
AGENDA OF THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL 2 NOVEMBER 2023 
 
 

4.5 
ERF 3921, 128 SECOND AVENUE, KLEINMOND, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: 
APPLICATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE TITLE DEED CONDITION, DEPARTURE 
AND DETERMINATION OF AN ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY: FVS TOWN & REGIONAL 
PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF HEICH BELEGGINGSTRUST 
 
3921 KKM (4170/2022) 
H van der Stoep  (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
1 August 2023 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application has been received on 7 June 2022 from FVS Town and Regional 
Planners on behalf of HEICH Beleggingstrust on Erf 3921, Kleinmond for the 
following: 

 
❖ Removal of Restrictive Title Deed Condition in terms of Section 16(2)(f) of the 

Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Planning, 2020 for the removal of 
restrictive title deed condition C.8. as contained in Title Deed T013275/2001 of 
the property to accommodate a carport and pergola that encroach the street 
building line. 

 
The restrictive title deed condition reads as follows: 

 
“C. ONDERHEWIG verder aan die volgende voorwaardes vervat in 

Transportakte nr T14866/1970 opgelê ten gunste van Kleinmond Syndicate 
Limited en hul opvolgers in titel as eienaars van die restant van die grond 
gehou kragtens Transportakte nr T3729/1918, naamlik: 

 
8. All buildings to be erected on the land herein sold shall stand back at 

least 3,15 metres from the line of the street or avenue on which the lot 
or lots herein mentioned may front.” 

 
❖ Departure in terms of Section 16(2)(b) of the Overstrand Municipal By-Law on 

Municipal Planning, 2020 to relax the street building lines from 4m to ±0,45m to 
accommodate a carport and pergola. 

 
❖ Determination of an Administrative Penalty in terms of Section 16(2)(q) of the 

Overstrand Municipal By-Law on Municipal Planning, 2020 for the unauthorized 
building line encroachments as stipulated above. 

 
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.  The Title Deed is 
attached as Annexure D. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
Municipal Planning Tribunal 
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3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
Erf 3921 is located in Kleinmond.  The application is to legalize the erection of a 
pergola and carport over the street building line.  The title deed has restrictive 
conditions that restricts any development over the Title Deed Street building line of 
3,15m and the Land Use Scheme Street building line of 4m. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 

REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE TITLE DEED CONDITION 
 

The restrictive title deed condition reads as follows: 
 

“C. ONDERHEWIG verder aan die volgende voorwaardes vervat in Transportakte nr 
T14866/1970 opgelê ten gunste van Kleinmond Syndicate Limited en hul 
opvolgers in titel as eienaars van die restant van die grond gehou kragtens 
Transportakte nr T3729/1918, naamlik: 

 
8. All buildings to be erected on the land herein sold shall stand back at least 

3,15 metres from the line of the street or avenue on which the lot or lots 
herein mentioned may front.” 

 

ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 
 

The financial or other value of the rights in terms of the restrictive conditions 
enjoyed by a person or entity, irrespective of whether these rights are personal 
or vest in the person as he owner of a dominant tenement. 

 
The subject restrictive conditions do not have any significant value to person or entity.  
The conditions stipulated are deemed too restrictive taking into consideration the 
extent of the property (595m²).  The removal of the conditions will not alter the 
character of the surrounding areas. 

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

 
The owner will enjoy the added security of his vehicles being parked under a roofed 
structure, thus adding value to the existing dwelling and will further aid in the safety of 
his property. 

 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the person seeking the removal of 
the restrictive condition if it is removed.  

 
The property owner will possibly enjoy the benefit of an increase in property value 
which will then be in line with the retail prices of properties in the surrounding area. 

 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place. 

 
There is no social benefit to be enjoyed should the condition remains in place.  It 
serves no purpose in terms of the health, safety and well being of the surrounding 
community. 
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The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining being removed / 
amended. 

 
The property owner may enjoy the added benefit of an enlarged covered area that will 
provide added security for the property. 

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

 
The application entails the removal of a condition, and no attempt is made to alter 
additional restrictive conditions.  The removal of the condition will not negatively 
impact on the surrounding community. 

