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By e-mail: comments_objections.blaauwberg@capetown.gov.za 

 

We would by this document lodge our objection to the land use application Case ID 70494419 

The proposed land use application is out of context with the surrounding area. The erven to 

which this application refers is surrounded by single residential properties.  

 

 

1. Illegal Advertising Process 

The City is legally obligated to create a culture of public participation, to ensure that all 

those effected by this application have a chance to comment and to act within the public 

interest 

a) Letter Ons Verw/Our Ref: FP/0719/958 to: 
For Attention: Ms Elmari Marais and Mr Sibonelesihle Shabalala Blaauwberg District: 
Development Management 
Point 3,2 Reads 

b) The application has already been advertised twice to adjacent land owners and in the 
newspapers and there was also extensive coverage in the local newspaper. Re-advertising 
would again delay this application which is not considered fair to the land claimants who 
already experienced several hardships in the past with the loss of their land. 
It is clear that the City and the City officials are negligent in their legal duty to create a 
culture of public participation. By only considering the applicant and not the legal 
requirements in terms of public participation.   
Any alleged hardships that the applicants claims are not relevant in terms of the land use 
application process.  

c) This letter goes on to say highlights the bias shown to applicants by the City and City 

officials.  
It was further confirmed by the Water & Sanitation Department of the City in a second 
comment dated, 1 April 2021, that they support the application subject to a private 
temporary waste water treatment plant be erected on site for the 337 sectional title units 
linked to a single erf for the period of the Potsdam WWTW upgrade which is estimated to be 
in 2025. The 25 Single Residential erven which would have own titles Page 6 of 28 would be 
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allowed to discharge sewer flow once Potsdam WWTW is upgraded and the development is 
connected the municipal sewer network. The Single Residential erven would thus not use the 
waste water treatment plant and no further land use applications in this regard are thus 
required. A copy of the Amended Comment of the Water & Sanitation Department is 
attached as Annexure 7. 

It is clear that the applicant was allowed preferential access to City officials in order 

to ‘bully’ City officials into supporting this application. The applicant was afforded 

preferential access to City officials not afforded to rate payers, residents and 

objectors. The applicant has the right to comment on comments by City officials not 

lobby them to change them. This application is procedurally flawed.  

d) The comment by the applicant must be read in conjunction with the application 

70494419 the applicant makes the claim in letter Ons Verw/Our Ref: FP/0719/958  
The application has already been advertised twice.  
The applicant makes the claim in application 70494419  
A previous rezoning and subdivision application was submitted in 2014 under Erf number 
37157 Milnerton. The Case ID number of the previous application was 70180574.  
 
It is therefore untruthful of the applicant to claim that this application has already been 

advertised twice as by their own admission the first application was a previous application 

with a different application number. The second application was application 70494419.  
This application such have been a separate application as it is materially different from the 

original 70494419 which was withdrawn. 

The City official being Ms Elmari Marais and Mr Sibonelesihle Shabalala were negligent, 
they were led by the applicant and have denied the rights of rate payers, residents and 

objectors to be properly informed. 

It is clear that this latest incarnation of this application should have been advertised as a 
separate application as is it materially different from the original application 70494419. 

e) Our opinion is supported in a mail received from Ngwanamogano Linah Dube District 

Manager: Blaauwberg – Development Management Spatial Planning and Environment where 

she admits the that the advertising for application 70494419 was not clear. Part of her mail 

reads.   

It is acknowledged that it would have assisted to clarify the reason for additional advertising 

in the notice, however, that is not deemed to be detrimental to the ability of IAAP to 

understand the proposed development and to participate in the process. Please note that 

objections received so far are valid and will still be considered, together with the new 

submissions. 

