
AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 4 AUGUST 2026 

 
 
4.2 
ERF 1008, 37 JAN VAN RIEBEECK CRESCENT, SANDBAAI: APPLICATION FOR 
REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE TITLE DEED CONDITIONS AND DEPARTURES: MESSRS 
PLAN ACTIVE TOWN AND REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF JP MALAN 
 
1008 HSB (5104/2025) 
B Minnaar (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
11 June 2026 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application, in terms of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on 
Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law) has been received on 08 October 2025 
from Plan Active Town and Regional Planners on behalf of JP Malan applicable to Erf 
1008, Sandbaai for the following: 

 
❖ Removal of restrictive title deed conditions in terms of Section 16(2)(f) of the 

By-Law of condition B.2.(c) & B.2.(d) contained in Title Deed T13555/2000, to 

accommodate a second dwelling on the property. 

 

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

• relax the southern lateral building from 2m to 0m to accommodate an 

outbuilding (garage and storage area) on the property. 

 
The Locality Plan of the property concerned is attached as Annexure A.  The Motivation 
Report from the applicant in support of the application is attached as Annexure B and 
the Site Development Plan is attached as Annexure C.  Title Deed T13555/2000 is 
attached as Annexure D. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 1008, Sandbaai is situated at 37 Jan van Riebeek Crescent. The property is zoned 
as Residential Zone 1, measuring 1392m² in extent and comprising of a dwelling 
house. 

 
The intent of the application is to accommodate an additional garage and storage area 
as well as a second dwelling on the property. Therefore, an application for the removal 
of restrictive title deed conditions and departure has been submitted to accommodate 
the aforementioned changes to the property. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
The motivation for the application is summarised as follows: 

 

• The property is zoned for Residential Zone 1: Single Residential. 

• The proposal is to accommodate an additional garage and storage area as well 
as a second dwelling on the property. 
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• The title deed restricts the property to one dwelling unit and a 4.72m street title 
deed building line.  

• Neighbours consent has been provided to accommodate the garage on the 
lateral building line. 

• The application is submitted for departure from the 2m lateral building line to 0m 
to accommodate the garage/storage area as well as an application for the 
removal of title deed restrictive conditions to accommodate a second dwelling. 

• The proposal will not negatively impact the surrounding character of the area 
since there are numerous application that have been approved to accommodate 
second dwellings in the Sandbaai area. 

• The application will not negatively impact on the engineering services. 

• The application is not located in the HPOZ or EMOZ overlay zone areas. 

• The application is in line with the spatial planning for the area. 

• The SPLUMA principles will be discussed in 10.2 of this report. 
 

5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 
 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Local Newspaper Yes 31/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Gazette Yes 31/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Notices (possibly affected 
property owners) 

Yes 28/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Notices (persons 
mentioned in title deed) 

N/A 28/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Internal Departments Yes 28/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Ward councillor Yes 28/10/2025 05/12/2025 

Total comments TWO (2) OBJECTIONS 

Total letters of support ONE (1) NO OBJECTION 

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 

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? 

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

 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Building Department 28/10/2025 
No objection: All buildings to comply 
with NBR and all other applicable law.  

Waste Management 03/11/2025 No objection. 

Fire Department  01/12/2025 

The fire department has no objection 
subjection to compliance with the 
provision of SANS 10400-A, 10400-
T:2024 and the By-Law relating fire 
safety. 

Development Control 15/01/2026 Attached as Annexure G. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

 
Registered letters sent to interested and affected parties; advertisements published 
in the Village News (local newspaper) and Provincial Gazette as well as a site notice 
invited the public to comment on the application during public participation. 

 
Two objections were received and one letter of no objection received. Attached as 
Annexure E. 

 
The applicant was provided with an opportunity to respond to the objection. Attached 
as Annexure F. 

 
See below a summary of the objections and applicant’s response thereon, and also 
the municipal town planners’ comments thereon. 

