
MINUTES OF A MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL MEETING HELD ON WEDNESDAY, 6 DECEMBER 
2017 AT 14:00 IN THE COMMITTEE ROOM: CORPORATE SERVICES 

PRESENT 

Internal members: 
Municipal Manager, Mr J J Scholtz (chairperson) 
Director: Corporate Services, Ms M S Terblanche 
Director: Protection Services, Mr P A C Humphreys 

External members: 
Mr C Rabie 
Mr W Steyn 

Other officials: 
Sr Manager: Building Environment, Mr A M Zaayman (advisor) 
Manager: Secretariat and Records, Ms N Brand (secretariat) 
Director: Development Services, Mr J T Steenkamp 
Town and Regional Planner, Ms A de Jager 

1. OPENING

The chairperson opened the meeting and welcomed all members.

2. ABSENCE OF LEAVE

The committee is complete.

3. DECLARATION OF INTEREST

RESOLVED that cognisance is taken that no declaration of interest was received.

4. MINUTES

4.1 MINUTES OF A MUNICIPAL PLANNING TRIBUNAL MEETING HELD ON 8 NOVEMBER 
2017 

RESOLVED 

That the minutes of a Municipal Planning Tribunal Meeting held on 8 November 2017 are 
approved and signed by the chairperson. 

5. MATTERS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES OF 8 NOVEMBER 2017

None

6. MATTERS FOR CONSIDERATION

6.1 PROPOSED DEPARTURE ON ERF 4132, MOORREESBURG (15/3/4-9) (WARD 1) 

Ms A de Jager, on behalf of the author, Mr H Olivier, tabled the item on the proposed 
departure on erf 4132, Moorrreesburg in order to depart from the 5 m street building line 
(northern and eastern boundaries) to 0 m respectively in order to authorise the position of 
the existing transmission tower. 
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6.1/… 
Ms de Jager confirmed that the building plan was approved for the construction of the 
transmission tower, but with further inspection it was found that the location of the tower was 
altered and not in accordance with the building plan. 

A discussion followed on means to curb the increasing unauthorised building works 
experienced in the municipal area.  It is proposed that the imposition of a fine for 
unauthorised building work by means of the implementation of a tariff be investigated.  The 
Senior Manager: Built Environment, Mr A Zaayman, is requested to consult Stellenbosch 
Municipality is this regard, as the Council already approved a tariff for implementation with 
effect from the new financial year, 1 July 2018. 

 RESOLVED 

A The application for the departure on erf 4132, Moorreesburg be approved in terms of 
section 70 of Swartland Municipality: By-law on Municipal Land Use Planning 
(PG 7741 of 3 March 2017), subject to the following conditions that: 

A1 TOWN PLANNING/ BUILDING CONTROL 
(a) The 5 m street building lines (northern and eastern boundaries) are departed

to 0 m respectively in order to authorise the position of the existing
transmission tower

(b) Building plans must be submitted to the Director: Development Services for
consideration and approval;

(c) Application for the erection of advertising signs for the service providers
must be made to the Director: Development Services for consideration and
approval;

(d) The applicant/objector must be notified of their right to appeal in terms of
Chapter VII, section 89 of the Swartland Municipality: By-law on Municipal
Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017);

A2 REFUSE REMOVAL
(a) The basic refuse removal tariff is levied for the built premise as well as for

the business/the tower in this case.
(b) Refuse be put in refuse bags on the nearest municipal sidewalk on the

morning of removal;

B The application is supported for the following reasons: 

(a) The proposed placement of the transmission tower ensures that the existing
activities on the property are not affected;

(b) The impact on the surrounding properties will be minimal as the tower itself
complies with the building lines and that it is only the supporting
infrastructure (containers) that departs from the building lines.

6.2 PROPOSED CONSENT USE ON PORTION 5 OF FARM DOORNEKRAAL NO 830, 
DIVISION MALMESBURY (15/3/10-15) (WARD 7) 

Ms A de Jager tabled the item in the absence of the author, Mr A J Burger, and confirmed 
that this land use application was referred back by the Municipal Planning Tribunal in order 
to obtain the comment from the Department of Agriculture on the application for the 
operation of a sand mine. 

Ms de Jager mentioned that the comments received from the said Department are not 
considered to be negative, as it also contains solutions and mitigation measures which is 
confirmed in the environmental management plan, e.g. the installing of surface drainage and 
contour banks and the safely disperse of the accumulated runoff. 

The applicant was requested to amend the land use application to 4,9 ha, in stead of 9,9 ha, 
in order to align the land use application with the mining permit and environmental approval 
which is only for 4,9 ha, including the stockpiling area. 

Resolved/… 

-2-



6.2/… 
RESOLVED 
 
A The application for a consent use on portion 5 of farm Doornekraal no. 830, Division 

Malmesbury, be approved in terms of section 60 of Swartland Municipality: By-law 
on Municipal Land Use Planning (PG 7420 of 3 July 2015), subject to the following 
conditions that: 

 
A1 TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL  
(a) The consent use authorised a mining activity and stockpiling restricted to 4,9 

ha as presented in the application;  
(b) The applicant is requested to formally survey the portion of land to be mined 

by a registered land surveyor, and the Municipality be provided with the 
approved Surveyor General diagrams; 

(c) The mining of the 4,9 ha, as well as rehabilitation take place in 1 ha phases 
for monitoring purposes; 

(d) The applicant is requested to grant permission that the mine be monitored 
from time to time, e.g. by means of the municipal drone; 

(e) The mining activity is limited to the extraction of sand;  
(f) Rehabilitation of the site to be completed in accordance with the EMP 

following the termination of mining activities;  
(g) Sufficient and acceptable lavatories to be provided on site to the satisfaction 

of the Division of Environmental Health of the West Coast District 
Municipality;  

(h) Drinking water to be accessible and available on site and must conform with 
SABS 241-1984 standards;  

(i) SAHRA and Heritage Western Cape must be notified immediately and activities 
ceased, should any human remains be found during the mining process;  

(j) In the event of human remains being uncovered, it may solely be removed 
by an archaeologist, and the removal will be for the cost of the 
owner/developer;  

(k) No vehicles may be serviced on site;  
(l) All oil/diesel spills be cleaned up using the necessary precautions and 

procedures to the satisfaction of the Department of Environmental Affairs 
and Development Planning;  

(m) Protective measures must be taken should the mine pose a risk to human 
health as determined by the Division of Environmental Health of the West 
Coast District Municipality;  

(n) The health requirements as set from time to time by Department of Health, 
to be met to the satisfaction of the said Department;  

(o) The applicant/developer must comply with the conditions of the 
Environmental Authorisation of the Department of Mineral Resources dated 
6 July 2017 with reference number WC30/5/1/3/2/10115MP;  

(p) The applicant/developer has to comply with the conditions of the mining 
permit issued by the Department of Mineral Resources;  

(q) The current damage to border fences must be restored; 
(r) This approval is in terms of section 66(2)(w) of the By-Law valid for a period 

of 5 years. All conditions of approval must be complied with within the 5 year 
period and that failing to do so will result in this approval expiring; 

(s) The applicant/objectors be notified of their right to appeal in terms of Chapter 
VII, section 79 of the Swartland Municipality: By-law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning (PG 7420 of 3 July 2015); 

 
A2 WATER 
(a) No municipal drinking water will be provided;  

 
A3 SEWERAGE  
(a) Sewerage services can only be provided for household sewerage by means 

of a vacuum truck; 
 
A4 REFUSE REMOVAL 
(a) Prepaid vouchers must be submitted to the landfill if any of the landfills in the 

municipal area are to be used. These coupons are available at any 
municipal office in the municipal area; 
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6.2/... 
A5 GENERAL 
(a) It should be noted that this approval does not exempt the applicant from 

adherence to any and all other legal procedures, applications and/or 
approvals related to the intended land use, amongst others, Section 53 of 
Western Cape Land Use Planning Act, No 3 of 2014 (LUPA), as required by 
provincial, state, parastatal and other statutory bodies; 

(b) Cognisance be taken of comments, approvals and conditions issued by the 
following authorities. The monitoring and enforcement of all conditions 
imposed remain the responsibility of the competent authority: 

 
• Telkom, dated 6 March 2017, reference number WWIP_WMY+0558_17; 
• Western Cape Department: Transport and Public Works, dated 20 

January 2017, reference number 16/9/6/1-26/115 (Job 24524) 
• Western Cape Department: Agriculture, dated 20 November 2017, 

reference number 20/9/2/2/5/099; 
 

B That the proposed application is supported for the following reasons: 
 

(a) No physical restrictions on the property exists that will have a negative 
impact on this application and all possible impacts are mitigated by the EA 
and EMP; 

(b) The proposed application is consistent with the Provincial Spatial 
Development Framework and Municipal Spatial Development Framework; 

(c) The temporary nature of the proposed mining activity, as described by the 
applicant, a concurrent mining and rehabilitation process which will be 
implemented, the proposed application will not have a substantial impact on 
the character of the surrounding area; 

(d) The sustainable mining of sand for the construction industry is an important 
economic sector in the West Coast contributing 7.5% to the District GDP;  

(e) The proposed small scale mining operation will also benefit the greater 
region due to the proximity of the applicant's property to the Cape Metropole 
(i.e. Paarl, Stellenbosch etc.) and surrounding towns; 

(f) The farm is rich in sand and is not of significant agricultural importance; 
(g) The mitigation measures implemented results in that the proposed mining 

activity will not have an impact on the well-being, health or safety of the 
surrounding land owners. 

 
6.3 PROPOSED REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE CONDITIONS, REZONING AND DEPARTURE 

ON ERF 1581, MALMESBURY (15/3/3-8, 15/3/4-8, 15/3/5-9) (WARD 10) 
 
 Ms A de Jager, as author of the item, tabled the proposed removal of restrictive conditions, 

rezoning and departure on erf 1581, Malmesbury. 
 

Although the public interest in this application is relatively large, the application has been 
considered against all spatial principles consistent with the spatial development proposals of 
the SDF. 
 
After a discussion on the large number of objections received, Mr Rabie confirmed that one 
of the principles of SPLUMA is that development must follow planning.  The SDF is the 
policy and planning document of the Municipality and the Municipal Planning Tribunal can 
not be guided by the amount of objections received.  
 
With the public participation process followed in the approval of the SDF, the opportunity 
should have been used to object agaist the proposed land uses in the specific area. 

 
 RESOLVED 
 

A The application for the removal of restrictive conditions from Deed of Transfer 
T11862/11 of Erf 1581, Malmesbury, be approved in terms of section 70 of the 
Swartland Municipality: By-law on Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017), 
subject to the conditions that: 

 
 A1/… 
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6.3/… 
A1 TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 
(a) The following conditions be removed from Deed of Transfer T11862/11: 

“C. (a)  Hierdie erf mag nie onderverdeel word nie; 
(b)  Hierdie erf mag slegs vir bewoningsdoeleindes gebruik word; 
(c)  Net een woning, tesame met die nodige buitegeboue, mag op hierdie 
erf opgerig word; 
(d)  Op nie meer as helfte van die oppervlakte van hierdie erf gebou mag 
word nie. 
(e)  Geen gebou of struktuur of enige gedeelte daarvan, behalwe 
grensmure en heinings mag nader as 4,72 meter van die straatlyn wat ‘n 
grens van hierdie erf uitmaak, opgerig word nie, ook nie binne 3,15 meter 
van die agtergrens of 1,57 meter van die sygrens van die aangrensende 
erf nie, met dien verstande dat ‘n buitegebou met die toestemming van 
die plaaslike owerheid op die voorgeskrewe agterruimte langs die 
agtergrens opgerig mag word, mits sodanige buitegebou nie ‘n hoogte 
van 3,05 meter te bowe gaan nie, watter hoogte gemeet moet word van 
die vloer tot die ankerplaat, en mits geen gedeelte daarvan vir 
bewoningsdoeleindes (sic) deur mense aangewend word nie;” 

 
(b) The applicant/owner must apply to the Deeds Office to amend the title deed 

in order to indicate the removal of the restrictive condition; 
(c) The following minimum information must be provided to the Deeds Office in 

order to consider the application, namely:  
• Copy of the approval by Swartland Municipality; 
• Original title deed, and 
• Copy of the notice which was placed by Swartland Municipality in the 

Provincial Gazette; 
(d) A copy of the amended title deed must be provided to Swartland Municipality 

for record purposes, prior to final consideration of building plans. 
 

B The application for the rezoning of Erf 1581, Malmesbury be approved in terms of 
section 70 of the Swartland Municipality: By-law on Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 
3 March 2017) from Residential Zone 1 to Business Zone 1 subject to the conditions 
that: 

 
B1 TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 
(a) This approval authorises the establishment of an automobile dealership on 

the property, as presented in the application, as well as any low-impact 
primary use described by the By-Law within Business Zone 1; 

(b) The  access to the proposed development be widened to at least 6 m, in 
order to allow for separate entrance and exit points to the property;  

(c) The eastern boundary wall adjacent to Voortrekker Road be allowed a 
minimum height of 1m from natural ground level; 

(d) A red line (no stopping) be painted along the boundary of Voortrekker Road 
to prevent parking; 

(e) All trees and hedges be retained and maintained on the property as is 
possible and structurally permissible; 

(f) At least 19 on-site parking bays be provided, as proposed by the application 
and that at least 16 parking bays remain clear for use solely by employees 
and visitors; 

(g) All parking bays be provided with a permanent, dust free surface, be it tar, 
concrete or paving or any other material previously approved by Swartland 
Municipality, and the parking bays must be clearly delineated; 

(h) Application for  advertising signs be made to the Director: Development 
Services for the consideration and approval; 

(i) Building plans be submitted to the Director: Development Services for 
consideration and approval; 

(j) This approval is valid for a period of 5 years in terms of section 76(2)(w) of 
the By-Law. All conditions of approval must be complied with within the 5 
year period and failing to do so will result in this approval expiring; 

(k) The applicant/objector be informed of the right to appeal against this 
decision of the Municipal Planning Tribunal, in terms of section 89(2) of the 
By-Law; 
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6.3/… 
B2 WATER 
(a) The erf be provided with a single water connection; 

 
B3 SEWERAGE 
(a) The existing sewer connection be utilised; 

 
B4 REFUSE REMOVAL 
(a) The basic refuse removal tariff will be levied and in the case of businesses the 

tariff will be amended in accordance with the amount of refuse generated; 
(b) Refuse be placed in refuse bags on the nearest municipal street on the 

morning of refuse removal; 
 

B5 STREETS AND STORM WATER 
(a) Storm water must be channelled underground to the nearest municipal 

collection point, without causing flooding; 
(b) No additional access points will be allowed from Main Road 174 

(Voortrekker Road); 
 

C The street building line departure of Erf 1581, Malmesbury, be approved in terms of 
section 70 of the Swartland Municipality: By-law on Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 
3 March 2017), subject to the condition that: 

 
C1 TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 
(a) The 5 m building line along the eastern property boundary be removed to 0 m; 

 
C2 GENERAL 
(a) Should it be deemed necessary by the Municipality that any services be 

upgraded, in order to provide the development with services, any costs 
incurred will be for the responsibility of the owner/developer; 

 
D The application is supported for the following reasons: 

 
(a) The application is consistent with the spatial development proposals of the SDF; 
(b) The development proposal is consistent with uses supported along activity 

axes, in order to alleviate pressure from the expanding CD; 
(c) Similar developments have been approved along Voortrekker Road, south of 

the application property. It is prudent to channel development along this 
route, rather than ad hoc development infiltrating into residential 
neighbourhoods; 

(d) This application is seen as the optimal utilisation of a brown fields site, a 
concept which is supported by the SDF and PSDF; 

(e) The application complies with section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred 
to in Chapter VI of LUPA; 

(f) The public interest component of the application is consequently argued and 
addressed, as required in terms of section 42)(1)(c)(i) SPLUMA, as follows: 
(i) It is clear that the proposed development is consistent with the 

development principles, norms and standards of LUPA, SPLUMA, the 
SDF and other legislation and policies applicable to Swartland land 
use applications; 

(ii) The risks associated with the application, as were clear from the 
public objections, are considered to be conjecture. Any and all traffic 
to and from the premises will remain subject to applicable traffic 
legislation, just as the current traffic in Bergzicht Street and 
Voortrekker Road are subject to the same; 

(iii) The application property is situated at the top of Bergzicht Street and 
bordered on only one boundary by a residential property which 
pertains over the same development potential as Erf 1581. Bergzicht 
Street in fact represents a physical and spatial divide between the 
development property and the surrounding properties. Furthermore, 
the proposed business will operate during normal business hours, and 
should not cause any unduly disturbances. The impact of the 
development on the existing surrounding land uses is thus considered 
moderate to minimal; 
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6.3(D)/… 
(iv) The proposed development is neither prejudicial to the interests of the 

community, nor the applicant. The SDF promotes potential business 
development along Voortrekker Road. This enables individuals, like 
the applicant, to develop a property to its full potential, along an 
activity corridor, and to benefit from the exposure of the property. 
However, the surrounding community is also protected, as the 
properties for potential business development are assigned 
specifically, directed along a specific route and grouped with other 
future developments of the same nature. Therefore the character of 
the existing neighbourhood is in fact protected, as this focused 
development ensures the preservation of the residential character, 
rather than a slow, ad hoc infiltration of the neighbourhood with 
businesses and other uses; 

(v) The long term gains of the development proposal far outweigh the 
possible short term impact of the application. It is inevitable that the 
character of Voortrekker Road is going to change over time. The road 
is an important axis and the CBD is under pressure to expand. The 
properties along this road are thus ideally positioned for future 
business development. The development proposal is consequently 
consistent with the long term spatial planning of the SDF and the 
applicant is well within his rights to apply for the proposed land use. 
As mentioned before, the SDF endeavours to preserve the character 
of the existing neighbourhood, while providing development 
opportunities in a spatially responsible and orderly fashion; 

 
(g) The proposal will focus the expansion of the CBD and business 

developments, so that the character of the rest of Bergzicht, as a residential 
neighbourhood, can be preserved; 

(h) Due to the saturation level of the CBD, it is necessary to expand the corridor; 
(i) Other properties along Voortrekker Road posess similar development 

potential as Erf 1581; 
(j) A red line be painted along the boundary of the property in Voortrekker Road 

to prevent parking; 
(k) There is sufficient services capacity to accommodate the new development. 
(l) Traffic volumes, accessibility to the neighbourhood and rights of surrounding 

property owners will not be negatively impacted upon be the development 
proposal; 

(m) The optimal utilisation of the property for business purposes will cause better 
maintenance of the site than is currently the case. This may in turn enhace 
property values, rather than have a detrimental effect on the neighbourhood.  

 
 
The chairperson thanked the external members for their input during the year, as well as the value added to 
operations of the committee through their unique expertise.  A word of thanks is also addressed to the 
internal members for their contributions. 
 
The chairperson concluded the meeting with blessings for the Festive Season. 
 
 
 
(SIGNED) J J SCHOLTZ 
CHAIRPERSON 
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Verslag   Ingxelo   Report 
Kantoor van die Direkteur:  Ontwikkelingsdienste 

25 Januarie 2018 

15/3/6-7/Erf_123 

WYK:  1 

ITEM    6.1   VAN DIE AGENDA VAN ‘N MUNISIPALE BEPLANNINGSTRIBUNAAL WAT GEHOU SAL WORD OP 
WOENSDAG, 7 FEBRUARIE 2018 

LAND USE PLANNING REPORT 

PROPOSED SUBDIVISION ERF 123, KORINGBERG 

Reference 
number 15/3/6-7/Erf_123 Application 

submission date 9 October 2017 Date report 
finalised 25 January 2018 

PART A:  APPLICATION DESCRIPTION 

Application for the subdivision of Erf 123, Koringberg is made in terms of Section 25(2)(d) of the Swartland Municipal 
Land Use Planning  By-Law (PK 7741, dated 3 March 2017).  It is proposed that Erf 123, Koringberg (2801 m² in extent), 
be subdivided into three portions, namely portion A (± 933.66m² in extent),  portion B (± 933.66m² in extent) as well as 
the remainder (± 933.66m² in extent). 

The applicant is CK Rumboll and Partners and the property owner is Ian Stuart Burt. 

PART B: PROPERTY DETAILS 

Property description 
(in accordance with Title 
Deed) 

Remainder of Erf 123 Koringberg, In the Swartland Municipality, Division Malmesbury, 
Western Cape Province 

Physical address Gamtoos Street (locality plan attached 
as Annexure A). Town Koringberg 

Current zoning Residential zone 1 Extent (m²/ha) 2801 m² Are there existing 
buildings on the property? Y N

Applicable zoning 
scheme Swartland Municipal Land Use Planning  By-Law (PK 7741, dated 3 March 2017) 

Current land use Vacant land Title Deed 
number & date T 9084/2017

Any restrictive title 
conditions applicable Y N If Yes, list condition 

number(s) 
Any third party 
conditions applicable? Y N If Yes, specify 

Any unauthorised land 
use/building work Y N If Yes, explain 

PART C: LIST OF APPLICATIONS (TICK APPLICABLE) 

Rezoning Permanent 
departure Temporary departure Subdivision 

Extension of the validity 
period of an approval 

Approval of an 
overlay zone Consolidation 

Removal, suspension 
or  amendment of 
restrictive conditions  

Permissions in terms of 
the zoning scheme 

Amendment, 
deletion or 
imposition of 
conditions in 
respect of existing 
approval   

Amendment or 
cancellation of an 
approved subdivision 
plan 

Permission in terms of 
a condition of approval 
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PART D: BACKGROUND 

 
Application is made for the subdivision of Erf 123, Koringberg (2801 m² in extent), into three portions, namely portion A 
(± 933,66m² in extent), portion B (± 933,66m² in extent) as well as the remainder (± 933,66m² in extent).   See Annexure 
B attached. 
 

PART E: PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION (ATTACH MINUTES) 

Has pre-application consultation 
been undertaken? Y N 

 
If yes, provide a brief summary of the outcomes below. 
 

PART F: SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
The applicant motivates that the proposed subdivision should be supported for the following reasons: 
 
1. The proposed subdivision is supported by the development principles of the Swartland Spatial Development 
 Framework (2017). 
2. Given the fact that the zoning remains unchanged the proposed subdivision will have no negative impact on the 
 existing built area as well as possible future development in the vicinity of the subject property. 
3. The proposed subdivision is consistent with and complies with the minimum property sizes of 500m² as 
proposed in  the Swartland Spatial Development Framework (2017). 
4. The proposed subdivision, if approved will result in the optimal use of services and infrastructure. 
5. Urban sprawl is prevented by the approval of the proposed application. 
6. According to the title deed, there are no restrictions registered that prevent the proposed subdivision to continue. 
7. There are also no physical restrictions on the property that negatively impacts on the proposed subdivision or 
 layout. 
8. Access is obtained directly from Gamtoos Street. 
9. Lastly, the applicant motivates further that the proposed subdivision supports the principles referred to in 
Chapter  VI of LUPA as well as Chapter 2 Section 7 of SPLUMA. 

 

PART G: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with section 55- 59 of the Swartland Municipal: By-law 
on Municipal Land Use Planning? 

Y N 

 
With reference to Section 45(1) (f) of the By-law, the application will not materially affect the public interest or the interest 
of the broader community of Koringberg if approved therefore the application was not published in the newspapers or 
the Provincial Gazette.  In terms of Section 46(1) & (2), a total of 6 notices were sent via registered mail to the owners of 
neighbouring properties.  Please see annexure “C” attached. 
 

Total valid  comments 5 Total comments and petitions 
refused 

0 

Valid petition(s) Y N If yes, number of 
signatures  

Community organisation(s) 
response Y N Ward councillor 

response Y N The application was circulated to councillor M van 
Zyl, but no comments were received.  

Total letters of support 0 

 

Determination of zoning  Closure of public 
place  Consent use  Occasional use  

Disestablish a home 
owner’s association  

Rectify failure by 
home owner’s 
association to meet 
its obligations  

 

Permission for the 
reconstruction of an 
existing building that 
constitutes a non-
conforming use 
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PART H: COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENTS Recommendation 

 
Name  

 
Date received 

 
Summary of comments 

 
Positive 

 
Negative 

  

Department: 
Civil  
Engineering 
Services 

6 November 
2017 

 
Water; 
 
1. Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte moet van ‘n aparte aansluiting voorsien word. Hierdie voorwaarde is op 

bouplanstadium van toepassing.   Die waternetwerk moet uitgebrei word om die onderverdeelde gedeeltes 
van diensaansluitings te kan voorsien. Hiervoor moet die ontwikkelaar ‘n ingenieur toepaslik geregistreer 
ingevolge die bepalings van Wet 46 van 2000 aanstel om die uitbreiding te ontwerp. Die ontwerp moet aan 
die Direkteur: Siviele Ingenieursdienste voorgelê word vir goedkeuring waarna die uitbreiding onder die 
toesig van die ingenieur gedoen moet word; 

2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae ten bedrae van R14 554,00 t.o.v. die grootmaat verspreiding van water en R15 114,12 
(R10 795,80 x 0,7 vir Enkel Res) t.o.v. die grootmaat voorsiening van water gemaak word. 

 
Riolering: 
 
1. Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte voorsien word van ‘n aparte riooluitsuigtenk. Hierdie voorwaarde is op 

bouplanstadium van toepassing;  
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. riool ten bedrae van R3 600,00 gemaak word; 
 
Strate en stormwater: 
 
1. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. strate en stormwater ten berdrae van R10 726,00 gemaak word; 
 
Algemeen: 
 
1. Enige bestaande dienste wat die restant en onderverdeelde gedeeltes aan mekaar koppel, verskuif en/of 

ontkoppel word sodat elke erf se pypwerk op die betrokke erf geleë is;  
2. Indien die uitbreiding van enige bestaande dienste nodig sou wees om die onderverdeelde gedeeltes van 

diensaansluitings te kan voorsien, dit vir die koste van die aansoeker sal wees; 
 
Vullisverwydering: 
 
1. ‘n Basiese vullisverwyderingstarief gehef word vir elk van die drie persele; 
 

  

Division 
Building 
Control 

17 October 
2017 

 
 

1. Application is supported and once approved before any building developments can commence or be done, 
building plans must be submitted to council for consideration and approval 
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PART I: COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO 
COMMENTS MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

Linda 
Pampallis as 
neighbouring 
property 
owner of erf 
471, 
Koringberg 
(Please see 
annexure D) 

 
Me Pampallis objects to the proposed subdivision 
for the following reasons; 
 
1. The proposed subdivision, if approved, will have 

a negative impact on the character/atmosphere 
of Koringberg. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The fact that container style housing is being 

asked permission for is strongly objected too as 
well.  Bricks and mortar must be the standard 
that anyone is allowed to build in Koringberg. 

