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1. OPENING 
 
2. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
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3.1 Minutes of a Municipal Planning Tribunal Meeting held on 25 June 2026 
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4.1 
ERF 730, 12 BOBBIE ROAD, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION, REZONING AND DEPARTURE: FUTURE PLAN TOWN 
& REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF E RAILOUN 
 
730 KPRB (4900/2025) 
H van der Stoep (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
29 June 2026 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application has been received on 6 March 2024 from Future Plan Town & Regional 
Planners on behalf of E Railoun on Erf 730, Pringle Bay in terms of the Overstrand 
Municipality Amendment By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 for the following: 

 
❖ Subdivision in terms of Section 16(2)(d) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 to subdivide Erf 730, Pringle Bay 
into 2 portions namely Portion 1 (±1000m²) and a Remainder (±2937m²). 

 
❖ Rezoning in terms of Section 16(2)(a) of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment 

By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 to rezone the Remainder of Erf 730, Pringle 
Bay (±2937m²) from Residential Zone 1: Single Residential (SR1) to Open Space 
Zone 1: Nature Reserve (OS1). 

 
❖ Departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment 

By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2020 to accommodate the proposed deviation from 
the Ridge’s Guidelines to depart from the Overstrand Environmental Management 
Overlay Zone (EMOZ, 2020) to allow the owner to construct the proposed dwelling 
within the earmarked open space/conservation portion on the subject 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. SITE HISTORY 

 
The property measures 3937m² in extent and located in Pringle Bay Extension 3.  The 
erf is located in the area known as The Ridge.  The erf was created in 1970 as per 
General Plan 8158.  

 
The Pringle Bay Structure Plan (May 1993) recommended that Erven 721, 724-730, 
Pringle Bay, (shown as medium density) may be developed as a group housing 
scheme with a maximum of 15 units per gross hectare. However, the zoning of 
Residential Zone I was allocated to these properties during July 1993. 

 
The previous owners of Erven 721 and 724-730 submitted applications during 
December 2002 for the removal of title deed conditions, consolidation, rezoning and 
subdivision of the said erven into 48 Single Residential plots, Private Open Space and 
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private road.  The owner who owned the majority of the erven became ill and decided 
to sell his erven individually.  The applications were subsequently withdrawn.   

 
Kindly note that the open space corridor as indicated in Annexure M was determined 
by Council’s Nature Conservation Department, prior to the submission of the afore-
mentioned applications to the Municipality and is therefore still applicable. 

 
In 2008, the Council approved the subdivision and rezoning of Erven 724 and 730 
Pringle Bay with conditions of which one was the adherence to the Open Space 
Corridor. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 

CONTEXTUAL INFORMATION 
 

Development Proposal 
 

Subdivision into two (2) erven: 
Portion 1:   1000m² 
Remainder of Erf 730: 2937m² 

 
Remainder of Erf 730 will be rezoned to Open Space Zone 1: Nature Reserve. 

 
Access 

 
Access will be obtained from Bobby Road.  

 
Services 

 
A service connection is available to the subject property. 

 
Electricity 

 
Electricity supply will be obtained from the onsite supply from Eskom. 

 
Environmental 

 
In the early 2000's an open space corridor was determined by the Nature Conservation 
Department of the Municipality in this specific area of Pringle Bay. The latter document 
serves as the basis for evaluating land use applications in the area. The building line 
abutting a Ridge conservation area must be a minimum of 5m. 

 
The Ridge Guideline Development Plan remains relevant to land use applications in 
this area and is not overridden by the Environmental Management Overlay Zone 
(EMOZ). 

 
Pringle Bay Extension 3 was established in the 1970's and the subject erf was 
allocated a residential zoning (SRZ1). It was never designated as an Open Space, 
ecological corridor, or any other earmarked use, other than residential. The proposed 
development is subject to more stringent measures due to the sensitive nature of 
residential. The proposed development is subject to more stringent measures due to 
the sensitive nature of the erf. However, a compromise is necessary in this case due 
to existing rights and the sensitive nature of the application site. 
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The development parameters of the Ridge were established in the 2000s between the 
original owner, the Municipality, and the Pringle Bay Ratepayers, which are captured 
in the title deeds and a development plan. 