It must be noted that whilst the City states that the objections received prior to the 

second advertising phase will be considered the City admits there are new submission 

that were not contain in the original application. In so doing the City is admitting that 

there are material differences between the two application in terms of 70494419 and 

the two applications should have to two different applications. The City further 

admits that those people who’s objections where submitted in the first phase of 

advertising will not be able to object to the changes in this application. This is an 

admission that the advertising process is flawed and that the rights of the applicant 

were considered over the rights of residents, rate payers and objectors. Thus this 

application is materially flawed.  



This City has considered the rights of the applicant and ignored the rights of rate 

payers, residents and objectors. The City officials are negligent.  

f) The second and vastly different reincarnation of application 700494419 was received 

by GTAF on the 19.10.2021. This application was incomplete and was missing the 

following documents. Electrical Services Report, Membrane Bioreactor Wastewater 

Treatment Plant Design Information, STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN and the PRE-
APPLICATION CONSULTATION Minutes.  
The City failed to include these documents in the application. In so doing the City denied rate 

payers, residents and objectors access to these critical documents. 
GTAF were forced to request these documents which were only made available in two 

batches and only after two requests. The documents Electrical Services Report, Membrane 

Bioreactor Wastewater Treatment Plant Design Information, STORMWATER 

MANAGEMENT PLAN were made available on the 08.11.2021 and the PRE-
APPLICATION CONSULTATION Minutes were made available on the 12.11.2021. In 

denying proper access to these documents the City denied the legal minimum 30 day period 

for objections. And denied the rights of rate payers, residents and objectors. This application 
is procedurally flawed.  

 

2. Property Values of Neighbouring Properties 

 

The City in accepting this application failed to consider section 7 of the National Building 

Regulations and Building Standards Act. You will find the relevant section below. The 

proposed building would not be permitted should the land use application be successful as 

the buildings would be objectionable and would derogate from the value of the neighbouring 

properties. By accepting this application, the City has wasted the time of the local community 

and erred in its reading of the National Building Regulations & Building Act.  

 

Section 7 of the National Building Regulations and Building Standards Act Reads:  

Approval by local authorities in respect of erection of buildings 
(1) If a local authority, having considered a recommendation referred to in section 6 (1) (a)- 

(a) is satisfied that the application in question complies with the requirements of this Act 

and any other applicable law, it shall grant its approval in respect thereof; 

[Para. (a) substituted by s. 4 (a) of Act 62 of 1989.] 

(b) (i) is not so satisfied; or 

(ii) is satisfied that the building to which the application in question relates- 

(aa) is to be erected in such manner or will be of such nature or appearance that- 

(aaa) the area in which it is to be erected will probably or in fact be disfigured thereby; 

(bbb) it will probably or in fact be unsightly or objectionable. 

(ccc) it will probably or in fact derogate from the value of adjoining or neighbouring  

properties; 

 

The applicant makes not reference to the property value of surrounding properties. We must note that 

the City valuation policy takes into account the sales values of properties in the area. If over 300 flats 

were placed on the market then the only outcome for surrounding properties is a devaluation.  

 

 

 

 



3. Adherence to Policy 

 

The applicant incorrectly claims that this application adheres to current policy.  

 

3.1 Specifically the applicant refers to MSDF Table 9 as supporting this application. This 

section must be read in its entirety. This section reads:  
• Preferred zoning categories: GR2-6, GB1-7 and MU1-3 as per the City’s Development 
Management Scheme (DMS) in corridors and nodes and SR2 (incremental upgrading of 
informal settlements) where applicable. 
The applicant ‘hangs’ this entire application on this section the MSDF but if this section is 
read properly the kind of densification proposed can only be supported IN nodes and 

corridors. The application site is nearly 0.5 Km’s away from the nearest corridor being 

Blaauwberg Road. The MSDF does not support this application. The City should have 
rejected this application as not policy compliant a the pre application meeting or advertised 

this application as non-policy compliant.  
3.2 The applicant makes false and misleading statements within this application. We 

would remind the City that the omitting of critical details in an application and 

misleading the City in an application is an offence in terms of the MPBL and would 

demand that the City takes the required action against the applicant. In sections 5.2,6 

and 8 of the application the applicant makes the claim ‘The Site is located within the 

