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4.2 
PORTION 3 OF FARM 585, HEMEL-EN-AARDE VALLEY, OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL 
AREA: APPLICATION FOR CONSENT USE: OVERSTRAND MUNICIPALITY 
 
3/585 RCAL (3488/2019) 
H Olivier (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
25 March 2020 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
The application on Portion 3 of Farm 585, Hemel-en-Aarde Valley is in terms of 
Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2015 for a consent use in order to accommodate a proposed utility service to 
accommodate a garden waste chipping area. 

 
A Locality Plan of the property concerned is attached as Annexure A.  The Motivation 
Report from the applicant in support of the proposal is attached as Annexure B, while 
the proposed Site Development Plan is attached as Annexure C. 

 
2. DECISION AUTHORITY 

 
 Municipal Planning Tribunal 

 
3. BACKGROUND / SITE HISTORY 

 
The farm measures 70,0957 ha in extent and is zoned Agriculture Zone I.   

 
In 2018, a planning approval was granted to utilise the property for an animal care 
centre (municipal animal pound) and to utilize the property for authority purposes. 

 
4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 

 
 The proposed garden waste chipping area complies with the definition of utility 

services, and can be interpreted as “sustainable service delivery technology”. 
 Members of the public will bring garden waste to the facility, where it will be 

mechanically chipped into smaller fractions and removed from the site to use as 
composting or alternative uses off-site. 

 Benefits include less creation of compost with less environmental impact, requires 
less energy, cuts climate-changing carbon emissions, reduces landfill waste, 
reduces burning of waste and is cheaper than to do waste collection and disposal. 

 Only a 17,4m2 size control building will be constructed, which will comply with the 
Zoning Scheme Regulations. 

 The garden waste chipping yard will be 2202m2, and ten (10) parking bays will be 
provided for visitors and four (4) loading bays. 

 There is electricity and water available on-site, whilst sewerage will be dealt with by 
way of a conservancy tank. 

 Access will be off Divisional Road Dr 01239. 
 

Need and Desirability 
 

 This is the right place and time for such a facility to alleviate the possible pressure 
on the Karwyderskraal landfill site and it has numerous environmental benefits.  The 
chipping area is proposed on a cleared site, will not be visible from the Divisional 
Road due to the surrounding trees, and it would therefore not impact the rural 
character. 
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 It will have a positive economic impact as it will create jobs. 
 It will not trigger listed activities in terms of the National Resources Act, 1999 or 

NEMA. 
 This application will create a sustainable way to deal with garden waste and lower 

green-house gasses. 
 It will have a positive social impact in terms of job creation. 
 The existing trees will create a natural noise screen and the contractor will be 

obliged to prevent nuisances such as noise, air pollution, dust and wind-blown 
material.  It will also be modelled around the facility at the Hermanus Waste Transfer 
Station, which has minimal noise impact. 

 Surrounding property owners’ rights will not be de-valued. 
 The chipping area is not a risk activity or excessively noisy, therefore it would not 

interfere with land use rights of surrounding property owners. 
 Additional conditions can also be imposed to limit the facility to ensure it will not 

have an adverse impact on the character of the area. 
 The proposal is in line with the PSDF in that it promotes a transition to innovation 

within the Waste Management Sector to increase recycling and re-use, promotes a 
mind-set of reduce, rethink, recycle and promotes the expansion of recycling 
technologies. 

 The proposal is in line with the Overstrand Municipal SDF, 2006 which promotes the 
efficient use of energy resources, promotes preservation of the character and form 
of the existing settlement pattern, and also to promote improvement and maintaining 
the standard of bulk services with particular reference to solid waste. 

 It is in line with the Planning Principles (in terms of SPLUMA) as follows: 
 

Spatial Justice: 
The proposal will unlock employment opportunities for the unemployed rural 
residents negatively impacted by apartheid. 

 
Spatial Sustainability: 
Will promote mixed rural land uses. 

 
Efficiency: 
The most efficient use will be made of the subject property in relation to 
infrastructure, energy and resources.  

 
Spatial Resilience: 
It is in line with the spatial resilience principles in the PSDF and SDF. 

 
Good Administration: 
A good administration process, including public participation process was followed 
by the Overstrand Municipality. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Notices Yes 18 November 2019 24 January 2020 

Ward councillor Yes 18 November 2019 24 January 2020 

Total comments 7 (SEVEN) 

Was public participation undertaken in accordance with Section 46 - 50 of 
the By-Law on Municipal Land Use Planning? 

