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25 January 2022 

 

RESPONSE TO A CALL FROM THE CITY OF CAPE TOWN FOR PUBLIC 

COMMENT ON REDUCED OFF-STREET PARKING REQUIREMENTS 

 

On behalf of the members of the Western Cape Property Development Forum (WCPDF), 

comment is hereby delivered in regard to a Plan of the City of Cape Town’s Municipal Planning 

By-law, 2015, indicating the areas the City deems to be subject to Public Transport (PT1 & PT2) 

in terms of reduced off-street parking requirements, and a proposed amendment to the By-law 

to record the Plan. 

 

In terms of the invitation to comment on the PT1 and PT2 Zones, the invite is specific in that it requests 

comment on two aspects, namely:  

1) the PT1 and PT2 indications in the Plan and whether Council should approve the plan; and  

2) whether Council should amend the Municipal Planning By-law (MPBL)  to record the Plan in Annexure C 

of the Development Management Scheme (DMS). 

 

In terms of this, the WCPDF’s comment is a definitive YES to both the above questions, ie: 

• Council should approve the current proposed PT1 and PT2 demarcations; and  

• Council should amend the MPBL to record the Plan in Annexure C of the DMS.   

 

In short: the sooner the PT1 and PT2 Maps are reinstated, the better! 

 

 

MOTIVATION FOR THE WCPDF COMMENT 

 

The underlying principles of reduced parking are well motivated and are already entrenched directly and 

indirectly in various City Policies and Documents.  These include the: 

• Municipal Spatial Development Framework (MSDF) (2018)  

• Integrated Public Transport Network (IPTN) (2014) 

• Transit-oriented Development (TOD) Strategic Framework (2016),  and the 
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• Parking Policy (2020).  

 

On this basis, and regardless of whether PT1 and PT2 Zones are defined or not, there is an onus on both 

Developers and the City to consider the relevant policies and make decisions accordingly.  The PT1 and PT2 

Maps go a long way to providing a quick and easy way for the Development Community to understand the 

parking principles and parking ratios that will be applicable in different areas.    

 

The PT1 and PT2 Maps were initially defined and published in 2014, then  later updated in 2018 and again 

in 2020.  Whether or not proper process was followed was not the fault of the Development Community 

but rather an oversight by the City.  Nevertheless, the intention was clear and the PT1 and PT2 Maps 

informed the Development Community and served as a basis for the making of significant development 

decisions whereby development opportunities became viable as a result of the reduced parking that was 

supported by the PT1 and PT2 Maps. This has led to significant densification along public transport 

corridors, with development being more dependent on public transport and having less reliance on private 

transport.       

    

The City’s decision to withdraw the PT1 and PT2 Maps has been devastating, and any applications within a 

previously-identified PT1 and PT2 Zone, which were underpinned by a reduced parking ratio as permitted in 

terms of the DMS, have been abruptly rejected.  This has been regardless of the lengthy process followed 

by numerous Developers in ensuring Council buy-in and support through various consultations with 

officials, and through pre-submission meetings, where the underlying principles had been tested and 

supported.  As a result, there have been many cases where approvals for development applications, which 

were very imminent, have now been REJECTED at the last minute based on insufficient parking being 

provided.   

 

In terms of Cape Town’s pledge to be a “well-run City”, the City should wherever possible reduce the 

administrative burden for development applications especially when these conform to the underlying 

planning policies. The withdrawal of the PT1 and PT2 Maps has placed a major impediment on Developers 

within previous PT1 and PT2 areas that are well served by public transport.  Regardless of how obvious 

and/or how close the proposed development is to a public transport corridor and/or public transport node, 

the Developer now has to either delay the decision to develop (until the PT zones are reinstated), or 

prepare a detailed motivation for a parking departure, or provide additional parking at a substantial cost 

and against the City’s own underlying principles and policies to encourage and promote the use of public 

transportation wherever possible.  

 

If the Developer chooses to motivate for a departure (which should be a formality if the development is 

within a previously defined PT1 or PT2 Zone), there is still a risk of further delays as the process   ̶ in terms 

of a departure   ̶ generally allows for the public to comment,  which in turn can lead to objections and even 

appeals.  This can result in significant delays and increased costs for developments – costs of which 

ultimately fall on the end users.  All in all, until the PT1 and PT2 Maps are reinstated, this places 

unnecessary additional steps in an already onerous development process. 
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In other words, the decision to abruptly withdraw the PT1 and PT2 Maps has slowed the rate of approvals 

while increasing Developers’ holding costs.  This in turn has slowed the economy as, with fewer 

developments taking off, there is a decrease in job opportunities in an already-ailing construction industry.  

The decision to withdraw the PT1 and PT2 Maps has therefore impacted on the bigger economy of the City.  