 

NEED 
 

➢ The proposed carport is mainly for the parking of friends and family. 
➢ The proposal will aid in the protection of motor vehicles. 
➢ The owner wants to protect his vehicles to inclement weather conditions. 

 

DESIRABILITY 
 

➢ The proposal is not deemed to impact negatively on the line of sight/ of Ninth 
Street nor Second avenue since the proposal is not situated on the corner of the 
aforementioned intersection, but towards the centre of the property. 

➢ The proposal will add value to the existing property and dwelling. 
➢ The proposal will aid in the safety and security of the property’s owner’s vehicles. 
➢ The proposal is in line with any residential neighbourhood. 
➢ It is not deemed that the proposal will impact negatively on the streetscape. 
➢ The proposal will not further detract from the neighbours in terms of privacy and 

loss of sunlight. 
➢ No additional services are required. 

 

POLICIES AND REGULATIONS 
 

The application site is subject to the Environmental Overlay Zone, Protected Area 
Buffer.  The erf is located within the Buffer area and does not encroach onto the 
Nature Reserve. 

 

SPATIAL PLANNING POLICIES 
 

Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) 
 

The application complies with the objectives in the document. 
 

Overstrand Municipal Growth Management Strategy (2010) 
 

The proposal does not entail the densification of Erf 3921. 
 

Overstrand Municipality Amended By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning (2020) 
 

The proposal is not considered to be a deviation from the requirements of Section 66 
of the By-Law. 
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PLANNING PRINCIPLES 
 

Spatial Justice 
 

The proposed application will not contribute to past spatial injustices. 
 

Spatial sustainability 
 

The proposed development will continue to protect an environmentally sensitive 
areas and cultural landscapes, as it is in an already residential area and thus not 
alter any environmentally sensitive areas. 

 
Efficiency  

 
This proposal is intended to maximise the usage of the property to its full potential. 

 
Spatial Resilience 

 
The proposal is well aligned with the spatial plans and policies and that will enable 
the subject property to be able tot resist and absorb environmental and economic 
shocks. 

 
Good Administration 

 
The Applicant has followed due process as determined by the Overstrand Land Use 
Scheme. 

 

DETERMINATION OF THE ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTY 
 

(a) nature, duration, gravity and extent of the contravention 
 

The structures were erected recently, and the owners were not aware that the 
construction of the structure will have such a detrimental impact and has 
subsequently made all efforts to rectify the contravention. 

 
(b) the conduct of the person (allegedly) involved in the contravention 

 
The owner realised that his actions were not considered to be favourable and 
immediately made use of a professional team to address the issue. 

 
(c) whether the unlawful conduct was stopped 

 
Upon completion of the construction work, it was conveyed to the owner that 
the structures were illegal. 

 
(d) a report by a quantity surveyor in matters of unauthorised 

building/construction 
 

This office is of the opinion that such a report is not required at this stage but 
will be made available on request. 
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(e) whether the person allegedly involved in the contravention has previously 

contravened this by-law or a previous planning law 
 

No 
 

CONCLUSION 
 

o The owner was not duly informed of the required process to be followed. 
o No complaints have been received by the abutting owners. 
o The dwelling is not a primary home and needed the construction be done before 

the oncoming winter season. 
o No previous contravention notice has been issued against the owner. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Gazette Yes 9 December 2022 27 January 2023 

Local newspaper Yes 8 December 2022 27 January 2023 

Registered notices Yes 9 December 2022 27 January 2023 

Internal departments Yes 9 December 2022 27 January 2023 

Ward councillor Yes 9 December 2022 27 January 2023 

Total comments TWO (2) 

Total letters of support ONE (1) 

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

Yes 

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

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

Yes 

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

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Engineering Services 07/02/2023 See Annexure G. 

Building Control 09/12/2022 
No objection. Building plan application 
to comply with all applicable law. 

Fire Department 21/12/2022 

No objection subject to compliance with 
provisions of SANS 10400-A:2016, 
SANS 10400-T:2020 and the By-Law 
relating to fire safety. 
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7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION  

 
The application was duly advertised in the local newspaper and Government 
Gazette.  Registered letters were also sent out to interested and affected parties and 
the Kleinmond Ratepayers Association.  A notice board was also placed on-site by 
the applicant’s consultant. 

