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Response 
 

The project engineers, (Mr Stephen Brand of DVP Engineers), had further discussions 

with Mr Mark Brodovcky of the Wastewater Branch regarding the issues raised about 

sewer reticulation and wastewater limitations of the City to accommodate the project 

and the possibility to enable the proposed development through the provision of a 

private package wastewater treatment plant (hereafter referred to as ‘package plant’). 
 

As a result of these discussions it was confirmed in a further comment dated, 4 

December 2020, (attached as Annexure 5) that due to the fact that there is no 

unallocated spare capacity at the Potsdam WwTW to cater for this development, the 

Wastewater Branch will not object to the provision of a private package wastewater 

treatment plant (hereafter referred to as ‘package plant’) for this development.   
 

It was indicated that all aspects related to the private package plant remain the sole 

responsibility of the package plant owner for as long as the plant is operational, 

including, but not limited to the following: 
 

- Application for and obtaining all applicable licenses from the National Department 

of Water and Sanitation (or other regulatory authority as required); 

- Compliance with all relevant environmental and / or other applicable legislation; 

- Ensuring that all obligations imposed by any licenses issued to him by regulatory 

authorities, and / or by any applicable legislation are adhered to at all times; and 

- Operation and maintenance of the package plant to ensure treated effluent 

compliance.  

 

The following shall be adhered to and / or provided: 
 

- Screenings and / or grit shall be disposed of as per applicable legislation. Under no 

circumstances shall any solid waste from the private package plant be disposed of 

to the municipal sewer;  

- No treated effluent or wastewater sludges shall be disposed of to the municipal 

sewer. All treated effluent and wastewater sludges shall be disposed of in 

accordance with any licenses issued to the owner, or as per applicable legislation; 

- An emergency bypass to sewer shall be provided. The bypass shall be sized to 

accommodate the peak wastewater flow; and 

- The package plant shall be decommissioned once additional treatment capacity is 

available at the Potsdam WwTW, which is currently estimated to be in 2025. 
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The developer will comply with these conditions. 

 

4. COMMENTS FROM EXTERNAL DEPARTMENTS AND GOVERNMENT 

INSTITUTIONS 

 

4.1 Eskom Distribution 

 

Eskom has no objection to the proposed work. 
 

4.2 Western Cape Department of Education 

 

 Summary of comment 

 

This Department indicated that urbanisation across the wider Milnerton area has 

placed immense pressure on the WCED’s education system.  This is not only from an 

enrolment perspective, but also from a land and utilities perspective.  Many schools 

with the Milnerton area are negatively impacted due to increased residential densities.  

In an attempt to manage the current learner enrolment pressure specifically within the 

Parklands/Table View/Du Noon communities.  WCED had recently secured the 

reservation of Erf 9556.  Subsequently, a temporary school has been constructed to 

manage the immediate demand in light of competing priorities in areas across the 

province which is considered dire.  The WCED acknowledges the need for integrated 

housing and currently experiences this holistic pressure across the entire Western 

Cape from both private and public sectors. 

 

 The proposal is partially located within a Public Transport Zone 2 (PT 2) area which 

advocates for increased densities.  This part of Sunridge is predominantly 

characterised by free standing single residential units with larger residential 

developments located east of Gie Road and along higher order roads.  The proposed 

scale of this development will not only contribute to the existing pressure faced by the 

adjacent mobile school, but also contribute towards the development potential of Erf 

9556, in terms of the number and capacity of the educational facilities that can be 

provided on the site. 

 

 Although Erf 9556 currently only accommodates the one mobile school, the site will 

potentially be developed to accommodate more than one school with very high 

enrolment numbers, potentially reaching 3 000 to 4 000 learners on the site.  This is 

due to the already high-density developments in the area, the great need for 

educational facilities in the broader area (including Du Noon) and the fact that this 

educational site is well located and within reach of major transport routes. 

 

 Based on the education/pressures within the Sunridge and surrounding areas, the 

WCED cannot support the proposed scale of this development. 
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 Response 

 

 This comment is considered problematic to say the very least.  The fact that this 

Department has not been able to provide the necessary school facilities within this 

area cannot be considered as a valid reason to stop the development of much needed 

affordable housing opportunities in an area which has been identified for higher density 

residential infill development in all relevant spatial policies for this area as well over the 

last twenty or more years. 

  

Due to the location of the adjacent school site, this is in fact considered to be an ideal 

site for higher density development as it would enable children to walk to the school 

which would alleviate traffic congestion in the area. 

 

 The subject site has been allocated in terms of a restitution process to the claimant 

through an extensive process in which the Provincial Government has been actively 

involved.  This thus seems to be strange for a Provincial Department to object to the 

proposed development at this stage. 

 

 It also appears that there has been no liaison with the Milnerton offices of the City of 

Cape Town regarding the development of the temporary school facilities on Erf 9556.  

If a school facility of this extent is intended it surely would require some involvement 

with the relevant service departments of the local authority to determine the impact 

thereof on infrastructure in this area. 

 

 The comment from this Department is therefore considered to be unreasonable and 

without any valid substance and should therefore be discarded. 

 

5. COMMENTS/OBJECTIONS FROM OTHER INTERESTED AND AFFECTED 

PARTIES 

 

 A total of 164 objections were received from land owners and other interested and 

affected parties in the immediate vicinity of the subject property.  Please note that this 

list contains the Western Cape Department of Education whose comments have been 

addressed separately in paragraph 4.2 above.  Please see Annexure 6, List of 

Objectors as received from the City of Cape Town. 

 

 These comments and objections are summarised and addressed underneath: 
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5.1 Unacceptable high density 

 

 Summary of comments 

 

 The proposed high density development is out of scale with surrounding properties and 

would degrade the area and Table View.  The density of the proposed development will 

exceed the accepted densification of 50 units/ha as it proposes 124 units/ha (362 units 

on 3 ha).  This area should only be considered for rezoning to GR1 and not GR2. 

 

 Erf sizes limited to a minimum size that complies with the surrounding suburbs.  A 

decent-sized green belt must remain in place to prevent the loss of such a facility to 

existing suburbs in the area.  

 

 Additional housing can be permitted but not low cost housing. The housing needs to be 

similar in nature to that in the existing surrounding suburbs which is single-storey 

residences, thus not 4-storey blocks of flats but rather duplex units and keeping the 

entire site at a maximum of 2-storeys (duplex units) or Single Residential erven. 

 

 The development proposal is no in line with the provisions of Section 26 of Constitution 

which addresses acceptable standards for habitability.  The high density will spread of 

infectious diseases, over population and negative impact on child safety. 

 

 Parklands is a more suitable area for this type of development.  There are enough 

high-density development (flats) in North-, Arum-, Gie-, Gill and Athens Roads. 

 

 The spatial policies for the area refer to “group housing to a maximum of two stories”.  

It is not agreed that the area falls with the “urban Inner Core Spatial Transformation 

Area” as indicated in the MSDF. 

 

 A ban on any temporary or removable housing on the site - minimum house sizes.  Tar 

roads, sewerage water systems should comply with existing infrastructure to be 

installed by City. 

 

 Complex must be entirely gated with only two access points. 

 

 Response 

 

 Densification is required to ensure a more sustainable city, make public transport 

viable and protect valuable agricultural land.  Three and four storey blocks of flats are 

not only associated with lower income areas.  There are numerous examples of similar 

scale infill developments within even the most expensive low density suburbs of the 

City of Cape Town.  It is not agreed that the proposed development will change the 

character of this area of Table View or negatively impact on the amenity of the area. 
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 Densification within this area is in line with the City’s vision for this area as reflected in 

the Cape Town Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF, 2018), the 

Blaauwberg District Plan, the City’s Densification Policy as well as the City’s Transport 

Orientated Development (TOD) Strategic Framework, 2016.  These policy documents 

were approved after an intensive public participation process where local residents got  

the opportunity to comment on its proposals. 

 

 Compliance with relevant spatial policies was confirmed in the City’s Spatial Planning 

and Environment Section’s comment on the application.  They confirmed that the site 

is located within the ‘Urban Inner Core Spatial Transformation Area’ as indicated in the 

MSDF.  It is also confirmed by the underneath extract from the MSDF which, although 

conceptual due to the scale of the plan, clearly shows the site is primarily located 

within the “Urban Inner Core Spatial Transformation” area.  These areas are intended 

for increasing density and/or diversification to support Transport Orientated 

Development (TOD) objectives.  Land use guidelines for the Urban Inner Core area 

describes the desired land use outcome as (MSDF, Table 9: 73):  “Diverse and dense 

land uses in association with current and future public transport infrastructure 

provision”. 

 

Figure 1: Extract from the MSDF.  Location of the subject site indicated with a red arrow.  

 

 This Department supports the rezoning to GR2 and the Single Residential erven on the 

boundaries of the proposed development.  In their comment they stated the following:  

“The rezoning of Erf 38599 from CO1 to GR2 and SR1 for a higher density 

development aligns with the Blaauwberg District Plan.  Furthermore, the proposed site 

layout of SR1 plots and duplexes along the edge of the site maintains the surrounding 

low density urban form along the edge of the site. The street interface blends in with 
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the surrounding urban form and creates an appropriate transition between the existing 

suburban urban form and the blocks of flats towards the centre of the site.” 

 

The site is further situated within the metro-scale Blaauwberg Road structuring 

corridor.  Structuring corridors are typified by intensified and diversified land use and 

are defined as the (MSDF, Table 9: 76):  “Targeted, prioritised areas earmarked for the 

largest spectrum of land use mix associated with the highest density of population and 

employment”.  The density guidelines suggested in the MSDF for these corridors are 

100 - 375 du/ha (nett) and 4 - 15 storeys.  The site is further located within two existing 

Transit Accessible Precincts (TAPs) and within a few 100 m of a trunk station and 

higher order feeder stop. TAPs are identified as further points to focus intensification.  