 
The corridor represents the sensitive dune and wetland areas. The municipality still 
regards the corridor guide plan as relevant for the consideration of land use 
applications in this area. The subject property falls within the demarcated conservation 
area of the Ridge Guideline Development Plan as depicted on the map below:  

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Ridge Guideline Development Plan 

 
The subject property is demarcated as an Urban Conservation Area in terms of the 
Environmental Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ, 2020). In addition, a conservation 
area corridor runs over a portion of the subject property.  
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Please refer to the Figure below: 
 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2: Conservation Area Corridor 

 
The subject property falls under Category D for the Urban Conservation Area. 
Category D stipulates that the discretion lies with the municipality's officials to 
determine whether additional studies must be submitted, even in cases where no 
NEMA-listed activities are triggered: 

 
"In the face of development pressure, the Municipality may, if it deems it necessary, 
on receipt of a development proposal or application, that does not involve any activities 
identified under the NEMA listing Notices, require that specialist biodiversity and I or 
other relevant studies, be undertaken by the developer/owner in order to inform 
development planning and retain priority ecological corridors and habits.” 

 

4



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 4 AUGUST 2026 

 
 
 

Before proceeding with this land use application, our client appointed Mr Duncan 
Heard from Duncan Heard Environmental Consulting to undertake a conservation area 
study for ‘The Ridge’ area. He compiled an Environmental Management Framework 
(EMF) for the "Ridge" precinct in the town of Pringle Bay. The EMF is a tool that aims 
to promote the effective environmental management of identified potential areas within 
this precinct as a conservation area. It encourages the formation of a 'conservancy' 
entity consisting of the precinct landowners who, through their joint, coordinated, 
prioritised, and focused efforts, could effectively protect and conserve the identified 
conservation area of this precinct. 

 
This precinct in Pringle Bay was identified several years ago as a potential 
conservation-worthy ecological corridor (green belt) within the urban residential area, 
which could contribute to the conservation of the local natural environment. For the 
above reason, it was included in the Environmental Management Overlay Zone 
(EMOZ): Conservation-worthy Urban Area for Pringle Bay. 

 
Figure 1 (above) indicates the approximate positions of the wetland areas (blue) of the 
Ridge precinct. The EMF stipulates that it is essential to grant these areas conservation 
status in the future, to prevent them from becoming negatively impacted and degraded. 
To facilitate the conservation of the wetlands and to improve the dune ridge corridor 
ecological integrity (the municipal properties partially protect that), it is recommended 
that the private landowners exercise their right to develop a residence on their 
property, but that these areas of natural vegetation be retained on their property. 

 
The owner intends to construct a dwelling house in the southwestern corner of the 
subject property. Although the southwest corner of the subject property falls within the 
demarcated conservation area of the Ridge Plan and EMOZ, it is proposed that the 
municipality considers the outcome of the EMF and allow the development of the 
southwestern section of the property as an off set for maintaining the wetland area 
identified on the Remainder of the property. In addition to those above, it is essential 
to consider that the proposed dwelling will be placed on stilts to reduce the loss of 
vegetation and disturbance of the demarcated wetland area. The intention for this is to 
allow the natural vegetation to regrow and establish itself once construction has 
concluded naturally. The Remainder of Erf 730 will be rezoned from Single Residential 
Zone 1 to Open Space Zone 1 to restrict any further residential development and allow 
for the conservation of the natural vegetation and wetland areas. 

 
We request that the municipality consider the EMF (2023 - 2028) compiled for the 
proposed Ridge Precinct Conservation Area, Pringle Bay and allow the landowner of 
Erf 730, Pringle Bay, to construct the dwelling house as per the attached Site 
Development Plan. 

 
The Ridge Plan stipulates (municipal requirement) that the building line abutting the 
Nature Conservation Area be a minimum of 5m. Minimum common boundary building 
lines of 2m (from the proposed subdivision lines / new erf boundaries) and street 
building lines of 4m will apply to the application site. The owner does not intend to 
apply for any further departures from the building lines. 

 
The changes are in harmony with the existing environment and will not disrupt the 
surrounding properties or deviate from established zoning guidelines. We are confident 
that the proposal will be smoothly integrated without causing any issues. 
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One of these professionals is Mr. Duncan Heard, an Environmental Practitioner in the 
Overberg area. The property owner and Mr Heard agreed that the initial position was 
not viable due to its proximity to the Green Corridor of the Ridge and its potential impact 
on the natural vegetation and wildlife. It was argued that moving the proposed dwelling 
to the southwest corner of the application site may be better suited to accommodate 
the existing environmental constraints of the application site. Additionally, the revised 
position will accommodate a shorter driveway, thereby reducing the amount of natural 
vegetation that needs to be removed. 

