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AGENDA : MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL: 30 MAY 2024 
 
 
1. OPENING 
 
 
 
2. APPLICATIONS FOR LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
 
 
 
3. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 
3.1 Minutes of a Municipal Planning Tribunal Meeting held on 24 April 2024 
 
 
 
4. ITEM FOR CONSIDERATION 
 
4.1 ERF 363, 6 CENTRAL ROAD, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND 

MUNICIPAL AREA: APPLICATION FOR DEPARTURE: INTERACTIVE 
TOWN & REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF RUDOLPH DE 
VILLIERS TRUST 

 
Report attached 

 
 
4.2 ERF 3770, 1 NERINE CRESCENT, BETTY’S BAY, OVERSTRAND 

MUNICIPAL AREA: APPLICATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE 
TITLE DEED CONDITION: WRAP PROJECT OFFICE ON BEHALF OF AP 
BOTHA 

 
Report attached 
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4.1 
ERF 363, 6 CENTRAL ROAD, PRINGLE BAY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
APPLICATION FOR DEPARTURE: INTERACTIVE TOWN & REGIONAL PLANNERS ON 
BEHALF OF RUDOLPH DE VILLIERS TRUST 
 
363 KPRB (4419/2023)  
B Minnaar  (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
12 April 2024 
 

1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

An application has been received on 27 June 2023 from InterActive Town & Regional 
Planners on behalf of Rudolph de Villiers Trust on Erf 363, Pringle Bay for a 
departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-
Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 to be read with Section 17.1.2.(c) of the 
Overstrand Municipality Land Use Scheme, 2020 in order to deviate from the 
requirement to accommodate parking on site i.e. from the required nine (9) parking 
bays to accommodate two (2) on-site parking bays and seven (7) off-site parking 
bays. 

 
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 

 
Erf 363 is located in the Pringle Bay area and situated on 6 Central Road. The erf 
measure 350m² in extent and zoned for business purposes.  The property consists of 
an existing restaurant.  

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
THE MOTIVATION CAN BE SUMMARIZED AS FOLLOWS: 

 
The property owner intends to demolish the existing building on Erf 363 Pringle Bay 
and construct a new building consisting of a restaurant and meeting rooms on the 
ground floor and offices on the first floor.  

 
The proposal is in line with the applicable zoning with no building line restrictions.  
The zoning scheme requires parking bay ratio of 4 bays per 100m² GLA.  The site 
measure 350m² in extent with a gross leasable area of 220m².  The GLA for the 
proposal calculates to 8.8 parking bays which results to a total of 9 parking bays to 
be provided.  

 
According to a decision of the Mayoral Committee on 28 December 2005, 50% of the 
parking bays are to be provided on-site and the other 50% to be provided as off-
street parking.  Additionally, a Pringle Bay Parking Master Plan was approved and 
implemented.   
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The impact of the Pringle Bay Parking Master Plan resulted in the layout of the 
previous parking of the subject site not being viable due to the closure of the exit 
way.  Therefore, considering the layout of the proposed business, only two parking 
bays can be developed on the subject site with adequate manoeuvring ability.  

 
As a result of the above-mentioned, two (2) on-site parking bays are proposed as 
well as the buyout of the remaining seven (7) parking bays.  

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published Closing date for 
comments 

Local newspaper Yes 7 September 2023 13 October 2023 

Registered notices Yes 7 September 2023 13 October 2023 

Internal departments Yes 7 September 2023 13 October 2023 

Ward councillor Yes 7 September 2023 13 October 2023 

Total comments 1 (ONE) 

Total letters of support NONE 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 50 of 
the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning? Yes 

Was the application processed correctly (if no, elaborate below): Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA? (can be elaborated further below) Yes 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Building Control 17/04/2023 No objection. Any building plan application 
must comply with all applicable law. 

Services Report 01/06/2023 See Annexure F. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

 
One (1) letter of objection was received during public participation from the Pringle 
Bay Ratepayers Association (PRA) received 12 October 2023.  See Annexure D.   

 
The applicant was provided with an opportunity to respond to the objections.  See 
Annexure E. 