 

OBJECTION 1 

Setting a dangerous precedent / planning anarchy 
The objector expresses concern that the removal of restrictive conditions could 
create an uncontrolled precedent allowing widespread disregard for existing 
planning controls. He further argues that densification policy does not justify the 
proposal and suggests subdivision instead. 
 

RESPONSE FROM APPLICANT 
 
The application does not remove all planning controls 

• Only outdated title deed restrictions are being removed. 

• The property remains fully subject to the Overstrand Zoning Scheme 
Regulations, the Spatial Development Framework (SDF), and the 
densification strategy, all of which regulate land use, coverage, height, 
building lines, services and neighbour considerations. 

• Therefore, no “planning anarchy” is created; on the contrary, the proposal 
aligns the property with the current statutory planning regime, which takes 
precedence over restrictive title conditions from the 1950s–1970s. 

 
The application is consistent with Overstrand’s municipal policy direction 
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• The Municipal SDF and densification guidelines encourage appropriate infill 
development and more efficient use of existing serviced land. 

• Secondary dwellings, outbuildings and densification through additional units 
are routine town-planning mechanisms supported across the municipality, 
including in Sandbaai. 

 
Subdivision is not an appropriate or comparable alternative 

• The objector suggests subdivision as a “preferable route,” but subdivision 
introduces higher service demands, new access points and potential 
impacts very different from those of a small additional dwelling or second 
unit. 

• The proposed development respects existing bulk, height, character, and 
municipal service thresholds. 

• The zoning scheme already permits two dwellings on the erf if title deed 
restrictions are removed, demonstrating the municipality’s intended use 
rights for Residential Zone 1. 

 
No negative impact on spatial character 

• Sandbaai comprises a mixture of single dwellings, second dwellings, and 
converted structures on many erven. 

• The proposal fits within this evolving character and does not exceed height, 
coverage, or intensity norms. 

 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
The application does not remove all planning controls 

• The applicant is correct that the title deed controls are outdated which is 
proposed to be removed. 

• The applicant is also correct in stating that the subject property remains fully 
compliant with the Scheme regulations since the Scheme permits a second 
dwelling as a primary right in terms of the applicable zoning and that 
provisions are made for a garage to be located over the lateral building line 
with neighbours consent which has been provided (attached as Annexure 
H). 

• There is no planning anarchy since the proposal is fully compliant with the 
Scheme regulations applicable at present.  

 
The application is consistent with Overstrand’s municipal policy direction 

• The applicant is correct when stating that the Municipal SDF and 
densification guidelines encourage appropriate infill development and more 
efficient use of existing serviced land. 

• The applicant is also correct when stating that secondary dwellings, 
outbuildings and densification through additional units are routine town-
planning mechanisms supported across the municipality, including in 
Sandbaai. 

 
Subdivision is not an appropriate or comparable alternative 

• The development of a second dwelling or the proposal to a accommodate 
a subdivision on the property is the property owner’s decision subject to 
relevant compliance with the applicable development parameters. 
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• It must be noted that if the property owner subdivides the property in such 
a way, then they may be able to accommodate more than two dwelling units 
between the two subdivided erven. 

• The Scheme makes provision for second dwelling units which has 
undergone public participation and internal municipal feedback which the 
Engineering Department is satisfied with. 

• The proposal only seeks to enable the property owners to enjoy the 
development rights in terms of the Scheme rather than the outdated 
restrictive conditions contained in the title deed. 

 
No negative impact on spatial character 

• The applicant is correct when stating that the Sandbaai area comprises of 
a mixture of single dwellings and second dwellings. Therefore, the proposal 
will not create a precedent. 

• The proposal suitably fits in with the character of the Sandbaai area. 
 

 

OBJECTION 2 

Building on the boundary line / neighbour impact. 
 