These maps should therefore be reinstated as soon as possible to help reduce the administrative burden 

for development applications, especially where these developments conform to the underlying policies of 

transport-orientated development with densification and reduced parking along public transport routes, 

and which lead ultimately to better efficiencies, less reliance on private transportation and lower carbon 

emission.     

 

We are aware of some comments and concerns that the PT1 and PT2 Zones may need some refinement to 

address cases where, for example, narrow strips may exist between two PT2 zones that still fall under the 

Standard Parking Rates.  However, we would caution and motivate that the process to refine the PT1 and 

PT2 Maps should NOT be considered at this stage, as this will only serve to delay the reinstatement of the 

PT1 and PT2 Maps that were previously in place and where developers have made business decisions based 

on the reduced parking that was possible.  Any further delays in reinstating the full extent of the previous 

PT1 and PT2 Maps, as published in 2020, is likely to also result in Developers claiming damages where land 

had been purchased based on the public information that existed around the PT1 and PT2 Maps which 

have now be retracted; a retraction that was primarily a result of due process not being followed by the 

City.   

 

In conclusion the WCPDF supports:  

• Re-instating of the PT1 and PT2 Maps, as currently advertised, and as soon as practically 

possible; and  

• The amendment of the MPBL to include the PT1 and PT2 Maps Plan in Annexure C of the 

DMS. 

The City should then embark on a more rigorous process to consider further and more regular 

updates on the PT1 and PT2 Maps. These updates should take into consideration detailed 

motivation prepared by Developers and/or their Consultants, especially where such changes can 

be justified and motivated, based on the underlying policies that promote and support reduced 

parking.  It is critical that any further updates only commence after the PT1 and PT2 Maps have 

been reinstated.   

 

 

ADDITIONAL MATTERS THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AND ACTIONED 

 

1. Public communication regarding the provision of parking 

The WCPDF was made aware of the political pressure placed on the City by some community 

organisations that led to the withdrawal of the PT1 and PT2 Maps based on a technical procedural 

matter.  What this illustrates is that there is clearly a lack of communication and discussion 
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between the City (as regulator) and civil society organisations (representing community interests).  

Irrespective of ongoing inclusion, in various planning policy documents, of the message that the 

City is working towards a reduction in car usage and the promotion of public transport as the 

alternative, this message has clearly not been bought into by a number of community 

organisations. 

 

The City must change its typical one-size-fits-all public-participation process of publishing policies 

for comment, to one where the City actively engages civil society on the underlying principles that 

result in draft policy. Policy must be the product of informed engagement and negotiation.   

 

This particular example in regards to PT1 and PT2 Zones, and the way in which it occurred, should 

result in a “lessons learned” reflection.   

 

2. Practical considerations on public transport 

 

The WCPDF supports the principle that public transport should form the backbone of metropolitan 

transport.  The reality is, however, that previously-existing infrastructure has been destroyed to the 

point of being dysfunctional, while ongoing disjointed control of urban public transport by various 

spheres of government remains a guarantee that a viable public transportation network will not be 

re-established any time soon. 

 

It is proposed that the City joins forces with civil society organisations and academic institutions to 

consider the process of re-establishing public transport in a phased manner, and that the parties 

agree the transition process should be reflected in all policy formation and public budgets. 

 

It is imperative that all parties not only buy into the principle and need for public transport but, just 

as importantly, into the strategy and a programme of re-establishing a viable public transport 

network. 

 

3. Negotiated parking provision 

 

The crisis created by the unilateral withdrawal of the PT1 and PT2 Maps has highlighted the fact 

that the nature of policy drafting by the City has effectively removed professional discretion from 

both the sphere of the public servant and from the professional status of trained and experience 

technical professionals representing applicants. 

 

Cities are complex institutions, and not every single principle can be described, addressed and 

contained in the legal drafting that underpins formal policy and legislation. 

 

The WCPDF therefore calls for the return of “professionalisation” and the giving of mandates to 

public servants so that they can negotiate and decide on technical matters.  Not every instance can 

be codified through PT1 and PT2 Maps; there will be instances where discretion must be applied.  



5 
 

We call on policy to create the necessary scope for such professional discretion to be able to be 

applied. 

 

4. Introspection on the process that led to the withdrawal of the PT1 and PT2 Maps 

 

Ultimately, the crisis that has been created by the withdrawal of the PT1 and PT2 Maps should be 

treated as an opportunity for introspection and learning.  The WCPDF calls on the City to convene a 

discussion between transport professionals and policy drafters to review the history and process 

around the PT1 and PT2 Maps, and be able to learn from the experience.  Ideally a “lessons learnt” 

position paper should be the outcome of such a discussion.  The WCPDF makes itself available to 

assist in convening a discussion of this nature. 

 

 

 

Submitted by:   

Deon van Zyl 
Chairperson, WCPDF 
On behalf of the WCPDF’s Members 