 
It is also important to note that the revised position is located within a wetland area 
that is periodically covered with standing water, which Mr Heard also investigated. The 
proposed dwelling is placed on stilts, which will potentially reduce the impact on the 
wetland area as there is no need for strip foundations that require excessive 
excavation. 

 
Lastly, the first position (northeast) of Erf 730 would have required pile foundations, 
which requires the digging of excessively deep holes to be filled with concrete and 
other soil stabilising measures that could prove to be more harmful to the natural 
vegetation as opposed to moving the proposed structure to the southwest corner, 
whereby the previous measures are not required. 

 

MOTIVATION 
 

Need and Desirability 
 

➢ This application serves to comply with the Conditions of Approval of 2008, as 
alluded to previously in this motivation report. 

➢ The proposal will not detract from the abutting neighbours' privacy. 
➢ The application site is situated within an existing residential area. It thus is not 

deemed to impact any environmentally sensitive areas negatively, as a significant 
portion of the application site is to be earmarked for conservation purposes and to 
be administered by the Overstrand Municipality. 

➢ No negative visual impact on the abutting neighbours. 
➢ Vistas and other rights, such as privacy, remain intact. 
➢ The proposal will add value to Erf 730 and the surrounding area. 
➢ No threat to the health and safety of the surrounding community of Pringle Bay is 

envisaged. 
 

Economic Impact 
 

➢ The proposed development of a dwelling house with a double garage will be 
beneficial to the local economy. 

➢ By removing restrictive title deed conditions and allowing the development to 
proceed, it will enable the property owner to utilize and develop on a section of the 
property not designated for conservation purposes according to the Environmental 
Management Framework (EMF) report by Duncan Heard Environmental 
Consulting. 

➢ Additionally, the construction of the dwelling with garage is expected to generate 
temporary employment opportunities. Once completed, the property will be 
occupied by a new family who will contribute to the local economy by investing and 
spending in nearby businesses. 
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➢ Overall, the proposal is framed as a means to provide residential accommodation 
in a strategically located area, which is deemed beneficial for both the local 
economy and community. 

 
Social Impact 

 
➢ The arrival of a new family to the area will have a positive impact, with no 

anticipated negative effects. Only one dwelling will be developed on the subject 
property, with no plans for further subdivision or additional dwellings. 

➢ Furthermore, since the zoning and land use of the property align with those of the 
surrounding area, it's believed that the social wellbeing and cohesion of the 
adjacent community will be minimally affected. 

➢ The addition of a single dwelling, in compliance with existing zoning regulations, 
will not disrupt the social fabric of the neighbourhood. The proposed development 
will seamlessly integrate into the existing community without causing any 
significant social upheaval. 

 
Compatibility with the Surrounding Land Use 

 
The subject property (Erf 730) is located within a pre-existing low-density residential 
zone. The proposed application seeks to adjust the restrictive title deed building lines 
and deviate from the spatial and land use planning guidelines to accommodate the 
construction of a dwelling house with a double garage. This adjustment would allow 
for single residential use (dwelling with outbuildings), while preserving areas identified 
as conservation-worthy according to the latest conservation area study. 

 
Crucially, despite these adjustments, the size and zoning of the erf will remain 
unchanged, ensuring compatibility with surrounding zonings, erf sizes, and land uses 
within the area. This suggests a careful balance between development and 
preservation, aiming to integrate the proposed construction into the existing residential 
landscape without significantly altering its character or density. 

 
The report highlights that the property owner intends to exercise his primary land use 
rights without seeking additional or consent uses. This approach ensures compatibility 
with the existing residential area and demonstrates compliance with nature 
conservation obligations for the region. 

 
Moreover, the proposed position for the main dwelling on the subject property is 
supported by evidence showing its compatibility with the existing context and character 
of the area. By adhering to these principles, the proposal maintains and promotes the 
low-density residential nature of the surroundings, further emphasising its harmony 
with the existing environment. 