RESPONSE FROM APPLICANT 
 
The proposed departure complies with municipal policy and practice 

• Boundary-line outbuildings or second dwellings are routinely permitted 
where building design, fire safety, and neighbour amenity are not 
compromised. 

• The proposed structure will adhere to all technical standards, including: 
o fire-resistant wall construction; 
o no overlooking windows onto neighbours; 
o compliance with engineering and building regulations. 

 
Neighbour privacy and amenity remain protected 

• No second storey or height departure is proposed. 

• The proposal has a smaller visual impact compared to a double-storey 
dwelling. 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
The proposed departure complies with municipal policy and practice 

• The Scheme makes provision for outbuildings for the purposes of housing 
motor vehicles be constructed on lateral and rear boundary lines subject to 
the 9m development limitation as well as the provision of neighbours 
consent that is immediately affected. The building complies with the 9m 
development restriction as well as provision of the affected neighbours 
consent. 

• The development will be subject to fire safety controls which will be dealt 
with at the building plan submission phase. 

 
Neighbour privacy and amenity remain protected 

• The notion of privacy will not be impacted due to the following: 
o The second dwelling complies with all the relevant development 

parameters applicable to it in terms of the Scheme and it is only 
proposed to construct a single storey. 
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o The proposed garage/storage area is also single storey and 
permitted in terms of the Scheme to be accommodated over the later 
building line subject to the 9m development restriction and the 
provision of the affected neighbours’ consent which has been 
provided. 

• The visual impact of the proposed single storey structures is much smaller 
than a double storey structure. The proposal is therefore considered 
favourable. 

 

 

OBJECTION 3 

Unmanageable precedent 
Everyone will build second dwellings. Ms Hugo objects that approving a second 
dwelling would create a precedent encouraging many similar developments in 
Sandbaai, which she considers having small erf sizes. She also raises construction 
and maintenance concerns relating to boundary-line walls. 
 

RESPONSE FROM APPLICANT 
 
Second dwellings are already permitted in the zoning scheme 

• Residential Zone 1 explicitly allows a second dwelling or outbuilding subject 
to municipal approval. 

• The zoning scheme anticipates that many properties may eventually apply 
for a second dwelling; this is not an unintended consequence but part of the 
municipality’s spatial and housing strategy. 

 
Each application is assessed on its own merit 

• Approval of this application does not automatically permit all properties to 
erect second dwellings or boundary-line structures. 

• The Municipality retains full discretion and evaluates aspects such as erf 
size, layout, access, service capacity, impact on neighbours and policy 
compliance. 

 
Boundary maintenance concerns are addressed by established legal mechanisms 

• The proposed second dwelling will not encroach the 2m lateral and rear 
building lines. 

• South African building legislation and neighbours-rights provisions allow 
temporary access for maintenance where necessary, with the obligation to 
fully restore any affected landscaping or structures. 

• The applicant undertakes to comply fully with these requirements and to 
coordinate maintenance work with adjoining owners. 

 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
Second dwellings are already permitted in the zoning scheme 

• The applicable zoning already makes provision for a second dwelling as a 
primary land use right in terms of the Scheme. And the outbuilding complies 
with the general encroachments permitted. 

• The Scheme is the implementation tool for the municipality’s spatial 
planning to accommodate additional housing within the area.  

 
Each application is assessed on its own merit 
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• The applicant is correct when they stipulate that each application is 
approved on its own merit. This depends on various factors such as 
character, compliance with development parameters and further strategic 
planning views of the municipality. 

• The applicant is correct when they state that the Municipality retains full 
discretion and evaluates aspects such as erf size, layout, access, service 
capacity, impact on neighbours and policy compliance. 

 
Boundary maintenance concerns are addressed by established legal mechanisms 

• The second dwelling is not proposed to deviate from any additional 
development parameters, and the garage/storage area complies with the 
requirements of general encroachments permitted in terms of the Scheme. 

• The proposal must remain compliant in terms of the National Building 
Regulations. 

