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CES Development Charges Calculator Version 3.00 June 2020

Erf Number

Allotment area

Water & Sewer System

Road network

Elec DCs Area/Region

Elec Link Network

 Elec Development Type

Developer/Owner

Erf Size (ha)

Date (YYYY/MM/DD)

Current Financial Year

Collaborator Application Reference

Code Land Use Unit

RESIDENTIAL Units

Single Res > 1000m² Erf (Upmarket) unit 1

Single Res > 650m² Erf (Normal unit 2

Please select

Is the development located within Public Transport (PT1) zone?

Calculation of bulk engineering services component of Development Charge

Service Units Additional Demand Unit Cost VAT

Roads trips/day 4,00 R 2 574,62

Sewerage kl/day 0,39 R 43 481,05

Water kl/day 0,50 R 36 320,84

Total bulk engineering services component of Development Charge payable

City of George Developer/Owner

Calculated  (CES):                                JM Fivaz

Signature : ___________________________________

Date : October 13, 2021

Notes:

Departmental Notes:

For the internal use of Finance only

Service Total

Roads R 11 843,26

Sewerage R 19 501,25

Water R 20 884,48

Electricty R 0,00

Tranfers R 0,00

R 52 228,99

R 20 884,48R 18 160,42 R 2 724,06

R 45 416,51 R 6 812,48 R 52 228,99

R 10 298,48

20160623  019267

Link engineering services component of Development Charge

Total Development Charge Payable

Financial code UKey number

20160623  020158

20160623  018776

20160623  021593

20160623  021336

NOTE : In relation to the increase pursuant to section 66(5B)(b) of the Planning By-Law (as amended) in line with the consumer price index published by Statistic South Africa) using the date of approval as the base month

R 11 843,26

R 19 501,25R 16 957,61

R 1 544,77

R 2 543,64

Wilderness Network

LV

Normal

2021/2022

1191

Wilderness

George System

Coastal resorts

M.Baard

0,15

2021-10-13

2032319

Total

Total Exiting Rigth Total New Right 

No

Units

Amount

Annexure B



Development Charges Calculator Version 1.00
0

Erf Number

Allotment area

Elec DCs Area/Region

Elec Link Network

 Elec Development Type

Developer/Owner

Erf Size (ha)

Date (YYYY/MM/DD)

Current Financial Year

Collaborator Application Reference

Code Land Use Unit

RESIDENTIAL Units

Single Res > 1000m² Erf (Upmarket) unit 1

Single Res > 650m² Erf (Normal unit 2

Please select

Is the development located within Public Transport (PT1) zone?

Calculation of bulk engineering services component of Development Charge

Service Units Additional Demand Unit Cost VAT

Electricty kVA 3,20 R 6 977,08

Total bulk engineering services component of Development Charge payable

City of George

Calculated (ETS):                                C Spies

Signature : ___________________________________

Date : October 13, 2021

Notes:

Departmental Notes:

For the internal use of Finance only

Service Total

Electricty R 25 675,66

R 25 675,66

Financial code UKey number

20160623  021336

NOTE : In relation to the increase pursuant to section 66(5B)(b) of the Planning By-Law (as amended) in line with the consumer price index published by Statistic South Africa) using the date of approval as the base month

16 September 2021

R 22 326,66

R 22 326,66

R 3 349,00 R 25 675,66

R 25 675,66R 3 349,00

Wilderness Network

LV

Normal

2021/2022

Yes

Units

Amount

Link engineering services component of Development Charge

Total Development Charge Payable

Total

1191

Wilderness

M Baard

Total Exiting Rigth Total New Right 

0

2021-10-13

2032319



PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND DEPARTURE:  ERF 1191, WILDERNESS 

 
 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

 

An application for subdivision of Erf 1191, Wilderness was approved by Council on 30 

March 2011. As the subdivision was not implemented within the applicable period of 

validity of the approval, Council extended the lapsing date of the approval, on 

application by the owner, until 30 March 2021. Again the owner failed to implement the 

subdivision and a further application for the extension of the validity of the approval 

was submitted on 29 March 2021. The Town Planning Department of the Municipality 

however, ruled that the approval of the subdivision has lapsed due to the fact that it 

was felt that the 2 months period between the submission of the extension application 

and proof of payment submitted by the applicant, was unacceptable. 

 

The owner has now again appointed Formaplan to submit a new application for 

subdivision as suggested by the Department.  
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2. THE PROPERTY  

 

 

2.1 Description 

The property is described as Erf 1191, Wilderness in the Municipality and Division of 

George 

 

2.2 Size 

 

The property is 1 535 m² in size according to Deed of Transfer No T11095/2004. 

 

2.3 Locality 

 

The property is situated in Frederik Avenue in Wilderness Ext.7. See Locality Plan.  

 

2.4 Zoning 

 

The property is zoned as Single Residential Zone I. 

 

2.5 Ownership 

 

The property is owned by Ms. Moira Lynette Baard. 

 

 

2.6 Bond Holder 

 

The consent of the bond holder for the subdivision is attached. 

 

2.7 Present Use 

 

The erf is not developed. See photo 1. 
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Photo 1  The photo was taken from the north western corner of the erf towards the south 

eastern corner. Note the vehicle and guard rail on Serpentine Road and the slope of the 

property in a northerly direction. On the right side of the photo, the adjacent cleared vacant 

property can be seen. 
 

2.8 Surrounding Land Uses 

 

All other properties in the area are used for residential purposes. Erf 1192 adjacent to 

Erf 1191 is also still vacant. On the south eastern side of the erf is Main Road 352 

(Serpentine Road).  See photos 2 & 3. 

 

 
Photo 2   Two dwelling houses adjacent to and east of Erf 1191. 
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Photo 3   Two houses directly to the north of Erf 1191. 