 
 
 
 
3. The objector further requests that, if further 

densification is the goal for Koringberg, she 
would like to see details of such expansion 
plans. 

 

 
 
 
 
1. The applicant did not comment on this 

point. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The applicant states that Swartland 

Municipality implements strong building 
plan regulations. The proposed 
development has to meet the regulations 
and must first be approved by Swartland 
Municipality before any development can 
proceed.  

 
3. A Services report for Koringberg and the 

specified area can be obtained at 
Swartland Municipality. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
1. The proposed subdivision will have no effect on the 

current property zoning, namely Residential Zone 
1, or on the development parameters applicable to 
this zone. The extent of the proposed portions is 
also seen as in-keeping with the character of 
Koringberg seeing that residential erven in 
Koringberg mainly has an extent between 1000m² 
and 1500m².  The proposal of ±934m² read 
together with the minimum property size of 500m² 
as approved in the SDF, all contribute to the 
desirability of the proposed application. 
 

2. No indication was provided within this application 
that container style housing is proposed.  The 
municipality may impose conditions that limit the 
type of housing in order for it to be in-keeping with 
the character of the surrounding environment.  

 
 
 
3. This point is focused on densification in general 
 and not specifically the proposed subdivision in 
 question.  Each application is considered on its 
 own merit taking into consideration a number of 
 issues including the impact it will have on 
 services as well as the availability of services.  
 It is clear from the comments from the civil 
 engineering department that sufficient capacity 
 exist to accommodate the proposed subdivision.  
 The developer will need to install / extend the 
 water network in order to service the properties but 
 these types of upgrades are not seen as significant 
 and  therefore a services report specific to this 
 subdivision is not warranted.  In terms future 
 development the objector is welcome to go 
 through the Municipal Spatial Development 
 Framework, 2017 that can provide her with 
 information regarding future development. 
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Boet & 
Elzeth Spies 
as 
neighbouring 
property 
owners of erf 
113, 
Koringberg 
(Please see 
annexure E) 

 
Mr and Mrs Spies objects to the proposed 
subdivision for the following reasons; 
 
4. The objector states that they’ve purchased in 

Koringberg seeing that it was permissible to 
keep animals on the property as well as that 
neighbours are at a distance creating a tranquil 
atmosphere with limited to no vehicle noise. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. The average size of properties in Koringberg is 

not as small as the proposed subdivided 
portions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
6. The objectors request that a services report be 

provided that ensures that there are plans in 
place for service delivery should the town 
expand or to accommodate an increase in 
residents. 

 
7. Should the subdivision be approved the 

objectors request that it be put on record that 
sufficient services are available as well as that 
only houses with approved building plans may 
be erected and that no container style housing 
will be allowed. 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
4. The applicant responds by motivating that 

the zoning of the properties remains 
unchanged and according to the land use 
regulations of Swartland Municipality a 
single dwelling is the primary right on the 
proposed erven.  The creation of three 
new erven, according to the applicant, for 
single dwellings will not drastically 
increase traffic in the area.  The proposed 
properties are still large enough and will 
therefore not have an effect on the 
density of the area. 

 
 
 
5. The proposed subdivision according to 

the applicant complies with the minimum 
property sizes of 500m² as proposed in 
the Swartland Spatial Development 
Framework.  The applicant continues by 
motivating that the proposed properties 
are almost double the above-mentioned 
size being 933,66m² in extent. 

 
6.  The applicant did not comment on this 
 point 
 
 
 
 
7.  The applicant did not comment on this 
 point 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

4. With this point it is clear that the objector does not 
 want more neighbours, as they possibly may 
 complain about the animals that are kept on land 
 zoned for residential purposes as well as the 
 opinion that the creation of two new units will 
 increase traffic / vehicle noise.  Although it could be 
 argued that the keeping of animals contributes to 
 the rural character / atmosphere, it is not a primary 
 right and therefore the above-mentioned argument 
 is not seen as reasons not to recommend this 
 application for approval.  In terms of the additional 
 two units created by the subdivision, the impact in 
 terms of increase in traffic / vehicle noise is 
 deemed minimal. 
 
5. Please refer to point number (1) regarding the 
 average size of properties in Koringberg as well as 
 the densification proposals made in the Spatial 
 Development Framework. 
 

 
 
 
 

6. Please refer to point number (3) with regards to the 
 request for a services report as well as the 
 availability of services for the proposed 
 subdivision. 

 
 

7. Please refer to the response made under point 2 
 regarding container style houses.  To add, as a 
 condition of approval the Municipality may impose 
 a condition that any construction that takes place 
 on the proposed land units to be in accordance 
 with approved building plans. 
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Richard 
Kinross on 
behalf of the 
Santiago 
Trust, 
neighbouring 
property 
owner of 
erven 112, 
265 as well 
as 266, 
Koringberg 
(Please see 
annexure F) 

 
Mr Kinross strongly object to the proposed 
subdivision give the following reasons; 
 
 
 
8. According to the objector, Koringberg is a rural 

village with little to no economic activity or 
prospects.  He continues by stating that there is 
an abundance of vacant erven of which many 
are currently for sale, therefore he argues that 
the principle of densification is not applicable to 
Koringberg as he cannot see the need for 
subdivision. 

 
This specific property according to Mr Kinross is 
situated in a pocket of Koringberg where 
properties are still large (3000 – 8000m²) and 
therefore do not want this property to be 
subdivided. 

 
9. Mr Kinross explains that in his opinion the 

subdivision of erf 123 will have a negative 
impact on the surrounding environment as well 
as the value of his property.  He feels that were 
houses to be built they would stand out 
pointedly comparing it to town housing being so 
close to each other. 

 
 
10. In terms of services, Mr Kinross askes what 

effect the proposed subdivision will have on the 
existing services network and request that a 
services report for Koringberg be provided as 
well as reassurance from the municipality that 
sufficient capacity exists to not only 
accommodate the proposed subdivision but also 
in support of the densification policy for 
Koringberg.  Mr Kinross is of opinion that the 
infrastructure in Koringberg is underdeveloped 
and that in its current state does not support 
densification. 

 
11. The proposed subdivision will result in an 

increase in traffic with most of the roads in 
Koringberg still being gravel and specifically 

 
 
 
 
 
 
8.  The applicant did not comment on this 
 point 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9.  The applicant is of opinion that the 
 objector’s property will not lose value 
 due to the proposed subdivision and  that 
 the objector’s property will still be the 
 same size and will not be affected 
 negatively.  
 
 
 
10. The objector states that they take note 
 of this point, and refers to their 
 comments made under point number 
 3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. The applicant did not comment on this 

point 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Densification does not only lead to the optimal use 
 of infrastructure and space / land, it also creates 
 diversity.  This is through the creation of different 
 plot sizes that makes it in some cases more 
 affordable and in other cases more attractive to 
 potential buyers.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Please refer to the response mention under point 

number (1) specifically with regards to the impact of 
the proposed subdivision on the character of the 
area or the town as a whole.  The extent of some of 
the properties mentioned by the objector is fairly 
large but most of which has already been 
subdivided, although the owners did not continue 
with the registration of the individual portions. 

 
10. Please refer to the comments under points 3, 6 and 

7 above regarding the impact on services as well 
as the availability of services.  It should be noted 
that this comment is also more focused on 
densification as a whole and not the proposed 
subdivision.  As mentioned above the creation of 
two new properties will have a minimal impact on 
services. 

 
 The comments regarding that the infrastructure for 

Koringberg as a whole being underdeveloped is 
noted. 

 
11. The impact of two new units on the traffic is 
 deemed minimal and will not warrant the upgrading 
 of Gamtoos Street or any other street in 
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Gamtoos Street, with reference to the proposed 
subdivision, the objector enquires if the 
municipality can commit to tarring Gamtoos 
Street as well as the others. 

 
 
 
 
 
12. The objector continues, asking what conditions 

will be imposed on the applicant as well as 
whether the developer can assure the Municipal 
Manager that he is in a position to fulfil such 
obligations as placed on him timeously. 

 
 
 
 
 
13. As it is unclear what the developer has in mind 

for the proposed new erven, the objector is 
concerned about the type of housing that will be 
erected with specific mention of container style 
housing. The objector is of opinion that 
container houses / or inferior houses built for 
immediate “profit” cannot become the new 
normal for Koringberg. 

 
14. Lastly the objector state that, to be reasonable, 

they will agree to the property being subdivided 
into two portions of approximately 1500m² each 
and if approved, such approval must be subject 
to strong conditions as to what the applicant 
may develop on the property. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. The applicant did not comment on this 

point 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. The applicant states that the owner 
 intends to build on two or all three of  the 
 subdivided erven for him and his 
 family members to occupy two of 
 them. The  subdivision of the erf will 
 give him the opportunity to do so.  
 
 
 
14. The applicant refers to the comments 
 made under at point (2) and (5).  
 

 Koringberg.  It may also be argued that secondary 
 roads in Koringberg, being gravel, still adds to the 
 rural character of the Town and although some 
 may have a little less dust, the impact of the 
 formalisation of the roads, should they be 
 upgraded with a tar surface, will have a much 
 larger impact on the character of Koringberg than 
 the proposed subdivision. 
 
12. Should the application be approved the relevant 

By-Law makes provision for a timeframe of 5 year 
in which the applicant must comply with the 
conditions in order for the approval not to lapse.  
Conditions in terms of services will include the 
upgrading of the water network which is seen as 
minor work as well as the payment of capital 
contributions all of which will be applicable before 
the Municipality will issue a clearance certificate.  

 
13. The comments from the applicant in this regard is 

noted, please refer to the comments under point 2 
and 7 above. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
14. Please refer to the comments mentioned under 

point number 1 above.  The impact of 1 additional 
unit, taking the objector's comments into 
consideration, is seen as negligible.  Should the 
proposal have been to subdivide the property into 5 
portions of approximately 500m² each the impact 
would have been much more. 

 

James 
Windell  as 
neighbouring 
property 
owner of erf 
472, 
Koringberg 
(Please see 
Annexure G) 

 
15. Mr Windell is of opinion that the proposed 

subdivision will have a negative impact on the 
rural and tranquil nature of the town, which was 
the main reason why he invested in Koringberg. 

 
16. Further, he strongly objects to the construction 

of container houses in Koringberg as it will 
further adversely affect the value of surrounding 
properties. 

 
15. The applicant did not comment on  this 
point   
 
 
 
16. The applicant did not comment on  this 
point 
 
 

 
15. The concern regarding the impact on the character 

has already been dealt with.  Please refer to the 
comments made under points 1, 4 and 8 above. 

 
 
16. The comments from the applicant in this regard is 

noted, please refer to the comments under point 2, 
7 and 13 above. 
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17. Lastly, Mr Windel is concerned about services.  

If densification is the objective of the 
municipality for the town, he would like to have 
details of future development plans. 

 

 
17. The applicant did not comment on  this 
point 
 

 
17. Future development plans for the town is guided by 

the Swartland Municipal Spatial Development 
Framework.  It is argued that the proposed 
subdivision is in-line with the development 
principles of the SDF. 

 

Paul 
Setterfield  
as 
neighbouring 
property 
owner of erf 
122, 
Koringberg 
(Please see 
Annexure H) 

 
Mr Setterfield objects to the proposed subdivision 
for the following reasons; 
 
18. Mr Setterfield is of opinion that Koringberg is not 

a place for small subdivided plots and high-
density housing.  It is a rural village and people 
that buy or build houses here have moved from 
the city and chosen this village for its peace, 
tranquillity and space. 

 
19. Mr Setterfield is also concerned about services 

as in his opinion the current infrastructure is not 
very developed with no mainline sewerage 
which would mean more sewerage tanks in a 
smaller area.  Furthermore, the roads are gravel 
and would be subject to more "wear and tear" 
due to a possible increase in traffic. 

 
20. Lastly, Mr Setterfield states that he has always 

considered a single plot in Koringberg to be 
around 1400m² in size and therefore will not 
object to erf 123 to be subdivided into two plots 
but not three as proposed. 

 
 
 
 
18.The applicant refers to the comments 

 made under at point (5). 
 
 
 
 
 
19.  The gravel roads are in a fairly good 

condition and will be able to obtain the 
traffic. The applicant will have to make 
the necessary financial contributions as 
requested from Swartland Municipality for 
bulk services. 

 
 
20. The applicant refers to the comments 

made under at points (2) and (4). 

 
 
 
 
18. The properties proposed being ± 934m² does not 

constitute high-density development. 
 
 
 
 
 
19. Please refer to the comments made under points 3, 

6, 10 and 11 above. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20.  Please refer to the response under point number 

14 above. 
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PART J: MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION 

 
1. Type of application and procedures followed in processing the application 
 

Application for the subdivision of Erf 123, Koringberg was submitted in terms of Section 25(2)(d) of By-Law, on the 9th 
of October 2017.  A total of 6 notices were sent via registered mail to the affected property owners in the area. The 
commenting period concluded on 23 November 2017. 
 
A total of four (5) objections were received which were referred to the applicant for comment on 5th December 2017. 
The applicant responded to the objections on 15 December 2017, within the required 21 days. 

 
2. Legislation and policy frameworks 
 
2.1 Matters referred to in Section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA 
 
• Spatial Justice: The proposed subdivision will promote access to development and economic opportunities through 

creating more affordable properties in a historically high-income area. All the relevant facts and considerations 
surrounding the application have been taken into account during the decision-making process. Therefore, the 
application may be deemed consistent with spatial justice. 

 
• Spatial Sustainability: The proposed subdivision will enable the owner to develop the property to its full potential while 

adhering to the minimum erf sizes determined for Koringberg. The subdivision will create the spatially more compact 
and resource efficient utilisation of the property. 

 
 The proposal constitutes infill development and will connect to the existing infrastructure of the area. The proposed 

subdivision is thus considered as spatially sustainable.     
 
• Efficiency: The proposal ensures the optimisation of the use of existing infrastructure and space while contributing to 

the densification target as advocated by local, provincial and national policy. It may thus be deduced that the 
development proposal is deemed efficient.  

 
• Good Administration: The application was communicated to affected landowners through notices issued in terms of 

the relevant By-Law as part of the public participation process.  The application was also circulated to the relevant 
municipal departments for comment. Consideration is given to all correspondence received and the application is 
dealt with in a timeous manner. It’s therefore argued that the principles of good administration are being complied 
with by the Municipality. 

 
• Spatial Resilience: The principles of spatial resilience do not apply to this application. 
 
2.2 Integrated Development Plan (IDP) and Spatial Development Framework (SDF) 
 
 According to the IDP(2017) Koringberg developed as an agriculture service centre, but currently functions as a 

residential settlement which to a large extend accommodates farm workers of the surrounding rural areas. The farm 
Broodkraal provides work to ±2000 labourers of which the majority live in Koringberg. Some of the farm residents are 
of the opinion that Koringberg has a positive growth potential as a retirement village and a rural breakaway resort. 
Various artists and retirees have already settled down here. 

 
 When it comes to services, in terms of capacity and backlogs, the IDP (2017) does not “paint a pretty picture” for 

Koringberg.  This confirms the concerns made by the objectors in terms of the overall densification objective and 
emphasizes the need for a master / action plan.  With a minimum property size of 500m² the development potential in 
terms of infill development may impact negatively on the existing services network.  See below an extract of the Area 
Plan North that forms part of the 2017 IDP. 

 
Services capacity and backlogs 
 
Sewerage 

• Sewer reticulation network poorly developed and must be extended 
• Waste Water Treatment Works is overloaded and must be upgraded 

 
Storm water 

• No formal piped storm water drainage system. 
• There are many unlined channels which causes erosion and 

maintenance problems. 
 
Water 

• Poorly developed network, small diameter pipes, low pressure and flow 
condition and open ring mains. 

• Sections of the water reticulation network are obsolete and must be 
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upgraded. 
• Secondary chlorination at reservoirs must be implemented. 

 
Streets 

• Backlog resealing program coupled with deterioration of road 
infrastructure. 

• Many roads are not constructed with kerbstone and formal sidewalks. 
 
Electricity 

• Eskom area of supply. 
• Street lighting inadequate. 

 
 

 The IDP (2017) does support different types of housing in Koringberg subject to impact on the immediate surrounding 
area. It also states that the local character should be maintained and that subdivision and infill development should 
take surrounding character into consideration.  Lastly it is noted that the IDP encourages sustainable settlement 
planning by supporting development in accordance with the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services.  
Mention is made to the minimum erf sizes within Koringberg of 500m² that should be maintained.   

 
 The need for the expansion of bulk infrastructure to support future residential growth is recognised however it could 

still be argued that the proposed subdivision will have very little impact on these services.  The proposed extent of 
the properties is far more than the minimum of 500m² and with the average being 1000-1500m² the proposal of 
933,66m² should be supported. 

 
 In terms of the MSDF(2017) as mentioned above the proposed subdivision is in compliance with the minimum erf 

size as prescribed by the MSDF as well as the principle of densification which is supported by the MSDF and PSDF.  
This application if approved will result in the optimal use of land and existing infrastructure. 

 
2.3 Zoning Scheme Provisions 
 
All zoning parameters are adhered to. 
 
3. Desirability of the proposed subdivision 
 

All costs relating to this application are for the account of the applicant.  
 
There are no physical restrictions on the property that will have a negative impact on this application. 
 
The surrounding developed and undeveloped properties possess over the same development potential as Erf 123, 
and similar applications have already been approved in the area. 

 
The property sizes resulting from the proposed subdivision will increase the density of the area, but will still be 
classified as low-density residential development. The character of the surrounding neighbourhood is thus not 
negatively impacted upon. 
 
The development proposal will ensure the optimal utilisation of land and of existing infrastructure and the impact on 
traffic volumes is also considered negligible. 
 
The proposed subdivision may impact positively on the economy of the surrounding neighbourhood, as the proposed 
subdivision will make development opportunities available to a wider income group, as well as through densification 
within the area.   

 
Erf 123 is located within an established urban area, within the urban edge of Koringberg and the proposal will not 
negatively affect any environmental resources, either biophysically or culturally (heritage).  

 
The development proposal is consistent with the land use proposals of the SDF and principles of local, Provincial and 
National policies.  
 
In conclusion, the proposal to subdivide Erf 123, Koringberg into three portions, is deemed desirable in terms of the 
above-mentioned criteria.  

 
4. Impact on municipal engineering services 
 

Sufficient engineering services exist to accommodate the proposed new erf. 
 
5. Comments of organs of state 
 

Comments were requested from Eskom as the service provider for electricity in the area but no comments were 
received within the 60 day time period provided for in terms of the relevant by-Law 
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6. Response by applicant 

 
See Annexure I. 

 

PART K: ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION  FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

The financial or other value of the rights 
N/A 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights and/or to the person seeking the removal 
N/A 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place, and/or being removed/amended 
N/A  
Will the removal, suspension or amendment completely remove all rights enjoyed by the beneficiary or only some of those 
rights 
N/A 

PART L: RECOMMENDATION WITH CONDITIONS 

 
The application for  the subdivision of Erf 123, Koringberg, is approved in terms of section 70 of  the Swartland Municipal 
Land Use Planning By-Law (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017), subject to the conditions that: 
 
1. TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 
 
a) Erf 123 be subdivided into a remainder (±933,66m² in extent), portion 1 (±933,66m² in extent) as well as Portion B 

(±933,66m²), as presented in this application; 
b) The dwellings that are to be built must architecturally be in keeping with the character of the surrounding area. 
c) The legal certificate which authorises transfer of the subdivided portion in terms of Section 38 of By-law will not be 

issued unless all the relevant conditions have been complied with; 
d) This approval is in terms of section 76(2)(w) of the By-Law valid for a period of 5 years until 7 February 2023. All 

conditions of approval must be complied with within the 5 year period and that failing to do so will result in this 
approval expiring; 

e) The applicant and objectors be informed of the right to appeal against this decision of the Municipal Planning 
Tribunal, in terms of section 89(2) of the By-Law; 

 
2. WATER 
 
a) Each subdivided portion must be provided with a separate connection. This condition is applicable at building plan 

stage; 
b) The water network needs to be extended in order to accommodate the proposed subdivided properties with water 

connections.  To do this, the developer must appoint an engineer registered in accordance with the provisions of Act 
46 of 2000 to design the extension. The design must be submitted to the Director: Civil Engineering Services for 
approval, after which the extension must be done under the supervision of the engineer. 

 
3. SEWERAGE 
 
a) Each subdivided portion must be provided with a separate conservancy tank, accessible by the vacuum truck from 

the road. This condition is applicable at building plan stage; 
 
4. REFUSE REMOVAL 
 
a) The basic refuse removal tariff will be levied for each of the three erven; 
b) Refuse to be placed in refuse bags on the nearest municipal street on the morning of refuse removal; 
 
5. CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
a) The owner/developer take note of the capital contribution for the regional bulk supply of water at R 7 557,06 (R10 

795,80 x 0,7 for Single Res) per newly created property. This capital contribution is payable to Swartland Municipality 
at clearance stage.  The amount is  valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote 
number: 9/249-176-9210); 

b) The fixed capital contribution towards water distribution be made to this municipality to the amount of R 7 277,00 per 
newly created property at clearance stage. This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be 
revised thereafter (vote number 9/249-174-9210); 
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c) The fixed capital contribution sewerage be made to this municipality to the amount of R 3 600,00 per newly created 
property at clearance stage.  This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter 
(vote number: 9/240-184-9210); 

d) The fixed capital contribution towards streets and stormwater be made to this municipality to the amount of R5 
363,00 per newly created property at clearance stage.  This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and 
may be revised thereafter (vote number: 9/247-144-9210); 

e) The Council’s resolution dated May 2016 makes provision for a 40% rebate applicable on the capital contributions to 
Swartland Municipality. This rebate is valid for the 2017/2018 financial year and may be revised thereafter. The 
rebate is not applicable to point 5(a); 

 
6. GENERAL 
 
a) Any existing services which connect the remainder and subdivided portion be moved or disconnected to ensure that 

each erf’s pipework is situated on the separate erven; 
b) Should the extension of any existing services be deemed necessary to provide the subdivided portion with services 

connections, it will be for the cost of the owner/developer; 
 
 
Die aansoek vir die onderverdeling van Erf 123, Koringberg, word in terme van artikel 70 van Swartland Munisipaliteit se  
Verordening op Munisipale Grondgebruikbeplanning (PK 7741 van 3 Maart 2017), goedgekeur, onderhewig aan die 
voorwaardes dat: 
 
1. STADSBEPLANNING EN BOUBEHEER 
 
a) Erf 123 onderverdeel word in ‘n restant (groot ±933,66m²), gedeelte A (groot ± 933,66m²) sowel as gedeelte B (groot 

±933,66m²), soos  voorgehou in hierdie aansoek; 
b) Die woonhuise wat gebou sal word moet argitektonies die bestaande karakter van die omliggende area ondersteun. 
c) Die wetlike sertifikaat wat oordrag van enige onderverdeelde gedeelte ingevolge artikel 38 van die Verordening 

magtig, nie uitgereik sal word alvorens daar aan die relevante voorwaardes voldoen is nie; 
d) Hierdie goedkeuring is, ingevolge artikel 76 (2)(w) van die Verordening geldig vir ‘n tydperk van 5 jaar tot 7 Februarie 

2023. Alle goedkeuringsvoorwaardes moet binne die 5 jaar tydperk geskied en die versuim daaraan sal tot gevolg hê 
dat hierdie goedkeuring verval; 

e) Die aansoeker en beswaarmaker op hul reg tot appèl teen die besluit van die Munisipale Beplanningstribunaal in 
terme van artikel 89(2) van die Verordening gewys word; 

 
2. WATER 

 
a) Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte moet van ‘n aparte wateraansluiting voorsien word. Hierdie voorwaarde is van 

toepassing op bouplanstadium; 
b) Die waternetwerk uitgebrei moet word om die onderverdeelde gedeeltes van wateraansluitings te kan voorsien. 