 

 

OBJECTION 4 

Sewerage system pressure. 
 

RESPONSE FROM APPLICANT 
 
The Municipality confirms service capacity during LUM review 

• All land-use applications are circulated to the Engineering Department for 
comment. 

• No approval is granted unless the service infrastructure, including sewer 
capacity, is confirmed as adequate. 

 
A second dwelling generates significantly less service demand than subdivision 

• A subdivision (as suggested by Prof Gelderblom) would double service 
demand and connection points. 

• A small second dwelling or ancillary unit is a low-impact intensification 
measure well within Sandbaai’s existing service thresholds. 

 
Sandbaai already accommodates numerous second units without system overload 

• The municipal engineering reports for Sandbaai reflect incremental upgrade 
planning aligned with growth patterns anticipated by the SDF. 

 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
The Municipality confirms service capacity during LUM review 

• The Engineering Department is satisfied with the proposed application to 
accommodate a second dwelling.  

• The Operational Services Department however stipulated that there is a 
sewer line where the owner wants to build his garage: either encase the 
pipe in concrete or he must just build the garage next to the sewer. 

 
A second dwelling generates significantly less service demand than subdivision 

• The proposal to accommodate a second dwelling on the property is a low-
impact intensification measure well within Sandbaai’s existing service 
thresholds. 

 
Sandbaai already accommodates numerous second units without system overload 
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• The applicant is correct when stipulating that the municipal engineering 
reports for Sandbaai reflect incremental upgrade planning aligned with 
growth patterns anticipated by the SDF. 

 

 

LETTER OF SUPPORT / NO OBJECTION 
Ms Booyens, whose erf directly borders Erf 1008 Sandbaai, states clearly: “I 
have no objections to the proposed changes.” This support is significant, as 
she is an immediate neighbour most directly affected by the proposal. Her 
non-objection demonstrates that the development does not negatively affect 
adjacent residential amenity. 
 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
The letter of support is noted. 
 

 

APPLICANT’S CONCLUSION ON OBJECTIONS AND LETTER OF SUPPORT 
The objections raised relate primarily to general concerns about densification, 
interpretation of precedent, and construction logistics, rather than demonstrable 
negative impacts arising from this specific proposal. 
 
After addressing the concerns in detail, it is respectfully submitted that: 

• The proposal is fully aligned with municipal planning policy. 

• It does not undermine neighbourhood character or amenity. 

• It does not impose unacceptable service, privacy, or boundary impacts. 

• It formalises land-use rights already contemplated in the Overstrand Zoning 
Scheme. 

 
The application is supported by at least one directly adjoining neighbour. 
 
Accordingly, it is submitted that the objections do not provide sufficient grounds to 
refuse the application, and the proposal should be approved. 
 

RESPONSE FROM TOWN PLANNER 
 
The applicant’s conclusion on the objections and non-objections is noted. 
 

 
In light of the above, the objections have been adequately discussed and resolved. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
Refer to point 7 of this report. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
Refer to point 7 of this report. 
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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 can be motivated in terms of the principles in the following 
manner: 

 
Spatial Justice 
The application is consistent with the principle of spatial injustice since the 
proposal is to accommodate an additional dwelling unit on the single residential 
property which meets the needs for additional residential accommodation within 
the Overstrand area as well as the future planning for the area. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The subject property is situated within an already established township of 
Sandbaai. The proposal to accommodate a second dwelling and the addition of 
a garage/storage will not impact on any protected or conservation worthy areas 
of Sandbaai. 

 
Efficiency 
The application to accommodate two dwelling units on the property effectively 
optimises the utilisation of the land.  Therefore, the proposal is consistent with 
the principle of efficiency. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The development of a second dwelling unit on the property is considered to be 
in line with the principle of spatial resilience. The creation of a second dwelling 
allows the property owner to receive additional income by renting the second 
dwelling which will in turn reduce the impact of economic shock on the property 
owners.  