 

 

2.9 Surveyor General Diagram 

 

            A  General Plan and Erf Diagram are attached. 
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3. APPLICATION   

 

Application is made in terms of Section 15(2)(d) and 15(2)(b) of the George Land Use 

Planning By-Law, 2015 for 

 

3.1 the subdivision of the property into two portions as follows: 

 

 Ptn 1  -  750 m² 

 Remainder -  785 m² 

 

3.2 departure for the relaxation of the building line applicable to the erf boundary adjacent 

to Main Road 352 as laid down in the Conditions of Establishment of Wilderness Ext.7  

from 10m to 5m. 

 

Note – this condition is not contained in the Deed of Transfer of the property. 
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4. PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION 

 

  

A pre-application consultation i.r.o. the application, for subdivision was held with the 

Planning Department of the George Municipality on 24 August 2021. The following feed 

back was received: 

 

- Need to show building lines on subdivision plan. The building lines are shown on the 

plan. 

- Administrators consent may be required – refer to title deed. In studying the title 

deed, there are no conditions found therein which may require the consent of the 

Administration as all the conditions will be complied with. Also see the conveyancer 

certificate attached hereto. 
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6. DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION AND RELAXATION OF BUILDING LINE 

 

   

The concept, desirability of the proposed subdivision in this application, can be 

described as the acceptability thereof on the land unit and the environment where it 

will take place.  The proposal will be discussed according to the following to determine 

the desirability thereof: 

 

� Physical characteristics 

� Proposed Land Uses / Subdivided Portions 

� Consistency of the proposal in terms of existing planning documents 

� Consistency of the proposal in terms of the character of the area 

� Potential of the Property 

� Accessibility 

� Services 

� Relaxation of Building Line 

 

6.1 Physical Character of the Property 

 

 

6.1.1 Topography 

 

There is a very steep embankment on the southern side of the property which 

falls more or less inside the 10m building line applicable on the south eastern 

boundary. From here there is a gentle slope in a northerly direction.  

 

6.1.2 Vegetation 

 

There are a few protected trees on the property. These trees will not be 

removed and are shown on a plan that was previously submitted to and 

accepted by DAFF. See plan attached. 

 

6.1.3 Summary 

 

The physical character of the property is such that the proposed subdivision, can 

be accommodated. 

 

 

6.2 Proposed Land Use 

 

The property is currently zoned Single Residential Zone I. The purpose of this application 

is not to change the land use at all but to subdivide the erf and to permit 1 dwelling on 

each portion. 
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6.3 Consistency in terms of Existing Planning Documents 

 

6.3.1 Deed of Transfer 

 

Deed of Transfer No T11095/2004 is applicable to the property.  There are no 

conditions in this deed that restricts the subdivision of the property. The building 

lines laid down in the deed of transfer will be complied with. See the attached 

Conveyancer’s Certificate. 

 

The proposed application is considered as consistent with the title deed. 

 

6.3.2 Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act – SPLUMA  

 

Section 7 of SPLUMA lists 5 development principles that are applicable to spatial 

planning, land use development and land use management namely: 

 

� Spatial justice 

� Spatial sustainability 

� Efficiency 

� Spatial resilience  

� Good administration 

 

                         Section 42 of SPLUMA mentions the factors that must be taken into account  

                         when an application is submitted to a municipal tribunal for a decision namely: 

 

� The 5 development principles as mentioned above 

� Conservation and promotion of agricultural land 

� Public interest 

� Constitutional transformation 

� Rights and obligations of all those affected 

� Impact on engineering services, social infrastructure and open space 

requirements 

� Compliance with environmental legislation 

 

 

 

6.3.2.1 The 5 Development Principles 

 

- Spatial Justice refers to the imbalances in development proposals and 

spatial planning frameworks of the past that must be addressed.  This 

principle is not applicable to this application. 

 

- Spatial Sustainability refers to spatial planning and land use 

management systems that must inter alia protect prime and unique 
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agricultural land, promote development in areas that are sustainable 

and limit urban sprawl and consider future costs of the provision of 

infrastructure and social services.  

 

The proposed subdivision of this property will not affect this principle 

at all. 

 

- Efficiency refers to development that optimizes the use of existing 

resources and infrastructure.  

 

The proposed subdivision will make use of existing services that are 

already available in the area. The application was already approved in 

the past and it must be accepted that additional services for an 

additional erf is available. 

 

This principle is supported. 

 

- Spatial Resilience refers to flexibility in spatial plans, policies and land 

use management systems to ensure sustainable livelihoods in 

communities most likely to suffer the impacts of economic and 

environmental shocks.  

 

This principle is not affected in this application.  

 

- Good Administration refers to an integrated approach to land use and 

land development for all spheres of government.  Spatial 

development frameworks and inputs thereto by all government 

departments must be met timeously.  Public participation must be 

transparent and all parties must have opportunity to participate in 

matters affecting them.  

This principle is supported, but is not applicable to this application. 

 

6.3.2.2 Factors Mentioned in Section 42 of SPLUMA 

 

Only the matters relevant to this application, is dealt with here. 

 

- Public Interest in the case of this application is limited due to the 

scale thereof.  Only the direct neighbours could be affected by the 

proposal. 

 

- In this respect it is important to note that the subdivision was already 

approved in the past, despite a few objections that were received at 

the time. The objections were not considered as substantial.   
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- Limited Municipal Services are required for the proposed additional 

portion.  The current property is provided with municipal water, 

sewerage (conservancy tank), electricity and refuse removal.  

 

- The proposed subdivision does not trigger any listed activities in 

terms of the environmental legislation. 

 

6.3.3 Land Use Planning Act, Act 3 of 2014. (LUPA) 

 

It is clear that LUPA gives effect to SPLUMA in the Western Cape Province. 

Section 49 of LUPA gives the basis of assessments of land use applications.  It 

mentions that when a Municipality considers and decides on a land use 

application, at least the following must be assessed: 

 

� Applicable spatial development frameworks, 

� Applicable structure plans, 

� Principles of Chapter 6 of LUPA, 

� Desirability of proposed land uses / subdivision, 

� Guide lines that may be issued by the Provincial Minister regarding 

desirability. 