Yes 
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Was the application processed correctly (if no, elaborate below): Yes 

Is the proposal consistent with the principles referred to in Chapter 2 of 
SPLUMA and Chapter VI of LUPA? (can be elaborated further below) 

Yes 

 
6. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS FROM ORGANS OF STATES AND/OR MUNICIPAL 

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments 

Telkom 06/12/2019 See Annexure F. 

Eskom 03/01/2020 See Annexure G. 

Building Control 20/11/2019 No objection. 

Operational Manager 21/11/2019 See Annexure H. 

Engineering Services 25/11/2019 See Annexure E. 

Environmental Department 16/01/2020 See Annexure I. 

Department of Transport 18/12/2019 See Annexure J. 

Fire Department 8/02/2020 See Annexure K. 

BGCMA 12/12/2019 See Annexure L. 

EADP 13/12/2019 See Annexure M. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION, 

APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS AND MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF 
COMMENTS 

 
OBJECTION 1:  ILLEGAL DUMPING 

 
The illegal dumping of garden waste will now increase, and there is uncertainty 
with regards to the hours the facility will operate and who will police it. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The facility will provide a facility to the public to dump garden waste under one (1) ton, 
which would help to alleviate any illegal dumping. The facility will be open from 08:00 
to 18:00 from Monday to Friday and 09:00 to 16:00 on Saturdays and there will be an 
access controller during operating hours and a security guard after hours. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The applicant addressed the comment. 
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OBJECTION 2:  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
 

The property is situated in the Onrust Mountain Conservancy.  This chipping 
facility is semi-industrial and would lead to significant changes to the well-being 
of the environment and impact on FONA and FLORA. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The facility will not be a dump site, but will only chip garden refuse and then the refuse 
will regularly be removed and transferred to the Karwydeskraal landfill site.  The facility 
will not in any way interfere with the landscape and conservancy character and the 
area will even be cleared of alien vegetation, which supports the conservancy. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The application was circulated to Cape Nature and the Municipal Environmental 
Branch for comments. Cape Nature failed to respond, but the Municipal Environmental 
Branch indicated their support for the application, subject to strict conditions regarding 
noise control, control of any possible seepage and groundwater control, visual impact 
and fire management. 

 
It is clear that the Municipal Environmental Branch is of the opinion that the facility’s 
environmental impact can be controlled to acceptable levels, hence the objection is 
considered speculative. 

 
OBJECTION 3:  SPECIAL CONDITIONS 

 
The owner of Erf 283, Hermanus requests that a special condition be inserted 
that, should the owner of Erf 283 request that the noise of the chipping machine 
be reduced, then the municipality will be obliged to do so. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The condition cannot be accepted, but the chipping facility will operate during working 
hours, providing surrounding property owners with peace and comfort after hours, 
when they are at home with their families. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The objectors’ comments are noted, but the applicant did not specifically respond to 
the objectors’ concern, being excessive noise by the chipping machine. It is also to be 
noted that most surrounding properties are utilised for tourist facilities, training 
facilities, schools and farming. This means owners, staff and even visitors are present 
at these properties during working hours; therefore they could be impacted on by any 
excessive noise from the chipping machine. 

 
OBJECTION 4:  IMPACT ON TOURIST ACTIVITIES 

 
There are existing walking and bike trails in the area, which are popular with 
tourists and locals, which will be impacted on by the increase in traffic. 

 
Tourist facilities in the area including at Southern Right and Bartho Eksteen 
Wijnskool will be negatively affected. 
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Applicant’s Response 
 

The road opposite the site is wide enough, with only the existing single vehicle bridge 
that could create a bottle neck, but would not increase accidents.  Mountain bike trails 
are mostly used after hours and over weekends. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
This is a valid concern by the objector.  This area is identified as a scenic route which 
promotes tourist facilities and there are existing walking and mountain bike trails, and 
also the existing quad biking and tree top adventures.  By bringing in more traffic, there 
could be a clash of pedestrian/bike traffic and vehicles, which could raise safety 
concerns.  The fact that vehicles would have to access the area over the single vehicle 
bridge they will share with bike riders is a further concern for cyclers’ safety. 

 
Surrounding tourist facilities such as the surrounding wine farms and restaurants could 
also be negatively affected by increased traffic and noise. 

 
OBJECTION 5:  TRAFFIC CONCERNS 

 
There is traffic concern regarding the bottle neck at the single lane bridge on the 
Camphill Road.  The increase in traffic creates concerns at the R43 intersection, 
which already backs-up significantly.  

 
The facility will increase traffic and noise on Hemel en Aarde Road and the 
Camphill Road and R320 intersection.  No road upgrades are proposed, but with 
the increase in traffic, more trucks will be using the Hemel en Aarde and 
Camphill Roads and the single vehicles bridge, which sturdiness and safety is 
questioned to carry the additional traffic. 