 
According to the development rules of the Overstrand Land Use Scheme (2020), 
Erf 730 Pringle Bay will be subject to the development rules for erven larger than 
400m² to apply. This means that the proposed main dwelling with a double garage will 
adhere to the existing development parameters specified in the land use scheme for 
residential erven in the immediate vicinity. 
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 CONSISTENCY WITH SPLUMA AND LUPA PRINCIPLES 
 

Spatial Justice 
 

The proposed application will not perpetuate the spatial development imbalances of 
the past apartheid era. 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
The proposal will continue to protect environmentally sensitive areas (the Remainder 
of Erf 730) and cultural landscapes through the proposed rezoning to Open Space 
Zone 1. 

 
Efficiency 

 
The proposed development will optimally harness the potential that sustainably exists 
on the subject property, as is evident in the proposed SDP. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
The proposed development is well-aligned with the spatial plans and policies, enabling 
the subject property to withstand, absorb, and recover from environmental and 
economic shocks in a timely and efficient manner. 

 
Good Administration 

 
The proposed development will promote consultative planning, as the Municipality will 
advertise the proposal to the public, allowing for public comments to be taken into 
consideration. In addition, Future Plan Town and Regional Planners will also respond 
to the public's comments and consider the comments in the project's planning. 

 
 POLICY DOCUMENTS 

 
OVERSTRAND SPATIAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (SDF), 2020 

 
The Municipal Spatial Development Framework is a sectoral component of the IDP 
that, in terms of the Municipal Systems Act, 2000 (Act No. 32 of 2000), is aimed at 
providing general direction to guide decision making on an ongoing basis, aiming at 
the creation of integrated, sustainable, and habitable regions, cities, towns, and 
residential areas. 

 
The proposal is not deemed to be in contravention of the Overstrand SDF as it does 
not contradict the statutory requirements of the SDF. Further to those described above, 
the application site is in an urban development area within the urban edge of Pringle 
Bay. The proposal is thus not in contravention of the SDF. 

 

OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL GROWTH MANAGEMENT STRATEGY, 2010 
 

The Growth Management Strategy does not imply any densification proposal for this 
Planning Unit (Planning Unit 2), however, general densification (infill development) 
forms part of the greater Overstrand Municipality objective. The application site forms 
part of a group of erven that was previously one erf, which was subdivided over time. 
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The Strategy also refers to the Green Corridor Development Node, which forms a 
boundary to the east and south of the application site. It can be argued that sufficient 
measures are put in place to protect the Green Corridor through the rezoning of the 
Remainder of Erf 730 to an Open Space Zone 1, which is for a Nature Reserve. 

 
The proposal is unlikely to have a negative impact on the Green Corridor or the 
objectives of the Growth Management Strategy. 

 

OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT OVERLAY ZONE 

(EMOZ, 2020) 
 

The application site is situated in a conservation-worthy area; however, it was 
earmarked for residential development before the commencement of the EMOZ 
regulations in 2020. This is alluded to in the attached Annexure D. The application site 
also abuts an Ecological Process Corridor, as is evident in the EMOZ regulations. 

 
It is imperative to note that significant measures have been taken to conserve the 
integrity of the Ecological Process Corridor by amending the delineation of the 
proposed Portion 1 and the rezoning of the Remainder portion to a Nature Reserve. 

 
The proposed placement of structures will retain ample space between the habitable 
space and the existing Ecological Process Corridor. This is deemed sufficient to 
protect the natural characteristics of the Ridge and Ecological Process Corridor. We 
also believe that this is the most practical solution for the property owner, Overstrand 
Municipality, and the natural environment. 

 
Herewith is a summary of the EMOZ’s Prohibited Activities (Schedule A) and 
Activities Only Permitted with Council’s Consent (Schedule B): 
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The proposed development is substantially different from any residential development 
or a single dwelling. The initial impact on the protected area is anticipated, but it is 
expected to recover once construction is completed. 

 

THE RIDGE CONSERVATION REPORT – ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

FRAMEWORK (2023-2028) 
 

Mr Duncan Heard (of Duncan Heard Environmental Consulting) compiled the Ridge 
Conservation Report, which is specifically aimed at Erven 729 and 730, Pringle Bay. 
Please refer to Annexure L for a full copy of the Framework. 

 
This Framework aims to establish a conservancy of the precinct landowners through 
a prioritised effort that could ultimately protect and conserve the identified area against 
development, promoting balanced growth and environmental protection, specifically in 
the area identified as the “Ridge”. 

 
The Ridge comprises a collection of erven owned by private individuals, the 
Municipality, and Eskom. Please refer to Figure 1 (page 14), extracted from the 
Framework. 