Hiervoor moet die ontwikkelaar ‘n ingenieur toepaslik geregistreer ingevolge die bepalings van Wet 46 van 2000 
aanstel om die uitbreiding te ontwerp. Die ontwerp moet aan die Direkteur: Siviele Ingenieursdienste voorgelê word 
vir goedkeuring waarna die uitbreiding onder die toesig van die Ingenieur gedoen moet word; 

 
3. RIOOL 

 
a) Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte van ‘n aparte rioolsuigtenk voorsien word wat vir die diensvragmotor vanuit die straat 

toeganklik is. Hierdie voorwaarde is op bouplan stadium van toepassing; 
 

4. VULLISVERWYDERING 
 
a) Die basiese vullisverwyderingstarief vir elk van die drie werwe gehef word; 
b) Vullis in vullissakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie op die oggend van vullisverwydering geplaas word; 
 
5. KAPITAALBYDRAES 

 
a) Die eienaar/ontwikkelaar ‘n kapitaalbydrae vir die grootmaat voorsiening van streekwater ten bedrae van R 7 557,06 

(R10 795,80 x 0,7 vir Enkel Res) per nuutgeskepte gedeelte,  aan Swartland Munisipaliteit maak op 
uitklaringstadium.  Die bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word 
(posnommer: 9/249-176-9210);  

b) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v grootmaatwaterdienste beloop R 7 277,00 per nuutgeskepte gedeelte en moet aan 
hierdie munisipaliteit gemaak word op uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 
en kan daarna hersien word (posnommer: 9/249-174-9210); 

c) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae vir grootmaatriooldienste, ten bedrae van R 3 600,00  per nuutgeskepte gedeelte  en moet 
aan hierdie munisipaliteit gemaak word op uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word (posnommer: 9/240-184-9210);  

d) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v strate en stormwater, ten bedrae van R 5 363,00  per nuutgeskepte gedeelte  en moet 
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aan hierdie munisipaliteit gemaak word op uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word (posnommer 9/247-144-9210);   

e) Die Raadsbesluit, gedateer Mei 2017 maak voorsiening vir ‘n korting van 40% op die kapitaalbydraes aan Swartland 
Munisipaliteit van toepassing.  Hierdie korting is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien 
word. Hierdie korting is nie van toepassing op punt 5(a) nie; 

 
6. ALGEMEEN 
 
a) Enige bestaande dienste wat die restant en onderverdeelde gedeelte aan mekaar koppel, moet verskuif en/of 

ontkoppel word, sodat elke erf se pypwerk op die betrokke erf geleë is; 
b) Indien die uitbreiding van enige bestaande dienste nodig sou wees om die onderverdeelde gedeelte van 

diensaansluitings te kan voorsien, sal dit vir die koste van die eienaar/ontwikkelaar wees; 
 

PART M: REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. The application is in compliance with the minimum erf size as determined by the SDF. 
2. This application is seen as densification which is supported by the MSDF and PSDF. 
3. The application complies with section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA. 
4. The proposed subdivision will not negatively affect the character of the neighbourhood. 
5. Surrounding properties consist of similar development potential as Erf 123. 
6. There is sufficient services capacity to accommodate the newly created erven. 
7. All development parameters of the By-Law will be adhered to. 
8. The proposed subdivision will constitute the effective utilization of land and existing infrastructure. 
 
1. Die aansoek is versoenbaar met die minimum erfgrootte soos bepaal deur die MROR. 
2. Die aansoek word beskou as verdigting wat ondersteun word deur die MROR en PROR. 
3. Die aansoek voldoen aan artikel 42 van SPLUMA en die beginsels waarna verwys word in Hoofstuk VI van LUPA. 
4. Die voorgestelde onderverdeling sal nie ‘n negatiewe impak op die karakter van die woonbuurt hê nie. 
5. Omliggende eiendomme beskik oor soortgelyke ontwikkelingspotensiaal as Erf 123. 
6. Daar is voldoende beskikbaarheid van dienste om die nuutgeskepte erwe te akkommodeer. 
7. Die aansoek voldoen aan alle ontwikkelingsparameters van die Verordening. 
8. Die onderverdeing het die effektiewe aanwending van grond en bestaande infrastruktuur tot gevolg. 

 

PART N: ANNEXURES  

Annexure A Locality Plan 
Annexure B Proposed Subdivision Plan 
Annexure C Plan indicating interested/affected parties contacted during the public participation process 
Annexure D Objections from Linda Pampallis 
Annexure E Objections from Elzeth Spies 
Annexure F Objections from Richard Kinross 
Annexure G Objections from James Windell 
Annexure H Objections from Paul Setterfield 
Annexure I  Comments from the applicant on objections received 

PART O: APPLICANT DETAILS 

First name(s) Zanelle Nortje on behalf of CK Rumboll and Partners 

Registered owner(s) Ian Stuart Burt 
Is the applicant authorised to 
submit this application: 

Y N 

PART P: SIGNATURES 

Author details: 
Herman Olivier 
Town Planner and GIS Official 
SACPLAN registration number:  (A204/2010) 

 

 
 
Date: 25 January 2018 

Recommendation: 
Alwyn Zaayman 
Senior Manager Built Environment 
A/8001/2001 

 

Recommended 
 

Not recommended  

 

 
Date: 29 January 2018 
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From: Elzeth Spies [mailto:elzeth@boezetti.com]  
Sent: 22 November 2017 12:35 PM 
To: Registrasie Email 
Subject: FW: BESWAAR TEEN ONDERCERDELING VAN ERF 123 KORINGBERG 
Importance: High 
  
Middag 
  
Vereder tot ons beswaar onder die onderverdeling van erf 123 Koringberg: 
  
Kan u ons asb van ‘n diens verslag of soos in engels bekend “service report for Koringberg” voorsien waarin u ons 
verseker dat daar planne in plek is wat dienslewering kan bevestig indien die dorp groter of meer inwoners sou kry. 
  
Indien die aplikant sou slaag in sy onderverdeling wil ons asb op skrif he dat die nodige dienste in plek sal wees en 
dat daar geen container huise opgerig sal word nie maar slegs huise wat goedgekeurde bouplanne het. 
  
Ons verneem graag van U, daar is tot dusver nog nie eers ontvangs erkenning van die emails wat gestuur is gekry nie 
alhoewel ek al 3 keer daarvoor gevra het. 
  
Vriendelike Groete 
Elzeth 
Zambesi straat 113 
Koringberg 
Tel 076 989 8065 
  
From: Elzeth Spies [mailto:elzeth@boezetti.com]  
Sent: 20 November 2017 02:48 PM 
To: 'swartlandmun@swartland.org.za' <swartlandmun@swartland.org.za> 
Cc: 'Alwyn Burger' <AlwynBurger@swartland.org.za> 
Subject: FW: BESWAAR TEEN ONDERCERDELING VAN ERF 123 KORINGBERG 
Importance: High 
  
Middag 
  
Ek het op 13 November asook 15 November ‘n email aan u gestuur waarin ons beswaar aanteken vir die 
onderverdeling van erf 123 Koringberg, ek het egter nog GEEN ontvangs erkenning gekry of enige terugvoer nie?    
  
Het u my mails ontvang???????   
  
Vriendelike Groete 
Elzeth Spies 
076 989 8065 
Erf 113 Koringberg 
  
From: Elzeth Spies [mailto:elzeth@boezetti.com]  
Sent: 15 November 2017 02:26 PM 
To: 'swartlandmun@swartland.org.za' <swartlandmun@swartland.org.za> 
Subject: FW: BESWAAR TEEN ONDERCERDELING VAN ERF 123 KORINGBERG 
Importance: High 
  
Middag 
  
Ek het geen ontvangs erkenning ontvang op my email wat ek aan u gestuur het nie????? Het u my email ontvang? 
Ek ontvang graag ‘n ontvangs erkenning van u. 
  
Groete 
Mevrou Spies 
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From: Elzeth Spies [mailto:elzeth@boezetti.com]  
Sent: 13 November 2017 08:51 AM 
To: 'swartlandmun@swartland.org.za' <swartlandmun@swartland.org.za> 
Subject: BESWAAR TEEN ONDERCERDELING VAN ERF 123 KORINGBERG 
Importance: High 
  
Meneer / Mevrou 
  
Dankie vir u skrywe van 20 Oktober 2017 ( wat ek eers ontvang het 9 November) 
  
Hiermee wens ek en my man beswaar aan te teken teen die onderverdeling van erf 123 Koringberg in drie klein erwe 
van 933 vierkante meter.  Ek is die eienaar van erf 113 Koringberg en erf 123 is dus reg langsaan my. 
  
Ons het ‘n paar jaar gelede die eiendom gekoop om vanuit die stad se lawaai en snel lewe te beweeg, toe ons die 
eiendom gekoop het was ons gese ons mag diere aanhou, skape nie meer as 30 nie, hoenders, eende ens maar niks 
groter soos ‘n bees of perd nie, solank die diere nie ons bure pla nie.  Ons het daarvan gehou dat die bure ‘n hele end 
van ons eiendom se grense was en dat ons ook dus nie bo op mekaar woon soos in die stad nie waar mens elke 
woord kan hoor wat jou buurman se, die hele omgewing is stil en daar is nie karre wat op en af jaag soos in die stad 
nie. Meeste inwoners in Koringberg is afgetrede mense wat juis daar wil bly vir dieselfde redes, KALMTE EN STILTE 
en na aan die natuur.  
  
Ons ry elke dag in werk toe in Atlantis Industriele gebied en kan nie wag om weer in die middag terug te ry na die 
stilte van Koringberg waar ons sielle rus en vrede kan vind nie.  Ons het ook bele in hierdie eiendom vir die rede dat 
wanneer ons eendag aftree ons ‘n lieflike groot plek het waar ons kan voortgaan om ‘n rustige kalm lewe te kan leef 
sonder die dolle gejaag van die stad en naby aan die natuur, waar hoor mens nog in die oggende voels wat jou 
wakker sing en hoenders wat kraai?  Wat ‘n absolute voorreg is dit nie. 
  
Ek voel dat deur die een groot erf 123 te onderverdeel nie reg is nie aangesien ‘n gemiddelde erf in Koringberg nie so 
klein is nie, Mens kan dit moontlik in twee erwe verdeel maar drie beslis nie,  die persoon wat erf 123 gekoop het 
het dit duidelik nie gekoop met die oog om daar te kom aftree of te kom woon nie en wil net ‘n vinnige geldjie maak 
deur dit te onder verdeel sonder om aan die nagevolge te dink aan die mense wat reeds daar kom koop het om in 
rus e n vrede te woon.   
  
Dus is ek en my man gekant teen die onderverdeling van erf 123.   
  
U kan my kontak by 076 989 8065 of by 021 577 1094. U kan my ook email by elzeth@boezetti.com.  My posadres is 
Posbus 1487 Dassenberg 7350. 
  
Boet & Elzeth Spies 
BOEZETTI PACKAGING (Pty) Ltd 
TEL: 021 577 1094 
SEL: 076 989 8065 
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From: Richard Kinross  
Sent: 20 November 2017 15:49 
To: swartlandmun@swartland.org.za 
Subject: Objection - proposed subdivision eft 123 
Importance: High 
  
25A Duckitt Avenue 
Constantia, 7806 
  
Dear Sir 
  
I write in my capacity as trustee for Santiago Trust, registered owner of erf 112 (and erven 265 and 266 – used as 
one erf) in Koringberg.  As I write the rates account is paid up on these erven until 30 November 2017.  I was invited 
to object to the proposed subdivision of erf 123 Koringberg should I wish to and as such we place it on record that I 
strongly object. 
  
Background: 
  
I am aware that the minimum erf size for Koringberg is just 500 square metres.  I acknowledge that it appears to be 
an objective of municipalities (generally) to increase densification in towns and cities and at times I concede that this 
is in fact in everyone’s best interests.  Land is finite - especially in the metropoles - and in short supply and high 
demand; and the need for services great.  Densification is one way to address these pressures.  However this is not 
the case in Koringberg. It’s a rural village with no economic activity or prospects and with an abundance of vacant 
erven – many of which are for sale.  As such I can’t see the “need” to subdivide.  But I also don’t “want” to see this 
particular erf subdivided as it lies within a pocket of Koringberg where properties are still large (3000, 6000 and in 
cases 8000 sqm).  As such I base my objection on the following grounds: 
  
The area as it exists currently (environmental impact): 
  
There is an area of Koringberg where the properties are small and the houses close to one another.  I chose to buy 
(in 2003) three erven and create one property on the other side of the village – where the properties are big and 
have a “rural” feel.  I planted what is today a flourishing olive grove and I make olive oil.  I employ two full time 
people – as do most of my neighbours.  I bought in this “pocket” of Koringberg because it had a rustic feel and would 
provide the kind of alternative lifestyle we were looking for.  Should this erf 123 be subdivided into three units it will 
be in stark contrast to the impression of the area as it stands now.  Were houses to be built there they would stand 
out pointedly – they would look like town houses, so close to one another.  Having three possible new neighbours so 
close to my home is situated would be damaging from an enjoyment point of view.  The potential that the peace and 
quiet (current) setting will be forever changed is likely.   I put it to you that I would lose considerable value as the 
desirability of the area will diminish as a direct result in the event of this particular subdivision.  My property has 
value because of its size and development of the olive grove and because of where it is suited in Koringberg and its 
surrounds.   
Services: 
  
Should this erf be subdivided into three, what effect, if any, will their presence have on our existing service 
levels?  We need to know this as I feel that we get the bare minimum as it stands.  I respectfully ask you for a 
Services Report for Koringberg and reassurances from the municipality that they are able to meet and provide the 
necessary standard of services to Koringberg currently and in the future should it in fact be the policy for the 
municipality to favour a densification policy for our village. 
The infrastructure in Koringberg is underdeveloped.  It does not, to my mind, in its current form support a 
densification plan by the Swartland Municipality.  We have no sewer system and having three more conservancy 
tanks in our road will require additional capacity form the municipality – is it available?  Is there sufficient water for 
Koringberg - as it stands?  The road in front of my house is not tarred – many are still gravel.  In summer, when on 
the stoep the occasional car that drive past covers us in dust.  With two more erven there will no doubt be an 
increase in traffic past my home.  Can you commit to tarring Gamtoos Road and others?  In the past summer rain 
down pours leaves my home flooded because some of the storm water infrastructure in Sonderend Street is 
damaged or not in working order.  I have a right to enjoy my home and this proposed subdivision will negatively 
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impact that right.  We have no Police Station, no Fire Station, no commerce save the Spaza shops and the bottle 
store.     
Property values have been on the decline in Koringberg.  Social problems are on the increase.  Two months ago I had 
a burglary at erf 112 (SAPS Moorreesburg 48/09/2017) loss and damages (vandalism) totalling over R60 
000.00.  Going for a walk around town (Zambesi Street in particular) you see condoms and rubbish in the 
streets.  Loud music gets played at night at certain houses without cessation or recourse.  There have been incidents 
of drag racing in our Main Road and rules of the road do not exist with farm trucks easily doubling the speed limit 
past my property each weekday evening around 5pm.  Even at current population levels Koringberg is taking 
strain.  There is no real evidence of intervention from local authorities and while I concede that these ills are not 
limited to Koringberg we have no infrastructure to actually handle the issues.  At a SAPS forum meeting a couple of 
years back we were told as a matter-of-fact that over harvest season (especially with Broodkraal’s increase in 
seasonal staffing) we would not be able to get much assistance from SAPS.  What has changed? 
Conditions imposed on the applicant: 
  
What, if any, conditions will be imposed on the applicant?  Can he assure the Municipal Manager that he is currently 
in a positon to fulfil such obligations as placed on him timeously thus ensuring that all his undertakings in this regard 
are met?  Will he be required, as he should, to provide electrical and water connections and any other installation of 
services as deemed necessary by the authorities to these erven?  What are his ideas in terms of “developing” the 
land?  I understand that it is his intention to do so.  Will he be obligated to build houses of brick and mortar?  I am 
told by the estate agent he appointed to sell this land (only recently) that he intends to put up “container houses” 
and has since taken it off the market.  This is a real concern as the kind of person attracted to this type of “house” 
will probably not buy it for the same or similar reason I did my property over a decade ago.  He is speculating where 
we have invested and maintained for more than a decade.   He is not a permanent resident and will more than like 
depart from Koringberg once done as so many other speculators have in the past - leaving their ugly mark on our 
historic village.  White elephants that stand empty.  Like scars on our village. 
  
In closing: 
  
Please give us (the immediate and long term neighbours of this piece of land – erf 123) the consideration we 
deserve.  Our community came together on Saturday and emotions were high.  We’re good law abiding individuals 
who all have the interests of our village at heart.  We have a proven track record in Koringberg.  Please ask the 
applicant what his vision is.  Please try to understand our “hysteria” at the thought of this proposal (as we know the 
details) and the impact we imagine it will have on all of us.  
  
We however want to be seen as reasonable and as such it was suggested at the meeting on Saturday that we put it 
to the municipality that we would “accept” a subdivision of two instead of three plots.  So if this compromise is a 
viable alternative (at approximately 1500 sqm per erf) it is a compromise we could live with.  But please sir; there 
must be strong conditions as to what the applicant development plans are for the ground if subdivision is granted at 
all.  Container houses / or inferior houses built for immediate “profit”  cannot become the new normal in 
Koringberg.  It would trigger an exodus of good people without doubt.  Of that I am certain. 
  
Thank you your consideration in this matter. 
  
Sincerely 
  
Richard Kinross 
083 4441 555 
  
My preferred method of communication is email 
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From: James Windell [mailto:james@goss-systems.co.za]  
Sent: 23 November 2017 10:15 AM 
To: Registrasie Email 
Subject: Objection - proposed subdivision eft 123 
  
The Municipal Manager, 
  
As owner of ERF472, I strongly object to the proposed subdivision of ERF123 
  
I have owned this property for more than 10 years. My plan for this property is to eventually build a home 
for my partner and I. We chose Koringberg specifically for it rural and tranquil nature.  
  
Allowing this subdivision to proceed, defeats the purpose of why I bought property in Koringberg… For its 
rural spacious environment. 
I will definitely reconsider building on this property, sell up to seek an alternative suitable town/district.  
  
I strongly object to the construction of container houses in Koringberg. Brick and mortar should be the 
permissible standard. 
It would undoubtedly adversely affect the value of surrounding properties. 
  
I have concerns about services. If densification of this town is your objective, please could I request details 
of future development plans.  
  
Preferred correspondence via email please. 
  
  
Kind Regards, 
  
  
James Windell 
Goss Systems (Pty) Ltd 
cell: 082 467 1693 
fax: 086 671 5569 
4 Swartberg Street, Ruyterwacht 
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MUNISIPALITEIT SWARTLAND 
LEER No I 

VerW Na 

REG 

Kim/Tear 

ander Opdr2s; 

I PERDr;TUM. 

P Setter 

From: 	 P Setter [psetter@agrizone.co.za ] 
Sent: 	 Tuesday, November 07, 2017 2:03 PM 
To: 	 'swartlandmun@swartland.org.za ' 
Cc: 	 'richard@kinross.co.za ' 
Subject: 	 OBJECTION TO THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF ERF 123 KORINGBERG 

THE MUNICIPAL MANAGER 

SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY 

Dear Sir 

I am the owner and residing in a dwelling on Erf 122 Koringberg which is adjacent to Erf 123 and the proposed 
subdivision. 

I wish to object strongly to the proposed subdivision of Erf 123 into three portions of 933 square metres for the 
following reasons: 

Koringberg is a rural village and people that buy or build houses here have moved from the city and chosen this village 

for its peace, tranquility and space. People can keep sheep and chickens on their large plots if they wish without being a 
nuisance to neighbours. Koringberg is not a place for small subdivided plots and high density housing. 

The current infrastructure is not very developed with no main line sewerage which would mean more sewerage tanks in 

a smaller area. The roads are gravel and would be subject to more "wear and tear" due to a possible increase in traffic. 

The people that often apply for subdivision have bought the plot with no intention of building or living in Koringberg but 

are out to make a quick buck by subdividing and selling. Then the people who are living in the area are left with being 
surrounded by lots of small plots and all the potential problems. 

I have always considered a single plot in Koringberg to be around 1400 square metres in size and therefore do not object 
to Erf 123 Koringberg to be divided into two plots of 1400 square metres but NOT three plots as proposed. 

Yours Faithfully 

PAUL SETTERFIELD 

(022)4238008 
0827711054 

PO BOX 138 KORINGBERG 
7312 

2017 -11- 0 9 
0  ;o esbul 

1 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 

IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

CK RUMBOLL & 
VENNOTE / PARTNERS 
 
PROFESSIONELE LANDMETERS ~ ENGINEERING AND MINE SURVEYORS ~ STADS- EN STREEKSBEPLANNERS ~ SECTIONAL TITLE CONSULTANTS 
 

 
DATUM / DATE: 15 Desember 2017     ONS VERW / OUR REF: 
KOR/10336/AC/RB        U VERW / YOUR REF 
PER E-POS 
 
Vir aandag: Mnr A Zaayman 
 
Die Munisipale Bestuurder 
Swartland Munisipaliteit 
Privaatsak X52 
MALMESBURY 
7300 
 
Meneer 

Kommentaar op besware 

VOORGESTELDE ONDERVERDELING OP  
ERF 123, KORINGBERG 

 
U skrywe gedateer 5 Desember 2017 het betrekking. Vind hierby aangeheg ons 

kommentaar op besware soos versoek.  

Hierdie firma het ‘n aansoek om onderverdeling op erf 123, Koringberg op 9 Oktober 2017 by 

die Swartland Munisipaliteit ingedien. Swartland Munisipaliteit het die aansoek vir die 

onderverdeling van erf 123, Koringberg in 3 gedeeltes in terme van Artikel 25(2)(d) van die 

Swartland Munisipaliteit Grondgebruikbeplanning Verordening ingevolge Die Bepalings 

van die Swartland Geïntegreerde Soneringskema, geadverteer in die plaaslike koerante en 

individuele kennisgewings aan omliggende eienaars gestuur. Na die sluitingsdatum is 

kommentare/besware vanaf vier (4) persone tydens die publieke deelname proses ontvang:  
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES:  admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 
MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661 VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 

 Linda Pampallis
 Boet en Elzebeth Spies
 Richard Kinross
 James Windell en Paul Setterfield

Die skrywes soos ontvang is deur hierdie firma geëvalueer en die volgende kommentare word 

daarop gelewer. 

Beswaarmaker Besware Kommentare 

Linda Pampallis 1. Container styled housing is

being asked for. 

1. Swartland Municipality have strong

building plan regulations. The proposed 

development have to meet the 

regulations and must first be approved by 

Swartland Municipality before any 

development can proceed. 

2. As far as the services are

concerned, please send me 

details of the expansion plans. 

2. a Services report for Koringberg and

the specified area can be obtained at 

Swartland Municipality. 

Boet en Elzebeth 
Spies 

3. Ons het die eiendom

gekoop met permisie om diere 

aantehou en het daarvan 

gehou dat die bure 'n hele end 

van ons af bly. Die omgewing 

is stil en daar is geen motor 

lawaai nie. 

3. Die sonering van die erwe bly

Residensieel. Volgens die Grondgebruik 

regulasies van Swartland Munisipaliteit is 

'n enkelwoonhuis die primere reg op die 

voorgestelde erwe. Die skep van drie 

nuwe erwe vir enkel wooneenhede gaan 

nie die hoeveelheid verkeer in die area 

drasties verhoog nie. Die voorgestelde 

erwe is steeds groot genoeg om nie 'n 

groot effek op kompaktheid te he nie. 

4. Ek voel om die erf te

onderverdeel is nie reg nie 

aangesien die gemiddelde 

grootte nie so klein is nie. 

4. Die voorgestelde onderverdeling

voldoen aan die Minimum erf groottes 

van Swartland se Ruimtelike 

Ontwikkelings Raamwerk van  500m². 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES:  admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 
MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661 VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 

Die voorgestelde erwe is amper dubbeld 

die groote (933m²). 

Richard Kinross 5. I will lose value of my

property. My property has 

value because of its size and 

development. 

5. The property will not lose value due to

the proposed subdivision. The objectors 

property will still be the same size and 

will not be affected negatively.  

6. I ask for the services report

of Koringberg and 

reassurances from the 

Municipality that they are able 

to meet and provide the 

necessary standards.  

6. Our office takes note of the objection.

Please see comment at point (2). 

7. What is the applicants

vision? 

7. The applicants vision or intensions is

to build on two or three of the subdivided 

erven to occupy two of them with his 

family members. The subdivision of the 

erf will give him the opportunity to do so. 

8. We will accept a subdivision

into two portions instead of 

three. The compromise is a 

viable alternative (1500m²). 

Container housing cannot 

become a new norm in 

Koringberg. 

8. Our office takes note of the objection.

Please see comment at point (1) and (4). 

James Windell en 
Paul Setterfield 

10. Koringberg is not a place

for small subdivided plots and 

high density housing. 

10. Our office takes note of the objection.

Please see comment at point (4). 

11. The current infrastructure is

not very developed with no 

main line sewerage which 

would mean more sewerage 

tanks in a smaller area. The 

11. The gravel roads are in a fairly good

condition and will be able to obtain the 

traffic. The applicant will have to make 

the necessary financial contributions as 

requested from Swartland Municipality for 
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IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

roads are gravel and would be 

subject to more wear and tear. 

bulk services. 

12. People subdivide plots with 

no intension to live on the 

plots. We are left with the 

problems. I will not object if the 

subdivision is into two plots. 

12. Our office takes note of the objection. 

Please see comment at point (1) and (7). 

 

Hierdie kantoor is van mening dat die voorgestelde onderverdeling op erf 123, Koringberg 

oorweeg moet word omdat die onderverdeling versoenbaar is met die ontwikkelings voorstel in 

Koringberg, soos vervat in die Swartland Ruimtelike Ontwikkelingsraamwerk. 

  

Vriendelike groete 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Zanelle Nortje/Ruben Bouwer 
VIR CK RUMBOLL EN VENNOTE       
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Verslag   Ingxelo   Report 
Kantoor van die Direkteur:  Ontwikkelingsdienste 

22 Januarie 2018 

15/3/5-14/Erf_1299 
15/3/10-14/Erf_1299 

WYK:  5 

ITEM  6.2    VAN DIE AGENDA VAN ‘N MUNISIPALE BEPLANNINGSTRIBUNAAL WAT GEHOU SAL WORD OP 
WOENSDAG 7 FEBRUARIE 2018 

LAND USE PLANNING REPORT 

REMOVAL OF TITLE RESTRICTIONS AND CONSENT USE ON ERF 1299, YZERFONTEIN 

Reference 
number 

15/3/5-14/Erf_1299 
15/3/10-14/Erf_1299 

Application 
submission date 

21 September 
2017 

Date report 
finalised 23 January 2018 

PART A:  APPLICATION DESCRIPTION 

An application for the removal of restrictive title conditions C(2) and C(3)  of Deed of Transfer T1067/2017 on erf 1299, 
Yzerfontein in terms of section 25(2)(f) of the Swartland Municipality :  By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning (PG 
7741 of 3 March 2017) has been received. The purpose of the removal is to do away with the restrictions with regard to 
land use restrictions, coverage and building lines. 

An application for a consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein in terms of section 25(2)(o) of Swartland Municipality :  By-law 
on Municipal Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017) for a second dwelling has also been received. 