 
See below a summary of the objections and applicant’s response thereon, and also 
the Municipal Town Planners comments thereon. 
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OBJECTION 1 
 

The full Parking Master Plan (or policy) documentation for the PB business parking 
plan should be considered, and not only the diagram as submitted by the applicant.  
This will not only ensure current but also future fairness in allocating alternative 
parking to proposed developers and current landowners. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The PBRPA are objecting to a document that does not exist.  A supporting 
motivational report was not accompanied with the PBPMP. The author of the Pringle 
Bay Parking Masterplan was contacted accordingly, and he confirmed that no 
supporting motivation was written.  The origin of the Pringle Bay Parking Masterplan 
was found to be done on request of Ward 10 and was compiled by the competent 
locally based Civil Engineer, André van der Merwe.  Furthermore, the master plan is 
clear and descriptive in itself and no need for a descriptive motivation report is 
considered necessary.  The objector implicates that alternative parking is not 
allocated in fairness without any evidence of unfairness.  It should also be 
acknowledged that the Overstrand Municipality is the responsible authority and not 
the PBRPA to manage the parking.  Given the above the point of objection should 
be rejected. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
There is no policy document for the Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan.  

 
With regard to the application submitted for Erf 1867 Pringle Bay, a decision was 
taken by the Mayoral Committee on 28 December 2005 stating that 50% of the 
parking requirements are to be provided on site and the remaining 50% be provided 
as off-site parking.  Furthermore, the provision of the off-site parking is to be at the 
cost of the developer/property owner.  This decision regarding parking requirements 
is only applicable to Erf 1867 Pringle Bay.  However, the compilation of the Pringle 
Bay CBD Parking Master Plan set a precedent when approving the development of 
Erf 1861 Pringle Bay, as 30 parking bays were provided in accordance with the 
Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan.  With that said, the approval further 
stipulated that the parking also be available for use by the greater public. 

 
Parking is not allocated to any individual business with regards to the off-street 
parking.  The provision of the 50/50 parking principle is constructed on a “first come 
first serve basis”.  Additionally, the parking constructed within the road reserve must 
be made available to the general public; therefore the notion of fairness is irrelevant 
in this circumstance.  

 
OBJECTION 2 

 
The Overstrand Municipal’s “parking master plan” and the memorandum thereto is 
highly relevant as a policy document as alternative parking provision is applied for in 
terms of paragraph 17.1.2. Importantly, paragraph 17.1.2(c)(iii) provides for any 
alternative parking in terms of paragraph 17.1.2 to be granted subject to application 
policies. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

As per the response here-above, a memorandum to the parking master plan does 
not exist and the plan itself is clearly understandable and legible and can easily be 
interpreted.  Therefore, the comment of the PBRPA is considered invalid. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
As stated in the response to objection point 1, there is no policy document for the 
Pringle Bay CBD Master Plan.  

 
Section 17.1.2.(c) of the scheme regulations makes provision for a property owner 
to buyout parking when parking cannot be provided on-site.  The application is for 
such a departure in order to buyout the parking.  Additionally, the parking that 
cannot be provided on-site will be provided within the road reserve.  

 
OBJECTION 3 

 
The application should be referred back for matters that should be more fully 
considered in the application being the following: 

 
The application states that 7 additional parking bays is required without applying for 
it. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
It is clear in the application that the application is made for additional parking.  That 
is the whole purpose of the application.  Therefore, the point of objection should be 
rejected. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant clearly proposes to buyout the 7 parking bays in his motivation report 
submitted with the application.  

 
OBJECTION 4 

 
The viability of such application for alternative parking will be subject to any tailored 
policy requirement. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The Pringle Bay Parking Masterplan merely serves as a clear guideline for parking 
in the business area of Pringle Bay.  It is incomprehensible that an institution like the 
PBRPA can’t “read”, interpret and understand the plan.  Therefore, this point of 
objection should be ignored, rejected and omitted. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
As stipulated in the response to the objection point 1, there is no policy applicable.  
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OBJECTION 5 
 

The Overstrand Municipal Planning By-Law requires an application of alternative 
parking for the approval of the municipality. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The PBRPA wants the applicant to indicate as part of his application where the 
alternative parking will be located.  The masterplan shows the areas where parking 
has already been allocated.  As this forms part of a dynamic process, the local 
authority identifies the location of the parking spaces to ensure a coordinated and 
efficient manner for the construction of the off-site parking areas.  Therefore, the 
point of objection does not make sense and should be rejected. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
This application submitted is for a departure from the applicable parking parameters 
which the scheme makes provision for by means of providing alternative parking 
and the buyout thereof.  This objection point is therefore irrelevant.  