 
Good administration 
The application followed the required planning procedures to ensure that land 
use activity is in line with municipal By-Laws and a public participation process 
had 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 10.2 above. 
 

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

The application is consistent with the SDF as well as the OMGMS. 
 
 

139



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 4 AUGUST 2026 

 
 

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

N/A 
 

10.6 Impact on municipal engineering services 
 

The proposed development is situated on an already serviced site, and no 
additional services are required. The proposed land use will not have a significant 
impact upon existing services and is supported by the Engineering Services 
Department. 

 
It must be noted that the Operational Service Department stipulated that there is 
a sewer line where the owner wants to build his garage: either encase the pipe 
in concrete or he must just build the garage next to the sewer. 

 
It is recommended that this choice be taken by the property owner and that a 
revised site plan indicating the owner’s choice be submitted at building plan 
phase. 

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

 
The 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 proposes a second dwelling (119.55m² in extent) on the property 
which is in line with the primary land use rights of the applicable zoning in terms 
of the Scheme. The application also proposes that a garage be developed over 
the eastern lateral building line adjoining Erf 2864 and Erf 1012 (both erven are 
owned by the same property owner) which is in line with the general 
encroachments subject to the compliance with the 9m development restriction 
and the provision of neighbours consent which has been provided (attached as 
Annexure H). 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
The restrictive conditions as contained in Title Deed T13555/2000 to be removed, read 

as follows: 

 

Clause B.2.(c) -  “That not more than one dwelling together with outbuildings and accessories be 

erected on any of the above erven and that not more than one half of the area of 

any one of the above erven be built upon.” 

 

The removal of the abovementioned clause is considered favourable since the 

Scheme permits a second dwelling as a primary right. Furthermore, the Scheme also 

restricts the property to 50% coverage. The intent of the application is to bring the 

development rights applicable in line with that permitted in terms of the Scheme. 

 

Clause B.2.(d) -  “That no building shall be erected on the above erf or erven within 4.72 metres of 

any boundary line between the said erf or erven and any street, road, or avenue 
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on which such erf or erven abuts; such space may only be used as gardens but 

shall not be built upon.” 

 
The removal of the abovementioned clause is considered favourable since the 4.72m 
building line restriction is outdated, and in contrast the Scheme makes provision for a 
setback of 4m from the street.  

 
In terms of Chapter 4, Section 35(4) of the Overstrand Municipality’s By-Law on 
Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 and Section 39(5) of the Land Use Planning Act, 
2014, when the municipality considers the removal, suspension or amendment of a 
restrictive condition; the municipality must consider the following: 

 
The financial or other value of the rights 

 
No financial or other value of the rights in terms of the restrictive conditions enjoyed 
by the owner, are evident. 

 
The personal benefits which accrue to the holder of rights in terms of the 
restrictive condition 

 
No material personal benefits which accrue to the holder of the rights in terms of the 
restrictive conditions are evident. 

 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the person seeking the removal, 
suspension or amendment of the restrictive condition if it is removed, 
suspended or amended 

 
The benefit of the property owner for the removal of the abovementioned restrictive 
conditions contained in the title deed will enable the property owner to develop their 
property in line with that of the Scheme which is the current applicable legislation that 
has shaped the Sandbaai area.  

 
The property owner also seeks to bring the development parameters in line with the 
applicable development parameters enjoyed by many Sandbaai homeowners. 

 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place in its existing 
form and the social benefit of the removal, suspension or amendment of the 
restrictive condition 

 
No material social benefits to the restrictive conditions remaining in place in its 
existing form are evident. 

 
The removal of the restrictive conditions will enable the property owner to let his 
property to a single family which will in turn become an income generating asset as 
well as providing additional residential accommodation options in the area. 