The southern portion of the subject site falls within a PT2 zone which has a 0 parking 

requirement.  

 

The development parameters of the proposed General Residential Zone 2 is 

considered suitable to achieve the type of development envisaged for this area as 

proposed in the MSDF, while simultaneously not negatively impacting on immediately 

adjacent properties which are zoned Single Residential and Community Zone 

respectively.   

 

Although the Blaauwberg District Plan has replaced the Management Strategy for 

Blaauwberg Road, this policy document for Blaauwberg Road and the immediately 

adjacent areas specifically stated that higher residential densities two to two and half 

blocks to the north of Blaauwberg Road in this area should be encouraged. 

 

 To further lessen the impact of this higher density development, semi-detached 

dwelling house units, similar in scale to the Single Residential dwelling houses in the 

immediate area, are proposed on the outer perimeter along Canary Crescent, Eagle 

Crescent, Circle and Circle Crescent which will lessen the impact of the higher density 

blocks of flats on the adjacent Single Residential Zone 1 properties.  None of the 

blocks of flats would be directly adjacent to any existing Single Residential properties.  

Due to this specific layout, the opinion is held that the proposed development can be 

successfully absorbed within the surrounding urban context without negatively 

impacting on the existing character of the area.  See Figures 2 and 3 on the next 

page. 
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Figure 2: Street interface of duplex dwelling houses  

 

 
Figure 3: View from the corner of Circle Road showing the street interface with the duplex 

dwelling houses facing towards the adjacent Single Residential erven while the 

blocks of flats are set back further away. 

 

5.2 Impact on privacy and overshadowing 

 

 Summary of comments 

 

 The four-storey high density blocks of flats will interfere with privacy of owners around 

people houses across flats to be developed. 

 

 The blocks of flats will lead to overshadowing of adjacent properties. 

 

Response 

 

As indicated in the previous paragraph, semi-detached dwelling house units, similar in 

scale to the Single Residential dwelling houses in the immediate area, are proposed on 

the outer perimeter along Canary Crescent, Eagle Crescent, Circle and Circle Crescent 

which will lessen the impact of the higher density blocks of flats on the adjacent Single 

Residential Zone 1 properties’ privacy.  None of the blocks of flats would be directly 

adjacent to or overlooking any existing Single Residential properties and there would 

therefore also be no overshadowing of any adjacent properties.  The blocks of flats are 

located adjacent to the school site.   
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Figure 4: Aerial view of the proposed future development concept for Erf 38599 showing the 

location of the blocks of flats away of any existing Single Residential properties. 

Recreational and open space (lawns and play parks) is provided within the courtyards 

created by the blocks of flats.  This would further ensure that there would be less 

impact on the privacy of adjacent property owners.   

 

5.3 No building line departures should be allowed 

 

 Summary of comments 

 

• No departures from the 4.5 m building lines should be allowed as neighbours 

who will be affected, have not given their written permission, nor were they 

contacted for permission. 

 

• The building line regulations, especially for such a large development must be 

obeyed. 

 

• A land claim of 3 ha in lieu of the 2 ha was approved.  No departures and 

privileges should be granted and building regulations must be obeyed. 
 

• The departures would leave less pavements for pedestrian to walk on. 
 

Response 
 

The building line departures were advertised as part of this application and people thus 

got the opportunity to comment on it.  The only departures required, are from the 

following common and street building lines: 
 

 A street boundary line of 2.5 m in lieu of 4.5 m on Circle Road to allow for 
pergolas. 

 A street boundary line of 2.0 m in lieu of 4.5 m on Eagle Road. 
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 A common boundary line of 4.1 m in lieu of 8.4 m (0.6 x height of 14 m) on the 
north western boundary with Remainder Erf 9556. 

 
These departures will thus have no negative impact on the future school development 

on the Remainder of Erf 9556 which is planned 2020.  The specific location of built 

class rooms is still unclear as no building plans are required to be submitted to the City 

of Cape Town for the school development as it would be built by the Provincial 

Department of Education. 

 

 
Figure 5: Departure Plan showing the proposed common and street boundary line departures 

 

The street building line departures on Circle Road and Eagle Crescent resulted from 

the position of the pergolas.  This will have no negative impact on the properties of any 

of the land owners opposite these roads and will in fact improve the streetscape.   

 

 
Figure 6: Circle Road elevation which shows the position of the pergolas for which a street 

building line departure is required 

 

 There are no departures from any of the Single Residential 1 provisions as set out in 
the Development Management Scheme. 
 

5.4 Negative impact on values of adjacent properties 

 

 Summary of comments 

  

• The rates and taxes of surrounding properties are based on larger erf sizes.   
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• The proposed building of low cost housing will decrease the value of all the 

surrounding properties dramatically while an educational facility would have enhanced 

property values. 

 

 Response 

 

 This allegation is purely speculative without any factual basis – especially if 

considering that similar type of developments is found in the immediate area, e.g. the 

nearby Blaauwberg Road where dwelling unit prices continue to increase. 

 

The proposed development will provide an opportunity for more people (which would 

include members of the current community, e.g. young people and elderly people who 

want to downscale) to reside in this area which will assist to make public transport in 

this area more viable and frequent, currently a major contributor to increasing property 

values.   

 

The development will be landscaped attractively and a Body Corporate will ensure 

proper maintenance of the development which will also lead to an upgrade of the 

existing vacant site which in fact pose a security risk to adjacent property owners and 

thus negatively impacting on the value of their properties. 

 

5.5 Loss of open space 

 

 Summary of comments 

 

• Open spaces are needed in neighbourhoods to allow for community activity.  The 

proposed development will remove the only "green area" in the neighborhood and 

residents will not have any open area for recreational use and walking their dogs.  

 

• There are not enough adequate open public spaces/parks in the area in accordance 

with planning regulations.  These areas should not be allowed to be invaded by low 

cost housing projects.   

 

 Response   

 

The subject property is zoned as Community Zone 1.  It was never intended as a 

Public Open Space.  Should a school have been developed on the site, access to the 

site would also been restricted and any remnants of the natural flora would have been 

destroyed.   

 

During the submission of the previous application in 2015, City Parks confirmed that 

“there are several open space zoned portion of land within ± 220 m of the site.  Two 

parks have been developed in the immediate vicinity (Eagle Road Park and Circle 
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Road Park).  Eagle Road Park measures approximately 1 100 m² and forms part of Erf 

10068, Milnerton, which measures ± 19 281 m² in total.  Erf 9558, Milnerton (Circle 

Road Park) measures ± 3 408 m².  Both these parks have a number of play structures 

and is well maintained.“   

 

It should further be noted that this development and the streetscape would be 

landscaped and thus creating a much more attractive streetscape than what is 

currently the case as most of the single residential houses abutting the subject 

property have high solid vibrecrete walls on the street boundary with little or no 

landscaping on the sidewalks. 

In this regard, please also see the response to the City’s Community Services and 

Health:  Recreation and Parks comment in paragraph 3.9 of this letter. 

 

5.6 Concerns about crime  

 

 Summary of comments 

 

• Low cost housing increase crime and drug dealing in an area which is especially a 

concern as it would be adjacent to a school.  The area will become a slum. 

 

• The security of the Sunridge and Westriding is already a problem as SAPS is 

understaffed and the development will further compromise it.   

 

• It will result in a substantial loss of rates payments by local residents that will have an 

impact on the City's revenue. 

 

 Response 

 

 This allegation is purely speculative without any factual basis.  There is no reason to 

believe that the proposed development would contribute to crime in the area.  The 

development would also offer more affordable housing opportunities for people of the 

local community, e.g. younger people who want their own place or elderly people who 

want to scale down.   

It would be a quality development, compatible with the character of the surrounding 

area.  The blocks of flats will be located within a gated development where there would 

be strict security measures in place and further rules and regulations in terms of the 

Body Corporate.  Single Residential units are faced towards the street which would 

assist with street surveillance.   

A vacant open area is currently a much greater risk with regard to possible criminal 

activities within a residential area. 
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5.7 Impact on infrastructure in the area 
 
5.7.1 Water, sewage and storm water 
 
 Summary of comments 
 

 The Sunridge area is already overpopulated and the additional 350 dwelling units (1 

000 plus residents) will put too much pressure on the existing infrastructure such as 

water, sewage and storm water in the area. 

 

 The Blaauwberg District Plan also points to critical infrastructure limitations.  The area 

has aging water, electricity, and sewage infrastructure.   

 

 The storm water drain system in the area is old and not maintained correctly which 

results in regular pipe bursts all the way to Circle Road and Gie Road because 

downstream, everything is blocked/overloaded.  This requires days of repair and traffic 

inconvenience for surrounding areas. 

 

 There is a shortage of potable water and residents are forced to limit their water usage. 

 

 The Potsdam Sewage and Waste Water Works is already over loaded and has for 

years discharged non-compliant effluent into the Diep River, Table Bay Nature Reserve 

and Milnerton Lagoon.  The main sewer lines to Potsdam Waste Water Plant are 

collapsing and in need of repair.   

 

 NEMA states that any development must be sustainable and not damage the 

environment.  The pollution into these natural areas is not sustainable. 

Response 

 

The upgrading of bulk infrastructure is the responsibility of the local authority.  The 

developer will pay nearly ten million rand in Development Charges to the municipality 

which would enable them to upgrade substandard bulk infrastructure in this area to 

ensure sustainable development in this identified growth area of the City. 

 

The City’s Water & Sanitation Department: Technical Services confirmed that the main 

water reticulation system in the area has sufficient flow capacity and pressure to 

accommodate the development.  The developer is also required to incorporate water 

saving measures in the development.  It was also confirmed that the City’s bulk supply 

system has sufficient water resource, treatment, bulk storage and conveyance capacity 

to supply the estimated average daily demand of 278 kl/day of the proposed 

development.   
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The issue of the lack of capacity at the Potsdam WwTW to accommodate the 

additional sewer flow and wastewater from the proposed development is addressed in 

detail in Paragraph 3.12 of this letter. 

