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MEETING NOTES 
 

 

Project:     George Airport Eastern Precinct – Roads Master Plan 

Date:     21 August 2018, Held at George Municipality 

Attendees:    Refer to the attendance register included in Appendix A. 

 

Notes: 

1. Introduction and Welcome  

a. Lindsay Mooiman (LM) welcomed all to the meeting, highlighting that from the 
Municipality’s perspective it is important to ensure coordinated planning for the road 
network in the area, as this will translate to a functional and orderly resolution for all the 
civil services. 

b. Andre Keyser (AK) noted that BVI had been invited to the meeting, as they had recently 
been appointed by ACSA for planning on some of the airport property, to be discussed 
later in the meeting. 

c. General introductions were made around the table. 
d. LM noted that a previous meeting had been held in regard to the road network masterplan 

for the area north-east of the Airport. LM added that ITS had done some planning and 
circulated their work in that regard. 
 

2. Status of forum  

a. Flip Joubert (FJ) queried the status of the forum. 
b. LM noted that this area is a greenfields site, and as per other greenfields developments 

the internal infrastructure is paid for by the developer (e.g.  
Welgelegen, Kraaibosch, Hansmoeskraal). The Municipality needs to ensure that the 
development occurs in a structured and orderly manner, and so ensures coordinated 
planning is done with contributions calculated on proportional basis and then ringfenced 
for the needs in the area (roads and other services). LM noted that a cost-sharing model 
is produced through a masterplan for the area, and the costs included are land, 
professional services, and construction costs. LM highlighted that the Municipality has no 
budget for performing this planning that is required on an ad-hoc basis, and that the 
Municipality frequently allows for a developer to fund the development of a masterplan 
and cost-sharing model, at their own risk. LM clarified that ITS is employed on behalf of 
the Municipality, although being funded by a developer. 

c. FJ asked for a copy of the brief that was provided to ITS, so as to understand the context 
of the work being done. It was noted that the correspondence in this regard can be 
provided. 
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d. FJ queried as to whether other professional appointments had been made. LM noted that 

there hadn’t been, but that GLS Consulting do the bulk services master planning for the 
Municipality. FJ highlighted concern on this process taking place in the absence of due 
consideration for environmental and urban design considerations. LM highlighted that an 
environmental process and other studies would be done if required, but that the intention is to 
get a concept plan on the table. LM noted that the Municipal departments and the Provincial 
roads authorities are present and involved in the process to formulate a road layout that can 
be proposed to other authorities.  

e. Jacques Wheeler (JW) queried the status of the alignment of the Western Bypass, highlighting 
that if that alignment is not finalised then the development of this road network plan could be 
premature. Malcolm Watters (MW) noted that the Western Bypass had gone through an 
environmental process and that approval was granted, and thereafter the alignment was 
proclaimed by the Minister. LM noted that the ROD was issued in 2012. It was noted that 
further discussion in this regard was beyond the scope of the current meeting, and would need 
to be addressed to WCG. 

 
3. Road Network Masterplan Discussion  

a. Christoff Krogscheepers (CK) noted that the proposed road network masterplan for the 
George Airport North East Precinct (GANEP) was presented in a previous meeting mostly to 
the authorities, and that a copy of the notes from the previous meeting as well as the resultant 
plan was distributed. CK highlighted that the intention is to develop a coordinated plan in order 
to start somewhere, with other processes such as environmental that can then follow, and that 
ideas can be shared to try and find common ground and move forward. 

b. CK noted that a cost distribution model was also being prepared that would be calculated on 
a combination of developed area and/or trip generation. LM clarified that the Municipality 
requires a cost-apportionment model, and that this is different to the development 
contributions.  

c. CK highlighted that the GANEP had been earmarked in spatial planning for airport support 
related development, in the local SDP. It was noted that the airport had identified their areas 
5A and 5B for similar development, and were to discuss this further with the Municipality. 

d. CK gave an overview of the proposed road network masterplan, noting that the internal roads 
had been proposed to follow property boundaries in terms of fairness to adjoining owners, but 
that this can change if necessary. 

e. The access of cows to the agricultural land at the southern corner of the GANEP triangle was 
queried. CK noted that with the Western Bypass an underpass has been allowed for that will 
provide access. It was also noted that the road to the quarry was currently drawn on the river, 
but CK noted that this could be realigned. CK noted that the position of the underpass would 
also be confirmed with Kantey & Templer. 