PART B: PROPERTY DETAILS 

Property description 
(in accordance with Title 
Deed) 

Erf 1299, Yzerfontein in the Swartland Municipality, Division Malmesbury, Province 
Western Cape 

Physical address 5 Skildpad Crescent Town Yzerfontein 

Current zoning Residential zone 
1 

Extent 
(m2 /ha) 1171m² Are there existing buildings 

on the property? Y N 

Applicable zoning scheme Swartland Municipality By-law relating to Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 
2017) 

Current land use 4 Residential units in the main dwelling 
house and a second dwelling 

Title Deed 
number & date T1067/2017

Any restrictive title conditions 
applicable Y N If Yes, list condition 

number(s) 

“…C(2) Hierdie erf mag alleenlik gebruik word vir 
die oprigting daarop van een woning of ander 
gebou vir die doeleindes wat die Administrateur 
van tyd tot tyd, na oorleg met die dorpekommissie 
en die plaaslike owerheid goedkeur, met dien 
verstande dat indien die erf in die gebied van 'n 
dorpsaanlegskema ingesluit is, die plaaslike 
owerheid enige ander geboue wat deur die skema 
toegelaat word, kan toelaat onderworpe aan die 
voorwaardes van beperkings wat in die skema 

ONDERWERP:  VOORGESTELDE OPHEFFING VAN TITEL BEPERKINGS EN VERGUNNINGSGEBRUIK OP 
ERF 1299, YZERFONTEIN 

SUBJECT :  PROPOSED REMOVAL OF TITLE RESTRICTIONS AND CONSENT USE ON ERF 1299, 
YZERFONTEIN 
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PART D: BACKGROUND  

It came under the attention of Swartland Municipality through complaints that the buildings on erf 1299, Yzerfontein have 
been converted to accommodate 4 residential units (main house) and a second dwelling which are being rented as 
guest accommodation (self-catering units). 
 
Erf 1299, Yzerfontein is zoned residential zone 1 and has a dwelling house as a primary right. 
 
The current owners of erf 1299 took transfer of the erf on 23 January 2017 with the impression that all buildings and 
uses on the property were approved. Only at a later stage they were informed by the municipality about the illegal 
building work and land uses. 
 
It is the intention of the owners of erf 1299 to change the building work inside the main dwelling house to function as only 

bepaal word. 
 
C(3) Geen gebou of struktuur of enige gedeelte 
daarvan, behalwe grensmure en heinings, mag 
behalwe met die toestemming van die 
Administrateur, nader as 5 meter van die straatlyn 
wat 'n grens van hierdie erf uitmaak asook binne 3 
meter van die agtergrens of 1,5 meter van die 
sygrens gemeen aan enige aangrensende erf 
opgerig word nie, met dien verstande dat met die 
toestemming van die Plaaslike Owerheid — 
 
(i) 'n buitegebou wat uitsluitlik vir die stalling van 
motorvoertuie gebruik word en hoogstens 3 meter 
hoog is, gemeet van die vloer van die buitegebou 
tot by die muurplaat daarvan, binne sodanige sy-
en agterruimtes opgerig mag word, en enige 
ander buitegebou van dieselfde hoogte binne die 
agterruimte en syruimte opgerig word vir 'n 
afstand van 12 meter gemeet van die agtergrens 
van die erf, met dien verstande dat ingeval van 'n 
hoekerf die afstand van 12 meter gemeet moet 
word van die punt wat die verste, is dan die strate 
wat die erf begrens. 
(ii) 'n buitegebou ingevolge subparagraaf (i) slegs 
nader aan 'n sygrens of agtergrens van 'n perseel 
as die afstand hierbo voorgeskryf, opgerig mag 
word indien geen vensters of deure in enige muur, 
wat op sodanige grens front, aangebring word 
nie…” 

Any third party conditions 
applicable? Y N If Yes, specify  

Any unauthorised land 
use/building work Y N If Yes, explain  

PART C: LIST OF APPLICATIONS (TICK APPLICABLE) 

Rezoning  Permanent 
departure  Temporary departure  Subdivision  

Extension of the validity 
period of an approval  Approval of an 

overlay zone  Consolidation   
Removal, suspension 
or  amendment of 
restrictive conditions  

 

Permissions in terms of 
the zoning scheme  

Amendment, 
deletion or 
imposition of 
conditions in 
respect of existing 
approval   

 

Amendment or 
cancellation of an 
approved subdivision 
plan 

 Permission in terms of 
a condition of approval  

Determination of zoning  Closure of public 
place  Consent use  Occasional use  

Disestablish a home 
owner’s association  

Rectify failure by 
home owner’s 
association to meet 
its obligations  

 

Permission for the 
reconstruction of an 
existing building that 
constitutes a non-
conforming use 
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1 dwelling unit. The second dwelling unit will stay unchanged. 
 
This application is an attempt to obtain land use approval for a second dwelling as well as to remove restrictive title deed 
restrictions. 
 
PART E: PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION (ATTACH 
MINUTES)  

Has pre-application consultation 
been undertaken? Y N 

 
If yes, provide a brief summary of the outcomes below. 
 

No formal pre-application consultation was deemed necessary. However, several discussions between the applicant (CK 
Rumboll & Partners) and Swartland Municipality took place during the preparation of the application in order to ensure 
that the application is complete. 
PART F: SUMMARY OF APPLICANTS MOTIVATION 

1. The proposed development supports the Swartland Spatial Development Framework (SDF) that guides sustainable 
future development in Yzerfontein. 

2. The application supports the planning principles of SPLUMA and LUPA. 
3. The proposed development encourages optimal use of the property by allowing more residential opportunities. 
4. The proposed development complies with the land use proposals set out Zone D in which Erf 1299 is located. 
5. With the proposed application, increased density is encouraged through which urban sprawl is minimised. 
6. It is the opinion of this office that the proposed consent use and removal of restrictive conditions will not influence 

the property or the surrounding environment negatively. The Swartland Land Use Planning By-law provides 
sufficient enough land use planning guidelines for Erf 1299, Yzerfontein, for the said conditions in the Title Deed to 
be removed. With this application the owners aim to legalise the second dwelling unit on their property by following 
the necessary town planning procedure. 

PART G: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with section 45- 49 of the Swartland Municipal: By-
Law on Municipal Land Use Planning (refer to Annexure C). 

Y N 

The application was advertised in the local newspapers and Provincial Gazette and a total of 15 registered notices were 
issued to affected parties. 
Total valid  
comments 3 Total comments and 

petitions refused 
0 

Valid 
petition(s) Y N If yes, number of 

signatures 
N/A 

Community 
organisation(s) 
response 

Y N N/A Ward councillor response Y N Notice was served to the ward councillor, 
but no comments were received. 

Total letters of 
support 

0 
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PART H: COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENTS 

Name  Date 
received 

Summary of comments Recommendation  

Department: 
Development 
Services 

5 Oktober 
2017 

1. Bouplanne moet aan Departement: Ontwikkelingsdienste vir oorweging vir goedkeuring voorgelê 
word. 

Positive 
X Negative 

Department: 
Civil 
Engineering 
Services 

12 October 
2017 

Riool 
 
1. Die eiendom voorsien word van ‘n rioolsuigtenk van geskikte grootte wat vir die diensvragmotor 

vanuit die straat toeganklik is. 
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. riool ten bedrae van R13 771,35 gemaak word.  

 
Water  
 
1. Die bestaande wateraansluiting gebruik word en dat geen addisionele aansluitings voorsien sal 

word nie. 
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae ten bedrae van R4 463,09 t.o.v. die grootmaat verspreiding van water en R5 

397,90 ten opsigte van die grootmaat voorsiening van water gemaak word. 
 

Strate en Stormwater 
 
1. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. strate en stormwater ten bedrae van R14 564.33 gemaak word. 

 
Vullisverwydering 
 
1. ‘n Basiese vullisverwyderings tarief gehef word vir elk van die twee wooneenhede en dat vullis in 

swartsakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie op die oggend van verwydering geplaas word. 
 

X  

PART I: COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO 
COMMENTS MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

1. JHS 
Oosthuizen 

1. Since the owners do not reside on the 
property, there is no control over visitors of 
the guest accommodation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. As proposed with this application, the main and 
second dwelling unit will be utilised for single 
residential purposes. This use is not subject to the 
owners residing on the same property. Similar to 
any other land use, residents have the right to 
lodge a complaint, either to the owners or the 
competent authority, if they feel that visitors do not 
comply with residential standards. 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The proposed development entails two 
dwelling units on erf 1299, the main house 
and second dwelling. These dwelling units 
will be rented out on an ad-hoc basis for the 
living accommodation of single families (self-
catering units). There are no requirements in 
terms of planning regulations for the owners 
of the property to reside on the property. 
 
Self-catering facilities normally have house 
rules to which visitors needs to comply with. 
The applicant did not indicate whether there 
will be house rules for this development. 
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2. There is an existing guest house being 

operated from the property with 4 unlawful 
units. No building plans have been 
submitted for the units or the internal 
division of the main house or the braai area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The chimney of the braai area is low, 
causing smoke in the objector's room 
nearest to the braai area, especially when it 
is an east wind. 
 
 
 

 
2. The intent of this application is to address the 

unlawful activities by obtaining the necessary land 
use rights that will allow for a second dwelling unit 
on the property. This use is allowed as a consent 
use for Residential Zone 1 properties, which Erf 
1299 is zoned. 
 
When purchasing the property, the owners were 
under the impression that all buildings and uses on 
the property held land use rights. The owners were 
recently informed that the second dwelling unit and 
use for guest accommodation held no land use 
rights. With this application the owners hope to 
rectify this misunderstanding and obtain the 
necessary approval to keep the second dwelling 
unit that will be used for single residential 
purposes. The proposed consent use to allow a 
second dwelling unit that will be utilised for single 
residential purposes will not adversely influence the 
surrounding properties since this area is 
characterised by residential land uses. When the 
building plan is approved the necessary internal 
adjustments will also be made to the main dwelling 
to ensure that it is used as a single dwelling unit. 
The internal adjustments include converting 2 
additional kitchens respectively into a laundry room 
and a dining room (the basins in the dining room 
will be removed). Two walls will also be opened to 
ensure that all rooms can be internally accessed.  
 
The adjusted building plan was attached to the 
motivational report. It should also be noted that all 
guest accommodation operations have ceased 
since the owners were notified that they held no 
land use rights for the units. The building plan will 
be submitted after the application is finalised to 
ensure coherency. 

 
3. Noted. This is irrelevant to the proposed 

application. When building plans are submitted all 
existing uses will be indicated and evaluated by the 
Building Control Department of the Swartland 
Municipality. 
 
 

 
2. The current owners of erf 1299 took transfer 

of the erf on 23 January 2017 with the 
impression that all buildings and uses on the 
property were approved. Only at a later stage 
they were informed by the municipality about 
the illegal building work and land uses. 
 
This application is an attempt from the 
owners of erf 1299 to rectify the on-site 
situation by obtaining the correct land use 
rights. 
 
A building plan application will be required if 
this application is successful. Building works 
on-site needs to be amended to comply with 
approved land use rights and building plan 
approval. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. All structures on erf 1299 needs building plan 

approval. If approval is obtained for the braai 
area, the smoke from the braai causing a 
nuisance for the adjoining owner is noted. 
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4. Visitors to the guest accommodation on the 
property make use of the street for parking 
since there is not enough parking for all the 
guests on the property. The street is also 
used for parking of their boats and bakkies 
which on occasion prevents access to the 
objector's entrance. It is recommended that 
the Municipality apply no parking zones in 
the applicable street. 
 

5. In the past there have been noise and 
drinking in the street and when the 
competent authority was called, nobody 
arrived. It is recommended that measures 
should be put in place to ensure control over 
the situation in the future. 
 
 

6. The objector is the only permanent resident 
in Skilpad Cresecent and decided to reside 
in Yzerfontein due to the town's quiet and 
peaceful atmosphere which the guest house 
is in contrast with. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. The plan attached in the application 
indicating the second dwelling is not similar 
to what is currently on Erf 1299 in 
Yzerfontein. The garage indicated on the 
plan has also not been a garage for several 
years and has been converted to a guest 
accommodation unit. 

4. There is sufficient parking space available on the 
subject property — refer to the building plan 
attached in the motivational report. Since the main 
and second dwelling will be utilised for single 
residential purposes in the future, there will be a 
reduced need for parking. There is also sufficient 
space available directly in front of the second 
dwelling unit to accommodate boats or bakkies. 
 
 

5. The second dwelling unit is limited to Erf 1299 in 
Yzerfontein and will not influence the privacy of 
surrounding residential properties. The use of the 
property will remain residential. The proposed 
application cannot be negatively considered on 
speculation of noise and bad behaviour - any land 
use can be subject to the above. 
 

6. All of the properties abutting Skilpad Crescent is 
zoned Residential Zone 1. In Table B (page 84) of 
the Swartland Municipality's Zoning Scheme, as 
part of the Land Use Planning By-Law, it is clearly 
indicated which land uses are allowed as primary 
and consent uses for Residential Zone 1 
properties. As proposed in this application, the 
second dwelling unit is allowed for as a consent 
use under the Residential Zone 1 regulations. 
Since both the main and second dwelling unit will 
be used for single residential purposes, the 
proposal is in line with the regulations applicable to 
Residential Zone 1 properties as Erf 1299 is zoned. 
The owners have the right to rent out both the main 
and second dwelling unit as long as it utilised for 
single residential purposes. 
 

7. As seen from the image below (obtained from 
Google maps) the second dwelling is situated on 
Erf 1299 as indicated on the attached building plan 
the motivation report. The application entails 
obtaining rights for the status quo as the second 
dwelling is existent, no new or additional dwelling 
units are proposed. As previously mentioned the 
building plan attached in the motivation report is 
the amended building plan and therefore indicates 
how the current buildings will be utilised in the 
future. 

4. Sufficient space exists on erf 1299 to 
accommodate on-site parking for the two 
dwelling units. This space includes parking 
areas for bakkies and boats. 
 
It is not deemed necessary to make “no 
parking zones” applicable in Skilpad 
Crescent. 

 
 
5. Making noise and drinking in a public street 

is illegal. The municipal law enforcement 
should be contacted in cases like this. 
 
 
 
 
 

6. As Yzerfontein is a popular holiday town, the 
renting of house for self-catering 
accommodation is popular. A guesthouse will 
not be operated. The comment is noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7. See the comments at point 2. 
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2. Leona 
Weichardt 

1. There is an existing guest house being 
operated from the property with 4 unlawful 
units. No building plans have been 
submitted for the units or the internal 
division of the main house or the braai area. 
 

2. Visitors to the guest accommodation on the 
property make use of the street for parking 
since there is not enough parking for all the 
guests on the property. The street is also 
used for parking of their boats and bakkies 
which on occasion prevents access to the 
objector's entrance. It is recommended that 
the Municipality apply no parking zones in 
the applicable street. 
 

3. In the past there have been noise and 
drinking in the street and when the 
competent authority was called, nobody 
arrived. It is recommended that measures 
should be put in place to ensure control over 
the situation in the future. 
 

4. The plan attached in the application 
indicating the second dwelling is not similar 
to what is currently on Erf 1299 in 
Yzerfontein. The garage indicated on the 
plan has also not been a garage for several 
years and has been converted to a guest 
accommodation unit. 
 

5. With the subject property's location in a cul-
de-sac, the section facing the street is 
narrow but the property has a long driveway 
to accommodate vehicles. Should the 
proposed second dwelling be approved, 
there will be no entry to the property via the 
driveway and thus no access to parking for 
the guests. There is also not enough space 
to build the second dwelling as indicated on 
the attached plan and will lead to the 
proposed second dwelling be partially built 
on the pavement. 
 
 

 

1. See the comments at point 2 of JHS Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 

2. See the comments at point 4 of  JHS Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. See the comments at point 5 of JHA Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. See the comments at point 7 of JHA Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. From the street view of Erf 1299, Yzerfontein it is 

clear that the second dwelling does not cause an 
obstruction of entry to the property. There is 
sufficient space to gain access to the property, the 
second dwelling and the main dwelling will gain 
access through the space provided between the 
second dwelling and erf boundary wall as 
indicated. Parking space is available in front of the 
second dwelling unit as well as at the rear end of 
the property.  
 
The second dwelling is already on the property 
and no adjustment to the unit is proposed that 
might obstruct access or lead to building on the 
pavement. 

1. See the comments at point 2 of JHS 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 

2. See the comments at point 4 of  JHS 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. See the comments at point 5 of JHA 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 

4. See the comments at point 7 of JHA 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. All buildings on erf 1299 are existing. Only 
internal changes to existing buildings are 
proposed to create 2 dwelling units. 
 
Sufficient space exists on erf 1299 to 
accommodate on-site parking for the 2 
dwelling units. 
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6. It is recommended that a site meeting with 
all the affected neighbours be arranged 
before finalising the application. 

6. Although a site meeting is not a requirement for 
approval, we as representatives of the owners as 
well as the owners will be available should the 
Municipality require such action. The public is also 
allowed to see the motivation report that contains 
all relevant and necessary information. 

6. A site meeting is not a requirement and not 
deemed necessary. 

3. Rolf & 
Elizabeth 
Weichardt 

1. Visitors to the guest accommodation on the 
property make use of the street for parking 
since there is not enough parking for all the 
guests on the property. The street is also 
used for parking of their boats and bakkies 
which on occasion prevents access to the 
objector's entrance. It is recommended that 
the Municipality apply no parking zones in 
the applicable street. 
 

2. The plan attached in the application 
indicating the second dwelling is not similar 
to what is currently on Erf 1299 in 
Yzerfontein. The garage indicated on the 
plan has also not been a garage for several 
years and has been converted to a guest 
accommodation unit. 
 

3. The proposed development leads to more 
people and vehicles in an already small 
space (cul-de-sac) which is also relatively 
quiet. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. See the comments at point 4 of JHS Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. See the comment at point 7 of JHS Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The use of the subject property will remain 
residential. The adding capacity of one additional 
single residential use on Erf 1299 will be low and 
will not lead to an influx of more residents and 
vehicles. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. See the comments at point 4 of JHS 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. See the comment at point 7 of JHS 
Oosthuizen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The proposed land use rights will permit 2 
dwelling units on erf 1299. These dwelling 
units can be used as a permanent residence 
for 2 families or can be used on an ad-hoc 
basis as self-catering units for 2 single 
families. 
 
Other erven in Skilpad Crescent consist of 
the same development potential to obtain 
land use rights for a second dwelling. 
 
It is not foreseen that the second dwelling 
(additional people and vehicles) will have a 
negative impact in the cul-de-sac. 
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PART J: MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION 

 
1. Type of application and procedures followed in processing the application 
 

An application was submitted in terms of Sections 25(2)(f) and 25(2)(o) of the By-Law and received on 21 September 
2017. The public participation process took place from 13 October 2017 to 13 November 2017 for surrounding 
property owners and internal departments. 
 
The objections received during the public participation process were referred to the applicant for comments on 23 
November 2017. The applicant responded and comments on the objections were received on 15 December 2017. 

 
2. Legislation and policy frameworks 
 
2.1 Matters referred to in Section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA 

 
• Spatial Justice: The Spatial Development Framework (SDF) does not specifically make provision for second 

dwellings. However, a second dwelling is a consent use under the residential zone 1 zoning. A second dwelling is 
seen as densification which is supported by the SDF and Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF). 
This application is consistent with the SDF, which makes it compliant with the principle of spatial justice. 
 

• Spatial Sustainability: The second dwelling will have to affect that erf 1299 is developed to its full potential. This 
makes Yzerfontein a more spatially compact, resource-efficient town.  
 
Sufficient services capacity exists to accommodate the proposed development which can be seen as the optimal 
use of existing infrastructure.  
 
Swartland Municipality will be able to tax the property and receive an income through the delivering of services, 
promoting the financial viability of the Municipality.  
 
Yzerfontein is a popular tourism destination along the West Coast. The dwellings on erf 1299 will be rented as 
self-catering accommodation for tourists, therefore providing in the accommodation needs of Yzerfontein. 
Therefore enhancing the tourism character of the town. 
 
This application therefore complies with the principle of spatial sustainability. 
 

• Efficiency:   Sufficient services capacity exists to accommodate the second dwelling which can be seen as the 
optimal use of existing infrastructure. 
 
This application therefore complies with the principle of efficiency. 
 

• Good Administration: The application was advertised in the local newspaper and Provincial Gazette and notices 
were sent to surrounding/affected land owners by means of registered mail. The comments from the relevant 
municipal departments were also obtained. Consideration was given to all correspondence received and the 
application was dealt with in a timeously manner. It is therefore argued that the principles of good administration 
were complied with by the Municipality. 
 

• Spatial Resilience: The development proposal will enable the property owner to generate an additional income, 
thereby strengthening the ability to deal with economic challenges. No other principles of spatial resilience are 
applicable to this application.    
 

2.2 Integrated Development Plan (IDP) and Spatial Development Framework (SDF) 
The Spatial Development Framework (SDF) does not specifically make provision for second dwellings. However, a 
second dwelling is a consent use under the residential zone 1 zoning. A second dwelling is seen as densification 
which is supported by the SDF and Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF).  
 
The SDF forms an integrated part of the IDP. Applications like these are measured according to the principles of the 
SDF to determine whether it is in compliance. Therefore it contributes to healthy management of the urban area. IDP 
outcome 5.2. 

 
2.3 Schedule 2 of the By-Law (Zoning Scheme Provisions) 

The proposed second dwelling complies with all applicable zoning parameters of the residential zone 1 zoning. 
 
Sufficient space exists on-site to provide for parking. 
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3. Desirability of the proposed utilization 
 

Erf 1299 is currently developed with a dwelling house, which has been converted into 4 residential units, as well as 
an outbuilding which has been converted into a dwelling unit. Erf 1299 currently accommodates 5 residential units. 
The buildings on erf 1299 will be converted back into 1 main dwelling unit and a second dwelling. There are no 
physical restrictions on the property which may have a negative impact on this application. 
 
Erf 1299 has the potential to be used for two dwelling units as presented in this application. Although the two 
dwelling units will be rented out as self-catering accommodation, it will remain for the living accommodation of two 
single families. 
 
Surrounding erven in Skilpad Crescent is developed with single dwelling houses. The proposed second dwelling unit 
on erf 1299 will not have an effect on the residential character of the area. 
 
The scale and placement of the second dwelling unit complies with all zoning parameters applicable to erf 1299. 
 
Yzerfontein is a popular tourism destination along the West Coast. The dwellings on erf 1299 will be rented as self-
catering accommodation for tourists, therefore providing in the accommodation needs of Yzerfontein. Therefore 
enhancing the tourism character of the town. 
 
Erf 1299 has restrictions in the title deed which affects this application. This will be address at a later stage in this 
report. 
 
Erf 1299 has no heritage grading or any architectural design criteria applicable to the erf. 

 
4. Impact on municipal engineering services 

 
Sufficient engineering services exist to accommodate the proposed second dwelling. 

 
5. Comments of organs of state 

 
No comments were requested. 

 
6. Response by applicant 

See part I. 
 

PART K: ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION  FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

The financial or other value of the rights 
The removal of restrictions will inherently benefit Swartland Municipality financially through capital contributions by the 
owner, as well as broadening of the municipal tax base. 
 
The property owner may benefit from rental income from the second dwelling and the property value increasing, due to 
additional land use rights. 
 
The financial benefit of removal of the restrictions are considered negligible. 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights and/or to the person seeking the removal 
The property owner will personally benefit from the removal of the restrictions through the ability to develop the property to 
It’s full potential and expanding the available facilities on the property. 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place, and/or being removed/amended 
Yzerfontein is a popular tourism destination along the West Coast.  The social benefit of the removal of the restrictions is 
the provision of a wider range of residential opportunities in the area. 
Will the removal, suspension or amendment completely remove all rights enjoyed by the beneficiary or only some of those 
rights 
The removal of restrictive conditions will not completely remove the rights of the beneficiary (Swartland Municipality), as 
the development parameters in question will be governed by the By-Law. 

PART L: RECOMMENDATION WITH CONDITIONS 

 
A. The application for the removal of restrictive conditions  C(2) and C(3)  of Deed of Transfer  T1067/2017 on erf 

1299, Yzerfontein , is approved in terms of section 70 of the Swartland Municipality Land Use Planning By-Law (PG 
7741 of 3 March 2017) subject to the following process: 
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a) The applicant/owner must apply to the Deeds Office to amend the title deed in order to indicate the removal of the 
restrictive conditions; 

 
The following minimum information must be provided to the Deeds Office in order to consider the application, 
namely:  

 
- Copy of the approval by Swartland Municipality; 
- Original title deed, and 
- Copy of the notice which was placed by Swartland Municipality in the Provincial Gazette; 
 
b) A copy of the amended title deed must be provided to Swartland Municipality for record purposes, prior to final 

consideration of building plans. 
 
B. The application for a consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein, is approved in terms of Section 70 of the Swartland 

Municipality Land Use Planning By-Law (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017). 
 