 

The project civil engineers, (Mr Stephen Brand of DVP Engineers), had further 

discussions with Mr Mark Brodovcky of the Wastewater Branch regarding the issues 

raised about sewer reticulation and wastewater limitations of the City to accommodate 

the project and the possibility to enable the proposed development through the 

provision of a private package wastewater treatment plant (hereafter referred to as 

‘package plant’). 
 

As a result of these discussions it was confirmed by this Branch that due to the fact 

that there is no unallocated spare capacity at the Potsdam WwTW to cater for this 

development, they would not object to the provision of a private package wastewater 

treatment plant (hereafter referred to as ‘package plant’) for this development subject 

to certain conditions.   

 

A Storm Water Management Plan was prepared for the proposed development and 

was submitted with the town planning application.  The City’s Water & Sanitation 

Department: Catchment Stormwater and River Management confirmed that the 

Stormwater Management Plan is acceptable.  They laid down certain conditions and 

requirements which the developer will have to comply with and which will improve the 

current situation in the area. 

 

5.7.2 Traffic concerns 

 Summary of comments 
 

 The Traffic Impact Assessment was not available to residents and the general public 

has no indication of how this number of vehicles and resultant congestion, will be 

mitigated.  The outcomes and quality of the study is unknown.  It is requested that the 

TIA is broadly circulated and presented at a public meeting. 

 

 MyCiti infrastructure is already running at maximum capacity, is congested during peak 

hours in the area and there is a lack of availability of parking bays at stations, e.g. 

Wood Station.   

 

 Utilising the site for non-residential purposes would rather promote TOD. 

 

 The roads in the area should be upgraded as it can’t handle further wear and tear and 

is already full of potholes. 
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 The current road structure does already not cope with current traffic volume.  

Residents are already experiencing extreme traffic congestion in the mornings and 

afternoon via Gie Road and Wood Drive.  

 

 Chaffinch Road and Canary Crescent are narrow and old residential access roads and 

not build to accommodate high volumes of traffic. 

 

 Specific concerns of residents living in Cross Road opposite the development as this 

road is used as a middle way between Gie and Wood Drive with people racing up 

Cross Road to see if Wood Drive traffic is any less and visa versa.  Residents already 

battle to get out of their driveways in the mornings.  There are no speed control 

measures in Cross Road. 

 

 People are driving through the area to gain access to Blouberg Road, R27 or Koeberg 

Road.  The Sandown Road exit out to the N7 is continually compromised by the 

creeping of informal settlements into the area, rioting and disturbances, making it a no 

go area.  The N7 has been closed on many occasions at Plattefloof Road as 

Malabongwe and Potsdam Roads have been no-go areas, this happens regularly 

shutting off main arteries and traffic having to find alternate routes through the suburb. 

 

 The school has only 62 pupils now and already have traffic issues.  On a normal day, 

without lock-down, the whole area is already a traffic nightmare and people living 

across from the school are having issues with taxis and cars parking in their drive ways 

and on the pavements. 

 

 Increased traffic in an already dense area. The current road structure does already not 

cope with current traffic volume. , Residents are already experiencing extreme traffic 

congestion in the mornings and afternoon via Gie Road and Wood Drive.  

 

 The proposed development will further strain the City’s ability to evacuate residents in 

an Eskom or other emergency.   

 

Response 

 

The Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) was conducted by professional traffic engineers.  

This study was available for any interested and affected parties to scrutinise.  The 

contact details of the applicant have been provided on various platforms and the 

motivation report and all specialist studies were also available at the municipal offices 

in Milnerton.  

 

Traffic counts were done at various times of the day at various intersections around the 

proposed development and standard modelling practices were used based on the 

findings for developments of a similar nature.   
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The capacity analyses of the measured intersections considered the existing flows at 

the intersections and the effects of the added trips due to the proposed site 

development.  It was concluded that all intersections investigated operate at an 

acceptable level of service, except for the Wood Drive /Arum Road / North Road 

intersection.  The acceptable level of service is not achieved for this intersection in the 

analysis for the existing conditions, without the additional development traffic.  The 

design horizon year (2024) also indicates deterioration in level of service without the 

development traffic.  This indicates that lower level of service at the Wood Drive / Arum 

Road / North Road intersection is due to the current traffic conditions already on the 

network and not due to the new site traffic. 

 

Due to these findings, no intersection upgrades are proposed for this intersection due 

to the development.  Any intersection improvements for the Wood Drive intersection 

should consider the expected development in the area and be aligned with the future 

planning and master planning of the road network in the area.  Presenting a proposal 

for an intersection upgrade for Wood Drive / North Road intersection would therefore 

be based on factors that fall outside the scope of this Traffic Impact Assessment. 

 

As indicated above, any required improvement to the Wood Drive intersection would 

not be due to the proposed development’s traffic.  Wood Drive is classified as a Class 

3 road and would form part of a master plan of the road network.  This master plan 

would provide a complete study, including provision for future developments in the 

area.  Due to its inclusion in the MyCiTi transport route, the master plan would also 

consider the multi-modal transport aspects foreseen for the area.  Road network plans 

indicate that multiple new road transport routes are being added to the network in the 

Blaauwberg area.  

 

Congestion alleviation programmes have been identified and currently being 

implemented by the City of Cape Town in the Blaauwberg area.  This construction in 

the surrounding areas may have an impact on the routes, like Wood Drive and Gie 

Road, that are currently being used to avert traffic delays due to construction.  As the 

new road network settles, it may be found that traffic may be eased in the area of 

Wood Drive and Gie Road, the closest Class 3 and Class 4 roads to the proposed 

development site. 

 

The findings of the TIA are supported by the relevant departments of the City of Cape 

Town. 
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5.8 Inadequate notification 

 

Summary of comments 

 

• The rezoning was done without the consent of residence of the area and property 

owners didn’t receive a registered notification, as required by the City of Cape Town.  

 

• All property owners/residents in the area should have been made aware of the 

magnitude of the proposed rezoning. Decisions are being made, without public 

participation and knowledge. 

 

• None of the Annexures to the document was available on the City’s or the applicant’s 

website. 

 

• A public or virtual meeting is requested in order for a transparent process to be 

undertaken and information to be fully disseminated to the public and Ward Councillor.   

 

• Proof is required that all affected landowners and occupiers have been notified about 

the development as required in terms of Section 82(2) of the Planning By-Law. 

 

 Response 

 

Notification of adjacent land owners, ratepayers and other community associations as 

well as the local ward councillor is undertaken by the City of Cape Town.  It is also to 

the discretion of the City if any other parties are notified.   

 

An e-mail dated 24 July 2020 by Ms Chantelle Louw, secretary of the District Manger 

Development Management of the Blaauwberg District, Ms Lina Dube, the following 

was confirmed with regard to the advertising process for this application: 

 

“After consideration of the advertising process as well as the various issues raised, the 

District Office has made a decision to re-advertise the application to allow for the 

following” 

 

1) Additional commenting period 

2) Additional notifications to persons beyond what was previously determined 

3) Notification by e-mail to residents that have made e-mail enquiries in relation to 

this application 

4) Amendment to the notice to provide for an option to make an appointment to 

enable submission of comments at the Milnerton office for residents that may 

need assistance or do not have access to enabling digital platforms 

 

The closing date for comments was thus postposed to 10 September 2020.” 
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It should be noted that there were two on-site notices on the site which provides all 

contact details of the applicant to obtain information regarding the application.  There 

was also an article in the local newspaper, the Tabletalk.  Detailed information about 

the proposed development was provided to their multimedia reporter Ms Xola 

Qetsemani and residents were encouraged to contact the applicant to obtain a full 

copy of the motivation report and annexures. 

 

5.9 Shortage of educational and other community facilities in the area 

 

Summary of comments 

 

• The applicant misleads the City with the claim that the area is well served by most 

necessary amenities.  The Blaauwberg District points to a lack of amenities such as 

schools, health care facilities and work opportunities.  It must be noted that this 

property is on land that was destined to house a school and as such such this 

application is taking a scarce local amenity. 

 

• The subject site was reserved for educational purposes like a primary or secondary 

school by the Western Cape Government since 1980. The size of the area was perfect, 

to include a pre-primary, primary and high school, with sports fields. 

 

• The land should remain zoned for educational purposes as there is a shortage for 

more schools and even tertiary facilities in the area.   

 

 Response 

 

 Inadequate provision of new schools and adequate public health facilities is a problem 

all over the City and in fact country wide.  This is the responsibility of the relevant 

national and provincial government departments.  Inadequate provision of these type 

of social facilities is not considered a valid reason to stop the development of much 

needed more affordable housing opportunities within areas which have been identified 

for this purpose in all relevant spatial policies of both the Provincial Government and 

the City of Cape Town. 
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6. I trust that the above comments would put you in a position to finalise your report to the 

relevant decision making authority of the City.  If you have any further queries or 

require any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.  Please note 

that an interview is requested to present this application at such as meeting. 

  

Yours faithfully 

 

 

Christine Havenga 

FIRST PLAN TOWN AND REGIONAL PLANNERS 
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ANNEXURE 1 

 

CONFIRMATION FROM URBAN DESIGN LANDSCAPE WITH 

REGARD TO LANDSCAPING PLAN  
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From: Heinrich Mostert [mailto:heinrichm@axionarch.co.za]  

Sent: 29 October 2020 08:47 AM 
To: christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za; 'Ignis Goosen' 

Subject: Case ID: 70494419 (B737) - 21 Canary Crescent, Sunridge, Milnerton 

 
Hi Ignis & Christine, 

 

Hiermee Simone se kommentaar rakende die grensmure.  Ek aanvaar die kwessie is aangespreek en opgelos. 

 

Ek het nog nie ‘n antwoord van Cythna rakende die oop ruimte ontvang nie, en volg dit op. 