 
OBJECTION 6 

 
The application is considered incomplete as no assurance that such alternative 
parking can be obtained or be approved or indeed be appropriate. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
From the PBPMP as well as on-site it is evident that space for alternative parking is 
still available. Prior to submitting the application, officials were also consulted to 
confirm that space for alternative parking is available.  Therefore, the application for 
alternative parking is not incomplete and once again this point of objection should 
be omitted. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
As per the Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan and the Mayoral Committee 
decision (dated 28 December 2024) the applicant is to provide the parking off-site 
which will be a condition of approval (applicant to consult with the Engineering 
services on providing off-site parking within the CBD road reserves).  

 
OBJECTION 7 

 
The application is complicated as two business uses (office and restaurant) and will 
place higher demands on existing street parking than the previous single restaurant 
use. 

  

5



AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 30 MAY 2024 
 
 
 

APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

It is concerning that a body like the PBRPA makes an objection of this nature.  The 
zoning of the application site is Business Zone 3: Local Business and its primary 
right allows for more than two business land-uses namely shops, dwelling unit 
(above ground floor), flats (above ground floor), offices, restaurant, caretaker’s 
accommodation and self-catering.  Even-though more than one land-use is 
permissible as a primary right, it should also be acknowledged that in this instance, 
these two proposed land-uses peak activity times does not coincide.  The objector 
furthermore does not take into consideration that the restaurant area can increase 
and create even higher parking demands during peak periods compared to two or 
more different land uses.  The point of objection is evidently out of context, invalid 
and should be ignored. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The Town Planner agrees with the applicant’s response with regard to the scheme 
regulations as well as the impact that the proposed dual land use will have on the 
traffic and parking demands.  

 
OBJECTION 8 

 
The application could result in a nuisance to other business owners in the node. The 
application does not deal at all with the nuisance that potentially could result. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
As per the previous response, the existing land-use rights makes provision for a 
restaurant as a primary right and is subsequently permitted. It is once again of 
serious concern that a ratepayers association discourages a statutory business in a 
formal business area where other similar uses are present, and tourism and 
hospitality is a core function of the existence to the local business community. The 
point of objection is contrary to the mission statement of the PBRPA being namely 
“To preserve and protect the rights and interests of all ratepayers and residents as a 
whole of the area” In the light of the above this point of objection should strongly be 
rejected by the deciding authority. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The objection point is not specific and can therefore not adequately be responded 
to.  As the applicant mentions, the existing land use rights to operate a restaurant 
and office space is already in place as these uses are primary rights in terms of the 
applicable zoning.  This objection point is hereby considered invalid since the 
objector does not substantiate their claims of nuisance.  

 
OBJECTION 9 

 
No mention is made regarding handicapped parking, loading / offloading zones or 
the sharing of same with adjacent business owners. 
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APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 
 

It is self-evident that the proposed 2 parking bays will serve as loading bays 
normally during off-peak periods and during normal business hours parking for 
handicapped customers. This forms part of the planning to optimize scarce land 
resources. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The objection and the response by the application is noted. 

 
OBJECTION 10 

 
Details of alternative parking are not provided, an essential pre-requisite component 
of the application to enable the Overstrand Municipality to take a decision is lacking. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The point of objection made by the PBRPA is factually incorrect. The PBPMP 
provides the guidelines for the areas where parking can be provided. It should also 
be kept in mind that this is a dynamic process and managed by the Overstrand 
Municipality which is in a position to determine the alternative locations for off-site 
parking in accordance with the policy Pringle Bay Master Parking Plan. It should 
also be acknowledged that the Overstrand Municipality evaluate application for 
technically correctness when an application is submitted. This application was 
accordingly found compliant. This point of objection is incorrect and should be 
ignored. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
Off-site parking within the road reserves in the Pringle Bay CBD will be discussed 
and agreed upon between the applicant/owner and the Engineering Services 
Department.  