 

6.3.3.1 Relevant Spatial Development Framework 

 

George Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) is applicable 

to this area.  One of the important principles of the MSDF that is 

mentioned very often in the document is that development should take 

place inside the Urban Edge of George.  This property is inside the Urban 

Edge. 

 

It is mentioned in the document that there are 3 drivers that give form to 

the George MSDF. One of these drivers which is relevant to this property, 

is the first one that mentions that the natural and rural environment 

must be protected. To support the spatial planning approach and to 

direct and manage development in the Greater George, a number of 

strategies and supporting policies were identified. Most of these are not 

relevant to this application.  

 

In the second last chapter (5) of the document under the heading 

Implementation Framework, it is mentioned that the MSDF’s 

implementation is supported by a series of Local Spatial Development 

Frameworks (LSDF’s) and the one relevant to this area, is the LSDF for 

Wilderness/Hoekwil/Lakes area. See paragraph 6.3.3.2 below. 
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  6.3.3.2 Wilderness/Hoekwil/Lakes LSDF 

 

The Wilderness/Hoekwil/Lakes LSDF forms an integral part of the MSDF. 

The LSDF supports the MSDF for George in that it is mentioned that the 

Urban Edge defines the boundaries of developments and that instead of 

extending the Urban Edge, better and more efficient use of land inside 

the edge should be encouraged by means of strategic infilling and 

densification.  

 

A number of guide lines are laid down in the document i.r.o. the 

development of the area. It is mentioned that the area is very sensitive 

and attractive and that any development that would have a negative 

impact on the unique character of the area, should not be approve. 

Specific reference is made that the landscape character of the area 

especially the areas in view of the tourist routes through the area, should 

be protected. Developments on skylines and south facing slopes, must 

also be handled with great care. 

 

Erf 1191, Wilderness is situated in an existing already developed 

residential area. The erf is not in view of any tourist route that travers the 

area. The erf is also not on the southern slopes of the area or the skyline. 

Subdivision of the erf into 2 portions will not lead to the degradation of 

the character of Wilderness.  

 

In the LSDF is also a paragraph that specifically addresses the subdivision 

of erven in Wilderness. It is mentioned that in general subdivisions in 

Wilderness is not recommended but that there are a few opportunities 

for further subdivision. To ensure that the character of the area is not 

affected negatively, a minimum erf size of 750m is adopted.  

 

Erf 1191, Wilderness is 1535m in size which makes this erf one of those 

"few opportunities" that could be subdivided as mentioned in the LSDF.  

 

We are of opinion that this application for subdivision as proposed,  

complies with the guide lines laid down in the LSDF: 

 

• The proposed subdivided portions will each be a minimum of 750m² 

 

• The property is not visible from any tourist routes 

 

• The character of the area in which the subdivision will take place, will not be 

negatively affected  
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• DAFF had already in the previous application indicated that the proposed 

application is supported - see attached plan that bears DAFF's stamp. 

 

 

6.3.3.3 Applicable Structure Plans 

 

Except for the LSDF, there is no structure plan for the area.  See para. 

6.3.3.2 above. 

 

6.3.3.4 Principles of Chapter 6 of LUPA 

 

The land use planning principles of LUPA as set out in Section 59, are in 

essence an expansion of the 5 development principles of SPLUMA.  

 

In applications that are more complicated than this subdivision 

application, more of these principles will need to be dealt with.  For this 

application, it seems that no further comment regarding these planning 

principles is necessary.  

 

6.3.3.4 Desirability 

 

The desirability of the application will be dealt with in paragraph 6.3.4.1. 

 

6.3.3.5 Guidelines by Provincial Minister 

 

As far as can be ascertained, there are no guide lines in this regard from 

the Provincial Minister. 

 

6.3.4 Land Use Planning By – Law for George Municipality, 2015 (By – Law) 

 

In Chapter 5 (Regulation 65) of the By – Law a number of general criteria are 

listed that must be taken into account when an application for land development 

is considered inter alia:  

 

- Desirability of the proposed land uses / subdivision 

- Impact on municipal services 

- Relevant planning policies 

- Local structure plans and SDF 

- SPLUMA – Section 42 

- LUPA – Chapter 6 

- Zoning scheme 
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6.3.4.1 Desirability 

 

The whole of paragraph 6 of this report deals with the desirability of the 

application.  In short, it was already mentioned that the proposed 

subdivision will have no effect on any of the neighbours or the 

environment. The application was also approved previously but the 

approval has lapsed. 

 

6.3.4.2 Impact on Municipal Services 

 

The application will not impact on municipal services as no additional 

services are required. 

 

6.3.4.3 Relevant Planning Policies 

 

Policies of the municipality in terms of subdivisions in the area, are 

included in the MSDF and Wilderness/Hoekwil/Lakes LSDF which have 

been dealt with elsewhere already. 

 

6.3.4.4 Local Structure Plans, SDF 

 

See paragraphs 6.3.3.1 and 6.3.3.2. 

 

6.3.4.5 SPLUMA and LUPA  

 

See paragraph 6.3.2 and 6.3.3. 

 

6.3.4.6 Zoning Scheme 

 

The Municipality’s Integrated Zoning Scheme is applicable to this area. 

The property is zoned Single Residential Zone I at present.  This zoning 

does not address the subdivision of the property. 

 

The application is therefore not affected by the Zoning Scheme for the 

area. 

 

 

 

6.4 Consistency with the Character of the Area 

 

As already mentioned before, the property is situated in an area with a single residential 

character. See photos 2 & 3. The subject property will also be used for single residential 

purposes in that it is proposed to erect a dwelling house on each of the two proposed 

erven. Although the two proposed erven will be smaller in size than the directly 
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surrounding erven, the proposed sizes of a minimum of 750m² is still sufficient to easily 

accommodate a dwelling house without causing a cramping result. The sizes are in any 

case in line with the minimum sizes of erven proposed in the LSDF. 
 