Urban Inner Core Spatial Transformation Area’ in which the MSDF calls for the land 

use intensification’ This is an incorrect claim we refer to Figure 1 this shows the part 

of the map for the Urban Inner Core and clearly shows the application site only 

partially within the Urban Inner Core with the boundary cutting across the middle of 

the property. Indeed, it must be noted that Canary Crescent falls outside the Urban 

Inner Core. It must be noted that the application received by GTAF is in English. The 

definition of within is ‘enclosed by’ the applicant cannot change the English language 

as is suites them.   

Figure 1 



3.3 The applicant makes the claim is section 5.1 ‘the area is well served by most 

necessary amenities and facilities, including hospitals, schools, shops’ had the 

applicant and the case worker taken the time to read the Blaauwberg District plan 

2012 they would have found the following:  

 

‘Public provision of facilities such as schools, sports fields, clinics etc. has to date been limited.’  
 

It is fair to say that the applicant has again misled the city with this claim. The City’s position 

is that amenities are limited. The City cannot therefore accept an application that makes 

claims contrary to those agreed in the Blaauwberg District Plan (Policy) unless this is 
advertised as non-policy compliant.  

The Applicant in section 6 misleads the City with the claim that the application is compliant 

with the MSDF and suggest that his would allow between 4 – 15 story’s. This is incorrect we 
have addressed the incorrect claim around this property not being within the Urban Inner 

Core. In addition, the applicant has omitted key policy documents of the Management 

Strategy for Blaauwberg Road and the Blaauwberg District Plan. These documents give clear 
guidance as to the height of buildings that should be supported. It must be noted that the 

MSDF refers to both the Management Strategy and the Blaauwberg District Plan 2012 as the 

detailed plans to be used to guide development decision. The applicant has ignored these 

critical documents as they clearly do not support this application 
 

3.3.1 The Blaauwberg District Plan states in Section 6.2.1  

Support densification along Blaauwberg Road in terms of proposals contained in the 

Blaauwberg Road Management Strategy (1999) and any future reviews of this policy. 

Support mixed use development along Blaauwberg Road with average building heights 

of 3-5 storeys. 
 

It goes on to guide planners to the Blaauwberg Road Management Strategy as the existing 

framework.  
3.3.2 Management Strategy for Blaauwberg Road does not allow buildings with a height of four 

story’s in any other roads apart from Blaauaberg Road and average of 3 – 5 Story’s (Mixed 

Use Development) and two story’s in Arum Road and North Road. It then refers to group 
housing restricted to two story’s in the areas from Arum Road and North Road to Raats 

Drive. It does not support four story buildings on the property in question. 

3.3.3 We must document that whilst the applicant refers to application site being well served by 

schools they seek to use land that was gifted to the Western Cape Government for educational 
purposes. This was the last open land for the building of schools in the area. Simply put you 

cannot build residential properties on educational land and claim that the area is well served 

by schools. Had the applicant and the City of Cape Town carried out even the smallest 
amount of research on the provision of school places they would have found that around 600 

learners in our area where not allocated school places at the start of this school year. This 

would clearly indicate that there are not currently sufficient schools within the area and the 
applicant is making false and unsupported statements to mislead the City.    

 

We can only conclude that the proposed application cannot be supported by either the 

Blaauwberg District Plan, the Management Strategy for Blaauwberg Road or the MSDF 
 

 

 
  



3.4 TOD (Transport Orientated Development Strategic Framework)  

The Applicant makes the claim ‘this is defined as increasing density and / or densification to 

support Transport Orientated Development (TOD) objectives’ This is a true statement but 

cannot be used correctly in this application. This development would be against TOD 

objectives. The best case that the applicant has put forward to be TOD compliant is that this 

property is close to one bus stop and around 0.5 Km’s away from Blaauwberg Road. At best 

the application site is near a bus stop for a failing, poorly implemented and incomplete Myciti 

bus system. A failed or failing system that takes users to CBD only.  