 
Regards 

 

 
 

From: Heinrich Mostert <heinrich.axion@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, October 29, 2020 7:58 AM 
To: Simone Bergoff <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za> 
Cc: Sibonelesihle Shabalala <Sibonelesihle.Shabalala@capetown.gov.za>; Heinrich Mostert 
<heinrichm@axionarch.co.za> 
Subject: Re: FW: Case ID: 70494419 (B737) - 21 Canary Crescent, Sunridge, Milnerton 
 
Thank you, Simone 
 
That is correct.  
 
Regards 
 
Heinrich Mostert 
 
On Thu, 29 Oct 2020, 07:18 Simone Bergoff, <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za> wrote: 

Dear  Heinrich  

Thank You for your email. My  concern at the time was   that there could  be  too much ‘Type B’  

Reviewing this query again,  and referring to  extract fig 25 in the motivation report Type B is named 
boundary  fence  - if this is only where the pink line is shown ( hence not a street  boundary fence) and the blue 
line is Type A is a street boundary  (permeable), this rationale would be  aligned with policy and achieve privacy 
and  permeability.  

Please clarify  but I think  this may sort out the query.  

Regards  

Simone Bergoff 
Senior Professional Officer: Urban Design - Urban Planning and Design Department 
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Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate  

WORKING FROM HOME DURING COVID-19 

Tel: 021 4009264 |  Email: simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za  

From: Heinrich Mostert <heinrich.axion@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 27, 2020 1:51 PM 
To: Simone Bergoff <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za> 
Subject: Fwd: FW: Case ID: 70494419 (B737) - 21 Canary Crescent, Sunridge, Milnerton 

  

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the City of Cape Town’s network. Please do not click on any links or 

open attachments unless you know and trust the source. STOP. THINK. VERIFY.  

From: Heinrich Mostert <heinrichm@axionarch.co.za>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 21, 2020 2:06 PM 
To: 'simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za' <simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za> 
Cc: 'christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za' <christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za>; 'Ignis Goosen' <ignis@jdv.co.za> 
Subject: Case ID: 70494419 (B737) - 21 Canary Crescent, Sunridge, Milnerton 

 Good morning, Simone  

We received a copy of your comments regarding the above application.  Thank you for the generally positive 

response.  

Regarding your conclusion, the following: 

 We shall respond to the UD Landscape comments directly. 
 Bring down height of solid wall to 1.1m with permeable fencing above. 

 We do not believe that reducing the solid section of the wall to 1.1m is a practical solution to achieve the goals 

of OBJECTIVE 3, and wish to motivate our reasoning:  

OBJECTIVE 3, as we understand it, aims to create surveillance from the houses over the streets by allowing a 

visual link to the street.  By reducing the height of the walls to 1.1m will destroy any form of privacy of resident 

by removing all forms of privacy screening and create a situation where anyone on the street can see everything 

that is happening in a private space.  The nature of the occupation of spaces on the two sides of the wall differs 

in that the occupiers of inside (private space) is static, while the users on the outside are mobile.  From the 

perspective of the residents, they can observe movement on the street while still retaining a sense of privacy due 

to sections of the wall being 1.8m.  From the street side the pedestrian or occupant of a vehicle will only have 

flitting views into the private spaces while moving past. 

If we reduce the height of the solid sections to 1.1m, we might as well not do solid sections at all, as there will be 

a permanent visual link with absolutely no privacy for the resident in their private garden space.  The Boundary 

Wall Policy gives effect to OBJECTIVE 3 and sets out the requirements for boundary walls.   We believe that 

the Boundary Wall Policy was drafted taking Objective 3 and the practical implementation thereof in mind.  The 

proposed walls comply with the requirements of the Boundary Wall Policy, and it must be deemed that the 

proposed wall configuration meets the goals of OBJECTIVE 3.      
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We therefore motivate that the proposed wall arrangement satisfactorily addresses OBJECTIVE 3 and request 

that you reconsider your recommendation. 

Regards  

  

Disclaimer: This e-mail (including attachments) is subject to the disclaimer published at: 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/general/email-disclaimer Please read the disclaimer before opening any 
attachment or taking any other action in terms of this e-mail. If you cannot access the disclaimer, kindly send 
an email to disclaimer@capetown.gov.za and a copy will be provided to you. By replying to this e-mail or 
opening any attachment you agree to be bound by the provisions of the disclaimer.  
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ANNEXURE 2 

 

CONFIRMATION FROM URBAN PLANNING AND DESIGN 

DEPARTMENT (SPATIAL PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENT 

DIRECTORATE) THAT BOUNDARY WALL IS ACCEPTABLE 
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From: Simone Bergoff [mailto:Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za]  

Sent: 14 October 2020 09:47 AM 
To: Christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za; Sibonelesihle Shabalala 

Subject: FW: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 
70494419 _ LUD comment 

 
Dear Christine and Sibonelesihle 
Please  refer to  Landscape comment. 
Regards 
Simone 
 
From: Sonette Smit <Sonette.Smit@capetown.gov.za>  
Sent: Wednesday, October 14, 2020 9:33 AM 
To: Simone Bergoff <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za> 
Cc: Sibonelesihle Shabalala <Sibonelesihle.Shabalala@capetown.gov.za> 
Subject: RE: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 
70494419 
 
Good day 

 

I do not have any comments on the Landscape Site Development Plan, but agree that the boundary 

wall should be more permeable.   

 

Kind regards 

 

Sonette Smit 

Landscape Architect 

Urban Design Branch, Urban Planning and Design Department 

Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 

 

WORKING FROM HOME DURING COVID-19 

Cell: 082 921 3722 | Email: sonette.smit@capetown.gov.za | Web: www.capetown.gov.za 

 

CCT Contacts | CCT Media and News | Report a fault | Account Queries | COVID-19  

 

 
 

From: Simone Bergoff  

Sent: 14 October 2020 08:37 AM 
To: Sonette Smit 

Cc: Sibonelesihle Shabalala 
Subject: RE: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 

70494419 

 
Hi Sonette 
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Pease refer to email trail and request from applicant to expedite. 
 
Thanks   and much  appreciated. 
 
Regards 

 
Simone Bergoff 
Senior Professional Officer: Urban Design - Urban Planning and Design Department 

Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 

 
WORKING FROM HOME DURING COVID-19 
Tel: 021 4009264 |  Email: simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za 
 
 
From: Christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za <christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za>  
Sent: Tuesday, October 13, 2020 7:22 PM 
To: Simone Bergoff <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za> 
Cc: Sibonelesihle Shabalala <Sibonelesihle.Shabalala@capetown.gov.za>; Gideon. Roos@Firstplan. Co. Za 
<gideon.roos@firstplan.co.za>; fsteenkamp@plantrust.co.za 
Subject: RE: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 
70494419 
 

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the City of Cape Town’s network. Please do not click on any links or 

open attachments unless you know and trust the source. STOP.THINK.VERIFY.  

 

Hi Simone 
 
Thank you very much for coming back.  Do you perhaps know who in your Department we can contact about 
this comment.  We need to submit our response to comments by the 15th of October as we hope to get in on a 
Tribunal meeting this year.  This application was submitted nearly 9 months ago and circulated about three 
months ago to the internal Departments. 
 
I would really appreciate it if you can please let me know. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Christine 
 

 
 
This email and any files transmitted with it are solely intended for the use of the addressee(s) and may contain information that is confidential and privileged. If 
you receive this email in error, please advise us by return email immediately. Please also disregard the contents of the email, delete it and destroy any copies 
immediately. First Plan does not accept liability for the views expressed in the email or for the consequences of any computer viruses that may be transmitted 
with this email. This email is also subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or transmitted without the written consent of the copyright 
owner. 
 

 
 
From: Simone Bergoff [mailto:Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za]  

Sent: 13 October 2020 04:53 PM 
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To: Christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za; Sibonel.Shabalala@capetown.gov 

Subject: RE: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 
70494419 

 
Hi Christine  
 
I have just  checked  on  our LUMS  circulation  system. This  has been circulated for landscape architect 
comment.  
Comment  due 19th October. 
 
Regards 

 
Simone Bergoff 
Senior Professional Officer: Urban Design - Urban Planning and Design Department 

Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 

 
WORKING FROM HOME DURING COVID-19 
Tel: 021 4009264 |  Email: simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za 
 
 
 
From: Christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za <christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za>  
Sent: Thursday, October 8, 2020 9:41 PM 
To: Simone Bergoff <Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za>; Sibonel.Shabalala@capetown.gov 
Subject: ERF 38599 MILNERTON: APPLICATION FOR REZONING, SUBDIVISION, AND DEPARTURES: Case 
70494419 
 

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the City of Cape Town’s network. Please do not click on any links or 

open attachments unless you know and trust the source. STOP.THINK.VERIFY.  