We are of the opinion that the proposed subdivision will without any doubt be 

consistent with the character of the area where it is situated. No change in the character 

of the area will take place. 

 

6.5 Potential of the Property 

 

The erf is 1 535 m² in size. At present the erf can accommodate one dwelling house. The 

potential is however that the erf can be subdivided and to accommodate two dwelling 

houses. 

 

6.6 Accessibility 

 

The property has an existing access from Frederik Avenue and the subdivided portions 

will still use this access in future.     

 

6.7 Services 

 

No further services are required from the municipality as the property is already 

provided with services. 

 

6.8 Relaxation of Building Line  

 

Application is made for the relaxation of the building line applicable to the erf boundary 

adjacent to Main Road 352 as stipulated in the Conditions of Establishment of 

Wilderness Extension 7 from 10m to 5m. Note that this condition was never inserted in 

the Deed of Transfer of the property which means that no removal of a restriction 

condition is necessary.  

 

The level of the N2 adjacent to Erf 1191, is considerably higher than the land to the 

north thereof. To achieve a level junction with the N2, it was necessary to do major 

infilling during the construction of Main Road 352 at this point. The result is that  there 

is now a considerable difference in the height of the MR 352 and the surface of the 

erven to the north and adjacent thereto. The difference in height i.r.o. Erf 1191, is 

approximately 6m. 

 

During the development of Wilderness Ext.7, the Provincial Roads Department required 

that a 10m building line should be applicable to the MR 352. It is not known why this 

restriction was requested. Through many years since the laying down of this 10m 

building line the District Roads Engineer has relaxed this building line on a number of 
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occasions. The District Roads Engineer however confirmed that at least a 5m building 

line should be applicable which is what is applied for now.  

 

We are of opinion that the proposed relaxation will not be to the detriment of any 

person or party and that this relaxation can be approved. 
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7. CONCLUSION 

 

 

An application for subdivision of Erf 1191, Wilderness was approved by Council on 30 

March 2011. As the subdivision was not implemented within the applicable period of 

validity of the approval, Council extended the lapsing date of the approval, on 

application by the owner, until 30 March 2021. Again the owner failed to implement the 

subdivision and a further application for the extension of the validity of the approval 

was submitted on 29 March 2021. The Town Planning Department of the Municipality 

however, ruled that the approval of the subdivision has lapsed due to the fact that it 

was felt that the 2 months period between the submission of the extension application 

and proof of payment submitted by the applicant, was unacceptable. 

 

The owner now wishes to subdivide the property as there is now a willing buyer for one 

of the portions.  In the paragraphs above it was pointed out that the application is in line 

with the municipality’s policy for the area and further that the subdivision will not be 

detrimental to the area.  We are of opinion that Council can again approve this 

application.  

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 Planning and Development 

E-mail: town.planning.application@george.gov.za 
Tel: +27 (0)44 801 9477 

 
 

 
LAND USE PLANNING PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION FORM 

 

 
PLEASE NOTE: 

Pre-application consultation is an advisory session and is required prior to submission of an application for 

rezoning, consent use, temporary departure and subdivision.  It does not in any way pre-empt the outcome of 

any future application which may be submitted to the Municipality.  

 

PART A: PARTICULARS 

 

Reference number:  Collab no. #1979305 

 

Purpose of consultation:  To discuss application 

 

Brief proposal:  Proposed departure (building lines) and subdivision 

 

Property(ies) description:  Erf 1191, Wilderness 

 

Date:  2 August 2021 

Attendees: 

 Name & Surname Organisation Contact Number E-mail 

Official 
Ilane Huyser George 

Municipality 

044 801 9550 ihuyser@george.gov.za 

Pre-applicant PCJ Theron FORMAPLAN 082 770 9006 philip@formaplan.co.za 
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Documentation provided for discussion:  

(Include document reference, document/plan dates and plan numbers where possible and attach to this form) 

• DEEDS OF TRANSFER NO T11095/2004 

• PROPOSED SUBDIVISION PLAN 

• LOCALITY PLAN 

• PREVIOUS APPROVAL DATED 30 MARCH 2011 

 

Has pre-application been undertaken for a Land Development application with the Department of Environmental 

Affairs & Development Planning (DEA&DP)? 

(If so, please provide a copy of the minutes) 

 

Comprehensive overview of proposal: 

 

An application for subdivision of Erf 1191, Wilderness was approved by Council on 30 March 2011. As the 
subdivision was not implemented within the applicable period of validity of the approval, Council extended the 
lapsing date of the approval on application by the owner until 30 March 2021. Again the owner failed to 
implement the subdivision and a further application for the extension of the validity of the approval was 
submitted on 29 March 2021. The Town Planning Department of the Municipality however, ruled that the 
approval of the subdivision has lapsed and that a new application for subdivision must be submitted. This 
application is therefore for the subdivision of the erf into 2 portions namely Ptn 1 – 750m² in size and Remainder – 
785m² in size. Application is also for the relaxation of the south eastern boundary adjacent to the Hoekwil Road 
from 10m to 5m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

YES NO 



 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PART B: APPLICATION PROCESS  

(WILL FULLY APPLY ONLY ONCE LUPA REGULATIONS ARE IN FORCE)  
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PART C: QUESTIONNAIRES 

 
SECTION A:  

DETERMINATION OF APPLICATION TYPES, PRESCRIBED NOTICE AND ADVERTISEMENT PROCEDURES 
 

Tick if 

relevant  
What land use planning applications are required? 