We note that the applicant makes no reference to the capacity of the Myciti bus system and 

the increase load that this application would put on an already overloaded Myciti bus system.  

The applicant has presented a flawed traffic survey (We refer to this later in our objection) 

which is an admission that future residents of this proposed application would have to make 

long journeys to work using private vehicles. This is not compliant with the TOD or MSDF 

policy’s.  

Both the TOD and the MSDF policy’s refer to transport orientated development around work 

opportunities. Both policy’s refer to reducing the distance traveled to work, the use of private 

vehicles, reducing the high costs of transport and the carbon emissions the use of private cars 

bring. This application is not near any major areas of employment, it is not serviced by 

efficient public transport and is on the outskirts of Cape Town. There are limited buses 

available, no trains and a failed Myciti bus system.  

This application would  greatly increase the use of private vehicles, give residents long 

distances to travel to job opportunities, give residents high transport costs, increase the carbon 

omissions and see more traffic congestion as residents have to travel out of the area for work 

opportunities 

This application is against TOD principles and not policy compliant.  

 

4. Incorrect Advertising Non Policy Compliant 

 

The applicant repeatedly makes the claim that this application is policy compliant. 

The property is not within the Urban Inner Core, and as we have demonstrated not 

policy compliant with the Blaauberg District Plan, Management Strategy for 

Blaauwberg Road, Transport Orientated Development Strategy, and not compliant 

with the MSDF.  

The Blaauwberg District Plan insists that non policy compliant applications must be 

advertised as non-compliant. The Blaauwberg District Plan states:  

Should a deviation from policy be determined to be necessary, this should be advertised as part of the land 
use application 

 

Given the that this application falls outside of council policy/s this application must be 

advertised as such and should feature the justification for this deviation. The Municipal 

Planning Tribunal cannot approve an application that is not compliant with council policy 



unless it is correctly advertised and justified. Guidance for this is found in Act No. 16 of 

2013: Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 2013 

 

(1)A Municipal Planning Tribunal or any other authority required or mandated to make a land 

development decision in terms of this Act or any other law relating to land development, may not make a 

decision which is inconsistent with a municipal spatial development framework. 

(2) Subject to section 42, a Municipal Planning Tribunal or any other authority required or mandated to 

make a land development decision, may depart from the provisions of a municipal spatial development 

framework only if site-specific circumstances justify a departure from the provisions of such municipal 

spatial development framework. 

 
This application must be advertised as non-compliant. The rights of the local 
community and all objectors have been infringed by the application.   
 

5. Infrastructure 
This City of Cape Town has documented in the Blaauwberg District Plan the 
infrastructure deficiencies with the area where this property is situated. Whilst the 
applicant misleads the City with the claim the area is well served by most necessary 
amenities’ this is indeed false. The Blaawberg District Plan points to a lake 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 this application is 
taking a scarce local amenity whilst claiming that this area is well served by schools.  
 
The Blaauwberg District Plan also points to critical infrastructure limitations. The area 
has aging water, electricity, and sewage infrastructure.  
We see regular pipe burst due to a lack of investment. The Potsdam Waste Water Works 
has for years discharged non-compliant effluent into the Diep river, Table Bay Nature 
Reserve and Milnerton Lagoon.  
The main sewer lines to the Potsdam Waste Water Plant are collapsing and in need of 
repair. We see regular sewer pump failure resulting in raw sewage pumping into the 
Table Bay Nature Reserve and our beaches 
 

6. Waterwater Treatment Plant 
As the City has failed in its statutory duties and have not installed adequate infrastructure 
to cope with its densification policy. This despite being warned and being aware of their 
failings. This application proposes a private on site waste water treatment plant.  
 