 

Hallo Simone and Sibonel 
 
I refer to the attached comment of your Department with regard to this application.  In the attached comment 
Simone indicated that the application should also be referred to your Landscaping Section for 
comments.  According to the town planning department they have not received such a comment.  Do you 
know if there was indeed such an input from their side and if so would you please be so kind as to forward it to 
me. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Christine 
 

 
 
This email and any files transmitted with it are solely intended for the use of the addressee(s) and may contain information that is confidential and privileged. If 
you receive this email in error, please advise us by return email immediately. Please also disregard the contents of the email, delete it and destroy any copies 
immediately. First Plan does not accept liability for the views expressed in the email or for the consequences of any computer viruses that may be transmitted 
with this email. This email is also subject to copyright. No part of it should be reproduced, adapted or transmitted without the written consent of the copyright 
owner. 
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ANNEXURE 3 

 

AMENDED SUBDIVISION PLAN 
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ANNEXURE 4 

 

RESPONSE TO CITY PARKS 
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From: Heinrich Mostert [mailto:heinrich.axion@gmail.com]  

Sent: 10 December 2020 12:50 PM 

To: cythna.minnaar@capetown.gov.za 

Cc: Heinrich Mostert; Christine Havenga; ignis@jdv.co.za 

Subject: CASE ID: 70494419 - Erf 38599, Milnerton 

 

Good day, Cythna 

 

Please find enclosed the motivation as requested.  Christine will upload to the portal  

 

Regards 

 

Heinrich Mostert 

Axion Architects 

0832587032 

On Thu, 10 Dec 2020, 09:16 Heinrich Mostert, <heinrich.axion@gmail.com> wrote: 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Cythna Minnaar <Cythna.Minnaar@capetown.gov.za> 

Date: Thu, 03 Dec 2020, 10:14 

Subject: RE: CASE ID: 70494419 - Erf 38599, Milnerton 

To: Heinrich Mostert <heinrich.axion@gmail.com> 

Cc: Ignis Goosen <ignis@jdv.co.za> 

Dear Heinrich, 

 Your response to my comments dated 21/08/2020 are noted.  It’s a pity that this department was never 

included as part of the pre-application discussions and negotiations as you could have been made aware that 

the planning report needed to address the open space provision and to a large extent, analyse accessibility to 

existing recreational spaces in the surrounding area.  The purpose of my comment was not to present obstacles 

but rather to ensure that the needs of future residents are catered for in a sustainable manner.  The City’s 

norms and standards in respect of open space provision is used as a guide to determine if sufficient open space 

is provided as part of large developments.  The standards are applied to new developments but at the same 

time, the existing provision in the surrounding area and accessibility to such spaces are also 

considered.  Therefore, the open space requirement is not rigid and a reduction in the on-site provision could 

be motivated based on the supply and accessibility of open spaces in the surrounding area.  As a point of 

clarity, when spaces are referred to as “functional spaces” the idea is that they are physically accessible and 

can be utilised for a specific purpose (i.e. kick-about; picnic; free play etc..) – so, for instance, if the entire area 
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is landscaped with shrubs, it would not be physically accessible nor could it be used for any type of physical 

activity.  It would merely serve as visual relief. 

  

From the Landscape Plan, I note that there are spaces that allow for active recreation (i.e. play structures and 

pathways across landscaped areas) as well as spaces that allow for passive recreation (i.e. grassed areas that 

could be used for picnics or quiet relaxation).   I presume that the detention ponds are included as part of the 

on-site open space provision (primary open space) – are these wet or dry ponds and could they be used as kick-

about and/or passive recreational areas?  Your explanation below provides the clarity I required seeing that 

there was no information in the application that gave any indication in terms of on-site open space areas.  In 

order to move forward on this application, I would appreciate if you could perhaps formalise your analysis 

below – i.e as a formal response to my comment (as it would need to be uploaded to the DAMS Case file), add 

a section discussing nearby parks and proximity to beaches and include clarity on the detention ponds.  You are 

welcome to email the response to me (in addition to uploading it to DAMS).  I will prepare formal comment 

and conditions on the application, which will also be loaded to DAMS. 

 I trust the above is in order.  Please let me know if you require any further clarity. 

  

 Regards 

  

Cythna Engelbrecht Pr. Pln 

Senior Professional Officer: Facilities Management and PMO – Recreation and Parks Department  

Community Services and Health 

Tel: 021 444 1419 

 From: Heinrich Mostert <heinrich.axion@gmail.com>  

Sent: Monday, 23 November 2020 11:23 

To: Cythna Minnaar <Cythna.Minnaar@capetown.gov.za> 

Subject: Fwd: CASE ID: 70494419 - Erf 38599, Milnerton 

  

CAUTION: This email originated outside of the City of Cape Town’s network. Please do not click on any links or 

open attachments unless you know and trust the source. STOP. THINK. VERIFY.  

 Hi Cythna,  we are experiencing problems getting mails through to CoCT from our domain, so I am forwarding 

you this email, just in case you did not receive the original. 
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---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Heinrich Mostert <heinrichm@axionarch.co.za> 

Date: Mon, 23 Nov 2020, 11:15 

Subject: CASE ID: 70494419 - Erf 38599, Milnerton 

To: <cythna.minnaar@capetown.gov.za> 

Cc: Heinrich Mostert <heinrich.axion@gmail.com> 

 Good day, Cynthia 

  

I refer to the comments in your letter dated 21/08/2020: 

 I enclose the pertinent paragraph for easy reference below.  Our explanation of the history of the project and our 

design concept is included and we trust that you will be satisfied with the approach we took to optimize the 

opportunity we had to create something special on this property. 

 Provision of recreational open space: 

 The planning report discusses various aspects of the development, however, it is silent around the provision of 

functional (recreational) open space. The proposed development will attract approximately 1086 people to the 

area (based on an average of 3 people per unit). In terms of Councils Norms and Standards for the provision of 

community facilities and open space, it is estimated that approximately 3800m² functional open space (at 

3.5m² open space per person) would be required as part of this development. Lack in the provision of functional 

open space most certainly affects the desirability and sustainability of the development.  

 25 units are single residential erven that has their own recreational area on their property.  These erven do not 

form part of the sectional scheme. 

 337 unit are apartments.  At 3 persons/flat the number is 1011 and the area is approximately 3500 sqm. 

  

OPEN SPACE CONCEPT: 

Our design concept had been workshopped with Urban Design from inception in 2016 when the first application 

for rezoning of the property was submitted.  The rezoning process was concluded up to the point of going up for 

approval, but due to a problem with the land transaction between government and the owner, and the 

simultaneous change to the new MPBL, the application had to be withdrawn and resubmitted under the new 

zoning scheme.   

  

We wanted to move away from the standard block-style development typical of these higher density 

developments and rather create a development based around courtyards and living spaces, encouraging the use of 

the space between buildings by making it at once personal, but also common.  We do this by facing units into 

smaller and larger spaces, linking them together into a network of linked spaces, reminiscent of old European 
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city architecture where streets and walkways become outdoor recreation spaces.  By  linking these various 

spaces and treating them appropriately in terms of scale and function, we create small breakout spaces, intimate 

space to sit outside, spaces to play games, larger courtyards for wind protection, undercover areas on ground 

level where apartments bridge over paved spaces to provide all-weather outdoor spaces.  This means that there 

are virtually no spaces that is “left-over” and not functional. 

  

The entire design of the built form is based around the concept of interlinking outdoor spaces, not two of them 

identical, to give the impression of a “city built by many”, yet overlaid by a clearly legible hierarchy of spaces, 

each with their own unique identity. 

  

We break up the outdoor spaces into two categories:  The primary open spaces form part of the linked network 

of open spaces, while the secondary open spaces are the spaces on ground floor directly in front of the ground 

floor units that are demarcated by landscaping elements as private. 

  

The concept is to create ownership of the secondary spaces, while encouraging community interaction in the 

primary open spaces. 

  

We specifically moved away from providing just a single block of open space land as this inevitable becomes 

just an open space used by few.  The property is adjacent a large Municipal Open Space system, thus there is 

ample scope for larger scale recreation right next to the development.  Our goal was to not replicate what is 

already available next door, but to rather diversify the outdoor recreation opportunities and enable the residents 

to utilize the spaces created in a variety of ways.   

  

A side benefit of providing a variety of spaces is that no one group will ever dominate a space.  Even on large 

open spaces a group playing soccer or throwing a ball around effectively causes other users not to be able to use 

the space. We are comfortable that larger scale activities will happen adjacent to the development, as the 

multitude of smaller spaces benefit a much more diverse group of residents, since it caters for a much wider 

variety of activities. 

  

In addition to the primary open spaces, we are also providing a clubhouse with a braai area, large patio and an 

enclosed outdoor entertainment space.  The clubhouse is for the use of all the residents and will cater for 

functions and general entertainment.  It will also be available to be used for get-togethers for clubs, interest 

groups, health activities such as yoga classes, or even arts-and-crafts. 
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The primary open space network is just over 3500 sqm, while the secondary open spaces amounts to just more 

than 3000 sqm.    This provides practical, usable open space of more than 6500sqm throughout the development. 

  

We believe that, because ample large-scale Open Space is available next door, we had an opportunity to really 

do something different within this development and make otherwise “orphan spaces” come to life by bringing 

appropriately scaled recreational opportunities into each of them.   These vary from benches and seating, to 

large-scale chess boards, play-gym equipment and braai facilities. 

  

We have been involved with hundreds of developments over the last 25 years and rarely do we have the 

opportunity to design an entire development around the concept of outdoor spaces. 

  

We trust you find the motivation and background to the design concept in order and look forward to your 

response. 

  

Regards 
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AMENDED COMMENT FROM DIRECTORATE WATER AND 

SANITION 
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Hardekraaltjie Head Office                      Hardekraaltjie Head Office                               Hardekraaltjie Head Office                             

Cnr Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd      Cnr Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd               H/V Voortrekker & Mike Pienaar Blvd                               

Bellville 7530                                                Bellville 7530                                                        Bellville 7530 

Tel: +27 021 400 4961                                 Umnxeba: +27 021 400 4961                             Tel: +27 021 400 4961                          

Fax: +27 21 970 3140                                  Ifeksi: +27 21 970 3140                                        Faks: +27 21 970 3140 

                                       E-mail: water.info@capetown.gov.za 

                                       Evaluator: MN Basadien 

 

 

04/12/2020 

Our ref: Ref: 20200714 – Z 

 

Carl Le Roux 

DVP Inc Consulting Engineers 

Suite 225, Quays, Park Lane 

Century City 

 

COMMENT ON WATER AND SANITATION DEVELOPMENT CONDITIONS FOR THE PROPOSED IMPACT OF 

ERF 38599, CIRCLE ROAD & EAGLE CRESCENT, SUNRIDGE, CAPE TOWN 

 

Background  

Your email request for information on capacity on water and sanitation services and whether the 

proposal is viable, refers. Please note that our Master Planning Tariff is applicable to providing this 

information, as per Council Published Tariffs.  