Points A & B are subject to the following conditions, that: 
 
1. TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 

 
a) The consent use authorise the second dwelling unit; 
b) The second dwelling be restricted to a maximum size of 120m²; 
c) The second dwelling complies with the parameters of the existing zoning; 
d) Building plans be submitted to the Director: Development Services for consideration and approval; 
e) This approval is in terms of section 76(2)(w) of the By-Law valid for a period of 5 years. All conditions of approval 

must be complied with within the 5 year period and that failing to do so will result in this approval expiring; 
f) The applicant/objector is informed of the right to appeal against this decision of the Municipal Planning Tribunal, in 

terms of section 89(2) of the By-Law; 
 

2. WATER 
 

a) The property makes use of a single water connection and that no additional connections will be provided; 
 

3. SEWERAGE 
 
a) A conservancy tank of sufficient capacity be provided and said tank be accessible to the vacuum truck from the street; 
 
4. REFUSE REMOVAL 
 
a) The basic refuse removal tariff be levied for each dwelling unit; 
b) The refuse be placed in refuse bags on the nearest municipal sidewalk on the morning of refuse removal; 
 
5. CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
a) The owner/developer take note of the capital contribution for the regional bulk distribution of water at R4 463,09. This 

capital contribution is payable to Swartland Municipality at building plan stage.  This amount is payable to vote 
number 9/249-176-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter; 

b) The fixed capital contribution towards bulk water supply be made to this municipality to the amount of R5 397,90 at 
building plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/249-174-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 
2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter; 

c) The fixed capital contribution towards sewerage be made to this municipality to the amount of R5 563,20 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/240-184-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter; 

d) The fixed capital contribution towards waste water treatment be made to this municipality to the amount of R8 208,00 
at building plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/240-183-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 
2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter; 

e) The fixed capital contribution towards roads must be made to this municipality to the amount of R11 400,00 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/249-144-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter; 

f) The fixed capital contribution towards stormwater be made to this municipality to the amount of R3 164,64 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/248-144-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter;  

g) The fixed capital contribution towards electricity be made to this municipality to the amount of R10 328,40 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/253-164-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter;  

h) Council’s resolution dated May 2017 makes provision for a 40% rebate applicable on the capital contributions of 
Swartland Municipality. This rebate is valid for the 2017/2018 financial year and may be revised thereafter. Please 
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note that the rebate is not applicable to point 5(a). 
A. Die aansoek vir die opheffing van titelbeperkings  C(2) and C(3) van transport akte  T1067/2017 op erf 1299, 

Yzerfontein , ingevolge Artikel 70 van Swartland Munisipaliteit se Verordening op Munisipale Grondgebruikbeplanning 
(PK 7741 van 3 Maart 2017) goedgekeur word, onderhewig aan die volgende voorwaardes dat: 

 
a) Die aansoeker/eienaar moet aansoek doen by die Aktekantoor om die titelakte te wysig ten einde die opheffing van 

beperkende voorwaarde aan te toon (Die volgende minimum inligting moet aan die Aktekantoor voorsien word ten 
einde die aansoek te oorweeg, naamlik: 
 
- afskrif van die goedkeuring van Swartland Munisipaliteit,  
- oorspronklike Titekakte, en  
- 'n afskrif van die kennisgewing wat deur Swartland Munisipaliteit in die Provinsiale Koerant geplaas was); 

 
b) 'n Afskrif van die gewysigde Titelakte moet aan Swartland Munisipaliteit voorsien word vir rekorddoeleindes, 

alvorens die bouplan finaal vir goedkeuring oorweeg kan word. 
 
B      Die aansoek vir ‘n vergunningsgebruik vir ‘n tweede wooneenheid op erf 1299, Yzerfontein, ingevolge Artikel 70 van 

Swartland Munisipaliteit se Verordening rakende Munisipale Grondgebruik Beplanning (PK 7741 van 3 Maart 2017) 
goedgekeur word. 

 
Punte A & B is onderhewig aan die volgende voorwaardes dat: 
 
1. STADSBEPLANNING EN BOUBEHEER 
 
a) Die vergunningsgebruik magtig die tweede wooneenheid; 
b) Die tweede wooneenheid beperk word tot 120m²; 
c) Die tweede wooneenheid voldoen aan die parameters van die bestaande sonering; 
d) Bouplanne aan die Direkteur: Ontwikkelingsdienste vir oorweging en goedkeuring voorgelê word; 
e) Hierdie goedkeuring is, ingevolge artikel 76 (2)(w) van die Verordening, geldig vir ‘n tydperk van 5 jaar. Die 

voldoening aan alle goedkeuringsvoorwaardes moet binne die 5 jaar tydperk geskied en die versuim daaraan tot 
gevolg sal hê dat hierdie goedkeuring verval; 

f) Die aansoeker/beswaarmaker op hul reg tot appèl teen die besluit van die Munisipale Beplanningstribunaal in terme 
van artikel 89(2) van die Verordening gewys word; 

 
2. WATER 
 
a) Die eiendom van ‘n enkele wateraansluiting gebruik maak en dat geen addisionele aansluitings voorsien sal word 

nie; 
 
3. RIOOL 
 
a) 'n Rioolsuigtenk met voldoende kapasiteit voorsien  word en dat die tenk vanuit die straat vir die diensvragmotor  

toeganklik is; 
 
4. VULLISVERWYDERING 
 
a) Die basiese vullisverwyderingstarief vir elke wooneenheid op die perseel gehef word; 
b) Die vullis in vullissakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie op oggend van verwydering geplaas word; 

  
5. KAPITAALBYDRAE 
 
(a) Die kapitaalbydrae t.o.v die grootmaat voorsiening van water ten bedrae van R 5 397,90 aan hierdie munisipaliteit 

op bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/249-176-9210 en is geldig vir 
die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(b) ‘n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v die grootmaat verspreiding van water ten bedrae van R 4 463,09 aan hierdie 
munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/249-174-9210 en 
is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(c) 'n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. riool ten bedrae van R 5 563,20 aan hierdie munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium 
gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/240-184-9210 en is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(d) 'n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. afvalwatersuiweringwerke ten bedrae van R 8 208,00 aan hierdie munisipaliteit 
op bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/240-184-9210 en is geldig vir 
die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(e) ‘n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v strate ten bedrae van R 11 400,00 aan hierdie munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium 
gemaak word. Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/247-144-9210  en is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(f) ‘n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v stormwater ten bedrae van R 3 164,64 aan hierdie munisipaliteit op 
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bouplanstadium gemaak word. Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/247-144-9210  en is geldig vir die 
finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(g) 'n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. elektrisiteit ten bedrae van R 10 328,40  aan hierdie munisipaliteit op 
bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/253-164-9210 en is geldig vir die 
finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(h) Die Raadsbesluit gedateer Mei 2017 maak voorsiening vir ‘n 40% korting op die kapitaalbydraes. Hierdie korting is 
nie van toepassing op voorwaardes 5(a) nie. Hierdie korting is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan 
hierna hersien word. 

 
PART M: REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

1. The land use of a second dwelling is compatible with the permissible land uses of the residential zone 1 zoning. 
2. The proposed second dwelling is consistent with the existing residential character of the surrounding area. 
3. The application property is of sufficient size to accommodate the second dwelling, while promoting densification within 

the urban edge, as per local, Provincial and National policies. 
4. The removal of the applicable restrictive conditions will not impact negatively on the land use of the property, nor 

surrounding area, as the development parameters will still be governed by the By-Law. 
5. The second dwelling and the removal and amendment of restrictive title conditions are considered desirable within the 

spatial context. 
 
1. Die grondgebruik van 'n tweede woning is versoenbaar met die toelaatbare grondgebruike van die residensiële sone 1 

sonering. 
2. Die voorgestelde tweede woning is in ooreenstemming met die bestaande residensiële karakter van die omliggende 

gebied. 
3. Die aansoekeiendom is van voldoende grootte om die tweede woning te akkommodeer, terwyl verdigting binne die 

stedelike rand bevorder word, in ooreenstemming met plaaslike, provinsiale en nasionale beleid. 
4. Die opheffing van die toepaslike beperkende voorwaardes sal nie negatief op die grondgebruik van die eiendom of 

omliggende gebied impakteer nie, aangesien die ontwikkelingsparameters steeds deur die Verordening beheer sal 
word. 

5. Die tweede woning en die opheffing en wysiging van beperkende titelvoorwaardes word as wenslik geag binne die 
ruimtelike konteks. 

PART N: ANNEXURES  

Annexure A Locality Plan 
Annexure B Site Development Plan 
Annexure C Plan indicating interested/affected parties contacted during the public participation process. 
Annexure D Letter of objection from JHS Oosthuizen 
Annexure E Letter of objection from Leona Weichardt 
Annexure F Letter of objection from R & E Weichardt 
Annexure G Comments from the applicant on the objections received 
 

PART O: APPLICANT DETAILS 

First name(s) CK Rumboll & Partners – Jolandie Linneman 

Registered owner(s) RK & B Binedell Is the applicant authorised 
to submit this application: 

Y N 

PART P: SIGNATURES 

Author details: 
Alwyn Burger 
Senior Town Planner  
SACPLAN registration number: Not  registered 

 

 
 

 
 
Date: 23 January 2018 

Recommendation: 
Alwyn Zaayman 
Senior Manager Built Environment 
A/8001/2001 

 

Recommended  Not recommended  

 
 
 

 
 
Date: 26 January 2018 
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Ref Number   2965268     

Meta Type   Correspondence     

Name   Proposed removal of restrictive title condition and consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein (Notice 32/2017/2018)     

Tittle

Flow Indicator   Incoming     

Department / Section

Service Complaint Category 1   Not Applicable     

Service Complaint Category 2

Service Complaint Category 3

Created By   UploadFiledEmail     

Date Created   04-12-2017 11:35     

Stand No 1299

Received Date 2017-12-04

Document Date 2017-11-30

Type E-Mail

Language English

File No. 15/3/10-14/Erf_1299

Access Level Public

Message

Elsie Basson

Administrator | Records & Archives 

T: 022 487 9400 F: 022 487 9440 M: 084 245 1896

E: bassone@swartland.org.za

MUNISIPALITEIT SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY

Level 5 water restrictions from 1 November 2017

Please use less than 60 litres per person per day

From: Leona [mailto:leonaw@telkomsa.net] 

Sent: 30 November 2017 10:40 PM

To: Registrasie Email

Subject: FW: Proposed removal of restrictive title condition and consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein (Notice 32/2017/2018)

To the Municipal Manager,

I refer to my email below.

The owners of erf 1299 contacted me via email to which I have replied.

As per their email I understand that no further buildings/additions will be built on erf 1299, Yzerfontein.  Their request is simply to rezone a garage to a dwelling.  Is my understanding correct?

I did ask them some questions and am still waiting on them to reply.  I believe that they have forwarded my reply email (to them) to your office but I attach it for your records.  I wish to confirm that I still request a site meeting in order to eliminate any confusion I still have regarding 
their request.

General Originated From Acknowledgement E-Mail File Plan

Page 1 of 2ObjectDetail

1/23/2018http://collabappsrv/collab/Objects/ObjectDetail.aspx?WSID=5&ObjID=2965268
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Once all my queries have been dealt with, we can take it from there.

Thank you.

Kind regards,

Leona

From: Leona [mailto:leonaw@telkomsa.net] 

Sent: 12 November 2017 01:57 PM

To: swartlandmun@swartland.org.za

Subject: Proposed removal of restrictive title condition and consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein (Notice 32/2017/2018)

To the Municipal Manager,

I refer to your notice 32/2017/2018 that I received via registered mail.

I reside at 9 Melkhout Street, Protea Valley, Bellville, 7530 and own property in Yzerfontein being erf, 1302 in Skilpad Crescent.

My interest in this matter is due to the fact that the property I own in Skilpad Crescent, erf 1302, is located directly opposite erf 1299.

I strongly object to the application for the proposed removal of restrictive title condition and consent use on erf 1299, Yzerfontein – notice 32/2017/2018 due to the following reasons:

1. The main dwelling on erf 1299 is currently being used as a self-catering guest house (Spear Chukka) which is divided into 3 separate units that is rented out.  As it stands now, there is not enough parking for all the guests of erf 1299 on the property which has led to vehicles 
being parked in front of the other houses in the street.  On more than one occasion we have not been able to enter our own garage due to cars (and sometimes even boats on trailers) belonging to guests of erf 1299 being parked in our drive way.

2. Erf 1299 is situated in a cul-de-sac.  The section facing the road is very narrow but the property has a long drive way for cars to park in and it also has a small space in front of the house for one vehicle.  Should the proposed Second Dwelling be approved, there will be no entry to 
the property via the drive way.  Where will the guests park their vehicles?

3. As per your plan that was attached to your notice, I wish to bring it to your attention that the garage indicated on the Main Dwelling has not been a garage for many years.  It has been converted to a separate guest unit and has been rented out as such for many years.

4. As per your plan I cannot understand how the proposed Second Dwelling can be built where it is indicated on your plan because there is not enough space to even build a single garage on that spot so how can a 2 bedroom unit fit in there?  Will the propose dwelling be partially 
built on the pavement? 

5. With erf 1299 being situated in a quiet cul-de-sac, the residents in that street have on more than one occasion been subjected to the loud noise and cars racing in and out of the street caused by the guests of erf 1299.

I strongly suggest that should you consider approving this application, you first have a site meeting with all the affected neighbours before finalising this application.  However, I am sure that should you do a site visit yourself, you will come to the conclusion that it would not be just 
and fair to approve this application.

I am eagerly awaiting your comments regarding this matter and would appreciate any feedback regarding this matter to be sent to me via email AND registered mail.

Thank you.

Kind regards,

Leona Weichardt

9 Melkhout Street

Protea Valley

Bellville

7530

Mobile:  072 480 7036

File Name Date Created

 RE 5 SKILPAD CRESCENT.YZERFONTEIN..eml 04-12-2017 11:35

Close

Page 2 of 2ObjectDetail

1/23/2018http://collabappsrv/collab/Objects/ObjectDetail.aspx?WSID=5&ObjID=2965268
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1

Alwyn Burger

From: Leona <leonaw@telkomsa.net>

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 6:20 PM

To: 'Binedell'

Cc: rolf@yfcsa.org.za

Subject: RE: 5 SKILPAD CRESCENT.YZERFONTEIN.

Attachments: Plan erf 1299, Yzerfontein.pdf

Dear Robert and Brenda, 

 

Thank you very much for your email.  It is lovely to make contact with our new neighbours albeit under very 

unpleasant circumstances for yourselves. 

 

For clarity, I’ve replied to your email below in red.  Please contact me should you have any further queries after 

reading them. 

 

I look forward to receiving your answers/confirmations regarding the questions I have asked below. 

 

Kind regards, 

Leona 

 

Mobile:  072 480 7036 

 

 

From: Binedell [mailto:binedell@telkomsa.net]  

Sent: 27 November 2017 01:04 PM 

To: leonaw@telkomsa.net; rolf@yfcsa.org.za 
Subject: 5 SKILPAD CRESCENT.YZERFONTEIN. 

 

Dear Mrs.Leona Weichardt,Mr Rolf and Mrs.Elizabeth Weichardt (nee Grewe). 

 

We have received your objections pertaining to our property at 5 Skilpad  Crescent,Yzerfontein. 

We thank you for your interest in our proposal and hereby wish to clarify and correct the facts as put forward in the 

proposal. 

 

1 .Your first objection stating that the main dwelling is divided at present, into three separate units is totally correct. 

We can fully understand as you stated, how frustrating and annoying it must be not to be able to enter your own 

property because of the obstruction of other vehicles (and boats) blocking your designated legal entrance. 

We ourselves would be just as upset  in the same situation. 

 

The original approved plans for the main building consist of a single unit family dwelling. 

The previous owner,without pre approved plans subdivided the main building into three small units,we presume to 

try and increase financial input. 

We were unaware that the plans were unapproved,as he ensured us that all the plans were in order,as did the Estate 

Agent who sold us the property. 

Much to our horror ,we found out that the plans were unapproved in July this year. 

We are now,as per the proposal put forward,in the process of reverting the main building back to it’s original single 

unit dwelling to accommodate one family as per the original  legal  land usage allocation. 

So the main building will no longer comprise three separate units,but one family unit,which we propose to rent out 

to one family.   

Thank you for explaining this. Would you set a limit to how many persons a family may consist of?  
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2. Your second objection pertaining to the allocation of only one single parking bay in the front of the property, for 

the entire property,we find confusing,as there is a huge allocated and designated parking area at the back of the 

property.This has been officially approved and inspected by the Town Planner who is dealing with the proposal. 

We also don’t understand your statement that the  second dwelling will block the entrance to the driveway, to be 

able to access the designated parking area at the back of the property? 

The second dwelling as it stands now, is not blocking the driveway in any way whatsoever.   

The plan that I received from the municipality, indicates a second dwelling to be built at the entrance of the drive 

way (the main dwelling being the main house including the garage at the back of the house at the end of the drive 

way).  As per your explanation, I now understand that no additional buildings/units will be built. 

 

3. The third objection is totally correct.The original garage at the entrance was converted to a small flatlet for rental, 

many years ago,thankfully with pre-approved and legal plans! We propose to rent this out to a couple or small 

family. 

 

4. Your fourth proposal,we are unfortunately the most confused about. 

No second dwelling is to be built anywhere on the entire property? 

We are not sure which plans the municipality provided you with,but the correct plans clearly show the second 

dwelling as being the already converted garage to a flatlet many years ago.   

Please refer to my attached document.  This is the only plan we received from the Municipality regarding your 

request to remove the restrictive title condition and consent use on erf 1299.  As confirmed by you in no. 1 above, 

the current main dwelling is divided into 3 units.  To explain the 3 units (as I perceive them to be) I have marked 

them in green, orange and pink.  Is my understanding of the 3 units correct? 

The way the second dwelling is placed on the plan, I thought it meant building a separate dwelling at the entrance to 

the drive way.  Nowhere in the communication received from the Municipality did it state that the already converted 

garage will be the second dwelling.  As I suspected a miscommunication I suggested, in my reply to the Municipality, 

that we meet on site for everything to be explained to all parties concerned. 

The first and main dwelling is the main family building,the second dwelling is the current flatlet in front as it stands.   

If this is the case, how come the lay-out of the flatlet in front, that was sub-divided by the previous owner without 

approved plans, is different to the proposed second dwelling?  However, I am happy that no further buildings/units 

will be built. 

So the entire property will now consist of only two dwellings to rent out to two families.   

Will it be rented out to permanent tenants or as holiday rentals? 

 

5.The fifth objection,we agree with you entirely on the fact that Sklipad Crescent is a quiet cul-de-sac,that does not 

deem  it’s residents to be disturbed by loud,disrespective and unpleasant visitors  who promote unruly traffic and 

behavior. 

We ourselves purchased the property because of  this exact self same reason. 

The properties  most valuable asset,  is  it’s beautiful gardens filled with magnificent birds and wildlife,and pretty 

water fountains,which create a beautiful peaceful, ambience throughout. 

We are passionate and have a deep respect for nature,and gardening,and  are also old people,so our targeted guests 

would be in this self same category.   

 

6.The sixth objection from Mr.Rolf and Mrs.Elizabeth Weichardt(nee Grewe)seems to outline most of the issues 

already discussed. 

We are in fact reducing the number of proposed guests and traffic and there will be less feet and traffic. 

With only two dwellings and two families at maximum capacity,it is impossible that the allocated parking area at the 

back of the property is inadequate.   

Now understanding that no additional building will be done, I agree.  However, sometimes the ‘tenants’ at Spear 

Chukka have in the past received guests and these vehicles usually find trouble finding parking.  The drive way is a 

“single lane” drive way and it seems as though guests don’t want to park other guests in, leading to cars parking in 

front of the other neighbours’ homes and in our case, on our property. 

 

In conclusion,may we inform you that we purchased the property as we are retiring next year, and  are not blessed 

to have a huge pension.  

We are honest ,peaceful,hard working people,who simply wish to potter away our Autumn years in the garden and 

quietly run the little Guest House as  a small,steady income. 
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We ourselves relocated to beautiful Yzerfontein ten years ago from Cape Town, in order to enjoy it’s unique peace 

and tranquility and safety. 

Our intention is not to run the Guest House as a income driven and Wild West irresponsible concern as has been 

depicted. 

With complete and utter disregard for the other residents or the community!   

We are highly responsible human beings who intend to take full cognizance of our role in the community and intend 

to totally commit ourselves to running the Guest House in a responsible,organized and orderly manner.   

Noted, thank you for your commitment.  We ourselves bought our property for the purpose of retiring there one 

day.  At the moment we feel blessed to be able to go there on a regular basis to also enjoy its peace, tranquility and 

safety.  

 

Finally,may we just provide true clarity on the most unpleasant and totally blatant untruths currently being potrayed 

by Mr.and Mrs.Oosthuizen (4Skilpad Crescent) 

We have tried everything in our power to communicate in a true neighbourly civilized, manner with both  Mr.and 

Mrs.Oosthuizen. 

But to no avail. 

On the first day of our arrival on the property,busy offloading some articles in our back yard alone with our 

gardener,(my husband is unfortunately currently employed away from home)Mr.Oosthuizen blatantly entered our 

property and confronted me most aggressively with total extreme abuse in the most disgusting manner filled with 

extreme profanity. 

I put out my hand to try and introduce myself,as I didn’t even know who this person was who was swearing and 

shouting at me! 

He hit my hand away,and in the most vile language demanded that I cut down the hedge alongside his property, get 

rid of my “Criminal Gardener” as he didn’t want any “Blacks” near his property and to close down the Guest House 

immediately! 

Totally overwhelmed by this aggressive onslaught and in total fear of this viscious stranger, I told him we will 

attempt to fulfil his demands, in order to try and get him away from me, out of our property and myself into safety. 

We are old people as mentioned,and come from an era where new neighbours are welcomed with kindness and 

acceptance,sometimes even a little gift from the garden! 

Our gardener has been residing in Yzerfontein now for the past 15 years.he is a humble,peaceful,quiet man who has 

excellent values and references- the strong,viscious and cruel  statements made against him are totally untrue and 

unfounded. 

Well to cut a long story short,we did try and cut the hedge, as Mr.Oosthuizen had demanded,but arrived a week 

later to find that he had blatantly trespassed onto our property and visciously chopped big holes into our garden and 

damaged the property .  

Hurt and angry understandably,I confronted him as politely as I could about this,wherby he shouted at me that he 

will do whatever he wants,when he wants, 

 and that he will see to it that we are shut down! 

We then realized that we had a serious  problem with this neighbour whom we don’t even know and have until now 

never done any harm to what so ever. 

We consulted our Attorney,who tried to find a peaceful  solution to Mr.and Mrs.Oosthuizen’s unexplainable 

aggression. 

We attach one of several letters our Attorney has delivered to them. 

But to no avail. 

Out of desperation,we were forced to lay charges, in an attempt to try and stop all the aggression and ongoing 

damages to our property. 

This sadly however, provoked Mr.and Mrs.Oosthuizen to start stalking me at our home in order to intimidate me. 

We had no choice,but to apply for a protection order. 

Currently,we are in the throes of a horrible,unpleasant,and so unnecessary, bitter court case with them. 

We still are in shock over the whole unbelievable experience and are overwhelmingly hurt by the so 

unwelcoming  attitude we have received into the neighbourhood thus far. 

Mr.and Mrs.Oosthuizen are currently spreading rumours to all and sundry that we intend to open a Guest House 

that will have every illegal activity known to man-from drug dealing to prostitution , and has even contacted the 

Swartland Municipality to report the “Illegal activity” that is apparently going to take place  on the property! 

We are so hurt and so upset by it all,it seems we have been prejudged before we have even begun,based on the 

previous owners mismanagement of the property. 
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This is truly not justified in any sense.   

I assume that with Mr and Mrs Oosthuizen you mean Jan and Wilna.  If I am correct, I am very saddened to hear 

about your experience with them.  I can assure you that everybody in Skilpad Crescent has at one time or other been 

at the receiving end of their very irrational behaviour.  We have tried to reach out to them on many occasions but to 

no avail.   

 

Regarding your second dwelling, it seems as if there is some confusion/misunderstanding.  Should there be no 

intention to add any further buildings to your property in Skilpad Crescent and that there will therefore be less 

‘traffic’, I am happy with your plans for your Guest House and wish you well in this endeavour. 

 

Lastly, may I take this opportunity in welcoming you to our neighbourhood.  Should you be at your Guest House and 

notice that we are at home, please feel free to pop in.  It will be lovely to meet you in person.  We are planning on 

being in Yzerfontein again on 15 December 2017. 

 

 

 

Please feel free to contact the Town Planner to verify all the statements we have made pertaining to your 

objections. 

C.K.RUMBOLL & PARTNERS. 

MELISSA KROON. 

TEL:022-4821845. 

EMAIL: planning1@rumboll.co.za 

 

With our most sincere appreciation, 

Robert and Brenda Binedell. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                           

 

  

 

From: Yzerfontein1 [mailto:yzerfontein1@retail.spar.co.za]  

Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 9:50 AM 

To: binedell@telkomsa.net 

Subject: Slegte Buurmanskap 
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15/3/10-14/Erf_1299

Elsie Basson

Administrator | Records & Archives 

T: 022 487 9400 F: 022 487 9440 M: 084 245 1896

E: bassone@swartland.org.za

MUNISIPALITEIT SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY

Water Banner 44%

Level 5 water restrictions from 1 November 2017

Please use less than 60 litres per person per day

From: rolf@yfcsa.org.za [mailto:rolf@yfcsa.org.za] 

Sent: 10 November 2017 02:07 PM

To: Registrasie Email

Cc: lizzieweichardt@gmail.com; mail@amathunzi.co.za

Subject: bewaar teen vergunnings gebruik vir erf 1299 YZERFONTEIN/ RE NOTICE 32/2017/2018

Dear Sir/ Madam,

concerning your letter dated October 13 October 2017 for consent use for development of erf 1299 Yzerfontein(NOTICE 32/2017/2018)

Our objections are as follows:

the original garage has already been converted to holiday accommodation

This already causes restrictions for parking of visitors

the proposed development will constitute more traffic and even less parking.

The proposed development will mean more feet, more cars in less space (where will all the visitors park?)

Our main objection is the numbers of additional people and vehicles this will result in, in a relatively quiet cul de sac.

