 
acknowledge their observations, it is important to note that the property’s current 
condition is not directly related to this application.  However, if approval is granted, the 
property is likely to see improved maintenance.  Regular visits by service providers to 
maintain the tower and equipment would naturally result in better upkeep and overall 
tidiness of the site. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The site is owned by Telkom SA Ltd and therefore it must be maintained by Telkom.  The 
municipality can therefore not make any promises on its behalf. 

 

OBJECTION 6 
 IMPACT ON THE PROPERTY VALUES 

 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

Concerns further relate to nearby property values being negatively affected.  There is no 
evidence suggesting that base stations reduce the property values in any given area.  If 
anything, value will be added by improved communication and subsequent virtual 
accessibility and safety in an area.  Properties throughout the Western Cape have been 
enjoying above expected value increases. 

 
We believe that this mast will contribute to the socio-economic environment, as sufficient 
mobile coverage (voice- and data) will allow for businesses, residents and seasonal 
holidaymakers to have enhanced access to faster, efficient and reliable internet and 
communication connectivity.  Efficient internet connectivity and mobile coverage will 
therefore benefit surrounding properties rather than negatively impact. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The impact on property value is always debatable and based on speculation.  The fact 
that must be considered is will potential buyers of properties in the vicinity have negative 
connotations to the existence of a TA close to a property.  Some people will possibly 
consider it as a possible health risk, and others could consider the visual impact of a 25m 
high tower as imposing. 
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The opinion is that a transmission tower in proximity could possibly affect a portion of 
potential buyers, but to assume it would negatively impact property values is still 
considered speculation.  Further, there are numerous other areas where 
telecommunication apparatuses have been developed, and the property market has 
continued to be ongoing. 

 
SPLUMA also stipulate that an application cannot only be evaluated on its possible 
impact on property values; all other criteria must be considered. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Paragraph 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
All municipal departments and other institutions support the 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 tourists visiting the area 
and the village’s inhabitants. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is located within the urban edge thus no urban sprawl will 
occur.  No natural habitat will be impacted upon, and it will thus have no negative 
impact on the environment. 

 
Efficiency 
The 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. 

 
Good administration 
The application followed the required planning procedures, and a good public 
participation process has been followed. 
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10.3 (In)consistency with the principles referred to in Chapter Vl of the Land Use 
Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 

 
The application is consistent with the planning principles. 

 
10.4 (In)consistency with the IDP/Various levels of SDF’s/Applicable policies 

 
No changes are made in terms of the zoning of the property nor is there any 
additional densification proposals. 

 
The proposal is considered consistent with the principles as contained in SDF 
where in it is highlighted that it is essential to maintain and improve the existing 
communication network. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on municipal engineering services 

 
No impact. 

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

 
The title deed of the property does not contain any restrictive conditions. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The Overstrand Municipality Land Use Scheme Regulations provide for 
telecommunication installations as a consent use on the subject property, subject to 
compliance with the applicable development parameters.  The proposed 
transmission tower will exceed the prescribed 8,5m height restriction with 16,5m 
which is regarded as a considerable encroachment of the height restriction. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
Erf 6679, Voëlklip is situated behind OK Minimark and approximately 30m from the Main 
Road.  It is zoned Local Business Zone 3 and being utilized for existing 
telecommunication infrastructure. 
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There is an existing building on the western side of the site.  The proposal is to place a 
25m high telecommunication apparatus and supporting infrastructure on the rear north- 
eastern corner of the erf, the telecommunication tower will be supported by additional 
infrastructure.  Application is made for consent use to utilise the site for a 
telecommunication apparatus and to relax the 3m rear building line, to accommodate the 
supporting infrastructure and the telecommunication apparatus.  It is to be noted that Erf 
6679 is also a Business Zone 3 erf in the ownership of Telkom.  It must also be noted 
that the proposed base station yard will still be approximately 41m from surrounding 
residential erven and due to the tower being situated at the rear of the property such a 
departure will have no impact on the surrounding area.  Departure from the applicable 
height restriction is also applied for which will be discussed later on in this evaluation. 

 
The objections relate to health and safety concerns, environmental concerns, visual 
impact, property values and why alternative sites were not considered.  These concerns 
were discussed in detail under point 7 above.  However, to consider the desirability of the 
application, the location of the site and visual impact will again be addressed. 

 
The objectors are correct that there are possibly alternative sites that could have been 
considered that are better located to construct a tower of 25m on.  It must however be 
realized that Erf 6679 is zoned for Business Zone 3 purposes, and can therefore also be 
developed with shops, offices, or restaurants, which could have a much greater impact 
on surrounding properties.  The erf is also already utilized for telecommunication 
infrastructure, and a telecommunication base station would not be out of line with the 
existing use, and the site is sufficiently serviced for such use.  Ultimately the location 
concerns relate back to the visual impact.  If the visual impact is high the concerns are 
not unfounded, if the visual impact is moderate, the application can be considered as 
acceptable. 