 
The comprehensive report compiled by Mr Heard reveals that the Ridge supports a 
wealth of natural vegetation and animals that depend on it as a natural habitat and 
diverse ecosystem. The lower-laying wetland area is also of great importance to the 
protection of the Ridge. Mr. Heard further states that with careful development and the 
conservation of open spaces (protected areas), the Ridge will form a contiguous 
environmental corridor that will enhance the protection of local birds, plants, and other 
wildlife. 

 
The proposal (this application) was discussed with Mr Heard and was subsequently 
supported as the proposal (Annexure G) will have a lesser impact on the Ridge and 
the wetland area. It is further argued that the loss of vegetation will be restricted to 
constructing a short driveway and the building footprint, which is to be placed on stilts. 
The rest of the application site will remain untouched/undeveloped and in its natural 
state. 

 
The adjustment of the proposed dwelling in the southwest corner will further reduce 
the impact on the Ridge and allow for the continuation of the green belt corridor 
situated along Erf 724 (as per Figure 1). The Remainder of Erf 730 will be rezoned to 
Open Space 1: Nature Reserve, which is deemed to further enhance the Ridge as an 
ecological corridor aimed at protecting the existing natural habitats. 

 
Thus, the proposal is deemed to have a lesser impact on the natural area in terms of 
loss of natural vegetation and animals. 
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Remainder of Erf 730 will be rezoned to Open Space 1: Nature Reserve, which is 
deemed to further enhance the Ridge as an ecological corridor aimed at protecting the 
existing natural habitats. 

 
Thus, the proposal is deemed to have a lesser impact on the natural area in terms of 
loss of natural vegetation and animals. 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 3: The "Ridge" area is between Bobbie, Buffels and William Roads. Extracted from the Ridge Precinct Conservation Area. 

 
The Overlay Zone, the zoning of the area, and the proposed development on a portion 
of Erf 730 indicate clearly that the proposal conforms to the “Ridge Overlay Zone” 
principles and required actions.  
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The attention is again referred to the comments of the author of the ‘Ridge Overlay 
Zone’, Mr Duncan Heard, and his ‘approval’ regarding this proposal. 
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IMPACT ON HERITAGE OF PRINGLE BAY 
 

A portion of Erf 730 Pringle Bay is not earmarked for - 
▪ heritage conservation purposes in the Overstrand Heritage Report (2009); 
▪ part of the Heritage Protection Overlay Zone (HPOZ, 2020) as determined by the 

Overstrand Municipality's Zoning Scheme (2020), and 
▪ heritage conservation purposes concerning the Overstrand Municipal Growth 

Management Strategy (2010). 
 

The subject property is a vacant portion of land. The impact on the visual landscape 
of the area will be kept to a minimum, as the proposed dwelling with a double garage 
on Erf 730, Pringle Bay, will be developed in line with the zoning parameters for 
Residential Zone I: Single Residential erven, as stipulated in the Overstrand Municipal 
Land Use Scheme Regulations (2020). 

 
The proposal is considered a low-impact development. The contours of the site have 
been surveyed and favours the position of the dwelling as indicated on the site 
development plan. The impact on the views of adjacent properties will be minimal since 
no structures will be developed near the proposed dwelling's position on Erf 730 
Pringle Bay and since the slopes of the subject property and surrounding properties 
(i.e. The Ridge) favours the development at this position without having a detrimental 
impact on the adjacent 
properties. 

 
The subject property is not associated with any important persons, groups, or events 
and activities. The subject property has no connection to the history of slavery and is 
not used for living heritage purposes. 

 
From the above, it is evident that the proposed application does not encompass any 
heritage significance, and therefore, the impact on the heritage value of the area will 
be kept to a minimum. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local newspaper Yes 11 September 2025 17 October 2025 

Internal departments Yes 11 September 2025 17 October 2025 

E-mails & site notice Yes 11 September 2025 17 October 2025 

Ward Councillor Yes 11 September 2025 17 October 2025 

Total comments/objections TWO (2) 

Total letters of support TWO (2) 

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 
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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 11/09/2025 No objection. 

Engineering Services 29/01/2026 See Annexure F. 

Western Cape Government: EADP 
(Planning) 

22/09/2025 See Annexure G. 

Western Cape Government: EADP 
(Environmental) 

10/10/2025 See Annexure H. 

Cape Nature 13/11/2025 See Annexure I. 

BOCMA 24/03/2026 See Annexure J. 