We are not in favour of the proposed development.

please would you commuciate with me via this e-mail address

Many thanks and Warm Regards,

Rolf and Elizabeth Weichardt (nee Grewe)

erf 1303 Skilpad Singel

Ph 082 870 9174

File Name Date Created

 image001.jpg 13-11-2017 08:04

Close
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DATUM / DATE: 14 December 2017 

PER HAND 

ATTENTION:  Mr. A. Zaayman 
The Municipal Manager 
Swartland Municipality 
Private Bag X52 
MALMESBURY 
7299 

ONS VERW / OUR REF: YZER/10315/MK/L 
MUNISIPALITEIT SWARRAp 
LEER No 	113 

1 Fa 
111;;":: 7141 

"%tr■ n 	Kopl/Tar 

CK RUMBOLL & 
VENNOTE/PARTNERS 
PROFESSIONELE LANDMETERS - ENGINEERING AND MINE SURVEYORS - STADS- EN STREEKSBEPLANNERS - SECTIONAL TITLE CONSULTANTS 

(ge.  
COMMENTS-ON-OBJECTIONS  

PROPOSED CONSENT USE AND REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIVE TITLE DEED CONDITIONS 
ERF 1299, YZERFONTEIN  

A letter from the Swartland Municipality, dated 23 November 2017, regarding objections received on 

the subject refers. 

Objections were received from the following residents:  

J.H.S. Oosthuizen; 

Leona Weichardt; 

Rolf and Elizabeth Weichardt (nee Grewe). 

The table below provides a summary of the objections received along with comments from CK 

Rumboll and Partners as representatives of the client, Mr Robert Binedell and Mrs Brenda Binedell 

(owners of Erf 1299, Yzerfontein). 

OBJECTOR REASONS FOR OBJECTION COMMENTS 

JHS Oosthuizen 1.  Since the owners do not reside on As proposed with this application, the main and 

the property, there is no control or second 	dwelling 	unit 	will 	be 	utilised 	for 	single 

maintenance over visitors of the guest residential purposes. 	This use is not subject to the 

accommodation. owners residing on the same property. 	Similar to 

any other land use, residents have the right to 

lodge a compliant, either to the owners or the 

competent authority, if they feel that visitors do not 

comply with residential standards. 

VENNOTE PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES: 	reception@rumboll.co.za  / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 
7299 0016"11"64"4 MALMESBURY (T) 022 482 1845 (F) 022 487 1661 	 VREDENBURG (T) 022 719 14 

2017 -12- 15 
11101masbur.  
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JHS Oosthuizen 

Leona Weichardt 

2.  There is an existing guest house 

being operated from the property 

with 4 unlawful units. No building 

plans have been submitted for the 

units or the internal division of the 

main house or the braai area. 

  

The intent of this application is to address the 

unlawful activities by obtaining the necessary land 

use rights that will allow for a second dwelling unit 

on the property. This use is allowed as a consent 

use for Residential Zone 1 properties, which Erf 

1299 is zoned. 

When purchasing the property, the owners were 

under the impression that all buildings and uses on 

the property held land use rights. The owners were 

recently informed that the second dwelling unit and 

use for guest accommodation held no land use 

rights. With this application the owners hope to 

rectify this misunderstanding and obtain the 

necessary approval to keep the second dwelling 

unit that will be used for single residential 

purposes. The proposed consent use to allow a 

second dwelling unit that will be utilised for single 

residential purposes will not adversely influence the 

surrounding properties since this area is 

characterised by residential land uses. When the 

building plan is approved the necessary internal 

adjustments will also be made to the main dwelling 

to ensure that it is used as a single dwelling unit. 

The internal adjustments include converting 2 

additional kitchens respectively into a laundry room 

and a dining room (the basins in the dining room 

will be removed). Two walls will also be opened to 

ensure that all rooms can be internally accessed. 

The adjusted building plan was attached to the 

motivational report. It should also be noted that all 

guest accommodation operations have ceased since 

the owners were notified that they held no land use 

rights for the units. The building plan will be 

submitted after the application is finalised to ensure 

coherency. 

VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll Pit (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES: 	reception@nimboll.co.za  / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY (T) 022 482 1845 (F) 022 487 1661 	 VREDENBURG (T) 022 719 1014 
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JHS Oosthuizen 3. The chimney of the braai area is 

low causing smoke in the objector's 

room 	nearest 	to 	the 	braai 	area, 

especially when it is an east wind. 

Noted. 	This 	is 	irrelevant 	to 	the 	proposed 

application. When building plans are submitted all 

existing uses will be indicated and evaluated by the 

Building Control Department of the Swartland 

Municipality. 

JHS Oosthuizen 

Leona Weichardt 

Rolf and Elizabeth 

Weichardt 

4. Visitors 	to 	the 	guest 

accommodation on the property make 

use of the street for parking since 

there is not enough parking for all the 

guests on the property. 	The street is 

also used for parking of their boats 

and 	bakkies 	which 	on 	occasion 

prevents access to the objector's 

entrance. It is recommended that the 

Municipality apply no parking zones in 

the applicable street. 

There is sufficient parking space available on the 

subject 	property 	— 	refer 	to 	the 	building 	plan 

attached in the motivational report. 	Since the main 

and 	second 	dwelling 	will 	be 	utilised 	for 	single 

residential purposes in the future, there will be a 

reduced need for parking. 	There is also sufficient 

space 	available 	directly 	in 	front of the 	second 

dwelling unit to accommodate boats or bakkies. 

JHS Oosthuizen 

Leona Weichardt 

5. In the past there have been noise 

and drinking in the street and when 

the competent authority was called, 

nobody arrived. 	It is recommended 

that measures should be put in place 

to ensure control over the situation in 

the future. 

The second dwelling unit is limited to Erf 1299 in 

Yzerfontein and will not influence the privacy of 

surrounding residential properties. 	The use of the 

property will remain residential. The proposed 

application can not be negatively considered on 

speculation of noise and bad behaviour - any land 

use can be subject to the above. 

JHS Oosthuizen 6. The objector is the only permanent 

resident 	in 	Skilpad 	Cresecent 	and 

decided to reside in Yzerfontein due 

to 	the 	town's 	quiet 	and 	peaceful 

atmosphere which the guest house is 

in contrast with. 

All of the properties abutting Skilpad Crescent is 

zoned Residential Zone 1. In Table B (page 84) of 

the Swartland Municipality's Zoning Scheme, as part 

of the Land Use Planning By-Law, it is clearly 

indicated which land uses are allowed as primary 

and consent uses for Residential Zone 1 properties. 

As proposed in this application, the second dwelling 

unit is allowed for as a consent use under the 

Residential Zone 1 regulations. Since both the 

main and second dwelling unit will be used for 

single residential purposes, the proposal is in line 

with the regulations applicable to Residential Zone 

1 properties as Erf 1299 is zoned. The owners 

VENNOTE PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES: 	reception@rumboll.co.za  / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 
MALMESBURY (T) 022 482 1845 (F) 022 487 1661 	 VREDENBURG (T) 022 719 1014 
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have the right to rent out both the main and 

second dwelling unit as long as it utilised for single 

residential purposes. 

JHS Oosthulzen 

Leona Weichardt 

Rolf and Elizabeth 

Weichardt 

7. The 	plan 	attached 	in 	the 

application 	indicating 	the 	second 

dwelling is not similar to what is 

currently on Erf 1299 in Yzerfontein. 

The garage indicated on the plan has 

also not been a garage for several 

years and has been converted to a 

guest accommodation unit. 

As seen from the image below (obtained from 

Google maps) the second dwelling is situated on Erf 

1299 as indicated on the attached building plan 

the motivation report. The application entails 

obtaining rights for the status quo as the second 

dwelling is existent, no new or additional dwelling 

units are proposed. 

As previously mentioned the building plan attached 

in the motivation report is the amended building 

plan and therefore indicates how the current 

buildings will be utilised in the future. 

in 
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is 
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. 
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Leona Weichardt 8. With the subject property's location 

in a cul-de-sac, the section facing the 

street is narrow but the property has 

a 	long 	driveway 	to 	accommodate 

vehicles. Should the proposed second 

dwelling be approved, there will be no 

entry to the property via the driveway 

and thus no access to parking for the 

guests. 	There is also not enough 

space to build the second dwelling as 

indicated on the attached plan and 

will 	lead 	to 	the 	proposed 	second 

dwelling 	be 	partially 	built 	on 	the 

pavement. 

From 

clear 

Access to main 	Sufficient space 

	

dwelling 	for parkin:  

 , 

ii 
P.. 

	

.

- 	 - 

	

Access to the 	 ,- 

property 

obstruction 

sufficient 

second 

access 

the street view of Erf 1299, Yzerfontein 

that the second dwelling does not cause 

of entry to the property. 	There 

space to gain access to the property, 

dwelling and the main dwelling will 

through the space provided between 

VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl Prt (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES: 	reception@rumboll.co.za  / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 
MALMESBURY (T) 022 482 1845 (F) 022 487 1661 	 VREDENBURG (T) 022 719 1014 
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second dwelling and erf boundary wall as indicated 

above. Parking space is available in front of the 

second dwelling unit as well as at the rear end of 

the property. 

The second dwelling is already on the property and 

no adjustment to the unit is proposed that might 

obstruct access or lead to building on the 

pavement. 

Leona Weichardt 9. It is 	recommended that a 	site Although a site meeting is not a requirement for 

meeting 	with 	all 	the 	affected approval, we as representatives of the owners as 

neighbours 	be 	arranged 	before well as the owners will be available should the 

finalising the application. Municipality require such action. 	The public is also 

allowed to see the motivation report that contains 

all relevant and necessary information. 

Rolf and Elizabeth 10. The proposed development leads The 	use 	of 	the 	subject 	property 	will 	remain 

Weichardt to more people and vehicles in an residential. 	The adding capacity of one additional 

already 	small 	space 	(cul-de-sac) single residential use on Erf 1299 will be low and 

which is also relatively quiet. will not lead to an influx of more residents and 

vehicles. 

Yzerfontein is a well known vacation destination resulting in increased availability of accommodation for 

temporary residents. Renting out single residential units is a regular phenomenon and contributes to 

increasing economic opportunities in this coastal town. 

Since the main and proposed second dwelling unit will from hereon continue to be used for single 

residential purposes, the uses on the property is in line with the regulations applicable to Residential 

Zone 1 properties as set out in the Swartland Zoning Scheme as part of the Swartland Land Use 

Planning By-Law (March 2017). Since the zoning remains the same and the proposed use is for 

residential purposes, the surrounding area will not be adversely influenced by allowing the second 

dwelling unit. 

The Swartland Spatial Development Framework (2017-2022) also proposed infill development as an 

effective tool for increasing density in Yzerfontein. Since the relevant property is situated in a cul-de-

sac, subdivision will not be a sustainable option due to limited access and difficulty connecting new 

services. 

VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 
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The approval of the second dwelling unit is a more effective option to consider that will also not 

adversely influence adjacent properties since the consent use is regulated in terms of the Swartland 

Zoning Scheme. In section 6.2 of the motivation report compliance of the proposed development with 

these regulations is given in Table 2. 

We trust pon your favourable consideration of the application in light of the comments provided above. 

Melis 	roon / Jolandie Linnemann 

For CK Rumboll and Partners 

VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 
IHJ Rumboll PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. and AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S. 

ADDRESS/ ADRES: 	reception@rumboll.co.za  / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 
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Verslag   Ingxelo   Report 
Kantoor van die Direkteur:  Ontwikkelingsdienste 

25 Januarie 2018 

15/3/10-3/Erf_3527 

WYK:  6 

ITEM   6.3   VAN DIE AGENDA VAN ‘N MUNISIPALE BEPLANNINGSTRIBUNAAL WAT GEHOU SAL WORD OP 
WOENSDAG 7 FEBRUARIE 2018 

LAND USE PLANNING REPORT 

CONSENT USE ON ERF 3527, DARLING 

Reference 
number 15/3/10-3/Erf_3527 Application 

submission date 2 October 2017 Date report 
finalised 25 January 2018 

PART A:  APPLICATION DESCRIPTION 

An application for a consent use on erf 3527, Darling in terms of section 25(2)(o) of Swartland Municipality :  By-law on 
Municipal Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017) has been received. The intension of the application is to erect 
two dwelling units on the property. 

PART B: PROPERTY DETAILS 

Property description 
(in accordance with Title 
Deed) 

Erf 3527, Darling in the Swartland Municipality, Division Malmesbury, Province 
Western Cape 

Physical address Eagle Close 7 Town Darling 

Current zoning Residential zone 
1 

Extent 
(m2 /ha) 837m² Are there existing buildings 

on the property? Y N 

Applicable zoning scheme Swartland Municipality By-law relating to Land Use Planning (PG 7741 of 3 March 
2017) 

Current land use Vacant Title Deed 
number & date T33230/2017

Any restrictive title conditions 
applicable Y N If Yes, list condition 

number(s) 
Any third party conditions 
applicable? Y N If Yes, specify 

Any unauthorised land 
use/building work Y N If Yes, explain 

PART C: LIST OF APPLICATIONS (TICK APPLICABLE) 

Rezoning Permanent 
departure Temporary departure Subdivision 

Extension of the validity 
period of an approval 

Approval of an 
overlay zone Consolidation 

Removal, suspension 
or  amendment of 
restrictive conditions  

Permissions in terms of 
the zoning scheme 

Amendment, 
deletion or 

Amendment or 
cancellation of an 

Permission in terms of 
a condition of approval 

ONDERWERP:  VOORGESTELDE VERGUNNINGSGEBRUIK OP ERF 3527, DARLING 
SUBJECT :  PROPOSED CONSENT USE ON ERF 3527, DARLING 
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PART D: BACKGROUND  

Die eienaar van erf 3527 wil graag 'n twee slaapkamer woning bou om te verhuur as 'n belegging en 'n drie slaapkamer 
woning waarin hul self gaan woon. 
 
Finansieel maak dit dus sin vir die eienaar van erf 3527 om die twee wonings op een erf te bou as om 'n tweede erf te 
koop vir die doel. Sodoende sal beter beheer uitgeoefen word oor die verhurings eiendom as dit op dieselfde perseel is, 
en sekuriteit word ook vergemaklik. 
PART E: PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION (ATTACH 
MINUTES)  

Has pre-application consultation 
been undertaken? Y N 

 
If yes, provide a brief summary of the outcomes below. 
 

No formal pre-application consultation was deemed necessary. However, several discussions between the applicant 
(JFGC Enterprises Pty Ltd) and Swartland Municipality took place during the preparation of the application in order to 
ensure that the application is complete. 
PART F: SUMMARY OF APPLICANTS MOTIVATION 

1. Die twee losstaande eenhede sal esteties beter vertoon as een groot eentonige gebou wat dieselfde akkomodasie 
bevat. 

2. Die argitektoniese styl en verhoudings van die geboue is dieselfde wat bydra daartoe om eenvormigheid te skep. 
3. Die ingang na die erf is slegs 5 meter wyd - straatfront. Met die nuwe inrit na die agterste woning skep dit, saam met 

die straatboulyn op Erf 3526, die gevoel dat die straat front wyer is en die geboue vertoon meer vanuit die straat 
gesien. 

4. Die huidige mark is tans vir kleiner meer bekostigbare verblyf. Deur bestaande erwe te benut vir twee wonings 
verhoed dit dus dat nuwe erwe en dienste onnodig gevestig word wat onderbenut word of vakant bly en die 
randgebied van die dorp onnodig vergroot. 

5. Genoegsame parkering word by elke woning voorsien volgens die verordening. 
6. Geen uitsig of privaatheid van aanliggende erwe word nadelig beinvloed nie aangesien die geboue binne die 

voorgeskrewe boulyne en dekking is. 
7. Kapitaal bydraes soos bepaal deur Swartland Munisipaliteit sal deur die eienaars betaal word. 
8. Genoegsame oopruimte word steeds by elke woning voorsien vir buite leefarea en privaatheid. Die gevoel van 

oormatige verdigting sal dus nie ontstaan nie. 
9. Ons wil graag 'n twee slaapkamer woning bou om te verhuur as 'n belegging en 'n drie slaapkamer woning vir ons 

self. Finansieel maak dit dus sin om die twee wonings op een erf te bou as om 'n tweede erf te koop vir die doel. 
Beter beheer kan ook uitgeoefen word oor die verhurings eiendom as dit op dieselfde perseel is, en sekuriteit word 
ook vergemaklik. 

10. Indien slegs die drie slaapkamer woning op die erf gebou word sal meer as die helfte van die erf vakant wees en 
indien dit nie in stand gehou word nie, sal dit onooglik wees vir die bure en uit Hoofweg wat 'n hoofroete na Darling 
is. 

11. Genoegsame ruimte word steeds voorsien vir toekomstige dienste en brandbestryding, aangesien die wonings 
voldoen aan die voorgeskrewe boulyne. 

12. Die volume van dienste na en van die erf sal op dieselfde neerkom as wat die wonings op twee erwe gebou word. 
Hier word slegs een aansluiting van elke tipe diens uit die straat gedoen wat dus onnodige verbreking van die straat 
oppervlak met 50 % verminder. 

PART G: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with section 45- 49 of the Swartland Municipal: By-
Law on Municipal Land Use Planning (refer to Annexure C). 

Y N 

A total of 7 notices were sent via registered mail to the affected property owners in the area, in terms of Section 56(1) & 
(2) of the By-Law. One of the registered letters was returned unclaimed (owner of erf 3528). 

imposition of 
conditions in 
respect of existing 
approval   

approved subdivision 
plan 

Determination of zoning  Closure of public 
place  Consent use  Occasional use  

Disestablish a home 
owner’s association  

Rectify failure by 
home owner’s 
association to meet 
its obligations  

 

Permission for the 
reconstruction of an 
existing building that 
constitutes a non-
conforming use 
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Total valid  
comments 2 Total comments and 

petitions refused 
0 

Valid 
petition(s) Y N If yes, number of 

signatures 
N/A 

Community 
organisation(s) 
response 

Y N N/A Ward councillor response Y N Notice was served to the ward councillor, 
but no comments were received. 

Total letters of 
support 

0 
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PART H: COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENTS 

Name  Date 
received 

Summary of comments Recommendation  

Department: 
Development 
Services 

4 Oktober 
2017 

1. Bouplanne moet aan Departement: Ontwikkelingsdienste vir oorweging vir goedkeuring voorgele 
word. 

Positive 
X Negative 

Department: 
Civil 
Engineering 
Services 

12 October 
2017 

Riool 
 
1. Die bestaande rioolaansluiting gebruik word en dat geen addisionele aansluitings voorsien sal 

word nie. 
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae ten opsigte van riool ten bedrae van R3 600,00 gemaak word.  

 
Water  
 
1. Die bestaande wateraansluiting gebruik word en dat geen addisionele aansluitings voorsien sal 

word nie.  
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae ten bedrae van R7 277,00 ten opsigte van die grootmaat verspreiding van water 

en R6 477,48 (R10 795.80 x 0.6 vir Res Med Digtheid) ten opsigte van die grootmaat voorsiening 
van water gemaak word. 
 

Strate en Stormwater 
 
1. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae ten opsigte van strate en stormwater ten bedrae van R5 363,00 gemaak word. 

 
Vullisverwydering 
 
1. ‘n Basiese vullisverwyderings tarief gehef word vir elk van die twee wooneenhede en dat vullis in 

swart sakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie geplaas word op die oggend van verwydering. 
 

X  

PART I: COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO 
COMMENTS (The comments were not received 
within the 21 day commenting period.) 

MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

1. NA van 
Heerden 

1. Die singel is te klein vir parkering en dit is ‘n 
woongebied, nie ‘n woonstelblok nie. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Our aim was not, and never will be in any way to 
compromise what the estate has to offer but rather 
to encapsulate it and add value. We chose not to 
do a double storey building occupying as much of 
the property as possible, which could then very 
much resemble a flat, but rather two smaller 
dwellings which could be far better contained and 
controlled.  
 
The two dwellings together will not exceed the 
noise, amenities of that of a larger household for 

1. A second dwelling is seen as a form of 
densification which is supported by the SDF 
and Provincial Spatial Development 
Framework (PSDF). This application is not 
for flats. 
 
Furthermore, the Planning By-law requires 
that 2 on-site parking bays for the primary 
dwelling unit and 1 on-site parking bay for the 
second dwelling unit be provided. Both 
dwelling units has a single garage and have 
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2. Dit gaan die eiendomsmark beïnvloed. 

which provision would have been made. In addition 
to this we are providing parking, off the street, for 
both dwellings, which will keep cars from parking in 
the close and therefore in no way hinder the traffic 
flow.  
 
Our thought and reasoning for the above proposal 
is that we would like to provide dwellings that could 
fulfil many needs and changing phases in one’s life 
for many years to come eg. a small family to 
provide accommodation for elderly parents, an 
elderly couple perhaps requiring a full time nurse. 

  
2. In all issues raised, we will not be compromising 

the value of the estate or in any way negatively 
influence the value of the property therein and we 
would therefore appreciate your consideration for 
the approval of the above mentioned proposal for 
Erf 3527, Darling 

sufficient space in front of the garage to 
accommodate another parking space. 
Therefore providing a total of 4 parking bays 
which is seen as sufficient. 
 
Sufficient on-site parking is provided. 
Therefore there is no need for any vehicles to 
park in Eagle Close. 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Surrounding properties to erf 3527 also have 
the development potential to obtain approval 
to erect a second dwelling of double dwelling 
house (contains 2 dwelling units). 
 
It cannot be foreseen how property values 
will be affected negatively by the proposed 
second dwelling. Furthermore, no proof was 
provided to support the objector’s statement. 

2. A 
Hermanus 

1. This will increase the number of cars in a 
relatively small close (Eagle close). Eagle 
close is relatively small for the current 
number of plots. 
 

2. This will result in more vehicles driving or 
parking in Eagle close. More vehicles in the 
close will in the turn lead to congestions in 
the close. The driveway to erf 3527 is very 
close to that of its neighbour’s. 
 
 
 

3. Two houses on the same erf will spoil the 
image of the area as a golf estate. This is a 
misrepresentation of the allocated plots for 
Eagle Close as per original design. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 
 

2. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. See the comments at point 1 of NA van 
Heerden. 
 

2. See the comments at point 1 of NA van 
Heerden. 
 
It cannot be foreseen how the trip generation 
of 1 additional dwelling unit will lead to 
congestion in Eagle Close. 
 
This statement is unfounded and therefore 
noted. 

 
3. A second dwelling is seen as a form of 

densification which is supported by the SDF 
and Provincial Spatial Development 
Framework (PSDF). This application is not 
for flats. 
 
The residential zone 1 of erf 3527 makes 
provision for a second dwelling and double 
dwelling house as consent uses. Surrounding 
properties to erf 3527 also have the 
development potential to obtain approval to 
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4. It will also lead to an increase of noise 
pollution course by more people living in this 
close. I bought in this close because a close 
is normally quiet and peaceful. 
 
 
 

5. This will affect the prices of the houses 
adjacent to erf 3527 negatively. It comes 
down to having back yard dwellers next to 
your house. 
 

6. I do not think that the building of two 
dwellings on the same erf will have a 
positive effect on the golf estate. 
 

7. More houses in the close than planned 
originally will have a negative impact on the 
service such as water sewerage and storm 
water services. 

 
 
 
 

4. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5. See the comments at point 2 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 
 

6. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 
 
 
 

7. See the comments at point 1 of NA van Heerden. 

erect a second dwelling of double dwelling 
house (contains 2 dwelling units). There is no 
misrepresentation. 

 
4. See the comments at point 3.  

 
It cannot be foreseen that an additional 
family living on erf 3527 will create additional 
noise that will disturb the peace and quiet of 
Eagle Close. 

 
5. See the comments at point 2 of NA van 

Heerden. 
 
 
 

6. Erf 3527 is not situated within a golf estate. 
The objector does not elaborate on this point. 
The statement is therefore noted.  
 

7. According to the Department: Civil 
Engineering Services there is sufficient 
capacity and services infrastructure to 
accommodate the proposed second dwelling. 
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PART J: MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION 

 
1. Type of application and procedures followed in processing the application 
 

An application was submitted in terms of Section 25(2)(o) of the By-Law and received on 2 October 2017. The public 
participation process took place from 13 October 2017 to 13 November 2017 for surrounding property owners and 
internal departments. 
 
The objections received during the public participation process were referred to the applicant for comments on 5 
December 2017. The applicant responded and comments on the objections were received on 4 January 2018. 

 
2. Legislation and policy frameworks 
 
2.1 Matters referred to in Section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA 

 
• Spatial Justice: The Spatial Development Framework (SDF) does not specifically make provision for second 

dwellings. However, a second dwelling is a consent use under the residential zone 1 zoning. A second dwelling is 
seen as densification which is supported by the SDF and Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF). 
This application is consistent with the SDF, which makes it compliant with the principle of spatial justice. 
 

• Spatial Sustainability: The second dwelling will have to affect that erf 3527 is developed to its full potential. This 
makes Darling a more spatially compact, resource-efficient town.  
 
Sufficient services capacity exists to accommodate the proposed development which can be seen as the optimal 
use of existing infrastructure.  
 
Swartland Municipality will be able to tax the property and receive an income through the delivering of services, 
promoting the financial viability of the Municipality.  
 
This application therefore complies with the principle of spatial sustainability. 
 

• Efficiency:   Sufficient services capacity exists to accommodate the second dwelling which can be seen as the 
optimal use of existing infrastructure. 
 
This application therefore complies with the principle of efficiency. 
 

• Good Administration: The application was advertised in the local newspaper and Provincial Gazette and notices 
were sent to surrounding/affected land owners by means of registered mail. The comments from the relevant 
municipal departments were also obtained. Consideration was given to all correspondence received and the 
application was dealt with in a timeously manner. It is therefore argued that the principles of good administration 
were complied with by the Municipality. 
 

• Spatial Resilience: The development proposal will enable the property owner to generate an additional income, 
thereby strengthening the ability to deal with economic challenges. No other principles of spatial resilience are 
applicable to this application.    
 

2.2 Integrated Development Plan and Spatial Development Framework 
The Spatial Development Framework (SDF) does not specifically make provision for second dwellings. However, a 
second dwelling is a consent use under the residential zone 1 zoning. A second dwelling is seen as densification 
which is supported by the SDF and Provincial Spatial Development Framework (PSDF).  
 
The SDF forms an integrated part of the IDP. Applications like these are measured according to the principles of the 
SDF to determine whether it is in compliance. Therefore it contributes to healthy management of the urban area. IDP 
outcome 5.2. 