 
Comments received forthcoming the public participation process are as follows: 

 
OBJECTIONS 

 
▪ Messrs. Lizette, Wilhelm & Etienne Rabe 
▪ Kleinmond Ratepayers Association 

 
LETTER OF SUPPORT 

 
▪ J Louis de Jager 

 
The applicant was provided with an opportunity to respond to the comments.  See 
Annexures E and F respectively. 

 
The objections are as follows: 

 
OBJECTION 1 - Illegal construction 

 
The carport has been erected without approved building plans and ignorance of the 
law is no excuse. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
Noted and will take full responsibility of his actions. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant and the objector comments are correct, no building plan was submitted 
for the structures before erection and will be dealt with accordingly. 

 
OBJECTION 2 - The size of the property 

 
The applicant indicates that the building lines are too restrictive for a property with 
the size of only 595m².  This has no bearing on the motivation that the erf is too 
small.  The owner knew the size of the erf and should simply have built accordingly 
to scale to accommodate all present and future structures.  Should an owner utilize 
too much of available surface initially and can therefore not accommodate new 
structures it is not acceptable to try to claim additional space. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The owner does not claim more additional space but make use of the allowable 50% 
coverage on Residential 1 erven.  The property’s coverage is 44%. 
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TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The erf size was well known to the applicant and therefore cannot motivate the 
carports on this basis.  The applicant should have bought a bigger erf.   

 
The applicant is correct that no additional space is claimed, but rather the provision 
in terms of the Land Use Scheme that the Municipality may consider carports over 
the street building line.  The Title Deed however makes no such provision and 
therefore the application for the removal of the restrictive condition. 

 
OBJECTION 3 - Safety and security of vehicles 

 
The motivation stipulates that the parking is mainly for friends and family and to 
protect the vehicles to weather elements.  Secure parking is available inside the 
existing garages and well inside the existing perimeter fence on the property.  All the 
owners in Kleinmond have to live with whatever infrastructure can be legally fit onto 
their perspective properties.  No other similar waivers seem to have been allowed on 
other properties in the immediate area. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The carports are to ensure safety and security against weather conditions.  It would 
be more dangerous to park vehicles on the roadside that may impede traffic flow.  
The statement that no waivers have been approved of carports is not correct since 
numerous applications have been approved in the past. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The applicant and objector’s comments are noted.  

 
The only reason for the carports is to ensure that vehicles are protected from 
adverse weather conditions.  The notion of the applicant that similar waivers have 
been approved by the Municipality is correct.  However, should one consider the 
immediate area, the Municipality has not approved numerous waivers for 
transgressing the street building line. 

 
OBJECTION 4 - Coverage 

 
The coverage percentage of 50% will be exceeded. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The coverage according to the site plan is 44%. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The site plan is incorrect and with the erection of the carport, the 50% coverage is 
transgressed.  The Architect did not include the area from the post closest to the 
house to the wall of the building.  The area of 6m, by 1,250m which equates to 
7,5m², covered by a roof was not included in the calculations.  

 
The actual coverage is 48,56%. 
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OBJECTION 5 - Sight distance 

 
The proposed carport is too close to the intersection of two adjoining streets which 
can lead to the obstruction of views. 

 
APPLICANT’S RESPONSE 

 
The proposal is not deemed to impact negatively on the sight distances as the 
proposal is not directly onto the street boundary. 

 
TOWN PLANNER’S RESPONSE 

 
The erection of the pergola and or carports will have no impact on the sight distance 
at the intersection of Second Street and Ninth Avenue.  The erf has no splay and the 
fence erected on the erf boundaries already impedes sight distances. 

 
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. 
 

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

 
10.1 Background 

 
N/A 

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

2013 (Act 16 of 2013) 
 

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

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 
The proposal will not in any way contribute to the perpetuation of the past 
apartheid spatial development imbalances.  

 
Spatial Sustainability 
The property is located in the residential area, of Kleinmond, in a built-up area 
and will have no detrimental effect on any agricultural land or the environment 
sensitive areas. 

 
Efficiency 
All municipal services are available to the property.  The building will be used 
optimally. 
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Spatial Resilience 
The proposed development will not lead to any economical and/or 
environmental shocks.  All structures on the erf comply with the National 
Building Regulations, 1977. 