If this was to go ahead it would set a precedent for the area where developments would 
be able to install similar plants being constructed and increases the risk of contamination 
of the Rietvlei Wetlands. The Vlie / wetlands have already been highlighted by the Green 
Scorpions as being contaminated and under threat. The City has been issued with a 
directive to stop construction and clean up the environmental damaged already caused 
The applicant makes the claim that there are several sites using these waste water 
treatment plants but again the applicant makes a misleading claim.  
 
Old Mutual Pinelands was raised by an interested party as an example . Let me correct 
this Old Mutual have taken an holistic approach to water . Their objective was to get off 



the water grid and the plant installed is a complete recycling system along with other 
water saving initiatives . Source Business Tech 17 August 2018  
 
A second installation was raised being the Mzuri development in Somerset West , again 
this is a recycling plant for grey water which incudes irrigation and dual water system for 
toilets and suitable usage of grey water (source web page) 
 
Both of these reference sites are totally different application that the plant proposed by 
the applicant. 
The proposed plant is muted as temporary plant. However the applicant shows a 
permanent plant. The vendor in question has temporary plant options but these are a 
containerized unit.  
The submission by the applicant does not properly reflect the risks of this plant, its costs 
and the negative effect it will have on the local residents.  
 

6.1 Occupation level– 337 flats , 9 semi detached duplexes and a further 16 semi 

detached duplexes =Total 362 dwellings . The plan calls for the 337 flats only to be 

connected otherwise individual consent each duplex would be required. Where will 

the waste water from the duplexes go?  

6.2 Water usage is estimated at 750 litres per household per day = 275,000 litres per day 

or 275 cubic metres as per Alveo. Effluent to be approx 97.5 % of capacity 

6.3 In terms of the conditions set down by the Technical Services Water and Sanitation 

a) The current sewage network on Circle and Gie does not have the capacity in terms 

of flow to accommodate the development It would require upgrading.  

b) No solid waste would be permitted until Potsdam and sewage network upgraded. 

So the Duplexes cannot be connected.   

c) An emergency bypass to sewer has to be installed as part of the conditions In case 

of break down-It would be normal for such a plant to have some form of holding 

system but that means space and cost. The applicant puts the environment at risk 

in favour of profit. 

d) The applicant indicates the sewage network would have to be upgraded to provide 

an emergency connection to the sewer network. This would in the case of an 

emergency cause an environmental disaster. The current sewer lines will not carry 

this emergency load and will need to be upgraded. 

e) To discharge into the storm water system they require the necessary licenses and 

permissions from amongst others The National Water Authority.  

7. The applicant does not state how deep the plant will be. We assume that the 

holding tanks will be below the current water table giving the very real risk of 

water contamination.. The plans do not show any containment area in the event of 

overflow or spillage Ground water in the area is approx 5 -7 mts, based on the fact 

that a large number of homes in the area have well point of  this depth . Ground 

water contamination is a real risk  

f) No risk assessment has been carried out in terms of accidental spillage or over 

flow . What effect would there be in terms of the sensitive wetlands –Rietvlei and 

health hazards in the general area -two schools and a creche plus residential 

homes  



g) The system is based on Membrane Bioreactor and Conventional Activated 

Sludge. These plants have a tendency to block with solids. There is no provisions 

for the onsite supervision that would be required to unblock solid waste.  

h) The applicant offers no cost of the constant monitoring of the plants efficient  

i) There is no indication given of the cost of building the plant which is supposedly 

a “temporary solution “ Please be aware that Alveo offer a containerised solution 

as a “temporary solution”. The applicant should show that it has funds to build, 

manage and monitor this plant before permission is given.   

j) In terms of maintenance the plans quote a cost of removal of solid waste(residue) 

at R5000 per month to Visserhoek, land fill is not an option due to the constraints 

on the Visserhoek site. Waste removal cost does not include the removal of the 

initial screening to remove “objects” deposited down the drains and toilets e.g 

vegetable waste , personal hygiene  products, plastic and rubber etc This is a 

messy part of the process and where will it be stored ?  It has to be removed 

continually on the hand rake screen which means physical access and odour 

release and storage Where will this be stored ?  

k) The services level agreement/ maintenance of Alveo water at R15,000 per 

month  (R41 per unit)  have the following  costs been taken into account ? 