 
At the existing dump site, it was observed that up to ten (10) vehicles would do 
drop-offs at the same time, with a constant inflow and outflow of vehicles. Large 
anticipated trucks must collect the chipped material. However, no Traffic Impact 
Assessment (TIA) was done in support of the application. The entrance to the 
chipping facility is at a blind bend and there would be enormous dust or mud, 
depending on the season. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The Western Cape Department of Transport and Public Works, which is the competent 
authority on district and provincial roads, supports the application subject to certain 
conditions.  The implementation of the conditions is intended to address the concerns 
raised by the objector. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The application that was submitted did not provide a clear indication as to the number 
of traffic that would visit the site.  It was only indicated in the response to the objectors 
that approximately thirty eight (38) truckloads of chipping waste will be removed from 
the site per month. 

 
The comments received from the Department of Transport provided for an additional 
approval.  The conditions entails putting up signage, but also includes conditions which 
stipulate that the Municipality must provide a Conditional Assessment of the Divisional 
Road 1239 (Camphill Road) to the Roads Engineer prior to operation and every six (6) 
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month thereafter, keep record of how many vehicles drop-off and pick-up material, and 
lastly that the Municipality must unconditionally accept any further conditions stipulated 
by the District Road Engineer regarding the maintenance of Camphill Road. 

 
Considering the above, it is not clear what the actual traffic impact will be, and also 
what type of upgrades of the roads will be required.  This can also be a risk for the 
Municipality to accept an open-ended condition with no clear understanding of the 
possible financial implications. 

 
The new chipping facility will have a significant increase in traffic that could influence 
traffic safety on the Camphill Road, Hemel en Aarde Road, the various intersections 
and also the single lane vehicle bridge.  The lack of a TIA therefore makes it 
impossible to measure such impact at this stage, and the objector’s concerns 
regarding the lack of sufficient information and negative traffic impact are valid 
concerns. 

 
OBJECTION 6:  IMPACT ON CAMPHILL SCHOOL CLIENTS 

 
The increase in vehicle and pedestrian traffic would raise safety concerns for 
the vulnerable children and adults at the two (2) Camphill Communities. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The support by the Department of Transport projects a low accident risk to the 
Camphill Community. The facility is unlikely to create a safety risk to neighbouring 
properties as the facility will have no items for resale value or attract job seekers, and 
is therefore unlikely to attract vagrants. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The matter regarding traffic impact was previously addressed.  

 
The applicant’s response can be supported to a certain extent, as there are already 
tourist facilities and training facilities that draw traffic and pedestrian traffic into this 
area, that allegedly impact the Camphill Community.  However, job seekers will visit an 
area where they see potential for them to obtain a job.  They could see the site as an 
area where they can be in contact with members of the public or garden services busy 
doing garden work, and possibly requiring more manual labour for the jobs being 
performed. 

 
OBJECTION 7:  INDUSTRIAL NATURE AND IMPACT  

 
The facility will be more of a commercial or industrial nature, and the chipping 
machine and additional traffic will create dust, fumes and pollution. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The garden waste chipping facility will be located 100m from the property boundary, 
and surrounding trees will buffer dust to neighbouring properties. 

 
In the public tender for the chipping facility conditions to control air pollution, dust 
control and wind-blown material will be inserted to reduce or prevent such nuisance. 
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Town Planner’s Response 
 

The comments by the objector and applicant are duly noted.  It is fair to say that dust of 
vehicles can be controlled by resurfacing the gravel road, and dust and wind-blown 
objects will be blocked from the neighbouring properties by the dense trees around the 
site.  Considering the vast open spaces around the site, it is also not foreseen that 
fumes could have a significant impact on the surrounding area. 

 
OBJECTION 8:  NOISE IMPACT 

 
Impact of noise on the quiet mountain valley has not been investigated, and can 
change depending on weather and wind.  Many trees will also be removed for 
the site, which reduce the ability to screen noise. 

 
No information was provided about measured noise levels or details of the type 
of chipping machine, to enable objectors to determine possible noise levels.  It 
is therefore difficult to determine if land use rights will be affected.  The 
statement that Hermanus Transfer Station chipping operation has minimal noise 
impact and this operation will be modelled around such facility is not supported, 
as ambient noise levels around the Hermanus Transfer Station is much higher 
than a rural area and the new sites location higher up will make the noise more 
audible.  Surrounding owners had to use chippers for invasive plant clearing, 
and therefore, other surrounding land owners thus know how noisy they are. 