 
The visual impact 

 
The Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) indicates the visual impact of a 25m lattice mast will 
be moderate to low closer than 400m from the site.  The fact is, a 25m tower will be 
visually intrusive.  In the VIA it is recommended that a lattice mast tower be constructed 
opposed to a tree, as it would blend in with surrounding built environment and be less of 
an impact visually. 

 
The above-mentioned recommendation is noted, but it will mean that the lattice mast will 
still be 16.5m higher than the highest structure in the immediate vicinity, which at 
maximum will be able to develop to 8.5m.  The fact is a 25m lattice mast will still be an 
imposing structure and have a visual impact on surrounding properties. 

 
It is the opinion that a 15m lattice mast will be more appropriate in this area, in addition to 
this when the area is more developed the property owner can then re assess the impact 
of the additional height.   

 
The application for a departure to relax the 3m rear building line and consent use to 
establish a transmission tower on the property, is supported.  However, the departure to 
relax the 8,5m height restriction is only partially supported, as a relaxation to 25m is not 
supported, but a transmission tower of 15m is supported. 
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13. RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. that the objections be noted; 
  
2. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law), for a consent use 
to erect a transmission tower on Erf 6679, Hermanus, be approved in terms of 
the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law,  

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

exceed the applicable 8,5m height restriction on Erf 6679, Hermanus, be 
partially approved, in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law, 
subject to the following condition: 

  
 (a) that the relaxation is to only construct a transmission apparatus (lattice 

mast tower) of maximum 15m in height from base level; 
   
4. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the By-Law for a departure to 

encroach the 3m rear building line up to 0m on Erf 6679, Hermanus, to 
accommodate the transmission apparatus, be approved, in terms of the 
provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
5. that the approvals in points 2. to 4. above be subject to the following conditions: 
  
 (a) that a lattice mast be erected as recommended in the Visual Impact 

Assessment; 
   
 (b) that the transmission apparatus and supporting infrastructure be restricted 

to the development indicated on Plan 05220-P1 and that an amended 
elevation plan showing the 15m high lattice mast be submitted to the 
Town and Spatial Planning Department prior to the submission of building 
plans; 

   
 (c) that the property owner submits a Noise Impact Assessment after 

construction has completed and that the necessary mitigation mitigation 
steps be done at that stage; 

   
 

 
(d) that should the transmission tower becomes defunct, the structures be 

removed to an approved landfill site; 
   
 (e) that all the conditions in the Service Report (attached as Annexure F), be 

complied with; 
   
 (f) that this approval does not absolve the applicant from compliance with any 

other relevant legislation, and 
   
 (g) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant 

Zoning Scheme be complied with. 
   
6. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

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

Points 2 and 4 
 

❖ The objections relating to health and safety concerns and environmental impact has 
duly been addressed and does not proof the application not to be desirable, whilst 
the concerns relating to impact on property value, visual impact and location of the 
site (alternative better sites) have been addressed by applying mitigation measures 
to only allow a 15m high tree mast on the property. 

❖ Erf 6679, Hermanus is zoned Business Zone 3 and utilized by Telkom for 
telecommunication infrastructure, and the utilization of this site for a transmission 
tower will be in line with existing uses and will utilize existing infrastructure. 

❖ With an increased demand for coverage more communication infrastructure will be 
placed closer to residential areas as their radius for coverage gets smaller.  Erf 
6679 is one of the few sites in Voëlklip area which are zoned and can be utilized for 
such use, mitigating measures such as to construct a lower mast of 15m in height, 
the major concern of visual impact can sufficiently be mitigated. 

❖ The relaxation of the 3m rear building line to accommodate the transmission 
apparatus will have no impact on surrounding property owners, as there is sufficient 
buffer area (roads, infrastructure, natural planting and open space) between the 
vacant site and other residential erven. 

❖ Voëlklip is no longer only a tourist destination but have a large population of 
permanent residents who seek to work and live here.  The existing towers in the 
area do not provide sufficient coverage and the demand for cellular connection will 
only increase. 

 
Point 3 

 
❖ The concerns of the objectors are valid with regards to the visual impact of a 25m 

transmission tower so close to residential units. 
❖ The Visual Impact Assessment indicated that a 25m transmission tower will have a 

moderate up to 400m.  However, the directly adjacent residential erven will have 
direct view of the structure. 

❖ The proposal to construct a lattice mast, as recommended in the Visual Impact 
Assessment, would mitigate the visual impact to a certain extent, but the highest 
structures in the area can only be developed up to 8.5m in height.  A 25m high 
structure or even a 20m high structure will still be visually imposing in this area. 

❖ A lattice mast of 15m in height will be more visually preamble than the other options 
which and will blend in more with the surrounding area. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Letters of objection 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to objection 
Annexure F: Services Report 
Annexure G: Visual Impact Assessment 
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