 

The proposal is for the impact of development on Erf 38599, Circle Road & Eagle Crescent 

Sunridge, Table View, Cape Town. It is the intention of the developer to construct residential 

duplex and apartment units. The land is currently a green field and unoccupied. The stand is 

zoned as Community 1 usage code E06.   

 

This letter provides an overview of the existing water and sewer infrastructure near the 

development, the capacity of both complete systems to service it as well as associated 

conditions that would apply should this proposal be applied for. 

 

Description Potable Water Demand Sewer Flow* 

ERF 38599, CIRCLE 

ROAD & EAGLE 

CRESCENT, 

SUNRIDGE, CAPE 

TOWN 

Quantity 

(Units/Area/ No. people) 

Total AADD 

(kl/d) 

Peak Flow 

(l/s) 

PF=7 

Fire Flow 

(l/s) 

Total ADWF 

(kl/d) 

Peak Flow 

(Dry weather) 

(l/s) 

(PF=2.5) 

25 duplex houses and 

337 apartment units 
278.0 22.52 25.0 271.5 7.855 

*Based on 97.7% sewer flow extracted from the DVP Inc Consulting Engineers report 

*Based on 750l/unit/day for an apartment and 1000l/unit/day for a duplex 
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Water Reticulation 

 

Distribution zone 

The proposed development is situated in the Table View distribution zone within the Milnerton 

Network. This segment of the Table View distribution zone is supplied by a 300mm diameter 

internal network main located in Blaauwberg Road. 

 

Present situation 

The main supply to the development is a 100mm diameter reticulation line in Circle Road. The flow 

rate in this supply is between 2-5l/s. The Table View zone is under pressure management, which 

causes significant low pressures during off peak hrs. The segment in Circle Road has an average 

pressure head of 54m.  

 

The water demand for the development appears high, the developer is required to incorporate 

water saving measures in the development. Due to the size of the development it would best to 

supply the development from the 300 mm main to the east of the site. This main has sufficient flow  

capacity and pressure to accommodate the development 

 

Refer to figure 1.1 

 

Bulk Water 

No infrastructure under the control of the City of Cape Town’s Bulk Water Branch exists in the 

immediate vicinity of the proposed development shown in the application. 

 

The City of Cape Town’s bulk supply system has sufficient water resource, treatment, bulk storage 

and conveyance capacity to supply the estimated average daily demand of 278 kl/day of the 

proposed development. 

 

This comment will be reviewed once feedback is received from bulk water. 

 

Sewer Reticulation 

 

Drainage area 

The proposed development is situated in the Potsdam Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) 

drainage area. The sewer gravitates in a south easterly direction down Gie Road crossing 

Blaauwberg Road till the Potsdam - Table View east pump station at the inlet works. 

 

Present situation 

The sewer network surrounding the development has more than 60% spare capacity however with 

the proposed average flow of 3.142 l/s and peak flow of 7.855 l/s downstream constraints start 

occurring on the network. In Fig 2.1 and Fig 2.2 the impact can be seen on the 150mm Ø sewer in 

Circle Road and on the 300mm Ø sewer main in Gie Road. Furthermore, three pump stations feed 

into the 300mm Ø sewer in Gie Road namely, Heron’s Cove, La Afrique and Potsdam-Gie Road 

Pump station.  
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Figure 2.1 – Average flow impact of 3.1 l/s         Figure 2.2 – Peak flow impact of 7.8 l/s 

 

The constraints identified triggers items from the 2015 Master plan to investigate the capacity of a 

number of downstream sewer mains. Project No: POT-INVESTGATE. See fig 2.3 below. 

 

 
Figure 2.3 Master planning items 
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Refer to figure 2.4. detailing the service layout of the sewer infrastructure. 

 

The downstream sewer network will require upgrading to accommodate the development.  

 

Wastewater branch 

This development falls within the Potsdam WWTW catchment. The treatment plant is overloaded 

and is being upgraded with an estimated completion date in 2025.  

 

Due to the fact that there is no unallocated spare capacity at the Potsdam WwTW to cater for this 

development, the Wastewater Branch will not object to the provision of a private package 

wastewater treatment plant (hereafter referred to as ‘package plant’) for this development.  

 

Please note that all aspects related to the private package plant remain the sole responsibility of 

the package plant owner for as long as the plant is operational, including, but not limited to the 

following: 

 Application for and obtaining all applicable licenses from the National Department of 

Water and Sanitation (or other regulatory authority as required); 

 Compliance with all relevant environmental and / or other applicable legislation; 

 Ensuring that all obligations imposed by any licenses issued to him by regulatory authorities, 

and / or by any applicable legislation are adhered to at all times; and 

 Operation and maintenance of the package plant to ensure treated effluent compliance.  

 

The following shall be adhered to and / or provided: 

1. Screenings and / or grit shall be disposed of as per applicable legislation. Under no 

circumstances shall any solid waste from the private package plant be disposed of to the 

municipal sewer;  

2. No treated effluent or wastewater sludges shall be disposed of to the municipal sewer. All 

treated effluent and wastewater sludges shall be disposed of in accordance with any 

licenses issued to the owner, or as per applicable legislation; 

3. An emergency bypass to sewer shall be provided. The bypass shall be sized to 

accommodate the peak wastewater flow; and 

4. The package plant shall be decommissioned once additional treatment capacity is 

available at the Potsdam WwTW, which is currently estimated to be in 2025.” 

 

Conclusion 

The water network is able to supply the development provided the supply is from the 300mm main 

to the east. The sewer network requires upgrading to accommodate the development. Further 

engagement is required with the Reticulation Regional Water and Sewer office on upgrading the 

sewer network. 

 

The Potsdam WwTW will only be able to accept flow once upgraded (2025). The Developer has 

proposed a private wastewater treatment package plant which is acceptable as described 

above. 

 

Conditions  

The development can proceed once the following conditions are met:  
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1. Development contributions are payable as per the Development Contribution Policy, to be 

quantified by the Reticulation District Head. The amount payable escalates annually and will 

be the value determined at the time of payment. 

2. All costs, relating to alterations to the existing water and sewerage systems on or near the site 

and the provision of new water and sewer connections to the site, will be for the account of 

the applicant.  

3. Evidence of water saving measure incorporated in the development is provided. 

4. The sewer constraints in the downstream network is addressed. 

5. Temporary private wastewater treatment package plant to be in place until the Potsdam 

WwTW is upgraded. 

 

Standard Technical Requirements 

6. The water and sewer capacities that may be allocated according to this document shall not 

be reserved if not taken up before the lesser of 5 years or the approved development period. 

7. Water and Sanitation municipal service plans to be designed according to Departmental 

Service Standards and be approved prior to construction. 

8. The owner is responsible for application for the new water metered connection at the 

standard tariff to the Reticulation District Head. If an existing water meter is not accessible, this 

will include for the repositioning of the meter. 

9. As built drawings of installed water and sewer services to be submitted to the City before 

transfer of erven will be allowed. 

10. All services must be inspected and approved on completion, at which time a completion 

certificate will be issued, before transfer of erven will be allowed. 

11. Water pipelines are to be disinfected as per Policy No EH 04/06 (copy available on request). A 

Health Clearance Certificate will be required prior to final approval of the water installation. 

12. The results of all applicable tests on water and sewer pipelines must be made available, which 

must include a full CCTV report on sewer networks, prior to services handover. 

 

General/ Disclaimer 

1. Information provided is based on best available data. 

2. The flows and pressures provided in this comment are theoretical and not measured 

 

Yours Faithfully  

 

2020/12/04

X

Signed by: Shamile Manie
 

 

On behalf of 

Zolile Basholo 

DIRECTOR: TECHNICAL SERVICES, WATER & SANITATION DEPARTMENT 
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BRANCH CONTACT PERSON INPUT PROVIDED 

Master Planning Mogamat Noor Basadien 20/07/2020 

Bulk Water Bulk water info Awaiting Response 

Reticulation Mark Brodovcky Awaiting Response 

Wastewater Treatment Sven Sotemann 02/12/2020 
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LIST OF OBJECTORS AS RECEIVED FROM THE CITY OF CAPE 