Application 

fees payable 

√ 2(a) a rezoning of land; R 

√ 2(b) a permanent departure from the development parameters of the zoning scheme; R 650.00 

√ 2(c) a departure granted on a temporary basis to utilise land for a purpose not permitted 
in terms of the primary rights of the zoning applicable to the land; 

R 

√ 2(d) a subdivision of land that is not exempted in terms of section 24, including the 
registration of a servitude or lease agreement; 

R1430.00 

√ 2(e) a consolidation of land that is not exempted in terms of section 24; R 

√ 2(f) 
a removal, suspension or amendment of restrictive conditions in respect of a land 

unit; 
R 

√ 2(g) a permission required in terms of the zoning scheme; R 

√ 2(h) 
an amendment, deletion or imposition of conditions in respect of an existing 

approval; 
R 

√ 2(i) an extension of the validity period of an approval; R 

√ 2(j) an approval of an overlay zone as contemplated in the zoning scheme; R 

√ 2(k) an amendment or cancellation of an approved subdivision plan or part thereof, 
including a general plan or diagram; 

R 

√ 2(l) a permission required in terms of a condition of approval; R 

√ 2(m) A determination of a zoning; R 

√ 2(n) A closure of a public place or part thereof; R 

√ 2(o) a consent use contemplated in the zoning scheme; R 

 2(p) an occasional use of land; R 

 2(q) to disestablish a home owner’s association; R 

 2(r) to rectify a failure by a home owner’s association to meet its obligations in respect of 
the control over or maintenance of services; 

R 

 2(s) 
a permission required for the reconstruction of an existing building that constitutes a 
non-conforming use that is destroyed or damaged to the extent that it is necessary to 
demolish a substantial part of the building 

R 

Tick if 

relevant 
What prescribed notice and advertisement procedures will be required? 

Advertising 

fees payable 

Y N Serving of notices (i.e. registered letters etc.) R 

Y N Publication of notices (i.e. Provincial Gazette, Local Newspaper(s) etc.) R 

Y N Additional publication of notices (i.e. Site notice, public meeting, local radio, website, R 



 

 

 

 

letters of consent etc.) 

Y N Placing of final notice (i.e. Provincial Gazette etc.) R 

TOTAL APPLICATION FEE* (VAT excluded): 
R 2080.00 Vat 

Excl 

PLEASE NOTE: * Application fees are estimated on the information discussed and are subject to change with 
submission of the formal application and/or yearly application fee increase.   
 

SECTION B: 

PROVISIONS IN TERMS OF THE RELEVANT PLANNING LEGISLATION / POLICIES / GUIDELINES 

QUESTIONS REGARDING PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT YES  NO 
TO BE 

DETERMINED 
COMMENT 

Is any Municipal Integrated Development Plan 

(IDP)/Spatial Development Framework (SDF) and/or 

any other Municipal policies/guidelines applicable? If 

yes, is the proposal in line with the aforementioned 

documentation/plans? 

 

   

Any applicable restrictive condition(s) prohibiting the 

proposal? If yes, is/are the condition(s) in favour of a 

third party(ies)? [List condition numbers and third 

party(ies)] 

 

 

 
To be confirmed by a 

conveyance attorney 

Any other Municipal by-law that may be relevant to 

application? (If yes, specify) 
 

 
  

Zoning Scheme Regulation considerations: 

Which zoning scheme regulations apply to this site? 

George Integrated Zoning Scheme 

What is the current zoning of the property?  

Single Residential Zone I 

What is the proposed zoning of the property? 

N/A 

Does the proposal fall within the provisions/parameters of the zoning scheme? 

YES 

Are additional applications required to deviate from the zoning scheme? (if yes, specify) 

NO 

 

 

 

QUESTIONS REGARDING OTHER PLANNING YES  NO TO BE COMMENT  
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CONSIDERATIONS DETERMINED 

Is the proposal in line with the Provincial Spatial 

Development Framework (PSDF) and/or any other 

Provincial bylaws/policies/guidelines/documents? 

 

   

Are any regional/district spatial plans relevant? If yes, 

is the proposal in line with the document/plans? 
 

 
  

 

SECTION C:  

CONSENT / COMMENT REQUIRED FROM OTHER ORGANS OF STATE 

OUESTIONS REGARDING CONSENT / COMMENT 

REQUIRED  
YES NO 

TO BE 

DETERMINED 

OBTAIN APPROVAL / 

CONSENT /  

COMMENT FROM: 

Is/was the property(ies) utilised for agricultural 
purposes? 

 

 

 

Western Cape 
Provincial 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Will the proposal require approval in terms of 
Subdivision of Agricultural Land Act, 1970 (Act 70 of 
1970)? 

 
 

 
National Department 
of Agriculture 

Will the proposal trigger a listed activity in terms of 
National Environmental Management Act, 1998 (Act 
107 of 1998) (NEMA)?   
 

 

 

 

Western Cape 
Provincial 
Department of 
Environmental Affairs 
& Development 
Planning (DEA&DP) 

Will the proposal require authorisation in terms of 
Specific Environmental Management Act(s) (SEMA)? 
(National Environmental Management: Protected 
Areas Act, 2003 (Act 57 of 2003) (NEM:PAA) / 
National Environmental Management: Biodiversity 
Act, 2004 (Act 10 of 2004) (NEM:BA) / 
National Environmental Management: Air Quality Act, 
2004 (Act 39 of 2004) (NEM:AQA) /  
National Environmental Management: Integrated 
Coastal Management Act, 2008 (Act 24 of 2008) 
(NEM:ICM) /  
National Environmental Management: Waste Act, 
2008 (Act 59 of 2008) (NEM:WA)  
(strikethrough irrelevant) 

 

 

 

National Department 
of Environmental 
Affairs (DEA) & 
DEA&DP 

Will the proposal require authorisation in terms of the 
National Water Act, 1998 (Act 36 of 1998)? 

 
 

 
National Department 
of Water & Sanitation 
(DWS) 

Will the proposal trigger a listed activity in terms of 
the National Heritage Resources Act, 1999 (Act 25 of 
1999)? 