Environmental Management Services 18/03/2026 See Annexure K. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, THE 

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

 
The application was duly advertised in the local newspaper. Notices were e-mailed to 
surrounding residents in the area and the Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association. A 
notice board was also placed on-site by the applicant’s consultant. 

 
In the public participation process four (4) comments/objections/letters of support were 
received. 

 
 TV Helmbold 
 Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association 
 R Konings 
 MS Solomons 

 
The applicant was provided with an opportunity to respond to the objections received.  
The objections and support letter are attached as Annexure D, and the applicant’s 
responses are attached as Annexure E respectively. 

 
The objections, the applicant’s reply and the Municipal Town Planner’s response 
thereon can be summarized as follows:  
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OBJECTOR:  
AW VORSTER (ON BEHALF OF PRINGLE BAY RATEPAYERS’ ASSOCIATION) 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 2.1 

The references made to the restrictive title 
deed conditions are made in error. The 
subject application does not pertain to the 
amendment or relaxation of restrictive title 
deed conditions. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
The application was not for a removal of restrictive conditions. 

 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 2.2 

This application does not entail the relaxation 
of any building lines. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The applicant did not request any removal of conditions and thus will comply with the 
title deed building lines, which is more restrictive than The Ridge Environmental 
Framework and the Land Use Scheme. The applicant did not overlook the amendment 
of the Title Deed building lines and is not forced to comply with either the Land Use 
Scheme and or The Ridge Environmental Framework. The most restrictive condition 
is applicable, and the applicant does comply with the most restrictive conditions. 

 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

Paragraph 2.3 Noted. We request clarity on how the title 
deed should be amended accordingly. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The Overstrand Land Use Scheme restricts buildings on the property to 8m height. 
Although the title deed makes provision for a 3-story building, the most restrictive 
development parameters are applicable. In this case the Overstrand Land Use 
Scheme. Should the applicant intend to make use of the more lenient height restriction 
as per the title deed, a land use application will have to be lodged to depart from the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme 
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 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Paragraph 2.4 

a) The amendment of this condition in the 
subject title deed would serve no purpose 
on this land use application. 

 
b) We reiterate: 

In terms of the conditions as stipulated in 
the Deed of Transfer T000023555/2023, 
paragraph C (6) (2) (b), it is stated that ‘not 
more than 25% of the area thereof shall be 
built upon’. 
This was discussed with the Planning 
Official of the Overstrand Municipality, and 
the outcome was a mutual agreement that 
the restriction applies to the property as a 
whole, not to the subdivided and newly 
proposed property. 
Therefore, the coverage of the proposed 
buildings must be calculated as if they 
were constructed over the entire Erf 730, 
Pringle Bay. The outcome of such a 
calculation is coverage of only 9,3%, which 
is well within the scope of the allowed 25% 
as stipulated in the deed of transfer. 

 
The above is an extract from the motivation 
report and addressed accordingly. 
 
c) Again, no relevance to this land use 

application. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

d) The 25 % as per the title deed is mandatory and needs to be complied with.  
 

The proposal of the PBRA that the applicant amends his title deed is noted, however 
the Municipality cannot enforce the proposal. The applicant did not apply for any 
amendments or removals in this regard. 

 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

Paragraph 2.5 Noted. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Noted. 
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COMMENT: R KONINGS 

 COMMENT APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cause least disruption on important wetland, 
and prominent area for wildlife. 

In essence, the objector supports the 
application because the majority of Erf 730 
will be designated for the preservation of the 
natural landscape and its associated fauna 
and flora. 
 
The proposed dwelling is to be constructed in 
a manner that will potentially have the least 
disruptive impact on the surrounding fauna 
and flora. It is also proposed not to build on 
the dune area itself, which is deemed to have 
an increasingly detrimental impact on the 
natural landscape. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The proposed relocation of the location of the building will be outside of a sensitive 
dune system and built on stilts to ensure movement of underground water and wildlife. 

 

COMMENT: MS SOLOMONS 

 COMMENT  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

Application provides for preservation. MS Solomons does not provide any negative 
aspects against the land use application. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Noted. 
 