TOWN 
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NAME EMAIL ADDRESS

1 Arrow C chanelarrow@gmail.com

2 Auret A & D Aidan Auret <badassnoob2002@gmail.com> / Desraye Auret <desraye.auret@libertyhealth.net>

3 Austin C Catherine Austin <catherine@hbs.co.za>

4 Ayres D David Ayres <daaanat@gmail.com>

5 Bahn L lilobahn@gmail.com

6 Ball A annelle@mp365.co.za

7 Barata J John Barata <nickvxg@gmail.com>

8 Barichievy P paulcheryl@cybersmart.co.za

9 Batsounis A exefix@iafrica.com

10 Becht C caroline.becht@bcx.co.za

11 Bennett T terryben@netactive.co.za

12 Bensch J jannie.bensch@gmail.com

13 Berrow S samanthaberrow@gmail.com

14 Billington H Hilda Billington <hildabill@vodamail.co.za>

15 Binneman G imports@altitudefreight.co.za

16 Blignaut B & V Brian Blignaut <bvblignaut@gmail.com> / vnblignaut@gmail.com

17 Boonzaier C CarolBoonzaier@woolworths.co.za

18 Borgart IN(Fruithof) borgart.tours@gmail.com

19 Braid A annieb199550@gmail.com

20 Brand CS & E & J chris.s.brand@gmail.com / enidbrand@yahoo.com / Jako@brandsa.com

21 Bruintjies R Romaine Bruintjies <romaine.bruintjies@yahoo.com>

22 G Burton gary@idfs.co.za

23 Butler J Janet Butler <janet.but@gmail.com>

24 Buys S sonjabuys@gmail.com

25 Buyskes M & W Michele Buyskes <wbuyskes@hotmail.com> / Warren Buyskes <mawbuy@gmail.com>

26 Byl L Lorraine Byl <lorrainebyl54@gmail.com>

27 Cassica T tcassisa@parliament.gov.za

28 Catherine cayotic@gmail.com

29 Chapman G grant@camsoft.co.za

30 Child N nancy child <whychild@gmail.com>

31 Clack D derick.clack@gmail.com

32 Clery M mike.clery@yahoo.com

33 Coetzee R Rozelle Coetzee <roz.m.coetzee@gmail.com>

34 Cunningham P pascale.cunningham@gmail.com

35 Currin B brent@currinpropertygroup.co.za

36 Da Mata MJ & T damatamarco80@outlook.com / tracyd@labotec.co.za

37 Dargh J jessswf@gmail.com

38 Darne J johndarne@yahoo.co.uk

39 Davids S Soraya Davids <sorayadavids7@gmail.com>

40 Davie J & MW Janelle Davie <JanelleDavie@outlook.com> / markd@hyundai.co.za

41 De Kock G Geo de Kock <geodekock@mweb.co.za>

42 De Sousa A anande.volschenk@gmail.com

43 Du Toit A anita dutoit <anitadutoit06@gmail.com>

44 Eichenberger B Beryl Eichenberger <hipzone@mweb.co.za>

45 Engelhard J & J & J jengelhard@telkomsa.net / johanna.engelhard@gmail.com / jrgnglhrd@gmail.com

46 Enslin M Marie Enslin <marie@capebar.co.za>

47 Erbetta I ierbetta@telkomsa.net /isabel181822@gmail.com

48 Erxleben K Kelly Erxleben <kelzmoore1@gmail.com>

49 Evard M Mandy Evard <mandy@stickwithus.co.za>

50 Feltou A smartieee2000@gmail.com

51 Ferguson F frankmuirferguson@gmail.com

52 Ferraris D Diane Ferraris <dianeferraris@yahoo.co.uk>

53 Freimanis S Sven Freimanis <sven.freimanis@gmail.com>

54 Fruithof R fruithof_206@hotmail.com

55 Garcia C Carla Garcia <riaanandcarla@gmail.com>

56 Gentle S Shantel Gentle <shantel.gentle@gmail.com>

57 Germishuys L louisg@boaafrica.co.za

58 Gibson A & Y Abe Gibson <abe.gibsson@gmail.com> / Yvonne Gibson <yvonne.gibson69@gmail.com>

59 Goldswain L goldsl@mweb.co.za

60 Goncalves P / Udeman R Meludeman@gmail.com

61 Greater Table View Action Forum David Ayres <david@allseasons.co.za>

62 Groenewald J Jeanine Groenewald <tiddlywinks2010@gmail.com>

63 Gruber H & M & S hpgruber@outlook.com

64 Hadjira Hadjira <hadjirapeck@gmail.com>

65 Hagen J joolshagen@gmail.com

66 Hart S sd.hart@live.co.za

67 Hattingh K kangel2012@hotmail.com

68 Heath C charlenec1510@gmail.com

69 Hess F & O farrell@mweb.co.za / olivia@lkdesigns.co.za

70 ZM & T Homem de Figueiredo / D Kros zarina08@webmail.co.za /darionkros@yahoo.com / tiagohdf@yahoo.com

71 Humbles L Liesle Humbles <lieslehumbles@gmail.com>

72 Hyde C Chase Hyde <chase.hyde@gmail.com>

73 Isaacs T trevor.isaacs@gmail.com

74 Jackson W Warren Jackson <wgjackson001@gmail.com>

75 Jacobs S stefanjacobs71@gmail.com

76 Jansen A & H anitadutoit06@gmail.com / jansenhannes@gmail.com
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77 Jansen C christoffjansen@gmail.com

78 Johnston R & K karenandleeroy@gmail.com / 1colourcab@gmail.com

79 Jones  A Amy Jones <ajonesrsp@gmail.com>

80 Jones GV Ops@Rango.co.za

81 Jordaan R Rainier Jordaan <jordaan88@gmail.com>

82 Josias C Charlene.Josias@oceana.co.za

83 Justus D Devon Justus <devonjustus87@gmail.com>

84 Kensley C & H colinkensley@gmail.com / Heather Kensley <heather-smy@polka.co.za>

85 Keuris C Charlotte Keuris <ckeuris@gmail.com>

86 Keyser D Dylan Keyser <dylanbkeyser@gmail.com>

87 Kitching P pattex@ananzi.co.za

88 Knapp N neilgknapp@gmail.com

89 Kotze EA sabre383@mweb.co.za

90 Kruger L liezelinct@gmail.com

91 La Cock K Kathleen La Cock <mcnultykathleen9@gmail.com>

92 Laubscher S & SP Susan Laubscher <susanclaubscher@gmail.com> / steveplaubscher@gmail.com

93 Lehmann F & K FriedLehmann@dsk.co.za / ellenlehmann80@gmail.com

94 Loubser N Nicolaas Loubser <n.loubser@discoverymail.co.za>

95 Lourens D dahnelourens47@gmail.com

96 Mall R Rick@allbestengineering.co.za

97 Manuel E elsa.manuel@icloud.com

98 Marais J jerrymarais12@gmail.com

99 Marques S smarques@sun.ac.za

100 Marriage J julsm2908@gmail.com

101 Matthew H Helen Matthew <helen@violacottage.co.za>

102 Maule J Jason Maule <jmaule99@gmail.com>

103 McCue S mccuesteven@gmail.com

104 Melrose C Catherine Melrose <melrosecatherine@gmail.com>

105 MOLLOY D deborahmolloy@woolworths.co.za

106 Molloy K KimMolloy@woolworths.co.za

107 Morris A Amy-Jane Morris <amy-jane1985@hotmail.com>

108 Moschinsky H hildam@bviwc.co.za

109 Mostert C Claudia Mostert <claudia@mimics.co.za>

110 Mostert J & C docjohn@afrihost.co.za

111 Müller M michellemuller339@gmail.com
112 Murphy J & W & T james.wilma@telkomsa.net / tamara.sianmurphy@gmail.com

113 Myburgh R Renier@wcbs.org.za

114 Myburgh S j.myburgh@mweb.co.za

115 Mynhardt L lizamynhardt@gmail.com

116 Nkgabu HR bnkgabu@yahoo.co.uk

117 Nortje R roz.m.coetzee@gmail.com

118 Obrocka M mkobrocka@gmail.com

119 Ojumu TV tundevictor@gmail.com

120 PHOA admin@phoa.co.za

121 Peck H hadjirapeck@gmail.com

122 Peinke GE gregp.pedro@gmail.com

123 Pretorius M Marie Pretorius <marie@pemior.co.za>

124 Purcell SE fpurcell.acr@gmail.com

125 Ritchie C Chris Ritchie <chrisritchie@zoho.com>

126 Roberts N nelia@camsoftcrm.com

127 Roche P Philippe Roche <roche@icon.co.za>

128 Saayman J joeybb@vodamail.co.za

129 P&J Schiebe & G Baker info@lupinitrading.com

130 Serrao A A QS <aqs@live.co.za>

131 Setton MV michellecape@icloud.com

132 Shaw F Fern Shaw <beebeecee3@gmail.com>

133 Smeda J juneolivesmeda@gmail.com

134 Smit J johan@kobot.co.za

135 Smit P smiphillip@gmail.com

136 Sonday M Mohammed Sonday <bashiers@gmail.com>

137 Stewart K kathylia2@gmail.com

138 Steyn F Frikkie.Steyn@vodacom.co.za

139 Steyn M Mariana@hl.co.za

140 Strauss J jerramstr@gmail.com

141 Swanepoel A arrieswanepoel@gmail.com

142 Swier R & T robjs42@gmail.com / tjsurf@gmail.com

143 Swinerd T traceykimswinerd@gmail.com

144 Thomas C Cara Thomas <deocarathomas@hotmail.com>

145 Thompson JL janelledavie@outlook.com

146 Twine S spotpro@gmail.com

147 Urquhart E & H errolu@gmail.com; heatheru@miltons.law.za

148 Van Asperen M aspro86@outlook.com

149 Van der Westhuizen Q Quinton Van der Westhuizen <quinton@nettek.co.za>

150 Van Rooyen E evanrooyen25@gmail.com

151 Van Wyk S steph@rokkitboy.com

152 Vorster S suzette.vorster@springbokatlas.co.za

153 Walsh J jwalsh385@gmail.com
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154 Wang K Karine wang <kwang@polka.co.za>

155 Ward D highantics@yahoo.com

156 Welch C cindytwelch1973@gmail.com

157 Western Cape Education Department Haleem.Tambay@westerncape.gov.za

158 Weyers A Angie Weyers <angie.weyers@hotmail.com>

159 White M Marian White <Shanewhitesa@gmail.com>

160 Wild L lghwild@gmail.com

161 Willemse W & M wayne@disals.co.za / Wayne Willemse <waynegw01@gmail.com> / megganaw1@gmail.com

162 Williams I isaacw@sanlaminvestments.com

163 Williams J jenroy@remaxpa.co.za

164 Williams R r.williams@gimatic.com
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MINUTES 
PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION  

Rezoning Erf 35899 Milnerton 
Tuesday 29 October 2019 

09:00 
Blaauwberg Municipal Offices, 87 Pienaar Road, Milnerton 

 
1. Attendance 
 

See attached attendance register. 
 
2. Introduction 
 

 Christine Havenga gave some background regarding the previous application 
which was submitted in November 2014.  The property was known as Erf 
37157 at that stage.  The application was submitted and was advertised.  It 
was supported by the internal departments of the City and the 
objections/comments from surrounding land owners were addressed.  Due to 
a faulty diagram pertaining to the restitution claim, the application was 
withdrawn.  This has since been resolved and a new application, with some 
minor design alterations, will now be submitted. 

 
The intention of this meeting is to present the new application and 
development proposal to the different service departments of the City to 
obtain their initial comments and requirements. 
 