 

 

 

South African 
Heritage Resources 
Agency (SAHRA) & 
Heritage Western 



 

 

 

 

OUESTIONS REGARDING CONSENT / COMMENT 

REQUIRED  
YES NO 

TO BE 

DETERMINED 

OBTAIN APPROVAL / 

CONSENT /  

COMMENT FROM: 

Cape (HWC) 

Will the proposal have an impact on any National or 
Provincial roads? 

 

  

National Department 
of Transport / South 
Africa National Roads 
Agency Ltd. (SANRAL) 
& Western Cape 
Provincial 
Department of 
Transport and Public 
Works (DTPW) 

Will the proposal trigger a listed activity in terms of 
the Occupational Health and Safety Act, 1993 (Act 85 
of 1993): Major Hazard Installations Regulations 

 
 

 
National Department 
of Labour (DL) 

Will the proposal affect any Eskom owned land and/or 
servitudes? 

 
 

 Eskom 

Will the proposal affect any Telkom owned land 
and/or servitudes? 

 
 

 Telkom 

Will the proposal affect any Transnet owned land 
and/or servitudes? 

 
 

 Transnet 

Is the property subject to a land / restitution claims?  
 

 
National Department 
of Rural Development 
& Land Reform  

Will the proposal require comments from SANParks 
and/or CapeNature? 

 
 

 
SANParks / 
CapeNature 

Will the proposal require comments from DEFF?  
 

 
Department of 
Environment, 
Forestry and Fishery 

Is the property subject to any existing mineral rights? 
 

 
 

 
National Department 
of Mineral Resources  

Does the proposal lead to densification to such an 
extent that the number of schools, healthcare 
facilities, libraries, safety services, etc. In the area may 
be impacted on?  
(strikethrough irrelevant) 

 

 

 

Western Cape 
Provincial 
Departments of 
Cultural Affairs & 
Sport (DCAS),  
Education, Social 
Development,  
Health and 
Community Safety 

 

 

SECTION D:  

SERVICE REQUIREMENTS 

DOES THE PROPOSAL REQUIRE THE FOLLOWING 

ADDITIONAL INFRASTRUCTURE / SERVICES? 
YES NO 

TO BE 

DETERMINED 

OBTAIN COMMENT 

FROM:  

(list internal 
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department) 

Electricity supply: 
 

   Directorate: Electro-
technical Services 

Water supply: 
 

   Directorate: Civil 
Engineering Services 

Sewerage and waste water: 
 

   Directorate: Civil 
Engineering Services 

Stormwater: 
 

   Directorate: Civil 
Engineering Services 

Road network: 
 

   Directorate: Civil 
Engineering Services 

Telecommunication services: 
 

    

Other services required? Please specify. 
 

    

Development charges: 
 

    

PART D: COPIES OF PLANS / DOCUMENTS TO BE SUBMITTED AS PART OF THE APPLICATION  

 

COMPULSORY INFORMATION REQUIRED: 

Y 
N 

Power of Attorney / Owner’s consent if 
applicant is not owner (if applicable) 

 

Y 
N 

S.G. noting sheet extract / Erf diagram / 
General Plan  

Y N Motivation report / letter Y N Full copy of the Title Deed 

Y N Locality Plan Y N Site Layout Plan 

Y N Proof of payment of fees Y N Bondholder’s consent 

MINIMUM AND ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS: 

Y N Site Development Plan 

 

Y N Conveyancer’s Certificate 

Y N Land Use Plan  Y N Proposed Zoning plan 

Y N Phasing Plan Y N Consolidation Plan 

Y N Abutting owner’s consent Y N Landscaping / Tree Plan 

Y 
N 

Proposed Subdivision Plan (including 
street names and numbers) 

Y 
N 

Copy of original approval letter 

Y 
N Services Report or indication of all 

municipal services / registered 
servitudes 

Y 
N 

Home Owners’ Association consent 

Y 

N Copy of Environmental Impact 
Assessment (EIA) /  
Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) / 
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) / Traffic 
Impact Statement (TIS) / 
Major Hazard Impact Assessment (MHIA) 
/ 
Environmental Authorisation (EA) / 
Record of Decision (ROD) 
(strikethrough irrelevant) 

Y 

N 

1 : 50 / 1:100 Flood line determination 
(plan / report) 

Y N Other (specify) Y N Required number of documentation copies 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 PART E: DISCUSSION  

Town Planning:  

• Need to show all building lines on subdivision plan (in terms of Scheme and Title Deed);  

• Administrator’s consent may be required (refer to title deed conditions).  

 

PART F: SUMMARY / WAY FORWARD 

 

Refer to comments in Part E. Application may be submitted for consideration.  

 

 

OFFICIAL:   ___Ilane Huyser_ PRE-APPLICANT:  PCJ Theron      ____ (FULL NAME)    

  (FULL NAME)     

 

 

SIGNED:   _______ ___ SIGNED:  _______________________________ 

                                 

   

DATE:  ____2021.08.24_____                  DATE:   _________________________________  

 

 *Please note that the above comments are subject to the documents and information available to us at the 

time of the pre-application meeting and we reserve our rights to elaborate on this matter further and/or request 

more information/documents should it deemed necessary.   

     



Annexure E
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Proposed subdivision and removal of restriction Erf 1191

Ian Willis <smartissmall@gmail.com>
Thu 2021/11/18 13:45
To:  Marina Welman <Mhwelman@george.gov.za>

To whom this may concern:
Subdivision by its very nature in this case, means that where there were two erven with one house
on each property in this end of the close, if approved will result four houses occupying the same
area. 
Preamble.
Myself and my partner moved here in 2012 from Cape town precisely,to get away from the
degraded lifestyle brought on by heavily increased traffic, noise and growing crime, and as has
been evidenced by a number of people I have recently met, more Cape Townians are looking to do
the same.
In the time we have lived here there has been increasing traffic and traffic noise, both from the N2
and from Frederik road.The tortoises which we regularly saw on the road have disappeared, as
have the bushpig and judging by the development after the subdivision of Erf 1190 there will be
nothing for the Bushbuck to graze on anymore.
We now live with substantially more noise from dogs barking, not only in our neighbourhood, but
from the four parks board  houses below us, who also now have dogs.