 
The high noise levels will impact on the peace and tranquillity of the area, which 
will infringe upon the use and enjoyment and ultimately property values of 
surrounding properties.  It would also affect school leaners at Camphill School. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The trees around the proposed chipping site, even if some are removed from the site, 
will still create a natural visual and noise screen. 

 
The chipping equipment to be used was not specified as the successful tenderer will 
have to provide the machine.  Specific conditions in the tender were however inserted 
to control nuisance, including noise (by ensuring all plant silencers, etc. are in good 
working conditions).  The comments regarding background noise levels for the 
Hermanus Transfer Station and this site are noted and not disputed.  It is, however, 
mentioned that other land owners in the area used chippers to clear invasive plant 
species, yet they want to deprive the Municipality of doing same. 

 
In terms of SPLUMA, a Municipal Planning Tribunal may not be impeded or restricted 
in the exercise of its discretion solely on the ground that the value of land or property 
that will be affected by the outcome of the application.  The assumption made by the 
objectors of devaluation of property values are therefore, not relevant. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The objector’s and applicant’s response regarding noise creation are noted.  The fact 
that trees around the site would screen noise is not debated, but the objectors’ 
concerns that no information was provided as to the measure of noise the chipping 
machine will create, is problematic.  It is at this stage impossible to determine if the 
trees will block the noise sufficiently to acceptable levels.  
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The comments regarding the background noise are also noted, and the objectors’ 
opinion that the Hermanus Transfer Station and this rural site cannot be compared, are 
supported. 

 
The surrounding property owners however have an expectancy that the noise would be 
similar to other chippers used in the area for clearing invasive plants.  This could be an 
unfair comparison, but there is no specific measured information that proves the 
objectors’ concern to be wrong.  This is also then why surrounding property owners 
voiced their concerns regarding impact on peace and tranquillity.  It is also general 
believe that should peace and tranquillity be impacted, property value will also be 
impacted.  The applicant’s comment regarding the consideration of properties being 
devalued in terms of taking SPLUMA decisions are noted, but the devalue concerns 
stems due to the direct impact of the chipping facility. 

 
Considering the above, it is not clear what the noise impact will be of the chipping 
plant, due to the lack of measurable information, it is impossible to make such a 
determination.  The concerns of surrounding objectors are however not unfounded, as 
chipping machines are known to create high noise levels.  The objections regarding 
noise are, however, valid and if the applicant cannot prove low noise impact, such 
chipping machine should not be allowed to operate in the area. 

 
OBJECTION 9:  FIRE RISK 

 
The area has a significant fire risk, with capacity to carry wild fire through 
Sandbaai and Onrustrivier.  The current fire risk due to underground peat fire is 
evidence of fire higher risk.  Any compostable material accumulated on-site 
would increase fire risk, and also considering the area next to the proposed 
chipping site did not burn recently, fire risk management on the site is 
important. 

 
The single vehicle bridge is the only fire escape route out of the area.  Has the 
Greater Overberg Fire Protection Association been consulted regarding those 
problems? 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
No material will be burnt on-site.  The application was circulated to all relevant 
Municipal Branches for comments and mitigation measures would be introduced if they 
believe the property is a fire risk. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The objectors’ and applicant’s response are noted. 

 
The application was circulated to the Municipal Fire Department, who indicated that 
they had no objection to the application.  They stipulated that the structures and area 
must comply with the National Fire Protection Regulations SANS T: 2011 and the By-
Law relating to Community Fire Safety (housekeeping to be improved, accumulation of 
combustible material must not create a fire hazard or other threatening danger). 

 
OBJECTION 10:  SAFETY/SECURITY CONCERNS 

 
The proposed facility will lead to an increase in crime and trespassing in the 
area, in a fragile community which would lead to policing the area to protect 
assets and also possible land invasions.  The location of the site in the Hemel-
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en-Aarde Valley will also lead to an increase in rats and therefore snakes and 
baboons, thereby creating more safety issues on the mountain bike and hiking 
trails.  Glenfruin already has security concerns and increased public access can 
lead to an increase and invasion/illegal settlement. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
Only garden waste will be stored on-site, with low resale value, and it is highly unlikely 
thieves would want to trespass and steal it.  There will also be 24/7 security on-site. 
There is also no correlation between land invasions and the waste chipping facility. 

 
The garden refuse should not attract baboons, but this will be dealt with by the staff if 
so required.  Although unlikely, but if there are more snakes on-site the SPCA will be 
contacted to remove the snakes.  The concern about land invasions cannot be 
attributed to the proposal. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The comments of the objectors and applicant are noted.  The objections are 
speculative and were sufficiently addressed by the applicant. 