f. LM emphasised that the intention is to generate a concept of a road network that can work, 
not the final road alignments, and that this process is required to get a proposal on the table. 
Delia Power (DP) noted that the road network masterplan would not be a statutory document, 
and so any development could give alternative internal road layout as long as it achieves the 
same objectives. DP highlighted that it is not binding, but that a concept plan is needed to 
address the challenges regarding access to the properties. 
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4. Traffic and cost model discussion  

a. CK noted that the assumed trip generation was based on the 26ha GANEP precinct, with 13% 
coverage for roads and then 50% of the remainder developed (11.4ha). FJ queried the growth 
assumptions, noting that the airport passengers had grown by 8% per annum over the last 3 
years. CK noted that this may be so but in the longer term, of 20 years, such growth is unlikely 
to remain consistent. It was noted that Cape Town airport area achieved a longer-term growth 
of 3%, albeit coming off a higher base. DP noted that in terms of the zoning scheme bylaw, 
the properties could potentially develop to 75% coverage with 1.5 times floor area (as a worst 
case) but that other aspects would also need to be considered such as being aesthetically 
acceptable and that this is outside the urban edge. CK noted that this would then represent 
more bulk than the current total land area, and highlighted that in Cape Town at the airport the 
uses are mostly single story. CK noted that a high scenario could be tested. 

b. CK showed the traffic evaluation of the 3 intersections along the R404, and noted that for each 
either signalisation or a traffic circle could be considered. 

c. CK gave an overview of the preliminary cost model, which currently translated to 
approximately R17,000 to R25,000 per generated trip as a contribution. CK highlighted that it 
depends greatly on the extent to which WCG, the Municipality and ACSA contribute. It was 
noted that it would be fair to include ACSA on the costs associated with the improvements to 
the R404. CK noted that the upgrading of the R404 between the intersections had not been 
included in the cost model. FJ highlighted the need to include the R102/R404 intersection. 

d. LM highlighted that the developers would have to provide the infrastructure necessary to 
accommodate their developments, but that an agreement would need to be reached for future 
contributions with a trust fund to be set-up to manage the contributions received. LM 
highlighted that this approach is done to ensure that the contributions benefit the area being 
developed, and do not get added to the municipal budget. 

e. Regarding the improvements to the R404, it was noted that currently vehicles parking there is 
an issue, with MW highlighting that this is a law enforcement issue. DP noted that planning 
should include for the GIPTN bus service. FJ highlighted that pedestrian activity in this area 
and along the road needs to be catered for. LM added that non-motorised transport and 
Universal Accessibility would also need to be considered. MW noted caution and requested 
that pedestrian activity towards the R102 not be encouraged. LM highlighted that farm dwellers 
in the area do commute on foot, and CK noted that any shops would generate foot traffic. 

f. FJ highlighted the need to consider the R102 and R404 at the airport in terms of their gateway 
function to the Garden Route, and highlighted that this meant a possible municipal / regional 
benefit. CK noted that the improvements costs can’t just be for the developers and the airport. 
LM noted that it would be difficult to get the Municipality to contribute, but suggested that a 
live cost model be developed such that proportional contributions could be updated. 

g. FJ suggested that the bottom section of the proposed network changes to the GANEP be left 
off the first cost model. 

h. EB noted that with the development of a more urban cross-section of the R404, including 
pedestrian and bus facilities, street lighting, etc, then the Municipality would need to take over 
authority on the road. LM suggested an incremental transfer. EB noted that WCG does not 
have the ability to manage an urban road. 
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5. Way forward  

a. CK noted that he would update the presentation slides and distribute with the notes of the 
meeting’s discussion. 

b. Municipality to advise on the way forward. LM noted that the model makes many assumptions, 
and queried what information would be needed to refine the model. CK asked that there be 
comments made from the landowners and their consultants on the assumptions made 
regarding land use and future traffic. 

c. Ricus Fivaz (RF) highlighted the need to resolve on a road network layout as soon as possible, 
due to there being differing applications on the table. JF noted that the internal road network 
has not taken the layout proposed for 208/4 into account, and needs to do so. CK noted that 
the layout for 204/8 had been viewed but that it had made sense to keep the internal roads to 
the property boundaries. 

 
 

6. Other  

a. BVI presented options developed for the ACSA areas 5A and 5B. EB queried on the access 
that would be needed off the R102. DP highlighted that the Municipality wouldn’t support retail 
uses and that the development would need to be consistent with the Municipal SDF. 
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Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

George Airport North Eastern Precinct

ROADS MASTER PLANNING

PROGRESS MEETING @ George Municipality

21 August 2018

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

George Airport North Eastern Precinct

Agenda:

• Welcome

• Attendance & Apologies

• Notes of Previous Meeting and Distribution

• Background and SDF

• Roads Master Plan

• Traffic Forecast and Analysis

• Costing

• Capital Contribution Model

• Way Forward
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Locality Plan

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Gwayang Local Spatial Development Framework
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Gwayang Local Spatial Development Framework

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Airport Precint
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Western Bypass

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Proposed Road Network
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Proposed Road Network

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Traffic Analysis

Future Traffic:

• Generated by Precinct

• Generated by Airport

• Background Growth

Scenario 1: Existing Traffic – Existing Geometry

Scenario 2: Existing Traffic – Single Lane Roundabouts

Scenario 3: Existing Traffic – Traffic Signals, with turn lanes

Scenario 4: 2040 Traffic – Existing Geometry

Scenario 5: 2040 Traffic – Single Lane Roundabouts

Scenario 6: 2040 Traffic – Traffic Signals, with turn lanes
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Traffic Generated by GANEP

Existing Rights

• Agriculture

• Business – Limited to Filling Station

• Agricultural limited to Tourism

• Res V. limited to hotel and Business limited to Meeting Place

Future Land Use

• Airport Support Zone:

- Hotels, Storage, Warehousing

- Tourism, Car Rental, ect

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Traffic Generated by GANEP

• Total Area of Precinct: 26.1 ha

• Allow for Roads (13%): 22.7 ha

• FAR = 50%: 11.4 ha

Trip Rates

• Light Industrial = 1 trip/100 sqm

• Warehousing = 0.5 trips/100 sqm

• Using 0.8 and 1.0 trips/100sqm

Total Trips 

• @ 1.0 = 975 trips per hour

• @ 0.8 = 770 trips per hour
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Trip Generation

Two Scenarios

Scenario 1

• GANEP: 770 Trips

• Airport: 500 Trips

• Background Growth 10% Total on all Roads

Scenario 2

• GANEP: 975 Trips

• Airport: 500 Trips

• Background Growth 70% on R102

• Sensitivity Checking: Increased Airport and GANEP with 20% & 40%

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Sc1: Existing Traffic and Geometry
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Sc2: Existing Traffic and Roundabouts

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Sc3: Existing Traffic and Traffic Signals
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Trip Generation – Low Scenario

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Trip Generation – High Scenario
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SC4: 2040 Existing Geometry

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

SC5: 2040 Roundabouts (Single)
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SC6: 2040 Traffic Signals

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Summary of Analysis: 770 Trips & Low BG
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AM PM AM PM AM PM

R404/R102 B B A A B B

R404/George Airport B B A A B B

R404/Quarry A A A A A A

R404/R102 F F A A B B

R404/George Airport F F A A B B

R404/Quarry D C A A A A

R404/R102 F F A B B B

R404/George Airport F F B C B B

R404/Quarry F F A A A A

R404/R102 F F B C B B

R404/George Airport F F C C D D

R404/Quarry F F A A A A

Existing Volumes:

975 TRIPS GENERATED TRIPS GENERATED BY PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

Intersections
Existing Geometry  Single Lane: Roundabout  Traffic Signals 

Total Traffic +40%:

Total Traffic +20%:

Total Traffic:

Summary of Analysis: 975 Trips & High BG

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Summary of Traffic Analysis

Need upgrading of the intersection of R102/R404 to either signal or 
roundabout

Will need upgrading in future at Access to Airport. Can be either 
traffic signal or roundabout. Both will have at least a 20 year 
design life. 
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1

2

3

Construction Cost Estimate 

Intersection
Length 
(m)

Width
(m)

Area 
(sqm)

Rate 
(R/sqm) Total

Road A 243.1 10.3 2503.93 R1 200 R3 004 716

Road B 301.4 10.3 3104.42 R1 200 R3 725 304

Road C 198.2 10.3 2041.46 R1 200 R2 449 752

Road D 300 10.3 3090 R1 200 R3 708 000

Road E 120.3 10.3 1239.09 R1 200 R1 486 908

Roundabout 1 3505.1 R1 200 R4 206 120

Roundabout 2 3138.7 R1 200 R3 766 440

Roundabout 3 3182.6 R1 200 R3 819 120

Total R26 166 360

Cost Estimates

No Upgrade

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Cost Estimation
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1

2

3

Construction Cost Estimate 

Intersection
Length 
(m)

Width
(m)

Area 
(sqm)

Rate 
(R/sqm) Total

Road A 243.1 10.3 2503.93 R1 200

Road B 301.4 10.3 3104.42 R1 200

Road C 198.2 10.3 2041.46 R1 200

Road D 300 10.3 3090 R1 200 R3 708 000

Road E 120.3 10.3 1239.09 R1 200 R1 486 908

Roundabout 1 3505.1 R1 200 R4 206 120

Roundabout 2 3138.7 R1 200 R3 766 440

Roundabout 3 3182.6 R1 200 R3 819 120

Total R16 986 588

770  - 975 Trips
R17.5k  R24.7k per Trip

Thinking Global, 
Acting Local

Way Forward

Notes of this meeting and slides will be distributed

Comment welcome from all parties.

Input/Comments will guide the process – Municipality to Decide

If general agreement is reached:

• Then plan to be adopted by Municipality

• Cost Model to be adopted

• DC’s payable to construct the required roadways