In the email sent to us there were a number of assumptions made which need to be challenged:
(and I will do so not necessarily in the same order as laid out in the email)

1)Firstly only the five immediate neighbours were notified. Two of which may not object: 1136 is
non resident and 1134 are planning to sell up in December, going back to England.
 Kingfisher Close has one entrance and one exit, all of the traffic entering or exiting via Rondevlei/
Langvlei Ave via Hennie Ave into Frederik,be it building staff walking in, heavy vehicles or new
residents, their guests as well as the honey sucker drive past to mycount....... thirty five houses. 
With the envisioned subdivision, with an average two car household, this subdivision will bring a
slightly more than a ten percent increase in residential traffic alone for people at the exit points
and virtually double the traffic coming into the Frederik Ave cul de sac.                                               
                                                                                                                                                                   
                 All of the residents on this route are affected and need to be given the chance to
formally register their viewpoints.
As things already stand there are a number of people, myself included, who would be in favour of 
more speed humps in KFC.

2)The viewpoint stated that because this subdivision was approved in 2010 provides
substantiation for its re-approval now, is incorrrect. It absolutely has to be challenged precisely
because Erf 1190 has been subdivided in the meantime.
We now with existing subdivisions, have two panhandles with driveways running uphill on and
within a ten meter proximity of our border, with a potential third driveway carrying the traffic for
two households between us and Erf 1192.                                                                                               
                                                                                                                                                                   
     All in the space of roughly forty meters as paced out by myself.
Nowhere else in Kingfisher Close are there three panhandles,and furthermore nowhere else do
driveways come together on one side of the road in this kind of massed proximity. Everywhere else
in KFC  the properties are equidistantly laid out, by this measure the Erf 1190 and 1191 on the
Southern side should never have been subdivided at all, as the proposed subdivision will have an
end result of four households on one side of the road with two on the other.

Annexure H
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The result potentially, eight additional cars and eight dogs in an area where we can hear the
people in 1192 Frederik when they on occasion have a braai.(These people even when they get
together with guests never raise their voices and can be considered model neighbours.)
From a noise disturbance viewpoint traffic or otherwise, further subdivision, is unacceptable.

3) Parking:
There is no parking place for guests and visitors. Where are they going to park?The norm on this
end of the cul de sac is that my guests do not park on my neighbours' verges and vice versa as it is
considered to be an intrusion.

 4) Rainwater runoff:
 What is going to happen to the water flowing off these erven? 
Without additional driveways feeding onto the road at present, when we have heavy rain a dam
forms on the bottom edge of 1139 Frederick Ave.
 
5)Removal of restrictions:, 
Absolutely not, If the subdivision requires relaxation of restrictions for residences to be built it
should not be done at all.
The long standing strip of dense vegetation between the Close and the N2 is the main reason why
this area of the Close has been relatively crime free.
There is no easy walk through because access from the N2 has been virtually impossible. 
Any destruction to this long standing natural barrier carries ongoing risk to safety and security, not
only for those living in the cul de sac here, but also renders the electrical substation vulnerable to
criminal activity emanating directly from the N2.

5) Current Building activity and resultant disturbance:
The building across the road has resulted in two power outages, the most recent of which was from
4pm until 09h30 the following morning.
The first outage resulted in the removal of undergrowth and a trench dug, running up from the
substation on the western side of Erf 1190. While the trench has been filled in this unsightly scar has
been left as such.
Apart from the new access it creates from the N2, this loose slope in the event of heavy rain will
result in sand being deposited on the road.
While this is a municipal issue, this needs to be rehabilitated and vegetation planted.
 As a result of the leveling of erf 1190 the angle of Northwestern slope has increased dramatically
with loose sand graded and resulting in a steep slope running down to the road, this also now
represents the same risk in heavy rain. Is there going to be any form of retaining done?

The nature of existing subdivisions running up the slope result in a lot more traffic and mechanical
noise being generated, which, trapped by the slope, reflects back at residents in the cul de sac.
Excess sand is driven away using tipper trucks, a mechanical back actor being used not only to dig
out and level the site but to carry bricks up from next to the road, to where building is being done
on an ongoing basis.
On one evening we had the back-actor running until after 10pm. 
Surely this is not allowed? With the additional daily noise disturbance, all future building
construction here needs to have time limits restricted to a five day working week, imposed and
enforced..
The Current building activity is supposed to be completed in December, the thought of this being
repeated another three times, resulting in at best nine months of future disturbance is at best
intolerable.

We trust you find the above objection logical.



11/18/21, 4:15 PM Mail - Marina Welman - Outlook

https://outlook.office.com/mail/inbox/id/AAQkAGUzNGU2YjExLTM0NjctNDg5Yy1iNThkLTUzMWRjMjJlZTJkYwAQAJOjJ618m4JPl5PGDK%2Fku9E%3D 3/3

Ian Willis and Adri hepburn 1135 Frederik Ave

CONFIDENTIALITY & DISCLAIMER NOTICE The information contained in this message is
confidential and is intended for the addressee(s) only. If you have received this message in error or
there are any problems please notify the originator immediately. The unauthorized use, disclosure,
copying or alteration of this message is strictly forbidden. George Municipality will not be liable
for direct, special, indirect or consequential damages arising from alteration of this message by a
third party or as a result of any malicious code or virus being passed on. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately by email, facsimile or telephone and return
and/or destroy the original message. *********************** Privacy policy George Municipality
implements a privacy policy aimed at protecting visitors to our social media sites. POPIA We
respect the privacy rights of everyone who uses or enquires about our services. Protecting your
personal information, as defined in the Protection of Personal Information Act, Act 4 of 2013, will
be respected. Personal information will only be shared for purposes of resolving customer
enquiries, providing customer services or for any other legitimate purpose relating to George
Municipal functions. For your reference, the POPI and PAIA Acts are available at
www.gov.za/documents/acts with amendments listed on www.acts.co.za
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Attention of mz Marina Welman