(i) A full time qualified and experienced person required --- currently there 

are 296 positions available in SA (pnet) 23 in the WC . Qualifications are 

a minimum of 2/4 years’ experience and a degree in environmental 

/civil/mechanical engineers . Cost-R 20/25,000 per month  

(ii) Alveo as the consultants will still need someone to daily manage the 

situation . Alveo has an impressive CV on their web page but appear to be 

mainly involved in industrial sewage and borehole water treatment not 

waste water treatment.   

(iii) High operational costs in terms of energy and membrane –membranes foul 

and have to be replaced and in terms of planned maintenance have to be 

replaced annually . They also break become clogged and have to be 

replaced. This has not been addressed in the application.  
(iv) Routine testing of the effluent in terms of legalization to meet the following 

criteria -- DEPARTMENT OF WATER AFFAIRS – GENERAL AND 

SPECIAL AUTHORISATION Discharge limits and conditions set out in the 

National Water Act, Government Gazette No. 20526, 8 October 1999. This is a 
specialized laboratory/service and cannot be legally tested by the consultants  

 

l) Power Outages are a fact of life and will continue for some time  The  cost of a generator 

and running costs has not been stated   

m) In the plans there are no indication of ph monitoring or how they intend to neutralise the 
effluent  discharge between 5.5 and 7.5 They quote a ph range of 5.5 to 9.5 . Ph ranges 

from 1 strong acid to 14 strong alkaline Neutral is 7  

n) It is obvious that the intention is to bypass the Potsdam Sewage works and discharge 

directly into the storm water system. One the first point this should never be allowed 

under the environmental guidelines of SA  Secondly  has a survey been carried out to see 
whether the storm water system can accommodate an additional 275,000 litres per day  . 



In Table View roads are continually flooded in winter despite the best efforts of 

the council to maintain the system 

o) It is recommended that the grey water be recycled for vegetation , toilets etc . Plus 

I see roof top rain water storage –no indication on the plans . A duel water system 

basically means separate feeder system to flush toilets etc but as it is flats will 

have to have a pumping capacity. This has been omitted by the applicant.  

p) Smell –it is claimed in the plan that there will be no smell but later counter this 

argument as there will be the venting of bio gases into the atmosphere . As per the 

plan --- Carbon dioxide , Methane , Nitrogen and H2S which is Hydrogen 

Sulphide released. The applicant has not plan to address this.  

q) Fly , insect, rodent control –I am sure we all aware of the fly problem we had 

from Potsdam –what measures are going to be in place to control  this aspect  

r) No approval from the Department of Water Affairs without which there can be no 

discharge Certain conditions are mentioned but no detail is given -- 

s) Meeting with the City’s Environmental Management Section indicates that the 

developer did not listen to the City’s Experts to any concern raised but rather 

ignored them  rather than stating facts. In reading the minutes it is obvious that the 

intend to go ahead no matter what .” In this regard the precedent of permitting ad 

hoc private sewage plants “ has to be taken into account and the effect on the 

general environment – we agree with the comments and questions raised by the 

Environmental Management Section. That is why we as rate payers employ them. 

t) Tariffs –as rate payers we pay for water and a sewage –is Mill View only going to 

pay rates,  water and sewage ?  

u) Should a environmental spillage occur what grounds of recourse does the Council 

have in terms of claiming- not only for the cost of a “clean up “ - Would a 

charge/fine be laid against the body cooperate/developer. Cost of an 

environmental impact cannot be calculated in terms of the environment. Will the 

applicant be forced to take insurance against a spill ?  