As some departments were unable to attend the meeting, it was requested 
that the different professional consultant teams directly liaise with them before 
submission of the application, namely: 
 
Urban Design Simone Bergoff simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za 021 400 9264     

Spatial Vernon 
Moonsamy 

vernon.moonsamy@capetown.gov.za              021 400 1906     

Roads & 
Infrastructure 

Shamiel Thomas shamiel.thomas@capetown.gov.za 021 444 5770 

 
3. Proposed Development 

 
 The development proposal was presented by Heinrich Mostert.  The concept 

is primarily the same, except for some higher densities and height in the 
section containing the apartment blocks. 

 
 Densities were increased due to the fact that public transport is available in 

the area (PT2 area) and the site appears to be located within the “urban inner 
core” of the City. 

 
 Lower density, duplex units are proposed on the site boundaries to lessen the 

impact on surrounding residential properties and to act as a buffer between 
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the higher density apartment blocks and single residential properties in the 
area. 

 
 The design concept was previously supported by the City’s Urban Design 

Section.  As the Urban Design Section was unable to attend the meeting, the 
architects will liaise directly with them before submission of the application. 

 
4. Planning Policy and Proposed Zonings 
 

The application will be rezoned to General Residential Zone 2.  The only 
departures from the provisions of the Development Management Scheme 
would be some building line departures. A Subdivision Plan will be submitted 
to show the individual title properties on the site boundary.   
 
Elmari Marais indicated that the development proposal needs to be motivated 
taking into consideration the relevant spatial policies.  The site appears to be 
in the “urban inner core” of the City.  The town planning consultants will 
confirm this with the Spatial Planning Section of the City. 

 
5. Landscaping 

 
A Landscaping Plan will be submitted with the application.  Pat Titmuss 
expressed some concern regarding the loss of some mature trees to 
accommodate the proposed position of the refuse embayment.  The position 
and design of the embayment needs to be addressed with the City’s TIA 
Section. 
 
Ms Titmuss stated the following requirements from the City’s Environmental 
Section: 
 

 Due to the size of the site a Site Construction Environmental Management 

Plan is required.  

 

 The Landscape Plan needs to take cognisance of the Stormwater 
Management Plan. 
 

 The size and nature of the development would require the provision of some 
play equipment for children. 
 

 Maximum roof rainwater run off should be captured and stored in tanks on 
site. 
 

 It is suggested that some water saving measures be invested, e.g. rooftop 
water capturing. 
 

 Plants need to be drought resistant and water wise.  Ed Albertyn indicated 
that no irrigation with potable water on the sidewalks would be permitted.  The 
use of Potsdam water does not seem to be a possibility. 
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 The fence on the boundary with the school site should be permeable. 
 

 

6. Availability and Provision of Engineering Services 
 

6.1. Roads  & Access  
 

A new Traffic Impact Assessment was prepared for the site.  The TIA takes 
into consideration the amount of traffic to be generated by the proposed 
development as well as the different modes of public transport available in the 
area.  In the light thereof the TIA concluded that no upgrades to the existing 
road network system are required. 
 
The TIA needs to confirm that the site is located outside the 16 km radius of 
Koeberg. 
 
Position/orientation of the refuse embayment must be investigated. 
 

6.2. Water, stormwater and sewage 
 

Ed Albertyn stated that the Civil Engineering Report needs to confirm 
available services capacity.  The issue of water pressure reduction by the City 
needs to be taken into consideration in the design of the apartment blocks. 
 
Applicant to contact Shamile Manie to run proposal in model. 
 
It is suggested that the implementation of services be phased to allow for 
Section 137 clearances during the development process. 

 
6.3. Stormwater 

 
The necessary storm water management plans need to be submitted. 

 
6.4. Electricity 

 
The site is located within an Eskom supply area.  The nearest substation is in 
Sunridge.  There is no capacity at this stage, but this substation is in the 
process of being upgraded and capacity will be available in 2020. 
 

 
7. Application Minimum Requirements 
 

The following is requested from Town Planning: 
 

 The town planning consultants will be liaising with the City regarding the 
application. 
 

 Submission requirements as per the requirements on the City’s website. 
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 It is important to ensure that the Site Development Plans are legible.  An A4 
(or max A3) monochrome plan which is legible is required for public 
participation and Tribunal report submission purposes. 
  

 The town planning case officer would be Alicia Visagie. 
 

 The different professional consultant firms need to directly liaise with the 
following officials from the departments who were unable to attend the 
meeting.  Urban Design (architects), Spatial Planning (town planners) and 
Roads and Infrastructure (civil engineers and transport planner). 
 

8. General 
 
 It appears if the Department of Education is looking at erecting some 

temporary school buildings on the adjacent remainder of the original school 
site.  The applicant will attempt to find out from the Department of Education. 
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From: Michael Brooke [mailto:Michael.Brooke@capetown.gov.za]  

Sent: 02 December 2019 03:33 PM 
To: christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za 

Cc: Vernon Moonsamy; Cleo Mazower; Elmari Marais; gideon.roos@firstplan.co.za; Alicia Visagie 
Subject: RE: Erf 35899 Milnerton 

 
Dear Christine 
 
I have been asked to respond on behalf of Vernon Moonsamy. We apologise for the delay. 
 
The site in question lies within the Urban Inner Core Spatial Transformation Area, in which the MSDF 
calls for land use intensification.  This is defined as increasing density and/or diversification to 
support TOD objectives. The land use guidelines for the Urban Inner Core area describe the desired 
land use outcome as (MSDF, Table 9: 73): 

“diverse and dense land uses in association with current and future public transport 
infrastructure provision”. 
The site is situated within the metro-scale Blaauwberg Road structuring corridor. Structuring 
corridors are typified by intensified and diversified land use and are defined as the (MSDF, Table 9: 
76): 

“targeted, prioritised areas earmarked for the largest spectrum of land use mix associated 
with the highest density of population and employment”. 

The density guidelines suggested in the MSDF for these corridors are 100 - 375 du/ha (nett) and 4 - 
15 storeys. 
 
The proposal generally aligns with existing spatial planning policy. Existing policy supports the 
increased density on the site. We appreciate the transition from the surrounding SR1 uses. 
 
The site is located within two existing TAPs and within a few 100 m of a trunk station and higher 
order feeder stop. TAPs are identified as further points to focus intensification. The southern portion 
of the erf falls within a PT2 zone which have a 0 parking requirement.  
Our department has met with your Transport and NMT consultant to discuss these aspects of the 
application further. At that meeting it was requested that an NMT access plan for the site be shown.  
 
Regards 
 
Michael Brooke 
Spatial Planning Assistant: Urban Planning and Mechanisms - Urban Planning and Design 
Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 
Tel: 021 417 0192 | Cell: 082 695 0488  
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From: Simone Bergoff [mailto:Simone.Bergoff@capetown.gov.za]  

Sent: 08 November 2019 03:46 PM 
To: Christine Havenga 

Cc: Gideon. Roos@Firstplan. Co. Za; 'Heinrich Mostert'; fsteenkamp@plantrust.co.za 
Subject: RE: Erf 35899 Milnerton - urban design  

 
Thank You Christine. 
 
The main structuring elements of the  design  appear to be much in line with the earlier  application.  
 
Please see my urban design comments and queries below: 
 

1)      I have a query with regards to the lines of  enclosure> If I understand correctly the outer 
buildings face out towards  the street (Eagle) and  are separate  to the internalized 
development which is accessed through security (gated) ?  If this is the case, please state in 
the motivation, and  add some annotation to the site plans.  

2)      A PT 2 calls for 0 parking,  so  an oversupply is not preferred from an urban design  policy 
point of view.  

3)      Wrt the point above,  Urban design will also request to see the landscape plan. The 
incorporation of SUDS should inform the landscape plan. The inclusion of permeable paving 
should be considered.  

4)      In addition, good practice sustainability measures would also be  recommended  - e.g. The 
roof scape orientation  to  benefit from solar radiation – solar hot water/PV., rain water 
harvesting, dual plumbing. 

5)      For your motivation please  refer to the urban design policy and the  Fencing and 
boundary  policies available on our website: 

 
http://www.capetown.gov.za/Work%20and%20business/Planning-portal/Policies-and-
guidelines/City-wide-policies-and-guidelines#Heading3 
 
With reference to the  meeting notes, please update as I did advise that I could not attend  at that 
time.  I see District planning did not attend, so also follow up with them. 
 
Regards 
 
Simone Bergoff 
Designation: SPO, Urban Design Branch 
Department, Spatial Planning and Environment Directorate 
 
16th  Floor, 4 Bay-side, Civic Centre, 12, Hertzog Boulevard, Foreshore, Cape Town 
Tel: 021 4009264 | Fax: 086 567 2298 |  Email: simone.bergoff@capetown.gov.za | Web: 
www.capetown.gov.za  

Report a fault | Enquiry |  0800 65 64 63 (free c 
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From: Sulaiman Kara [mailto:Sulaiman.Kara@capetown.gov.za]  

Sent: 29 January 2020 06:22 AM 

To: lee-ann@builtenviron.co.za 

Cc: Shamiel Thomas; christine.havenga@firstplan.co.za; 'Heinrich Mostert'; Maruwaan Williamson 

Subject: RE: Erf 38599, Milnerton - TIA Concerns 

 

Hi Lee-ann, 

 

Apologies for the delayed response, I was off sick and only returned to work today. 

 

As per our previous discussion, based on the motivations provided Maruwaan has condoned 

the proposed embayment location as well as the access arrangement. His only conditions 

were that the visitor bays near the access should be removed and that all visitor bays be 

demarcated. 

 

Regards 

Sulaiman Kara 

 

TIA and Development Control 

Central Region 

3rd Floor, Media City 

c/o Heerengracht and Vasco da Gama Boulevard 

Cape Town 

 

Tel: 021 400 6416 

Fax: 021 421 8287  

Sulaiman.Kara@capetown.gov.za 
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