 
OBJECTION 11 

 
The Overstrand Municipality should in no uncertain terms indicate what the situation 
will be when in future similar applications are submitted for consideration where 
required off-street, (on-site) parking could similarly be requested for exchange to 
alternative on-street parking and the latter is not available anymore. It is stressed 
that the principle of fairness now as well as in the future be applicable. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The point of objection has no direct relevance to the application and appears to 
prescribe to the local authority how to manage application procedures.  As 
mentioned here-above, the allocation of parking is a dynamic process and the 
Overstrand Municipality’s processes are subjected to statutory objective, pragmatic, 
functional and practical procedures and processes.  The point of objection should 
thus also be omitted. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 
 

As mentioned previously, the scheme, the Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan as 
well as the Mayoral Committee decision letter (dated 28 December 2005) allow for 
the provision of off-site parking within the Pringle Bay road reserves.  Again, the 
Pringle Bay Ratepayers Association does not substantiate their claims with factual 
evidence but rather make statements.  Note that vacant portions of municipal land 
(road reserves) are available for off-site parking within the Pringle Bay CBD.  

 
OBJECTION 12 

 
The objector makes suggestions for an alternative layout of the application site. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The comments and the suggestion of the PBRPA are noted. This suggestion also 
has no relevance to the application and is merely a suggestion. The suggestions are 
however impractical as it does not take traffic safety and engineering principles and 
standards into consideration and would cause potential traffic congestions if 
implemented. The deciding authorities should thus disregard this suggestion. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The suggestion made by the objector regarding an alternative design to increase the 
parking available on-site is short sited since this will equate to one additional parking 
on-site.  The suggestion is noted; however, the suggestion will not have a significant 
value on the patrons. 

 
NEED AND DESIRABILITY: 

 
With regard to the application submitted for Erf 1867 Pringle Bay, a decision was 
taken by the Mayoral Committee on 28 December 2005 stating that 50% of the 
parking requirements are to be provided on site and the remaining 50% be provided 
as off-site parking.  Furthermore, the provision of the off-site parking is to be at the 
cost of the developer/property owner.  This decision regarding parking requirements 
is only applicable to Erf 1867 Pringle Bay.  However, the compilation of the Pringle 
Bay CBD Parking Master Plan set a precedent when approving the development of 
Erf 1861 Pringle Bay, as 30 parking bays were provided in accordance with the 
Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan.  With that said, the approval further 
stipulated that the parking also be available for use by the greater public.  

 
The previous approved building plan of Erf 363 Pringle Bay made provision for four 
(4) parking bays in tandem with a one-way access through the property from Pass 
Road to Central Road.  The development of parking bays within the road reserve of 
Central Road in accordance with the Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan resulted 
in the closure of the one-way and negatively impacting the viability of the existing 
parking layout.  
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The provision of parking for restaurants and offices are calculated at 4 bays per 100 
GLA in terms of the Overstrand Municipal Land Use Scheme (Scheme).  The total 
GLA for the proposed development is 215.5m² which equates to 8.6 parking bays 
required (i.e. 9 parking bays).  The provision of nine (9) parking bays is therefore 
required for the proposed development on Erf 363 Pringle Bay.  It is understood that 
the parking bays be split in accordance with the 50/50 principle of on-site and off-
site parking provision.  However, this would not be possible due to the design/layout 
of the proposed restaurant and office space.  Keep in mind that the site is located at 
the entrance of the Pringle Bay CBD and is considered a focal point of the area.  
The proposed restaurant and office space at the entrance of the CBD is designed in 
such a way to attract visitors/tourists and enhance the character of the town.  

 
As a result of the limitations of the site, the only viable parking layout for the subject 
property is to provide two (2) parking bays on-site which will be accessed from Pass 
Road.  The proposal, as submitted, is to buyout the remaining seven (7) parking 
bays required for the proposed development.  In terms of Section 17.1.2 of the 
Scheme, application can be made for alternative parking provision which the 
applicant has applied for.  The application is therefore not considered “incomplete”. 

 
The parking within the Pringle Bay CBD area is not allocated to specific businesses.  
As mentioned previously, parking within this area is provided on a 50/50 principle of 
on-site and off-site parking.  Therefore, off-site parking is only factored in when 
developments cannot provide adequate on-site parking and applies for the buyout of 
parking which the Scheme makes provision for.  Note that the remaining seven (7) 
parking bays will be built within the road reserve at the developers cost.  The 
developer must consult with the Engineering Department regarding the provision 
and location of the seven (7) off-site parking bays within the road reserve.  