v) It is made very clear that all costs (maintenance upgrading etc ) is the 

responsibility of the developer. Does the developer have the financial resources to 

fund this.  

w) Who would be responsible for the running of the plant. Would this be the body 

corporate? Whoever is responsible for the running of the plant until Potsdam is 

finish will have to take any responsibly for spills. This is not made clear by the 

applicant. We must point out the sanctions for causing environmental damage are 

harsh and can result in those responsible being incarcerated. Would a developer or 

body corporate chairperson take these responsibilities in their personal capacity.   



x) There is no provision in the proposal for power outages and load shedding. Given 

the problems with power supply this is negligent.  

The proposal by the applicant is a desperate attempt to have this application passed. They have 
ignored the very real risks to the residents and the environment. City of Cape Town is now 
attempting to sub contract the destruction of our environment having been the biggest 
environment terrorist for many years. We must note that The City of Cape Town is now 
attempting to abdicate its responsibilities for the treatment of waste water due to its own lack of 
action and incompetence. Given that the City cannot even run its own waste water treatment 
plants there is little hope they can approve and monitor private plants. This proposal is a disaster 
waiting to happen and puts profit for the applicant ahead of the constitutional right of residents to 
live in an environment that will not harm them.  

 
8. NEMA (National Environmental Management Act) 

NEMA clearly states than any development must be sustainable and cannot damage the 
environment. The Potsdam Waste Water Plant is not able to cope with current demand 
and is currently polluting the Diep River, Table Bay Nature Reserve and Milnerton 
Lagoon.  The addition of the proposed waste water treatment plant is a potential 
environmental disaster. This development will add to this pollution and as such is not 
sustainable.  
 

9. Traffic Survey and Public Transport.  
The traffic survey submitted by the applicant uses the same methodology as the proposed 
waste water treatment plant. In that it omits key elements and ignores the reality for the 
local residents.  

9.1 The traffic survey only surveyed four minor intersections: Intersection 
1: Circle Road / Gie Road intersection ➢  

Intersection 2: Cross Road / Chaffinch Road intersection ➢  

Intersection 3: Wood Drive / Arum Road / North Road intersection ➢  
Intersection 4: Circle Road / Park Road intersection 

 
It is as if the writer of the report had chosen the smallest intersections in order that 
the report would present a more favorable result for the applicant. Where does the 
report writer expect these car to go. Why did the report writer not look at the 
intersections of Gie Road and Blaauwberg Road, Wood Drive and Blaauwberg 
Road, Blaauwberg Road and the R27 all of which would give a better indication 
as to the nightmare of traffic that residents have to currently endure. 
 

9.2 The report writer makes no reference to the increasing leaners at the two schools 
neighboring the application site. This is increasing from 30 learners to 500 learners in 
the next year and then increasing to over 900 leaners. As the report writer neglected 
to include this information this report is fatally flawed and must be rejected in its 
entirety.   
 

9.3 We enclose the following survey carried out by local residents which paint a truer 
picture of the road misery that residents have to endure on their long journeys to work 
as the Table View area has little or no work opportunities. We must record that we 
were not afforded the chance to employ a specialist to compile these figures for us as 
the City has shown bias towards the applicant and not given objectors time to employ 
specialist.  



  



 
 
 
 
 
 
These tables paint a picture of a road system that is overloaded and cannot cope with 
additional load.  
To more graphically demonstrate our point to show the ease at which the case worker 
could have questioned this flawed report we include some graphics taken from Google 
Maps.  
 
Figure 1 24.11.2021 07.38  
Shows traffic from on Gie Road backed up to the second junction of Circle Road. This 
congestion is nearly 1KM.  Wood Drive is fully congested with traffic until parrel with 
Cross Road approximately 0.8KM. Blaauwberg Road in the direction of Potsdam Road is 
congested up until Millin Road 0.7KM. So every point that the residents of this new 
block might take is blocked. This block will have mean more congestion and more people 
sitting in cars emitting carbon. This application does not comply with TOD principles or 
policy.  