 
2.3 Schedule 2 of the By-Law (Zoning Scheme Provisions) 

The proposed second dwelling complies with all applicable zoning parameters of the residential zone 1 zoning. 
 
Sufficient on-site parking is provided for both dwelling units. 
 

 
3. Desirability of the proposed utilization 

 
Erf 3527 is currently vacant. There are no physical restrictions on the property which may have a negative impact on 
this application. 
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Erf 3527 has the potential to be used for two dwelling units as presented in this application. Therefore the use of the 
property remains residential for the living accommodation of two single families. 
 
Surrounding erven in Eagle Close is developed with single dwelling houses and some erven are vacant. The 
proposed second dwelling unit on erf 3527 will not have an effect on the residential character of the area. 
 
The scale and placement of the second dwelling unit complies will all zoning parameters applicable to erf 3527. 
 
Erf 3527 has no restrictions in the title deed which affects this application. 
 
Erf 3527 has no heritage grading or any architectural design criteria applicable to the erf. 

 
4. Impact on municipal engineering services 

 
Sufficient engineering services exist to accommodate the proposed second dwelling. 

 
5. Comments of organs of state 

 
No comments were requested. 

 
6. Response by applicant 

See part I. 
 

PART K: ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION  FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

The financial or other value of the rights 
N/A 
 
The financial benefit of removal of the restrictions is considered negligible. 

The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights and/or to the person seeking the removal 
N/A 

The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place, and/or being removed/amended 
N/A 

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

PART L: RECOMMENDATION WITH CONDITIONS 

The application for a consent use on erf 3527, Darling, is approved in terms of Section 70 of the Swartland Municipality 
Land Use Planning By-Law (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017), subject to the following conditions that: 
 
1. TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 

 
a) The consent use authorise the erection of a second dwelling unit; 
b) The second dwelling be restricted to a maximum size of 120m²; 
c) The second dwelling complies with the parameters of the existing zoning; 
d) Building plans be submitted to the Director: Development Services for consideration and approval; 
a) This approval is in terms of section 76(2)(w) of the By-Law valid for a period of 5 years. All conditions of approval 

must be complied with within the 5 year period and that failing to do so will result in this approval expiring; 
b) The applicant/objector is informed of the right to appeal against this decision of the Municipal Planning Tribunal, in 

terms of section 89(2) of the By-Law; 
 

2. WATER 
 

a) The property makes use of a single water connection and that no additional connections will be provided; 
 

3. SEWERAGE 
 
a) A conservancy tank of sufficient capacity be provided and said tank be accessible to the vacuum truck from the street; 
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4. REFUSE REMOVAL 
 
a) The basic refuse removal tariff be levied for each dwelling unit; 
b) The refuse be placed in refuse bags on the nearest municipal sidewalk on the morning of refuse removal; 
 
5. CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
a) The owner/developer take note of the capital contribution for the regional bulk distribution of water at  R6 477,48 (R10 

795.80 x 0.6 vir Res Med Density). This capital contribution is payable to Swartland Municipality at building plan 
stage.  This amount is payable to vote number 9/249-176-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and 
may be revised thereafter; 

b) The fixed capital contribution towards bulk water supply be made to this municipality to the amount of R7 277,00 at 
building plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/249-174-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 
2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter; 

c) The fixed capital contribution towards sewerage be made to this municipality to the amount of R3 600,00 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/240-184-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter; 

d) The fixed capital contribution towards streets and stormwater must be made to this municipality to the amount of R5 
363,00 at building plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/249-144-9210 and is valid for the financial 
year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter; 

e) The fixed capital contribution towards electricity be made to this municipality to the amount of R4 321,00 at building 
plan stage. This amount is payable to vote number 9/253-164-9210 and is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 
and may be revised thereafter;  

f) In terms of the Council’s resolution dated May 2017 there is a 40% rebate applicable on the capital contributions of 
Swartland Municipality. This rebate is valid for the 2017/2018 financial year and may be revised thereafter. Please 
note that the rebate is not applicable to point 5(a). 

 
Die aansoek vir ‘n vergunningsgebruik vir ‘n tweede wooneenheid op erf 3527, Darling, ingevolge Artikel 70 van Swartland 
Munisipaliteit se Verordening rakende Munisipale Grondgebruik Beplanning (PK 7741 van 3 Maart 2017) goedgekeur 
word, onderhewig aan die volgende voorwaardes dat: 
 
1. STADSBEPLANNING EN BOUBEHEER 
 
a) Die vergunningsgebruik magtig die oprigting van ‘n tweede wooneenheid; 
b) Die tweede wooneenheid beperk word tot 120m²; 
c) Die tweede wooneenheid voldoen aan die parameters van die bestaande sonering; 
d) Bouplanne aan die Direkteur: Ontwikkelingsdienste vir oorweging en goedkeuring voorgelê word; 
a) Hierdie goedkeuring is, ingevolge artikel 76 (2)(w) van die Verordening, geldig vir ‘n tydperk van 5 jaar. Die 

voldoening aan alle goedkeuringsvoorwaardes moet binne die 5 jaar tydperk geskied en die versuim daaraan tot 
gevolg sal hê dat hierdie goedkeuring verval; 

b) Die aansoeker/beswaarmaker op hul reg tot appèl teen die besluit van die Munisipale Beplanningstribunaal in terme 
van artikel 89(2) van die Verordening gewys word; 

 
2. WATER 
 
a) Die eiendom van ‘n enkele wateraansluiting gebruik maak en dat geen addisionele aansluitings voorsien sal word 

nie; 
 
3. RIOOL 
 
a) 'n Rioolsuigtenk met voldoende kapasiteit voorsien  word en dat die tenk vanuit die straat vir die diensvragmotor  

toeganklik is; 
 
4. VULLISVERWYDERING 
 
a) Die basiese vullisverwyderingstarief vir elke wooneenheid op die perseel gehef word; 
b) Die vullis in vullissakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie op oggend van verwydering geplaas word; 

  
5. KAPITAALBYDRAE 
 
(a) Die kapitaalbydrae t.o.v die grootmaat voorsiening van water ten bedrae van  R6 477,48 (R10 795,80 x 0.6 vir Res 

Med Digtheid) aan hierdie munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen 
posnommer 9/249-176-9210 en is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(b) ‘n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v die grootmaat verspreiding van water ten bedrae van R7 277,00 aan hierdie 
munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/249-174-9210 en is 
geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

-77-



 
 

(c) 'n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. riool ten bedrae van R3 600,00 aan hierdie munisipaliteit op bouplanstadium 
gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/240-184-9210 en is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(d)  ‘n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v strate en stormwater ten bedrae van R 5 363,00 aan hierdie munisipaliteit op 
bouplanstadium gemaak word. Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/247-144-9210  en is geldig vir die 
finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(e) 'n Vaste koste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. elektrisiteit ten bedrae van R 4 321,00  aan hierdie munisipaliteit op 
bouplanstadium gemaak word.  Hierdie bedrag is betaalbaar teen posnommer 9/253-164-9210 en is geldig vir die 
finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan hierna hersien word; 

(f) Die Raadsbesluit gedateer Mei 2017 maak voorsiening vir ‘n 40% korting op die kapitaalbydraes. Hierdie korting is 
nie van toepassing op voorwaardes 5(a) nie. Hierdie korting is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan 
hierna hersien word. 

 
PART M: REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

1. The land use of a second dwelling is compatible with the permissible land uses of the residential zone 1 zoning. 
2. The proposed second dwelling is consistent with the existing residential character of the surrounding area. 
3. The application property is of sufficient size to accommodate the second dwelling, while promoting densification within 

the urban edge, as per local, Provincial and National policies. 
4. The second dwelling and the removal and amendment of restrictive title conditions are considered desirable within the 

spatial context. 
 
1. Die grondgebruik van 'n tweede woning is versoenbaar met die toelaatbare grondgebruike van die residensiële sone 1 

sonering. 
2. Die voorgestelde tweede woning is in ooreenstemming met die bestaande residensiële karakter van die omliggende 

gebied. 
3. Die aansoekeiendom is van voldoende grootte om die tweede woning te akkommodeer, terwyl verdigting binne die 

stedelike rand bevorder word, in ooreenstemming met plaaslike, provinsiale en nasionale beleid. 
4. Die tweede woning en die opheffing en wysiging van beperkende titelvoorwaardes word as wenslik geag binne die 

ruimtelike konteks. 

PART N: ANNEXURES  

Annexure A Locality Plan 
Annexure B Site Development Plan 
Annexure C Plan indicating interested/affected parties contacted during the public participation process. 
Annexure D Letter of objection from NA van Heerden 
Annexure E Letter of objection from A Hermanus 
Annexure F Comments from the applicant on the objections received 
 

PART O: APPLICANT DETAILS 

First name(s) JFGC Enterprises Pty Ltd 

Registered owner(s) JFGC Enterprises Pty Ltd Is the applicant authorised 
to submit this application: 

Y N 

PART P: SIGNATURES 

Author details: 
Alwyn Burger 
Senior Town Planner  
SACPLAN registration number: Not  registered 

 

 
 

 
 
Date: 25 January 2018 

Recommendation: 
Alwyn Zaayman 
Senior Manager Built Environment 
A/8001/2001 

 

Recommended  Not recommended  

 
 
 

 
 
Date: 29 January 2018 
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15/3/10-3/Erf_3527

Elsie Basson

Administrateur: Rekords/Argiewe

e-mail:  bassone@swartland.org.za

Telnr:  022-4879400

Faksnr:  022-4879440

Selnr:  084 245 1896

From: Aubrey Hermanus [mailto:HermanAJ@eskom.co.za] 

Sent: 07 November 2017 09:52 AM

To: Registrasie Email

Subject: Propose consent use on erf 3527, Darling

Good day

I would hereby like to inform you of my objection to the propose consent use on erf 3527, Darling.

I am the owner of no 3 Eagle close Darling erf no 3529.

I strongly oppose the consent use one erf 3527 eagle close Darling as considered  by your council.

My reasons are as follows: 

1) This will increase the number of cars in a relatively small close (Eagle close). Eagle close is relatively small for the current number of plots.

2) This will result in more vehicle driving or parking in Eagle close. More vehicles in the close will in the  turn lead to congestions in the close. The driveway to erf 3527 is very close to that of its neighbor`s.

3) Two houses on the same erf will spoil the image of the area as a golf estate. This is a misrepresentation of the allocated plots for Eagle Close as per original design.

4) It will also lead to an increase of noise pollution course by more people living in this close. I bought in this close because a close is normally quiet and peaceful.

5) This will affect the prices of the houses adjacent to erf 3527 negatively. It comes down to having back yard dwellers next to your house.

6) I do not think that the building of two dwellings on the same erf will have a positive effect on the golf estate.

7) More house in the close than plan originally will have a negative impact on the service such as water sewerage and storm water services.

Hope to hear from you soon.

Please communicate with me via email .

hermanaj@eskom.co.za

072-7471744 

Regards

Aubrey Hermanus

NB: This Email and its contents are subject to the Eskom Holdings SOC Ltd EMAIL LEGAL NOTICE which can be viewed at 

Close

Page 2 of 2ObjectDetail
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Alwyn Burger

From: Gilda van der Merwe <gildawynne@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2018 2:01 PM

To: Alwyn Burger

Cc: Annelie de Jager; Herman Olivier; Gilda van der Merwe

Subject: Fwd: File ref 15/3/10-3/Erf 3527

Attachments: Municipal Letter 7 Dec 17.pdf

Hallo 
 
Baie dankie vir u oproep vanoggend. 
 
Hiermee die brief wat ek deurgestuur het. Ek vertrou dis voldoende. 
 
Baie dankie. 
 
Groete 
Gilda van der Merwe 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Gilda van der Merwe <gildawynne@gmail.com> 
Date: Thu, Jan 4, 2018 at 5:13 PM 
Subject: Fwd: File ref 15/3/10-3/Erf 3527 
To: Annelie de Jager <dejagera@swartland.org.za> 
 
4 January 2018 
 

Good day 

  

My sincerest  apology for only replying to the attached letter today. 

  

We have been through a very stressful time. My son was unexpectedly hospitalised with a burst 
appendix and remained in hospital for 10 days in high care. By God's grace I am pleased to say 
that he is now recovering well. He also has his own business. Two days after his return, on 
Christmas day, our house was burgled in Darling, with a vehicle been stolen and our entire safe 
broken out of the wall and being carried away. This led to much which needed to be done. 

  

To return to the matter at hand: File ref 15/3/10-3/Erf 3527 

  

Thank you for your letter which I received at your office, 5 December 2017, the day I enquired 
about our application at your offices. 
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We have submitted to you the plans and request to build two relatively small individual dwellings 
on this property. 

  

After having read the letters of objection we feel we need to bring to your attention the following: 

Our aim was not, and never will be in any way to compromise what the estate has to offer but 
rather to encapsulate it and add value. We chose not to do a double storey building occupying as 
much of the property as possible, which could then very much resemble a flat, but rather two 
smaller dwellings which could be far better contained and controlled. The two dwellings together 
will not exceed the noise, amenities of that of a larger household for which provision would have 
been made. In addition to this we are providing parking, off the street, for both dwellings, which will 
keep cars from parking in the close and therefore in no way hinder the traffic flow.  

  

Our thought and reasoning for the above proposal is that we would like to provide dwellings that 
could fulfil many needs and changing phases in one’s life for many years to come eg. a small 
family to provide accommodation for elderly parents, an elderly couple perhaps requiring a full 
time nurse.  

  

In all issues raised, we will not be compromising the value of the estate or in any way negatively 
influence the value of the property therein and we would therefore appreciate your consideration 
for the approval of the above mentioned proposal for  

ERF 3527 Darling 

  

Yours sincerely, 

Johannes and Gilda van der Merwe 

(JGFC Enterprises) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
--  
Gilda van der Merwe 
 

Right-click here to download 
pictures.  To help protect your  
privacy, Outlook prevented 
automatic downlo ad o f this  
picture from the Internet.

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Verslag   Ingxelo   Report 

Kantoor van die Direkteur:  Ontwikkelingsdienste 

25 January 2018 

15/3/6-11/Erf 92 

  WYK:  12 

ITEM  6.4     VAN DIE AGENDA VAN ‘N MUNISIPALE BEPLANNINGSTRIBUNAAL WAT GEHOU SAL WORD OP 
WOENSDAG, 7 FEBRUARIE 2018 

LAND USE PLANNING REPORT 

PROPOSED SUBDIVISION OF ERF 92, RIEBEEK KASTEEL 

Reference 
number 15/3/6-11/Erf 92 Application 

submission date 10 October 2017 Date report
finalised 23 January 2018 

PART A:  APPLICATION DESCRIPTION 

Application for the subdivision of Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel  is made in terms of Section 25(2)(d) of the Swartland Municipal 
Land Use Planning  By-Law (PK 7741, dated 3 March 2017). It is proposed that Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel (3 266 m² in 
extent), be subdivided into four portions, namely Portion A (± 864,3m² in extent), Portion B (± 768,51m² in extent), Portion 
C (± 768,51m² in extent) and Portion D (± 864,3m² in extent). 

The applicant is C.K. Rumboll and Partners and the property owner is Mr. Pieter Swart. 

PART B: PROPERTY DETAILS 

Property description 
(in accordance with Title 
Deed) 

ERF 92, RIEBEEK KASTEEL, IN THE SWARTLAND MUNICIPALITY, DIVISION 
MALMESBURY, PROVINCE OF WESTERN CAPE  

Physical address 4 Bloem Street (locality plan attached 
as annexure A). Town Riebeek Kasteel 

Current zoning Residential Zone 1 Extent (m²/ha) 3 266 m² Are there existing 
buildings on the property? Y N

Applicable zoning 
scheme Swartland Municipal Land Use Planning  By-Law (PK 7741, dated 3 March 2017) 

Current land use Vacant land Title Deed 
number & date T51517/2017

Any restrictive title 
conditions applicable Y N If Yes, list condition 

number(s) 
Any third party 
conditions applicable? Y N If Yes, specify 

Any unauthorised land 
use/building work Y N If Yes, explain 

PART C: LIST OF APPLICATIONS (TICK APPLICABLE) 

Rezoning Permanent 
departure Temporary departure Subdivision 

Extension of the validity 
period of an approval 

Approval of an 
overlay zone Consolidation 

Removal, suspension 
or  amendment of 
restrictive conditions  

Permissions in terms of 
the zoning scheme 

Amendment, 
deletion or 
imposition of 
conditions in 
respect of existing 
approval   

Amendment or 
cancellation of an 
approved subdivision 
plan 

Permission in terms of 
a condition of approval 

Determination of zoning Closure of public 
place Consent use Occasional use 
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PART D: BACKGROUND 

The application entails the subdivision of Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel (± 3 266² in extent), into four portions, namely Portion A 
(± 864,3m² in extent), Portion B (± 768,51m² in extent), Portion C (± 768,51m² in extent) and Portion D (± 864,3m² in 
extent). 
 
Access to the erven will be obtained from Main Street. The portion of said road, that abuts the application property, is not a 
proclaimed road, as is the case with the western portion of Main Street. 
 

PART E: PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION (ATTACH MINUTES) 

Has pre-application consultation 
been undertaken? Y N 

 
If yes, provide a brief summary of the outcomes below. 
 

PART F: SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

The applicant motivates that the property is zoned Residential Zone 1 and situated in an area of Riebeek Kasteel 
characterised by residential uses. The application will not negatively affect the existing character of the area. 
 
The newly created portions will obtain access via Main Street. 
 
The proposed new properties can connect to existing services in the area and said services will thus be optimally utilised. 
 
There are no conditions in the Deed of Transfer to encumber the proposed development. 

 
1. Swartland Municipal Spatial Development Framework (SDF, 2017) 

 
The application property is situated within Zone D of the land use proposals for Riebeek Kasteel and the proposed land use 
for the area is identified as having a low density residential character, with institutional uses. The SDF further identifies this 
zone as having opportunity for infill development. The proposed properties will continue to be utilised consistently with the 
proposals of the SDF. 
 
The proposed subdivision will create four erven of more than ± 700m² each, which is larger than the minimum erf size of 
500m² required by the SDF for this area of Riebeek Kasteel.  
 
Furthermore, the development proposal is consistent with national, provincial and local policy of densification and infill 
development.  
 

PART G: SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with section 55- 59 of the Swartland Municipal: By-law 
on Municipal Land Use Planning? 

Y N 

A total of 11 notices were sent via registered mail to the affected property owners in the area, in terms of Section 56(1) & 
(2) of the By-Law. One of the registered letters was returned unclaimed. Please refer to Annexure C for the public 
participation map. 
 
The registered letters were posted on 25 October 2017 and the commenting period concluded on 27 November 2017. 
 

Total valid  comments 4 Total comments and 
petitions refused 

0 

Valid petition(s) Y N If yes, number of 
signatures 

 

Community organisation(s) 
response Y N Ward councillor 

response Y N The application was circulated to Councillor Bess, but 
no comments were forthcoming.  

Total letters of support 0 

 

Disestablish a home 
owner’s association  

Rectify failure by 
home owner’s 
association to meet 
its obligations  

 

Permission for the 
reconstruction of an 
existing building that 
constitutes a non-
conforming use 
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PART H: COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL DEPARTMENTS Recommendation 

Name  Date received Summary of comments Positive Negative 
  

Eskom  No comments received.   

Department: 
Civil  
Engineering 
Services 

3 October  
2017 

Water; 
 
1. Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte voorsien word van ‘n aparte aansluiting. Hierdie voorwaarde is op 

bouplanstadium van toepassing.  
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae vir grootmaat waterverspreiding ten bedrae van R33 916,14 gemaak word en 

R22 669,50 ten opsigte van grootmaat watervoorsiening gemaak word.  
 

Riolering: 
 
1. Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte moet van ‘n aparte rioolaasluiting voorsien word. Hierdie voorwaarde is op 

bouplanstadium van toepassing; 
2. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. riool ten bedrae van R20 325,06 op uitklaringstadium gemaak word. 
3. ‘n Kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. rioolsuiweringswerke ten bedrae van R21 546,00 op uitklaringstadium gemaak 

word. 
 

Strate en stormwater: 
 
1. Die eienaar/ontwikkelaar is verantwoordelik vir ‘n kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. strate van R24 422,22 op 

uitklaringstadium; 
2. Die eienaar/ontwikkelaar is verantwoordelik vir ‘n kapitaalbydrae t.o.v. stormwater van R12 469,32 op 

uitklaringstadium; 
 
Vullisverwydering: 
 
1. Die basiese vullisverwyderingstarief sal vir elke beboude, sowel as onbeboude erf gehef word en ook vir 

elke afsonderlike wooneenheid op die erf; 
2. Vullis moet in vullissakke op die naaste munisipale sypaadjie geplaas word op die oggend van 

verwydering. 
 

Algemeen: 
 
1. Enige bestaande dienste wat die restant en onderverdeelde gedeeltes aan mekaar koppel, moet verskuif 

en/of ontkoppel word sodat elke erf se pypwerk op die betrokke erf geleë is; 
2. Indien die uitbreiding van enige bestaande dienste nodig sou wees om die onderverdeelde gedeeltes van 

diensaansluitings te kan voorsien, dit vir die koste van die aansoeker sal wees; 
 

 

 

Department: 
Development 
Services 

17 October 
2017 

Town planning and building control 
1. The application is supported and once approved, before any building developments can commence or be 

done, building plans must be submitted to council for consideration and approval. 
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PART I: COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC 
PARTICIPATION 

SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO 
COMMENTS MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

1. PE & GG 
Deering 
Erf 2110,  
D van Blerk 
Erf 94 
J & JM 
Kentgens 
Erf 1461 
Riebeek 
Kasteel 

(Annexures D, 
E & F) 

 
The 
abovementioned 
objectors did not 
sign a petition as 
such, but a pro-
forma letter was 
submitted, stating 
the same list of 
objections. The 
assessment of 
said objections is 
subsequently 
addressed 
simultaneously. 

1. The proposed plots would be too 
small and not in keeping with the 
other stands in the immediate 
area, which are at least double the 
size. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The proposed subdivisions comply with the 
minimum Erf sizes of the Swartland Spatial 
Development Framework, namely 500m² for the 
relevant area in Riebeek Kasteel. The proposed 
plot sizes are all above the minimum erf sizes of 
500m². The proposal will not create a new 
president in this area. Finding erven around the 
same size towards the South (Park Street) and 
West (Main road). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. The development property is situated in area D, as 
demarcated by the Swartland Spatial Development 
Framework (SDF). This area is characterised by low 
density residential developments.  
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2. The proposed subdivision may 

negatively affect the value of 
surrounding properties over time. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. There would be a potential 
increase in water use for four units 
as opposed to one or two dwellings 
on the property. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4. The approach road would get more 
traffic onto this road which is 
already in poor repair due to 
drainage from plot 92 and Bloem 
Street. 

 
 

 
 
 

5. We believe that building just two 
units on stand sizes of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. The property will not lose value due to the 

proposed subdivision. The objector’s property will 
still be the same size and will not be affected 
negatively. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. The applicant will have to make the necessary 
financial/Capital contributions as requested from 
Swartland Municipality for the subdivision of the 
erf into 4 portions to maintain the bulk water use. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. The gravel roads are in fairly good condition and 

will be able to support the traffic. It is the 
Municipality’s responsibility to take care and 
service the roads and not the applicant’s. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

5. Our office takes note of the objection. Please 
refer to our comments at point 1. 

A decision by the mayoral committee of 2013 limited 
the minimum erf size of Riebeek Kasteel to 500m² 
(Decision 7.24 of 4 December 2013). This principle 
remains en force and is maintained in the current 
SDF. Both the decision of 2013, as well as the current 
SDF, was available for public scrutiny and objection, 
but the objectors’ concerns were not raised at these 
occasions and the decisions were approved.  

 
The comment from the objector is considered 
unfounded and the applicant is supported. 

 
2. The argument that the proposed subdivision will 

devaluate the surrounding properties is conjecture. 
Each of the surrounding land owners possesses the 
same rights to subdivide their properties for financial 
gain. 
 
Furthermore, local, Provincial and National policy and 
legislation promote inclusivity, rather than exclusivity 
and access to scares resources, such as land. The 
development proposal is consistent with said policy. 
 

3. The subdivision application was circulated to all 
Municipal departments, including Department: Civil 
Engineering Services. In spite of the current drought, 
the application was considered to have a minimal 
impact on the water resources of Riebeek Kasteel. 
The application was supported and capital 
contributions toward services were levied as 
conditions of approval. These measures are 
considered adequate for the maintenance of bulk 
water provision and reticulation. 
 

4. The land use of the property will remain unchanged 
(Residential Zone 1) and thus the increase of traffic 
(trip generation) of the proposed subdivision is 
considered minor, confirmed as such by the Swartland 
Department: Civil Engineering Services.  

 
The applicant is responsible for a capital contribution 
toward stormwater and the proposed development will 
connect with the existing Municipal system. 
 

5. The erf sizes of the surrounding area differ greatly, 
with a high prevalence of erven similarly sized to the 
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approximately 1632m² would 
enhance the area and address the 
issues raised with regard to the 
four units proposed. 
 
 
 
 

 

proposed subdivided portions. Furthermore, the 
position of the development property at the end of the 
block, with its longest boundary bordering Main 
Street, causes the property to be ideally situated for 
unfettered access to the proposed subdivisions. The 
development proposal is thus not considered to have 
a negative impact on the surrounding area. 

 
It should also be noted, that each of the objectors 
possesses over the same development potential of 
their erven and that densification is duly supported by 
local, provincial and National legislation. The 
objectors do not possess the right to limit the 
proposed development to a preferred size.    

 

2. S Boden 
Erf 1312, 
Riebeek 
Kasteel 

(Annexure G) 

6. The development proposal does 
not seem to be in keeping with the 
surrounding properties. 
 

7. It would be better if the property 
was divided into just 2 plots and 
construction agreeable with the 
style of the homes close by. 

 
8. The increase in traffic is worrying. 

 
9. The increased use and pressure 

on resources such as water is 
disconcerting.   