 
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) 
 

The principles advocated the densification of existing neighbourhoods to 
ensure optimal use of properties to ensure sustainability of the area. 

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

 
The principles advocate viable communities that are more sustainable and 
resilient to economic and environmental shocks.  The application relates to 
more optimal use of the property within the development guidelines of the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme, thus ensuring the sustainable use of the 
property. 

 
One of the key principles of the SDF is a liveable and viable Community and in 
this case one should consider the adjacent neighbour, especially if there are 
other options. 

 
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 

 
The application is in line with the Overstrand Spatial documents. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
The financial or other value of the rights in terms of the restrictive conditions 
enjoyed by a person or entity, irrespective of whether these rights are 
personal or vest in the person as he owner of a dominant tenement. 

 
No person or entity will be affected financially by the removal of these restrictive 
conditions. 
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The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights in terms of the 
restrictive condition. 

 
No person is personally benefitting from these conditions. 

 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the person seeking the removal of 
the restrictive condition if it is removed.  

 
The property owners will benefit from the removal of the restrictive condition as it will 
allow them to utilise their property to its full extent. 

 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place. 

 
The restrictive conditions do have a social benefit for the objector since her way of 
life and doing is not disturb in any way. 

 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining being removed / 
amended. 

 
The social benefit is that the owner can safeguard his vehicles and optimally use of 
the property, thus ensure maintenance of the structures. 

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

 
The conditions applied for will not remove any rights enjoyed by the beneficiaries of 
Northcliff since the conditions relates to the property. 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
The property is situated in the residential area of Kleinmond.  

 
The restrictive title deed condition of 3,15m setback for all development from the 
street boundary has led to the fact that Ninth Street has an open street view 
character.  Carport and pergolas are usually viewed favourable in terms of the 
Overstrand Land Use Scheme, since it is not a closed structure that will enclose the 
street and create the perception of a tunnel.  The carport and pergola have been 
erected on the street boundary with a length of 9,311m which impede on the present 
open street character. 

 
The application for a carport of 28,2m² is indicated a new work on the building plan 
submitted with the application.  This structure has a covered roof and forms part of 
the coverage calculations.  The coverage with the initial application indicates 
coverage of 44%, which is not correct.  A simple error occurred, and the architect 
rectified the situation, indicating that the actual coverage is 48,56%. 

 
The pergola does not have a covered roof and thus exempted from the coverage 
calculations and has an area in extent of 15,56m². 
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This application does not conform to the present character of Ninth Street and does 
impede on the clean and open view street character of Ninth Street, especially in 
view of structures of more than 9m in length over the building line on the street 
boundary.  In terms of the approved building plan, the owner does have a 3-vehicle 
garage and the proposal for an additional three (3) vehicle carport/pergola does 
seem excessive for visitors.  

 
The applicant has an approval, dated 2018, for transgressing the height of the 
building and departure of the western lateral building line to accommodate the 
existing building and has full knowledge of planning procedures.  

 
The departure of the 4m street building line to 0m building line to accommodate the 
carports and pergola is not supported.  The reasons being, that the structures on the 
0m erf boundary does impede and impact the street view and character of Ninth 
Street.  The erection was done illegally, and the owner has full knowledge of 
planning procedures.  The reasons for safety and security does not hold water since 
the erf has a security fence and the carports are open structures, thus does not 
provide any safety or security.  The aspect of weather conditions can be 
accommodated, since it is very relevant in the Western Cape; however this is also 
only applicable to the carport since the pergola is a structure with no solid roof. 

 
Evaluating the application, it is clear that the necessity of the pergola is not 
demonstrated in the motivation of the application.  The carports will have an impact 
on the character of the street, and it is recommended that the carport be set back to 
2m from the erf boundary. 

 
The application for the removal of the restrictive condition is viewed favourably to 
align the Title Deed building lines with the Overstrand Land Use Scheme and will 
not be to the detriment of the surrounding community.  The owner will still be 
required to adhere to the Land Use Scheme if any transgression over the street 
building line is proposed.  The removal of the restrictive condition will also assist in 
the erection of the carports to the proposed 2m street building line. 