Figure 1 



 
 
 
Figure 2 12.11.2021 07:30  
Give an over of the same area as figure 1 with the same congestion. We show here that 
this traffic misery is a daily occurrence and that the applicants traffic survey is a work of 
pure fiction.  
 

  

 

 

 

Figure 2 



Figure 3 17.11.2021 08.24 

We show this last image as when residents have managed to battle their way out of the 
congestion shown is Figure 1 & 2 and the finally turn out of Blaauwberg Road they are met with 
the congested R27. The line of traffic that greets residents is approximately 3km. and highlights 
the poor work carried out by the applicants traffic survey. Again the applicant misleads the City 
and presents false information.  

 

 

 

9.4 The claim that the area is served by strong public transport is misleading and false. If 
the area had such good public transport we would not see the amount of congestion 
we see on the roads that we have graphically demonstrated. The only reason we see 
people using their private vehicles is due to the lack of options. The area is served by 

Figure 3 



a poor sporadic bus service. No trains and the failed Myciti bus service that is already 
at capacity. The failed Myciti bus service was envisaged to service feeder routes to 
the areas where people could find employment such as Bellville and Epping. The 
residents and rate payers of Cape Town were promised an integrated transport 
system. What we have is a nonexistent rail network, lawless taxi service, a part 
running Myciti bus service that will take you to Paarden Eiland and the CBD. The 
City has not even been able to keep the N2 route open yet accepts land use 
applications that makes ridiculous claims of a ‘strong public transport system’. This 
application cannot be considered to be TOD or MSDF compliant as it forces people 
into private vehicles, to have long and expensive commutes to and from work. In so 
doing it increase carbon omissions.  

 

 

Conclusion 

The applicant makes that claim that this application is compliant with City of Cape Town policy. 
In so doing the applicant misleads the City. The property is not even within the Inner Urban 
Core, we see the applicant attempt to change the English language in an attempt the dress this up 
as policy compliant.  

The applicant hinges this entire application on one table the MSDF which the applicant reads 
incorrectly. The proposed densification should only be supported in a corridor not half a 
kilometer away from a corridor. It is clear that the applicant has cherry picked the MSDF policy 
whilst ignoring policies of the Blaauwberg District Plan and the Management Strategy for 
Blaauwberg Road. This application should have been advertise as non-policy compliant and as 
such the MPT cannot legally hear this application. The advertising process is flawed and the 
latest incarnation of this application should have been a new application and not the original 
application with the new elements of the application crudely bolted on. In allowing this obvious 
bias towards the applicant the City has ignored the rights of residents, rate payers and objectors. 
The applicant misleads the City with a claim this this application is at its third attempt.  

This application does not comply to TOD principles or MSDF compliant. And would see a huge 
increase in the use of private vehicles and increase the congestion already plaguing the area. We 
totally reject the laughable traffic survey presented by the applicant as pure fiction. We challenge 
both the applicant and the City to identify employment opportunities in the Table View area 
given that policy states that densification should be close to employment opportunities in order to 
cut travel time, cost and the use of private vehicles.   

We see a proposed waste water treatment plant that does not stand up to technical scrutiny. The 
system proposed by the applicant will simply not work and will put the health of residents and 
the environment at great risk.  

We cannot support any application that proposes this level of densification in this area. We 
cannot support any application that proposes a private waste water treatment plant. We would 
suggest the applicant engages with the community to discuss a more appropriate development for 
this land.  

This application is not policy compliant, procedurally flawed and is not environmentally 
sustainable and must be rejected by the MPT and The City.  
 



 

Kind Regards 
 
 

David Ayres 

072 377 6802 

Greater Table View Action Forum (Planning & Biodiversity) 
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