
 

 
27 July 2016 
 
City of Cape Town  
The District Manager: Planning & Building Development Management                                                               
Plumstead Office 
 
For attention: Mr Kevin McGilton   

Transmitted via email to: comments_objections.southern@capetown.gov.za 
and kevin.mcgilton@capetown.gov.za 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
ERF 770, 10 DAWN AVE CONSTANTIA: PROPOSED DELETION AND AMENDMENT OF 
RESTRICTIVE CONDITIONS, CONSENT AND DEPARTURES 
Application number: 70283238 
    
Your official notice dated 2016-06-14 regarding the above application refers. 
 
The Constantia Ratepayers’ and Residents’ Association (the CRRA - formerly the CPOA) is 
registered as a community based organisation (ratepayers’ body) with the City of Cape and is 
registered as a conservation body with Heritage Western Cape.  Our Association represents a 
large number of property owners in Constantia and has a compelling interest in the 
conservation of the dominant rural/arcadian character of the Constantia-Tokai Valley. 
The CRRA has given careful consideration to the application and comments as follows.  
  
This application is out of place in the context of Dawn Ave and Constantia as a whole. The 
property is located on top of a hill and is thus clearly visible from a variety of angles in the 
valley. 
 
We object to the excessive floor space on a single residential property which exceeds the 
allowable space by 30%.  This addition correctly includes a new deck on first floor level. 
 
Based on the incomplete plans provided with the application, the new concrete roof also 
becomes an accessible deck and should be added to the usable space. The inclusion of the 
roof garden/view deck/security platform of about 600 sq.m will increase the floor space to 
the order of 2500 sq.m (scaled off drawings provided).  
Additionally there is an apartment for a property manager, three staff and a chef in the main 
building.  This is an unusual feature for a single residential dwelling unit.  Furthermore, the 
juice bar and the function venue are not compatible with a private home.  It would appear 
that there is very little living space for a typical family. 
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In order to legalise the existing second dwelling, the Title Deed needs to be changed. It is 
difficult to find logic in the necessity to expand the existing second dwelling if the main 
dwelling already exceeds the allowable space under the zoning scheme and we therefore 
object to this addition. 
 
We find no reason to reduce the building line setback for a gatehouse on a property of this 
size, especially if it does not impact on the functionality of the other buildings on the site. 
 
From information at our disposal, the existing dwellings on the southern boundary are much 
closer to and transgress the boundary line. Before consideration is given to any relaxation of 
setbacks, we propose that a professional land surveyor certifies the setbacks as indicated on 
the architectural drawings. 
 
The defined height of the parapet to the main house is based on a screeded, flat roof slab of 
200mm in total, which is unrealistic. We are not convinced that a relaxation of the 9m height 
restriction is appropriate in this case and object thereto. It is our contention that the base 
level used in the submission is not at the average ground level of the building as per definition 
in the Zoning Scheme but at a level which portays a reduced impact of the proposal.  
 
We are concerned about the increased visual impact on the neighbouring property if the 
thatch on the ‘lapa’ is changed to polycarbonate. 
 
Given the scale of these proposals and the number of bedrooms, we are concerned that this 
property will be used for purposes other than residential. Similarly, the number of bathrooms 
seem excessive, for example, the two new bathrooms in the gym and a new bathroom next 
to the “staff toilet” below the gym and ‘lapa’.  
  
In conclusion, we object to this application.  There is no reason to believe that we have been 
given the accurate and correct motivation for this redevelopment. Thus we suggest that a 
professional land surveyor be instructed to provide all the necessary boundary information. 
Thereafter, the actual intended purpose of this application should be divulged so that the 
proposal can be thoroughly assessed with reference to City of Cape Town Municipal Planning 
By-law and other planning policies. This will include reference to the surrounding 
environment and the desirability of such a structure in the midst of a single residential area. 
 
We request an opportunity for an interview at any Municipal Planning Tribunal hearing at 
which the application is considered.  In this regard, we request that a copy of the City 
Planner’s Report and recommendations be made available to us as soon as possible after 
completion thereof so that we can timeously prepare for such interview. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 

John Hesom (manager on behalf of the CRRA)  