 
The GLA of the proposed development is less than that of the previously approved 
building plan (dated 2001).  The impact of traffic and the nuisance factor on the 
other businesses will not exponentially increase compared to the previous business 
and is therefore not considered a viable objection point.  

 
It is of the opinion that the objection points of the Pringle Bay Ratepayers 
Association have been adequately resolved/answered.  

 
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 
 

10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 
CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 

 
10.1 Background 

 
N/A 
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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 proposal relates to parking provision and will not in any way contribute to 
the perpetuation of the past apartheid spatial development imbalances. 

 
Spatial Sustainability 

 
The proposal is situated in the Central Business District of Pringle Bay and is 
for the buyout of parking.  The parking will be located within the road reserve 
and not impact on any valuable agricultural land or environmentally sensitive 
and biodiversity rich areas.  

 
Efficiency 

 
The proposal is designed to optimally utilise the space available on the subject 
property.  Note, the development of the alternative off-street parking will be 
subject to an agreement between the Engineering Services Department and 
the property owner for the proposed off-street parking in relation to the 
proposed development.   

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
The proposed development will not lead to any economical and/or 
environmental shocks as the application will be compliant with the National 
Building Regulations and SANS. 

 
Good Administration 

 
Good procedure was followed and with a good public participation process. 

 
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 
 

Same as Point 10.2 above. 
 

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

N/A 
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10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 
 

As discussed in point 7 of this report, the seven (7) alternative parking bays will 
be provided within the road reserve.  A parking layout plan for the off-street 
parking will be subject to a layout plan agreed upon by the Engineering 
Services Department and the property owner / developer of the subject erf.  

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

 
N/A 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The proposed application is to depart from the required number of on-site 
parking bays.  The scheme makes provision for the deviation of parking bays 
by means of a departure application which the applicant has applied for.  

 
The application is in line with the Overstrand Spatial documents. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
DEPARTURE OF PARKING REQUIREMENTS: 

 
The property is located within the CBD of Pringle Bay.  The zoning is Business 
Zone 3: Local Business and is currently vacant.  The proposed development of a 
restaurant and office space is in line with the applicable zoning however falls short 
with regards to the parking requirements.  

 
The parking layout falls short for the following reasons: 

 
➢ The previous building plan approval permitted four parking bays in tandem with 

a one-way access from Pass Road to Central Road.  The development of off-
site parking bays within the road reserve of Central Road resulted in the closure 
of the one-way access road.  Causing the existing parking layout to be non-
viable.  

➢ The subject property is located at the entrance of the Pringle Bay CBD and is 
designed/positioned in such a way to enhance the character of the town 
resulting in the design challenges, specifically impacting the parking layout.  

➢ The property has an irregular shape, and any proposed development will incur 
design challenges.  

 
Noting the above, the proposed design offers a GLA of approximately 215.6m² 
which requires the provision of nine (9) parking bays.  

 
As per the decision taken by council as discussed in point 7 of this report, the 
proposal will make use of the 50/50 principle on-site parking provision in line with 
the Pringle Bay CBD Parking Master Plan.  
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When applying the 50/50 principle to the proposed development, four (4) on-site and 
five (5) off-site parking bays (or vice-versa) are required.  Taking cognisance of the 
design limitations and the closure of the one-way over the property, the provision of 
four (4) on-site parking bays is not viable as there will not be enough manoeuvring 
ability.  The applicant therefore proposes to provide two (2) on-site parking bays that 
will serve as the loading bay and the disabled parking.  The applicant also proposes 
to buy-out the remaining seven (7) parking bays in accordance with Section 
17.1.2.(c).  

 
Additionally, the remaining seven (7) parking bays will be provided as off-site 
parking in accordance with the Mayoral Committee decision letter (dated 28 
December 2005).  