Patrick Walsh <walshpatrick41@gmail.com>
Tue 2021/11/16 14:59
To:  Marina Welman <Mhwelman@george.gov.za>

Subject: Proposed subdivision and removal of restriction Erf 1191 Frederik Ave
 

Patrick Walsh
1152 Langvlei  Ave
Kingfisher Close
Wilderness

Dear Mz Welman,

I wish to lodge my objection to the application to sub-divide Erf 1191 Frederik Avenue.  My
objection is based on the fact that my house is on the road leading to the Frederik Ave, and while
not being an immediate neighbour, we will be affected by increased heavy vehicle traffic to and
from Erf 1191 during the building stages of four new houses and the subsequent increase in traffic
once they have been built.

Further, I do not believe that having four dwellings on small erven will enhance the value of
existing properties in Kingfisher Close.

Yours faithfully,

Patrick Walsh

 
CONFIDENTIALITY & DISCLAIMER NOTICE The information contained in this message is
confidential and is intended for the addressee(s) only. If you have received this message in error or
there are any problems please notify the originator immediately. The unauthorized use, disclosure,
copying or alteration of this message is strictly forbidden. George Municipality will not be liable
for direct, special, indirect or consequential damages arising from alteration of this message by a
third party or as a result of any malicious code or virus being passed on. If you have received this
message in error, please notify the sender immediately by email, facsimile or telephone and return
and/or destroy the original message. *********************** Privacy policy George Municipality
implements a privacy policy aimed at protecting visitors to our social media sites. POPIA We
respect the privacy rights of everyone who uses or enquires about our services. Protecting your
personal information, as defined in the Protection of Personal Information Act, Act 4 of 2013, will
be respected. Personal information will only be shared for purposes of resolving customer
enquiries, providing customer services or for any other legitimate purpose relating to George
Municipal functions. For your reference, the POPI and PAIA Acts are available at
www.gov.za/documents/acts with amendments listed on www.acts.co.za



 
         P O Box 791 
         6560 WILDERNESS 
         Email : waleaf@langvlei.co.za  
         2021-11-12 
 
The Municipal Manager 
George Municipality 
GEORGE 
 
Dear Sirs,   
 
APPLICATION FOR SUBDIVISION AND DEPARTURE : ERF 1191 FREDERIK AVENUE, WILDERNESS, 
GEORGE MUNICIPALITY &  DIVISION 
 
WALEAF has no objection to the following : 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Yours faithfully, 

  
Secretary 
for WALEAF 
 



 

Wilderness Ratepayers and Residents Association 

PO Box 10  Wilderness   Western Cape   South Africa   6560 

admin@wrra.co.za     www.wrra.co.za 

Established 1971     

 
 
 
 
 
Manager: Town Planning 
George Municipality 
PO Box 19 
George 6530 
 
18 November 2021 
 
Attention: Ilane Huyser 
cc:  Marina Welman, Philip Theron 
 

Re.  Erf 1191 Frederik Avenue, Kingfisher Close 
Proposed subdivision and departure 

 
We object to this application for the following reasons: 
 
1. The subdivision of the plot into two parts sets an unacceptable precedent for increased 

density at Kingfisher Close.   
 
2. No matter that the municipal road engineer consented to reducing the building line on 

the south side from 10 to 5 metres, we ask that it remain at 10 metres.  Such a 
relaxation also sets an unacceptable precedent. 

 

3. We will leave it to the Town Planning office to determine whether the other building 
lines should be based on the Zoning Scheme or the Title Deed.  Either way, they seem 
to come too close to the erf boundaries with the adjacent properties. 

 
Kingfisher Close is a contained neighbourhood and any changes have an impact on all of the 

neighbours, not only those on Frederik Avenue.  All neighbours should have an opportunity 

to comment on this application and we ask that you seek such comments not only from 

adjacent neighbours, but from others on the street and the neighbourhood.  If Town 

Planning is then convinced that neighbours have no reasonable objections, we will then 

withdraw our objections. 

Regards, 
 

JMiller  
________________ 
John Miller 
Portfolio: Development Diligence 
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RE: URGENT - Neighbouring property Ms Zyda Rylands - erf 1191

 Some content in this message has been blocked because the sender isn't in your Safe senders list. Show blocke

Dear Philip,
 
Thank you very much for taking my call earlier.
 
Please note the reasons and motivation for Zyda’s objection to the application:
 
Zyda does not want an increase in activity and vehicles from an additional household next to he
Two separate homes will equal a doubling of activity, traffic and vehicles.
Zyda’s property in Wilderness is her sanctuary and she values the property and the neighbourh
and the addition of a second home will have an impact on the above.
 
Thank you very much,
Regards,
Sonja on behalf of ZYDA
 

 
 
 

From: Sonja Ruppersberg-Blom 
Sent: Thursday, 18 November 2021 13:37
To: philip@formaplan.co.za
Cc: Zyda Rylands <ZydaRylands@woolworths.co.za>; Mhwelman@george.gov.za
Subject: RE: URGENT - Neighbouring property Ms Zyda Rylands - erf 1191
 
Dear Philip,
 
Please note that Zyda formally wishes to object to the proposed application.
 

SR
Sonja Ruppersberg-Blom <SonjaRuppersberg-Blom@woolworths.co.za>

To:  philip@formaplan.co.za
Cc:  Zyda Rylands <ZydaRylands@woolworths.co.za>; Marina Welman
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