 
It should be noted that the consultant did not address the 9m or third of the 
transgressions over a building line, whichever is the most restrictive, and will be 
dealt with accordingly.  The erf is located on a corner, corner of Ninth Street and 
Second Avenue, and thus by implication has less developable area as to a normal 
erf with one street boundary due to the title deed street building lines.  It does leave 
little room to make provision for carports as in this case. 

 
The application for the request not to impose an administrative penalty is 
dismissed due to the following reasons: 

 
▪ The owner was involved in an application during 2018 and thus has full 

knowledge of land use processes and the requirement to submit a building plan 
before construction. 

▪ The fact that it is not a primary home does not exempt the owner of complying 
with applicable legislation. 

▪ The same apply with regard to the construction of the carport and since it is not 
a primary residence, the construction of the carports was not essential to cater 
for weather conditions. 

▪ It is not correct that no complaints have been received.  The municipality did 
receive complaints with regard to the erection of the illegal structures. 
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▪ The applicant is correct that no previous notices were served against the 
applicant. 

 
The determination of the administrative penalty is for the erection of illegal carport 
and pergola of 43,76m².  The invoice received form the applicant indicates that the 
erection of the carport is to the amount of R59 000.  In terms of the Overstrand 
Municipality Budget a percentage of the average of two quotes needs to be 
considered.  However, in this case, the actual invoice was submitted, and the 
percentage allocated will be determined at 5%. 

 
The administrative penalty determined is R2 950-00 including VAT. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

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

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 on Erf 3921, 
Kleinmond for the removal of restrictive title deed condition C.8. as contained in 
Title Deed T013275/2001 of the property to accommodate a carport that 
encroach the street building line, be approved, in terms of the provisions of 
Section 61 of the By-Law, subject to the following conditions: 

  
 (a) that the amended title deed be submitted for record purposes to the 

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

legislation and or By-Laws; 
   
 (c) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation; 
   
 (d) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Zoning 

Scheme be complied with, and 
   
 (e) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure G), be 

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

Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2020 on Erf 3921, 
Kleinmond to relax the street building lines from 4m to ±0,45m to accommodate 
a carport and pergola, not be approved, in terms of the provisions of Section 61 
of the By-Law. 

  
3. that the carport be set back to the 2m street boundary and the pergola be 

removed within sixty (60) days from the final date of the decision of the 
application. 

  
4. that the determination of an administrative penalty in terms of Section 16.(2)(q) 

of the Overstrand Municipality Amendment By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2020 on Erf 3921, Kleinmond for the unauthorized building line 
encroachments as stipulated above was considered and that an administrative 
penalty of R2 950-00 including VAT (being 5% of the built cost as per budget 
requirements), be applicable in terms of Section 90.(4) of the By-Law which 
penalty must be paid within thirty (30) days from the final date of the decision of 
the application. 
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5. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

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

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
POINT 1: APPROVAL 

 
❖ The application has followed due procedure. 
❖ It is in line with the aims of the Overstrand SDF. 
❖ The removal of the restrictive conditions to be in line with the Land Use Scheme 

is supported. 
 

POINT 2 & 3: PARTIAL NON-APPROVAL 
 

❖ The motivation does not address the pergola per se.  The reason for increment 
weather does not coincide with a pergola without a solid roof. 

❖ The carport be set back at least 2m from street boundary to lessen the impact on 
the street view and character of 9th avenue. 

 
POINT 4: ADMINISTRATION PENALTY 

 
❖ The applicant has erected the structures illegally but took immediate action to 

rectify the situation. 
❖ The applicant has full knowledge of Planning and building procedures and the 

requirements thereof, since it is not the first time that he is involved in a Town 
Planning and Building procedures. 

❖ The applicant will have to set back the structure to 2m street building line, which 
will entail some cost. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report  
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Title Deed T013275/2001 
Annexure E: Objections/comments received 
Annexure F: Applicant’s response to objections/comments received 
Annexure G: Services Report  
Annexure H: Invoice of construction of carports 

 
SIGNATURES 

 
REGISTERED PLANNER 

Name:   H VAN DER STOEP 

SACPLAN Reg No:   A/1708/2013 

Signature:  ___________________ 

Date:   ___________________
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