 

6. Refer to response 1.  
 
 
 
7. Refer to response 5. 
 
 
 
 
8. Refer to response 4.  

 
9. Refer to response 3. 
 

6. Refer to assessment 1.  
 
 
 

7. Refer to assessment 5. 
 
 

 
 

8. Refer to assessment 4. 
 

9. Refer to assessment 3. 
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PART J: MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION 

 
1. Type of application and procedures followed in processing the application 
 
Application for the subdivision of Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel was submitted in terms of Section 25(2)(d) of By-Law, on 10 
October 2017. A total of 11 notices were sent via registered mail to the affected property owners of the area on 25 
October 2017 and the commenting period concluded on 27 November 2017. 
 
A total of four (4) objections were received, that needed to be addressed. All objections and comments were referred to 
the applicant for comment on 6 December 2017. The applicant responded to the last of the objections on 15 December 
2017, within the required 21 days. 
 
2. Legislation and policy frameworks 
 
2.1 Matters referred to in Section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA 
 
• Spatial Justice: The proposed subdivision will promote access to development and economic opportunities through 

creating more affordable properties in a historically high income area. All the relevant facts and considerations 
surrounding the application have been taken into account during the decision-making process. Therefore, the 
application may be deemed consistent with spatial justice. 

 
• Spatial Sustainability: The proposed subdivision will enable the owner to develop the property to its full potential, 

while adhering to the minimum erf sizes determined for this specific area of Riebeek Kasteel. The subdivision will 
create the spatially more compact and resource efficient utilisation of the property. 

 
The proposal constitutes infill development and will connect to the existing infrastructure of the area. The proposed 
rezoning is thus considered as spatially sustainable.     

 
• Efficiency: The proposal ensures the optimisation of existing resources, while contributing to the densification target 

as advocated by local, provincial and national policy. The development proposal is thus deemed efficient.  
 
• Good Administration: The application was communicated to the public through sending written notices per registered 

mail to affected land owners. The application was also circulated to the relevant municipal departments and Eskom 
for comment. Consideration was given to all correspondence received and the application was dealt with in a timeous 
manner. It is therefore argued that the principles of good administration were complied with by the Municipality. 

 
• Spatial Resilience: The principles of spatial resilience do not apply to this application. 
 
2.2 Integrated Development Plan (IDP) and Spatial Development Framework (SDF) 
 
This application contributes to healthy management of the urban and rural area. IDP outcome 5.2. 
 
The proposed subdivision is in compliance with the minimum erf size as prescribed by the SDF as well as the principle of 
densification which is supported by the SDF and PSDF.  This application affects optimal and more intensive use of land 
and existing infrastructure. 
 
2.3 Zoning Scheme Provisions 
 
All zoning parameters are adhered to. 
 
3. Desirability of the proposed utilisation 
 

There are no physical restrictions on the property that will have a negative impact on this application and the property 
is not of historical value i.e. it does not have a heritage grading. 
 
All costs relating to this application are for the account of the applicant.  
 
The surrounding developed and undeveloped properties possess over the same development potential as Erf 92, 
and similar applications have recently been approved in the area. 

 
The property sizes resulting from the proposed subdivision will increase the density of the area, but will still be 
classified as low density residential development. The minimum property area is determined by the SDF as 500m², 
and a number of similarly sized erven already exist in the area. The character of the surrounding neighbourhood is 
thus not negatively impacted upon. 
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The development proposal will ensure the optimal utilisation of existing resources and the impact on traffic volumes is 
considered minimal. 
 
The proposed subdivision may impact positively on the economy of the surrounding neighbourhood, as the proposed 
subdivision will make development opportunities available to a wider income group, as well as through densification 
within the area.   

 
Erf 92 is located within an established urban area, within the urban edge of Riebeek Kasteel, and the proposal will 
not negatively affect any environmental resources, either biophysically or culturally (heritage).  

 
The development proposal is consistent with the land use proposals of the SDF and principles of local, Provincial and 
National policies.  
 
All development parameters of the Zoning Scheme will be adhered to. 

 
In conclusion, the proposal to subdivide Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel into four portions, is deemed desirable in terms of 
the abovementioned criteria.  

 
4. Impact on municipal engineering services 
 

Sufficient engineering services exist to accommodate the proposed new erven. 
 
5. Comments of organs of state 
 

The application was circulated to Eskom, but no comments were forthcoming. 
 
6. Response by applicant 

 
See Annexure G. 

 

PART K: ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION  FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

The financial or other value of the rights 
N/A 
The personal benefits which will accrue to the holder of rights and/or to the person seeking the removal 
N/A 
The social benefit of the restrictive condition remaining in place, and/or being removed/amended 
N/A  
Will the removal, suspension or amendment completely remove all rights enjoyed by the beneficiary or only some of those 
rights 
N/A 

PART L: RECOMMENDATION WITH CONDITIONS 

The application for  the subdivision of Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel, be approved in terms of section 70 of  the Swartland 
Municipal Land Use Planning By-Law (PG 7741 of 3 March 2017), subject to the conditions that: 
 
1. TOWN PLANNING AND BUILDING CONTROL 
 
a) Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel (3 266 m² in extent), be subdivided into four portions, namely Portion A (± 864,3m² in extent), 

Portion B (± 768,51m² in extent), Portion C (± 768,51m² in extent) and Portion D (± 864,3m² in extent), as presented 
in the application. 

b) 5m x 5m corner splays be provided on Portion A and Portion D; 
c) The corner splays be transferred to Swartland Municipality and that the cost of the transfer will be for the account of 

the owner/developer; 
d) Building plans be submitted to the Director: Development Services for consideration and approval; 
e) The legal certificate which authorises transfer of the subdivided portion in terms of Section 38 of By-law will not be 

issued unless all the relevant conditions have been complied with; 
f) This approval is valid for a period of 5 years in terms of section 76(2)(w) of the By-Law. All conditions of approval 

must be complied with within the 5 year period and failing to do so will result in this approval expiring; 
g) The applicant/objector be informed of the right to appeal against this decision of the Municipal Planning Tribunal, in 

terms of section 89(2) of the By-Law; 
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2. WATER 
 
a) Each subdivided portion be provided with a separate connection. This condition is applicable at building plan stage; 

 
3. SEWERAGE 
 
a) Each subdivided portion be provided with a separate sewerage connection;  
b) This condition is applicable at building plan stage; 
 
4. REFUSE REMOVAL 
 
a) The basic refuse removal tariff will be levied for each erf, being it vacant or built-up, as well as for each dwelling unit 

separately; 
b) Refuse be placed in refuse bags on the nearest municipal street on the morning of refuse removal; 
 
5. CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS 
 
a) The owner/developer is responsible for the capital contribution  of R22 669,50 for the bulk supply of  regional water. 

This capital contribution is payable to Swartland Municipality at clearance stage.  The amount is  valid for the 
financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote number: 9/249-176-9210); 

b) The fixed capital contribution of R33 916,14 be made to this municipality towards water distribution, at clearance 
stage. This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote number 9/249-
174-9210); 

c) The fixed capital contribution of R20 325,06 be made towards sewerage to this municipality at clearance stage.  This 
amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote number: 9/240-184-9210). 

d) The fixed capital contribution of R21 546,00 be made towards waste water treatment works, to this municipality at 
clearance stage.  This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote 
number: 9/240-183-9210). 

e) The fixed capital contribution towards roads be made to this municipality to the amount of R24 422,22 at clearance 
stage.  This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote number: 9/249-
144-9210); 

f) The fixed capital contribution towards stormwater be made to this municipality to the amount of R12 469,32 at 
clearance stage. This amount is valid for the financial year of 2017/2018 and may be revised thereafter (vote number: 
9/248-144-9210); 

g) Council’s resolution dated May 2017 makes provision for a 40% rebate applicable on the capital contributions to 
Swartland Municipality. This rebate is valid for the 2017/2018 financial year and may be revised thereafter. The 
rebate is not applicable to point 5(a); 
 

6. GENERAL 
 
a) Any existing services which connect the remainder and subdivided portions be moved or disconnected to ensure that 

pipe work is situated on each of the separate erven; 
b) Should the extention of any exiting services be deemed necessary to provide the subdivided portions with services 

connections, it will be for the cost of the applicant/owner/developer. 
 
Die aansoek vir die onderverdeling van Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel, word in terme van artikel 70 van Swartland Munisipaliteit 
se  Verordening op Munisipale Grondgebruikbeplanning (PK 7741 van 3 Maart 2017), goedgekeur, onderhewig aan die 
voorwaardes dat: 
 
1. STADSBEPLANNING EN BOUBEHEER 
 
a) Erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel (groot ± 3 266 m²) onderverdeel word in Gedeelte A (groot ± 864,3m²), Gedeelte B (groot ± 

768,51m²), Gedeelte C (groot ± 768,51m²  en Gedeelte D (groot ± 864,3m²), soos in die aansoek voorgehou;  
b) 5m x 5m hoekafstompings op Gedeelte A en Gedeelte D voorsien word; 
c) Die hoekafstompings aan Swartland Munisipaliteit oorgedra word en dat die oordrag vir die rekening van die 

eienaar/ontwikkelaar sal wees;   
d) Bouplanne aan die Direkteur: Ontwikkelingsdienste voorgelê word vir oorweging en goedkeuring; 
e) Die wetlike sertifikaat wat oordrag van enige onderverdeelde gedeelte ingevolge artikel 38 van die Verordening 

magtig, nie uitgereik sal word alvorens daar aan die relevante voorwaardes voldoen is nie; 
f) Hierdie goedkeuring is, ingevolge artikel 76 (2)(w) van die Verordening geldig vir ‘n tydperk van 5 jaar. Die 

voldoening aan alle goedkeuringsvoorwaardes moet binne die 5 jaar tydperk geskied en die versuim daaraan sal tot 
gevolg hê dat hierdie goedkeuring verval; 

g) Die aansoeker/beswaarmaker op hul reg tot appèl teen die besluit van die Munisipale Beplanningstribunaal  gewys 
word, in terme van artikel 89(2) van die Verordening; 
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2. WATER 

 
a) Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte moet van ‘n aparte aansluiting voorsien word. Hierdie voorwaarde is  op 

bouplanstadium van toepassing; 
 

3. RIOOL 
 

a) Elke onderverdeelde gedeelte van ‘n aparte rioolaansluiting voorsien word; 
b) Hierdie voorwaarde is op bouplanstadium van toepassing; 

 
4. VULLISVERWYDERING 
 
a) Die basiese vullisverwyderingstarief vir elke beboude sowel as onbeboude erf gehef word, en ook vir elke 

afsonderlike wooneenheid op die erf;  
b) Vullis in vullissakke op die naaste munisiaple sypaadjie geplaas word op oggend van verwydering; 
 
5. KAPITAALBYDRAES 

 
a) Die eienaar/ontwikkelaar ‘n kapitaalbydrae vir die grootmaat voorsiening van streekswater ten bedrae van 

R22 669,50 aan Swartland Munisipaliteit maak op uitklaringstadium.  Die bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 
2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word (posnommer: 9/249-176-9210);  

b) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v grootmaatwaterversreiding beloop R33 916,14 en moet aan hierdie munisipaliteit 
gemaak word op uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna 
hersien word (posnommer: 9/249-174-9210); 

c) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae vir grootmaatriooldienste, ten bedrae van R20 325,06 en moet aan hierdie munisipaliteit 
gemaak word op uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna 
hersien word (posnommer: 9/240-184-9210); 

d) Die eienaar/ontwikkelaar ‘n kapitaalbydrae vir die rioolsuiweringswerke ten bedrae van R21 546,00 aan Swartland 
Munisipaliteit maak op uitklaringstadium.  Die bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna 
hersien word (posnommer: 9/240-183-9210);  

e) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v strate, ten bedrae van R24 422,22 aan hierdie munisipaliteit gemaak word op 
uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word 
(posnommer 9/249-144-9210);   

f) Die vaste kapitaalbydrae t.o.v stormwater, ten bedrae van R12 469,32 aan hierdie munisipaliteit gemaak word op 
uitklaringstadium. Hierdie bedrag is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien word 
(posnommer 9/248-144-9210);   

g) Die Raadsbesluit, gedateer Mei 2017 maak voorsiening vir ‘n korting van 40% op die kapitaalbydraes aan Swartland 
Munisipaliteit van toepassing.  Hierdie korting is geldig vir die finansiële jaar van 2017/2018 en kan daarna hersien 
word. Hierdie korting is nie van toepassing op punt 5(a) nie; 

 
6. ALGEMEEN 
 
a) Enige bestaande dienste wat die restant en onderverdeelde gedeeltes aan mekaar koppel, moet verskuif en/of 

ontkoppel word, sodat elke erf se pypwerk op die betrokke erf geleë is; 
b) Indien die uitbreiding van enige bestaande dienste nodig sou wees om die onderverdeelde gedeelte van 

diensaansluitings te kan voorsien, sal dit vir die koste van die eienaar/ontwikkelaar wees. 
 

PART M: REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

1. The application is in compliance with the minimum erf size for the specific portion of Riebeek Kasteel, as 
determined by the SDF. 

2. The proposed subdivision will not negatively affect the character of the neighbourhood, as the proposal complies 
with the minimum erf size of 500m² and a number of similarly sized erven already exist in the area. 

3. This application is seen as densification which is supported by the SDF and PSDF. 
4. The application complies with section 42 of SPLUMA and Principles referred to in Chapter VI of LUPA. 
5. Surrounding properties consist of similar development potential as that of Erf 92. 
6. There is sufficient services capacity to accommodate the newly created erven. 
7. All development parameters of the By-Law will be adhered to. 
 
1. Die aansoek is versoenbaar met die minimum erfgrootte vir hierdie spesifieke gedeelte van Riebeek Kasteel, soos 

deur die ROR bepaal. 
2. Die voorgestelde onderverdeling sal nie ‘n negatiewe impak op die karakter van die woonbuurt hê nie, aangesien 

die voorstel aan die minimum erfgrootte van 500m² voldoen en ‘n groot aantal erwe van dieselfde grootte reeds in 
die omgewing voorkom. 

3. Die aansoek word beskou as verdigting wat ondersteun word deur die ROR en PROR. 
4. Die aansoek voldoen aan artikel 42 van SPLUMA en die beginsels waarna verwys word in Hoofstuk VI van LUPA. 
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5. Omliggende eiendomme beskik oor soortgelyke ontwikkelingspotensiaal as Erf 92. 
6. Daar is voldoende beskikbaarheid van dienste om die nuutgeskepte erf te akkommodeer. 
7. Die aansoek voldoen aan alle ontwikkelingsparameters van die Verordening. 

 

PART N: ANNEXURES  

Annexure A      Locality Plan 
Annexure B      Site Development Plan 
Annexure C      Public participation map 
Annexure D      Objections from P.E. & G.G. Deering 
Annexure E      Objections from  D. van Blerk 
Annexure F      Objections from  J. & J.M. Kentgens 
Annexure G      Objections from  S. Boden 
Annexure H      Applicant’s response to comments 
 

PART O: APPLICANT DETAILS 

First name(s) C.K. Rumboll and Partners 

Registered owner(s) Ignatius Petrus Swart Is the applicant authorised 
to submit this application: 

Y N 

PART P: SIGNATURES 

Author details: 
Annelie de Jager  
Senior Town Planner  
SACPLAN registration number:  (A/2203/2015) 

 
 
 

 
 
Date: 25 January 2018 

Recommendation: 
Alwyn Zaayman 
Senior Manager Built Environment 
A/8001/2001 

 

Recommended 
 

Not recommended  

 
 
 

 
 
Date: 29 January 2018 
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ERF 92, 

RIEBEEK KASTEEL 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

RIEBEEK KASTEEL 
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Cqh angeI 

ITE T!1.10144 tAN 
‘d, 
Inustina 

- 

Ander Opdreg. 

LE!  DAT  um: (r. el.)B 

The Municipal Manager 

Private Bag X52 

Malmesbury 7229 

Dear Sirs, 

Re: - Proposed subdivision of erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel. 

Thank you for your communication on the proposed subdivision of erf 92 into four portions. 

My interest in the application is that I reside opposite the proposed sub division and believe that it 

will affect me personally and the area in general. 

We would like to object to this as the proposed plots would be too small (ranging between 768 and 

864 m2) and not in keeping with the other stands in the immediate area, which are all at least 

double that size 

This may negatively affect the value of our properties in due course. 

There would also be a potential increase in water use for four units as opposed to one or two 

dwellings being developed on this erf. 

Lastly the approach road, Hoof Weg, would get more traffic onto this road which is already in poor 

repair due to drainage from plot 92, and Bloem St. 

We believe that building just two units on stand sizes of approximately 1632m2 would enhance the 

area and address the issues raised in this letter should the four units be allowed to go forward. 

Yours faithfully 

   

   

44 619101 DM Muniri ogh, 

2017 -11- 16 
Ma imes'ollu,— PE & GG Deering 

Erf 2110 

peter@beaumonthouse.co.za  (preferred method of communication) 
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MUARSIPAUTEIT SWAB LANE) 
Frh: o: 

!nligting 	Versla  

ICAJI) 	 

REG 

Afha ride! Kom/Taar 

The Municipal Manager 

Private Bag X52 

Malmesbury 7229 

Dear Sirs, 	 get)BK 

Re: - Proposed subdivision of erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel. 

Thank you for your communication on the proposed subdivision of erf 92 into four portions. 

My interest in the application is that I reside next to the proposed sub division (on erf 94) and believe 

that it will affect me personally and the area in general. 

I would like to object to this as the proposed plots would be too small (ranging between 768 and 864 

m2) and not in keeping with the other stands in the immediate area, which are all at least double that 

size 

This may negatively affect the value of my property in due course. 

There would also be a potential increase in water use for four units as opposed to one or two dwellings 

being developed on this erf. 

Lastly the approach road, Hoof Weg, would get more traffic onto this road which is already in poor 

repair due to drainage from Bloem St. 

I believe that building just two units on stand sizes of approximately 1632m2 would enhance the area 

and address the issues raised in this letter should the four units be allowed to go forward. 

Yours faithfully, 

ti‘Cl 
D van Blerk 

Erf 94 

derekvb7@gmail.com  (preferred method of communication) 

Signed on behalf of Mr van Blerk as per the instruction received below by email, dated 14 November 2017 

Hello Peter, Thank you for your input. 

I would request that, if you could, send the municipality a letter on my behalf objecting to the proposed 

sub division. 

I would then back it up on my return SA. 

Thank you to yourself and Gill. 

Regards 

Derek van Blerk 
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MUMSIPALITEIT  SINA TLAIV 

-6 V  LEER No:1SI 	it  

Verwys Na 	lagting 

CN 	 

VP; 

Afhandel Koryt/Tror 

Ander Opdrag. 

SPERCAJUM: 	 / 2 ,)/ /1 

The Municipal Manager 

Private Bag X52, 

Malmesbury,7299 

Dear Sirs, 

Re:- Proposed subdivision of ERF 92, Riebeek Kasteel. 

Thank you for your communication on the proposed subdivision into four portions. 

My interest in the application is that I reside opposite the proposed sub division and believe 

that it will affect me personally and the area in general. 

We would like to object to this as the proposed plots would be too small (ranging between 

768 and 864m2) and not in keeping with the surrounding stands in the immediate area, 

which are all at least double that size. 

This may negatively affect the value of our properties in due course. 

There would also be a potential increase in water usage for four units as opposed to one or 

two dwellings being developed on this Erf. 

Lastly, the approach road "Hoof Weg" would get more traffic onto this road, which is 

already in poor repair, due to drainage from Plot 92 and Bloem Street. 

We believe very strongly, that the building of just two units of approximately 1632m2 would 

enhance the area and address the issues raised in this letter, should the four units be 

allowed to go forward. 

Yours faithf9.11fi 

    

J/& J,M.Kentgens 

Erf 1461:- 

Klein Goedhart Estate. Riebeek Kasteel 

voilleilSvadlondklunitip4  

2017  - 11 - 14 

  

Atelmes bur 
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The Municipal Manager 

Private Bag X52 

Malmesbury, 7299 

 

Dear Sir 

RE: Proposed subdivision of ERF 92, Riebeek Kasteel 

 

I write in connection with a communication that the plot beside us is proposed to be subdivided into 

four – which concerns me greatly as a neighbour.  

It does not seem to me to be in keeping with the homes that surround it and cramming four homes 

into that space is going too far when it would be so much better divided into just 2 plots allowing 

construction to be agreeable with the style of the homes that are close by. 

It does worry me about an increase in traffic and also the ever increasing use of the local facilities 

such as water which we are dreadfully short of as you are aware. 

I have been aware that the property adjacent to ours may want to sell off some of their land for 

development – but I would hope that it strives to keep that corner of Riebeek in the character of 

such a lovely village. 

 

Yours Faithfully 

 

 

 

Simon Boden 

ERF 1312, 5 Bloemstraat, Riebeek Kasteel 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 

IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

CK RUMBOLL & 
VENNOTE / PARTNERS 
 
PROFESSIONELE LANDMETERS ~ ENGINEERING AND MINE SURVEYORS ~ STADS- EN STREEKSBEPLANNERS ~ SECTIONAL TITLE CONSULTANTS 
 

 
DATUM / DATE: 15 Desember 2017     ONS VERW / OUR REF: 
RK/10340/AC/RB        U VERW / YOUR REF 
PER E-POS 
 
Vir aandag: Mnr A Zaayman 
 
Die Munisipale Bestuurder 
Swartland Munisipaliteit 
Privaatsak X52 
MALMESBURY 
7300 
 
Meneer 

Kommentaar op besware 

VOORGESTELDE ONDERVERDELING OP  
ERF 92, RIEBEEK KASTEEL 

 
U skrywe gedateer 6 Desember 2017 het betrekking. Vind hierby aangeheg ons 

kommentaar op besware soos versoek.  

Hierdie firma het ‘n aansoek om onderverdeling op erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel op 9 Oktober 2017 

by die Swartland Munisipaliteit ingedien. Swartland Munisipaliteit het die aansoek vir die 

onderverdeling van erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel in 4 gedeeltes in terme van Artikel 25(2)(d) van die 

Swartland Munisipaliteit Grondgebruikbeplanning Verordening ingevolge Die Bepalings 

van die Swartland Geïntegreerde Soneringskema, geadverteer in die plaaslike koerante en 

individuele kennisgewings aan omliggende eienaars gestuur. Na die sluitingsdatum is 

kommentare/besware vanaf vier (4) persone tydens die publieke deelname proses ontvang: 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 

IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

 PE and GG Deering 
 J en JM Kentgens 
 D van Blerk 
 Simon Boden 

 
 
Die skrywes soos ontvang is deur hierdie firma geëvalueer en die volgende kommentare word 

daarop gelewer. 

 

Beswaarmaker Besware Kommentare 

PE an GG 
Deering 
 

1. The proposed plots would 

be too small and not in keeping 

with other stands in the 

immediate area. This may 

negatively affect the value of 

our properties in due course. 

1. The proposed subdivision complies 

with the Minimum Erf sizes of Swartland 

Spatial Development Framework of 

500m² for Riebeek Kasteel. The 

proposed plots sizes are all above the 

minimum erf sizes of 500m². The 

proposal will not create a new president 

in this area. Finding erven around the 

same size towards the South on (Park 

street) and West on (Main road).  

 

The property will not lose value due to 

the proposed subdivision. The objectors 

property will still be the same size and 

will not be affected negatively. 

2. There would also be a 

potential increase in water use 

for four units opposed to one or 

two dwellings being developed 

on this erf. 

2. The applicant will have to make the 

necessary financial/Capital contributions 

as requested from Swartland Municipality 

for the subdivision of the erf into 4 

portions to maintain the bulk water use. 

3. The approach road will get 

more traffic and the road is 

already in poor condition. 

3. The gravel roads are in a fairly good 

condition and will be able to support the 

traffic. It is the Municipalitiy responsibility 

to take care and service the roads and 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 

IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

not the applicant. 

J en JM Kentgens 
 

4.  The proposed plots would 

be too small and not in keeping 

with other stands in the 

immediate area. This may 

negatively affect the value of 

our properties in due course 

4. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (1). 

5. There would also be a 

potential increase in water use 

for four units opposed to one or 

two dwellings being developed 

on this erf. 

5. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (2). 

6. The approach road will get 

more traffic and the road is 

already in poor condition. 

6. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (3). 

D van Blerk 7. The proposed plots would 

be too small and not in keeping 

with other stands in the 

immediate area. This may 

negatively affect the value of 

our properties in due course 

7. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (1). 

8. There would also be a 

potential increase in water use 

for four units opposed to one or 

two dwellings being developed 

on this erf. 

8. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (2). 

9. The approach road will get 

more traffic and the road is 

already in poor condition. 

9. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (3). 

Simon Boden 
 

10. The proposed plots would 

be too small and not in keeping 

with other stands in the 

10. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (1). 
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VENNOTE / PARTNERS: 

IHJ RumbollPrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S., AP Steyl PrL (SA), BSc (Surv), M.I.P.L.S.  
ADDRESS/ ADRES:       admin@rumboll.co.za / PO Box 211 / Rainierstr 16, Malmesbury, 7299 

MALMESBURY  (T) 022 482 1845  (F) 022 487 1661   VREDENBURG  (T) 022 719 1014 
 

immediate area. It would be 

better divided into two plots. 

11. Increase in traffic and 

increase in local facilities such 

as water which we are 

dreadfully short of. 

11. Our office take note of the objection. 

Please refer to our comments at point (2) 

and (3). 

 

Hierdie kantoor is van mening dat die voorgestelde onderverdeling op erf 92, Riebeek Kasteel 

oorweeg moet word omdat die onderverdeling versoenbaar is met die ontwikkelings voorstel in 

Riebeek Kasteel, soos vervat in die Swartland Ruimtelike Ontwikkelingsraamwerk. 

  

Vriendelike groete 
 
 
 
 
Zanelle Nortje/Ruben Bouwer 
VIR CK RUMBOLL EN VENNOTE 
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