 
The provision of off-site parking is desirable and in line with the character of the 
adjacent erven.  With reference to the figure below, it is clear that the surrounding 
erven (Erf 1889, Erf 1861, Erf 369 and Erf 366 Pringle Bay) have been developed to 
their full potential and has approval for off-street parking.  The proposed 
development on Erf 363 Pringle Bay should therefore also be provided the 
opportunity to utilise the off-street parking as per the Pringle Bay CBD Master 
Parking Plan.  
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From a town planning perspective, the provision of off-site parking is desirable for 
the following reasons: 

 
 The businesses within the Pringle Bay CBD area are offered the chance to utilise 
off-site parking provision in relation to the adjacent erven.  

 The 50/50 parking principle is available to all business properties within the 
Pringle Bay CBD, however not all erven has opted to utilise this principle.  

 Certain sections of the road reserve of Central Road and Peak Road are still 
undeveloped and can be utilised for off-site parking.  

 
Considering the above, the provision of the seven (7) parking bays off-site is 
recommended for approval subject to the property owner/developer consulting with 
the Engineering Services Department with regard to the location and position of the 
required off-site parking.  

 
Section 17.1.2.(c) of the Overstrand Land Use Scheme states the following:  

 
“Pay the Municipality the amount to the value of the parking to be provided in 
accordance with the zoning concerned, together with the construction cost, in cases 
where the provision of parking is precluded; in terms of other legislation or site-
specific constraints a contribution is made to an approved Municipal parking fund or 
project for the provision of parking”.  

 
The area of extent relates to Section 17.1.3 “for the purpose of determining the 

value of a parking bay, a minimum area of 25m² will be utilised”. 
 

Note: Considering the Mayoral Committee decision letter relating to the parking 
dated (28 December 2005), the parking off-site is to be at the cost of the property 
owner/developer.  Therefore, the calculation for parking buyout will not include 
construction cost.  

 
➢ Land value:  R315,000.00 
➢ Erf size:   350m² 
➢ Parking:   7 
➢ Minimum area: 25m² 

 
❖ Price per m²  = Land value ÷ Erf size 

    = R315,000.00 ÷ 350m² 
    = R900.00 

 
❖ Value of Parking = Price/m² x Parking Area 

    = R900.00 x 25m² 
    = R22,500.00 

 
Therefore, the buy-out of seven (7) parking bays equates to R157,500.00 
(7xR22,500.00).  

 
Considering the above-mentioned, the application for the buy-out of seven (7) 
parking bays equating to the amount of R157,000.00 is recommended for approval 
from a town planning perspective. 
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13. RECOMMENDATION 
 

1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipality 
Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 read with 
Section 17.1.2.(c) of the Overstrand Municipality Land Use Scheme, 2020 on 
Erf 363, Pringle Bay for a departure in order relax the parking bay requirements 
from nine (9) to two (2), be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of 
the By-Law, subject to the following conditions: 

  
 (a) that an amount of R157,000.00, excluding VAT, be payable for the 

shortfall of seven (7) parking bays within ninety (90) days from the final 
date of the decision; 

   
 (b) that an off-site parking layout plan be submitted to the Engineering 

Services Department to their satisfaction for the seven (7) outstanding 
parking bays; 

   
 (c) that the conditions in the Engineering Report (attached as Annexures F), 

be adhered to; 
   
 (d) that building plans be submitted to the Building Department of the 

Overstrand Municipality, and that any requirements by the Fire- and 
Building Departments at that stage be complied with; 

   
 (e) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Land 

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

with any other relevant legislation. 
   
2. that the applicant and objector be notified of its right of appeal in terms 

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

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
❖ The present building plan was approved with four parking bays on-site.  The 

parking created within the road reserve along the eastern portion of the property 
results in the non-viability of the current parking layout.  Therefore, any proposed 
parking layout will incur design challenges.  

❖ The Overstrand Municipality Land Use Scheme makes provision for alternative 
parking provision which have been applied for.  

❖ The Mayoral Committee decision letter makes provision for a 50/50 principle 
relating to on-site and off-site parking.  However, the viability of the 50/50 
principle cannot be implemented on this site due to the shape site.  The parking 
must rather be moved to a more viable scenario in terms of safety and 
manoeuvrability.  

❖ The proposal to provide off-site parking is in line with the Pringle Bay CBD 
Parking Master Plan.  
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15. ANNEXURES 
 

Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Objection received 
Annexure E: Applicant’s response to objection 
Annexure F: Services Report 
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