OBJECTOR: TV HELMBOLD 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 1 

The application does not entail any 
construction on the ridge or dune. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The proposed development is not located on the dune. 
 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 2 

The proposed dwelling is to be placed on 
stilts, which are deemed to reduce 
environmental impact and prevent flooding 
during the rainy seasons. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Concur with applicant. 
 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 3 

Noted. The manner in which the proposed 
driveway is to be constructed will be finalised 
upon actual construction. One alternative is to 
use natural stone to reduce potential negative 
environmental impacts. 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The concern is noted and will be dealt with at building plan phase, which is subject to 
the comments from the Breede-Olifants Catchment Management Agency and the 
Municipal Environmental Section. The aforementioned indicated that the construction 
adheres to the National Water Act, 1998 and will be dealt with accordingly. 

 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

Paragraph 4 A reputable service provider will install the 
proposed conservancy tank. Prior to 
construction, Overstrand Municipality’s 
Building Plan Department will also provide 
comments relating to the best practical 
solution and technique 

 

TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

The conservancy tank will be installed as per Municipal standards. Please note that a 
conservancy tank is a close system and thus should not leak. 

 

 OBJECTION  APPLICANT’S RESPONSE  

 
Paragraph 5 

The proposed dwelling conforms to the 
maximum permissible height restriction as 
prescribed in the OMLUS. It should also be 
emphasised that vistas are not a right, but a 
privilege. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

Concur with the applicant. 
 

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. 

 
Internal and External Departments 

 
The application was supported by all internal and external municipal and governmental 
departments ( Se Annexures ) 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

10.1 Background 
 

N/A 
 

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

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

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 

 
N/A 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
The interpretation of sustainability in terms of SPLUMA relates to the protection 
of agricultural land and environmentally sensitive land.  In this case, agricultural 
is not a factor, but the environment does play a role.  The application is located 
in an environmental sensitive area with existing land use rights.  The applicant 
appointed an Environmental Practitioner to evaluate the site with 
recommendations relating to the least impact in terms of the locations of the 
proposed dwelling. The outcome was the location in the northwestern corner of 
the property. The lessen the impact further, the dwelling will be elevated and built 
on stilts, thus lessen the actual disturbance of the land. 

 

22



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 4 AUGUST 2026 

 
 
 

Efficiency 
 

The proposed erven will make use of municipal services, which was supported 
by the Engineering Services Department.  Due to the sensitive nature of the area, 
any proposed development will be subject to the most optimal location of the 
dwellings to ensure efficient use of developable space on the erven. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
The development will attribute to the sustainability of the proposed erven in terms 
of the National Building Regulations and NEMA to ensure that The Ridge remain 
a functional ecological corridor. 

 
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 application is in line with the SDF 2020. 
 

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

N/A 
 

10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 
 

Existing services will be used. 
 

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

N/A 
 

10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 
 

N/A 
 

11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 
 

N/A 
 

12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 
 

The objections have been addressed extensively under Paragraph 7; however, a few 
aspects need to be addressed in more detail. 
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Pringle Bay Extension 3 was established in the 1970’s and the application erf was 
allocated a residential zoning. It was never an Open Space, ecological corridor or any 
other use as residential.  

 
The development parameters of The Ridge were established in the 2000’s between 
the original owner, the Municipality and the Pringle Bay Ratepayers, which is captured 
in the title deeds and The Ridge Development Plan. The requitements e.g., the erven 
may not be less than 1000m², a portion of the erf be ceded to the Municipality for 
conservation purposes as per The Ridge Plan and be restricted to 8m (double storey) 
in height. Erf 730 was subdivided and approved in 2008 subject to the 
aforementioned. 

 
The reason for the application is as follows: 

 
The 2008 approval was never implemented. The present owner bought the property 
as a residential erf and the conditions of the 2008 were not disclosed. An application 
had to be resubmitted for the rezoning and subdivision, which consist of the minimum 
erf size of the residential portion of 1000sq and the rezoning of the remainder to Open 
Space1: Nature Reserve and ceded to the Municipality. 

 
Climate change has resulted that The Ridge Plan, 2000 had to be re-evaluated in 
terms of present environmental considerations. The Ridge Development Plan of 2000 
earmarked the area to be developed situated in a mature dune, an ecological corridor 
for animal life. The disturbance of the dune and removal of existing plant material will 
result in the migration of the dune. This practice is evident in Pringle Bay and Bettys 
Bay along the coastal areas. Although the remainder of the erf is a wetland, the fact 
that the applicant will build on stilts, will still allow the flow of the underground water. 
Th actual footprint in the wetland area will only be the foundations and supporting 
columns. The supporting columns are 300mm by 300mm equals 0,09m². The building 
will consist of 20 columns, which equals to 1,8m². The foundations of the columns will 
not be much more, as indicated by the Environmental Practitioner, Mr D Heard. 
See Annexure N. 

