Meeting Minutes – Building Control
Date: 14 November 2024
Time: 10:00
Attendees:
· Njabulo Mbuyazi
· Kevin Poulter
· Colin Tonkin
Agenda:
1. Building Application Submission Process
2. Inspections, Approvals, and Deviations
3. Compliance with Heritage and Conservation Regulations
4. Case-Specific Property Issues
5. Community Complaints and Reporting Mechanisms
6. Enforcement Challenges and Recommendations

1. Building Application Submission Process
Discussion Points:
· Submission Platform:
· Applications must be submitted electronically through OVIO, an online platform that automatically notifies all relevant municipal departments.
· The platform eliminates manual circulation but requires registered professionals (e.g., architects or draftsmen) to handle submissions.
· Minor vs. Major Works:
· Minor Works: Exceptions exist for minor projects (e.g., carports), allowing residents to submit simple plans directly with municipal assistance.
· Major Works: Requires professional registration, title deeds, and compliance with South African National Standards (SANS) forms.
Action Items:
· Njabulo to ensure the OVIO system's guidelines are accessible to the public.
· Confirm that minor works submission processes are communicated effectively to residents.

2. Inspections, Approvals, and Deviations
Key Clarifications:
· Inspection Requirements:
· Building inspectors conduct trench inspections for foundation work.
· Deviations from approved plans trigger notices for corrections or legal actions.
· Usage Deviations:
· Instances where garages are converted to shops or kitchens without approvals were discussed.
· Building Control serves deviation notices to add legal weight to compliance issues.
Action Items:
· Njabulo to verify inspection records for identified properties.
· Address specific deviations, ensuring consistent follow-up with property owners.

3. Compliance with Heritage and Conservation Regulations
Concerns Raised:
· Heritage Western Cape approvals are mandatory for properties within heritage zones.
· Lack of engagement with local heritage bodies was highlighted as a significant gap.
· Specific challenges with enforcing aesthetic compatibility in Napier’s heritage areas were discussed.
Suggestions:
· Establish a municipal representative to collaborate with independent heritage bodies.
· Improve enforcement of SDF (Spatial Development Framework) heritage guidelines.
Action Items:
· Kevin to consult the town planning department regarding gaps in heritage body involvement.
· Njabulo to review the process for incorporating heritage approval in the application workflow.

4. Case-Specific Property Issues
Erf 183:
· Approval granted for three garages and storage areas, but concerns arose about the actual intended use (kitchen and public events).
· Action: Njabulo to conduct site inspections to verify compliance with approved plans.
Erf 1291:
· Refused application due to boundary encroachment. Trenches were dug before rejection.
· Action: Njabulo to verify follow-up inspection reports and address deviations.
Erf 471:
· Approved as a garage, later converted to a cottage exceeding building lines.
· Kevin raised concerns about insufficient penalties and systemic exploitation of municipal approval processes.
· Action: Njabulo to confirm fines issued and report deviations to town planning.
Erf 93:
· Usage concerns were flagged (allegedly a school in a residential zone).
· Action: Kevin to engage town planning for clarification on zoning and approvals.

5. Community Complaints and Reporting Mechanisms
Challenges:
· Residents are hesitant to lodge complaints due to fears of exposure and retaliation.
· Instances of complainants' identities being revealed by officials were reported.
Recommendations:
· Reinforce municipal guidelines on protecting complainants’ anonymity.
· Establish a formal system for lodging anonymous complaints.
Action Items:
· Njabulo to ensure that complaints are handled with confidentiality and report any breaches to relevant oversight bodies.

6. Enforcement Challenges and Recommendations
Key Issues:
· Legal limitations: Courts favour fines over demolition for illegal structures.
· Penalties for non-compliance (e.g., R3,750 fines) are insufficient to deter violations.
Examples Discussed:
· Developers intentionally building without approval, relying on lenient penalties.
· Challenges in enforcing aesthetic regulations due to subjectivity and lack of design review panels.
Recommendations:
· Advocate for increased fines and stricter enforcement policies.
· Develop a municipal design review panel to handle aesthetic concerns.
Action Items:
· Njabulo to explore legal options for escalating fines and enforcement mechanisms.

General Comments:
· Kevin and Njabulo agreed that improving transparency, consistency, and enforcement mechanisms is critical for maintaining community trust and compliance.

Next Steps:
1. Follow-Up Meeting:
· Review progress on action items.
· Address unresolved enforcement cases and policy gaps.
2. Responsible Parties:
· Njabulo: Building inspections, compliance updates, and legal reviews.
· Kevin: Coordination with town planning.
3. Timeline:
· Schedule follow-up meeting early in the new year.
	