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

 
The property will remain subject to the development parameters of the applicable 
zoning in terms of the Scheme. Therefore, the development will not remove all rights 
enjoyed by the beneficiary or only some of those rights, if any. 
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The proposed application for the removal of the aforementioned restrictive title deed 
conditions is therefore considered favourable from a town planning perspective. 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
The development of a second dwelling on the subject property is considered 
favourably since a second dwelling is considered a primary land use right under the 
Residential Zone 1: Single Residential zoning and still be compliant with the 
development parameters thereto. 

 
The development of the garage/storage area is also considered favourably since it 
complies with the general encroachments of the Scheme which refers to the 9m 
development restriction applicable to structure housing motor vehicles as well as the 
provision of neighbours consent. 

 
Sufficient parking has been provided for both the dwelling house as well as the second 
dwelling. 

 
The Engineering Services Department has no objection to the development of a 
second dwelling on the property. 

 
The Operational Services Department, however, stipulates that there is a sewer line 
where the property owner want to build their garage. Therefore, it is the owner’s 
decision to either encase the sewer pipe with concrete or alternatively build the garage 
next to the sewer. This decision will remain the owner’s responsibility and a revised 
site plan must then be submitted at building plan phase indicating the owners decision. 

 
Conclusion 

 
With the above-mentioned stated, it is evident that the application is considered 
desirable from a town planning perspective. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

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

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law) for the 
removal of restrictive title conditions B.2.(c) & B.2.(d) as contained in Title 
Deed T13555/2000 applicable to Erf 1008, Sandbaai, in order to accommodate 
a second dwelling unit on the subject property, 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 Overstrand Municipality 

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 (By-Law) for the 
departure of the southeastern lateral building from 2m to 0m to accommodate 
the existing garage/storage space; be approved in terms of the provisions of 
Section 61 of the By-Law; 

  
4. that the decisions in paragraphs 2. and 3. above be subject to the following 

conditions: 
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 (a) that the approval is only for the development of the second dwelling (limited 
to 120m² in extent) and the garage (developed over the southeastern 
lateral building line to 0m); 

   
 (b) that building plans be submitted to the Building Department for approval, 

and that all conditions of the Building- and the Fire Department, be 
complied with at that stage; 

   
 (c) that all the conditions in the Engineering Services Report (attached as 

Annexures G), be complied with; 
   
 (d) that there is a sewer line where the owner wants to build the garage; that 

the owner either encases the pipe in concrete or alternatively build the 
garage next to the sewer pipe; 

   
 (e) that a revised site plan be submitted as part of the building plan phase 

reflecting the owners’ decision in point (d). above;  and 
   
 (f) that the rates of the property be amended accordingly in terms of the latest 

rates policy. 
   
5. that the applicant and person who objected be notified of their right of appeal in 

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

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
Reasons for approval 

 
❖ The application has followed due procedure. 
❖ None of the relevant departments have any objection. 
❖ The objection has been adequately responded to. 
❖ The actual use of the property remains for residential purposes and is in line with 

the residential character of the Sandbaai area. 
❖ There is sufficient parking on the property for both dwelling units. 
❖ Adequate services are provided on-site; therefore no additional services are 

required. 
❖ The Overstrand Zoning Scheme Regulations have sufficient control measures 

when it comes to land use and building line parameters. 
❖ The proposal will not negatively impact on existing/vested rights of adjoining 

property owners or the character of the area. 
❖ The proposal is considered in line with the Municipality’s SDF. 
❖ The proposal is consistent with the planning principles in terms of LUPA and 

SPLUMA. 
 

15. ANNEXURES 
 

Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Title Deed T13555/2000 
Annexure E: Objection letters and support letter received  
Annexure F: Response from applicant 
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Annexure G: Services Report 
Annexure H: Neighbours consent (Erf 2864) 
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Name:   BC MINNAAR 

SACPLAN Reg No:   C/8630/2021 

Signature:  _________________ 

Date:   _________________ 
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