 
The application for the deviation of The Ridge Development Plan, 2000 is to 
accommodate the updated environmental analysis and investigation into the 
environmental properties of Erf 730. See Annexure L. 

 
Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association comments with regard to the oversight from the 
applicant to address the title deed conditions is not correct. The applicant did not 
request to deviate from the title deed conditions. Therefore, he is in full compliance 
with the title deed conditions. He also did not request to deviate from the Land Use 
development parameters of the Overstrand Land Use Scheme 2020.  

 
Should there be a discrepancy between the aforementioned, the most restrictive 
development parameter is applicable. In this case the Title Deed conditions allows for 
a 3-storey building, but the Land Use Scheme restricts the development to an 8m 
height restriction, thus the most restrictive is applicable, the 8m height restriction. 
Should the owner in future intend to execute the title deed right of a 3-storey building, 
but complies with the 8m height, measured from the base level, he does not 
transgress any of the development parameters, however in this case, he will have to 
comply with the any other applicable legislation such as the Environmental legislation, 
Water Use License Authority etc. Should he intend to transgress the 8m height, 
measured form base level, this will trigger a land use application. 
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In conclusion, the present application does not deviate or contravene the title deed or 
the Land Use Scheme and thus does not require any application in this regard. The 
Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association or the Municipality cannot compel the applicant 
to lodge an application for a removal of restrictive conditions he is not transgressing.   

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

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

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 to subdivide Erf 730, 
Pringle Bay into two (2) portions, namely Portion 1 (±1000m²), and Remainder 
(±2937m²), be approved in terms of Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
3. that the application in terms of Section 16.(2)(a) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 to rezone the newly 
created Remainder of Erf 730 (±2937m²) from Residential Zone 1: Single 
Residential (SR1) to Open Space Zone 1: Nature Reserve (OS1), be approved 
in terms of Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
4. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 for a departure to 
accommodate the proposed deviation from the Ridge’s Guidelines to depart from 
the Overstrand Environmental Management Overlay Zone (EMOZ, 2020) to allow 
the owner to construct the proposed dwelling within the earmarked open 
space/conservation portion on the subject property, be approved in terms of 
Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
5. that the approval of Points 2-4 above in terms of Section 61 of the By-Law be 

subject to the following conditions: 
  

 (a) that the approval is only for the subdivision as indicated on the 
Subdivisional Plan submitted with the application; 

   

 (b) that the rezoned portion be ceded to the Municipality with the registration 
of Portion 1 or within 12-months of the approval; 

   

 (c) that the applicant appoints an Environmental Practitioner to submit an 
operational plan to environmental section for approval before construction; 

   

 (d) that the appointed Environmental Practitioner ensure compliance with the 
operational plan and all applicable legislation; 

   

 (e) that only one dwelling with associated outbuildings be allowed; 

   
 (f) that the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure F), be 

complied with; 
   

 (g) that the building be restricted to 25% of proposed Portion 1 (1000m²) and 
coverage be restricted to 250m², and 
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 (h) that building plans be submitted for all new buildings to the Building Control 
Department for approval, and that all conditions of the Building Control and 
Fire Departments be complied with at that stage. 

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

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

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The property has existing rights. 
❖ Due diligence of environmental impact has been considered. 
❖ Ecological corridor will be formally established. 
❖ Low density development to the benefit of the area. 
❖ External and internal departments did not object to the application. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plans 
Annexure D: Comments/objections received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to the objections received 
Annexure F: Services Report 
Annexure G: Comment: Western Cape Government: EADP (Planning) 
Annexure H: Comment: Western Cape Government: EADP (Environmental) 
Annexure I: Comment: Cape Nature 
Annexure J: Comment: BOCMA 
Annexure K: Municipal Environmental Management Services 
Annexure L: Environmental Management Framework (2023-2028), dated October 

2023 
Annexure M: Approvals relating to The Ridge Development Plan and subdivision 

and rezoning, dated 2008 
Annexure N: E- mail from Duncan Heard dated 15 December 2025 

 
SIGNATURE 

 
REGISTERED PLANNER 

 
Name:   H VAN DER STOEP 

 
SACPLAN registration number:   A/1708/2013 

 
Signature:  ___________________ 

 
Date:   ___________________ 
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