 
OBJECTION 11:  HERMANUS CHIPPING FACILITY IDEAL 

 
The location of the existing chipping facility at the Hermanus Waste Transfer 
Station is ideal in terms of central location.  It is already in a semi-industrial area 
and close to major roads.  It is not clear why the facility must now be moved to a 
less central location, and it is not clear if the general public or/and garden 
services were consulted about the move.  The existing chipping site already 
provides job creation, is in line with the need and desirability and is being used 
for recycling. 

 
Applicant’s Response  

 
The current area has been promised to the local community for housing and other 
municipal uses, possibly a satellite police station or library. 

 
At least three (3) new jobs will be created at the new site. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
It is not debated that the existing chipping facility at the Hermanus Waste Transfer 
Station is ideally located, but it is clear that due to the need for land for housing such 
land has been identified for other possible purposes. 

 
It is not clear on whether there was consultation with the general public or gardening 
services regarding to the move of the chipping facility.  It is, however not relevant to 
measure the desirability of the proposed chipping facility of Portion 3 of Farm 585.  It is 
also to be noted that the Municipality also intends moving the whole Hermanus Waste 
Transfer Station to Erf 243, Hermanus, where the sewerage works in Zwelihle is 
located.  The Municipality will however have to consider both these applications from a 
desirability perspective, and take a decision on the way forward. 
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OBJECTION 12:  MISMANAGING OF MUNICIPAL PROPERTY 
 

The Municipality is already mismanaging the property allowing the spread of the 
vegetation, creating a huge fire risk, allowing spread of pollution, allowing 
falling of timber into the river causing flooding downstream, allowing activities 
on the property which are in contravention with the Zoning Scheme, not 
ensuring proper health and safety practices, not securing the borders of the 
property allowing invaders into the surrounding properties, not providing visible 
and effective security, and lastly, entering into agreements with outsiders to cut 
trees in an unprofessional manner, who strays onto other properties and 
creating environmental hazards.  There is also no control over the existing pig 
farm on the property, creating many problems. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
No substantive evidence was provided that the property is a fire risk and no clear 
indication is provided as to what pollution is being referred to.  No evidence was 
provided that existing land uses damage the ecology, or which land uses are in conflict 
with Zoning Scheme and which health and safety practices are not correctly 
performed.  No planning application will resolve people trespassing land.  The 
prevalence of using outsiders to chop timber also has no relevance to the application. 

 
Note the new chipping facility will have ablution facilities for employees and the public, 
and there will be an access control building improving security. 

 
The pig farm is also not related to the existing application submitted. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
Considering the objections and also the applicant’s response, many of the comments 
are general statements, with no specific evidence in support of such statements.  At 
this stage, land use rights were approved on the property for some office use (Law 
Enforcement) and an animal care facility (Animal Pound).  This facility actually helps 
improve security in the area.  There is also informal farming with pigs on the property, 
which is a temporary arrangement, which has created some problems for the 
Municipality, but it is being monitored by Law Enforcement personnel on the site. 

 
The concerns regarding management of the property are noted, but if the claims are 
correct, it will at least be improved by creating increased control and security and 
ablution facilities. 

 
OBJECTION 13:  PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS 

 
Camphill did not receive any notice or email regarding the application and were 
informed by a neighbour.  It is not clear which property owners received notices 
and if the general public was informed.  The application should have been 
advertised to the general public as this will be a public facility. 

 
There should have been direct consultation with affected adjoining property 
owners before such proposal should have been considered. 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The Overstrand Municipality is the authority who performs pubic participation process. 
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Town Planner’s Response 
 

Registered notices were sent to sixteen (16) surrounding properties in the area and 
next to Camphill and the Hemel-en-Aarde Roads in a radius up to 2km from the 
subject site.  

 
Camphill School facilities are spread over four (4) properties, being Portion 14 of Farm 
585, Portion 10 of Farm 585, Portion 15 of Farm 585 and Portion 2 of Farm 585.  
Notices were sent to Portion 14 of Farm 585 and Portion 10 of Farm 585, but it was 
later established that Portion 14 of Farm 585 and Portion 10 of Farm 585 are 
registered in the name of Hermanus Rudolf Steiner School and Portion 2 of Farm 585 
and Portion 15 of Farm 585 in the name of Camphill Farm Community Hermanus. 
These four (4) properties are, however all referred to as Camphill School, and this is 
then probably the reason how S Hoodson and J Botha of Camphill Communities 
Hermanus became aware of the application.  Camphill School, however did provide 
their comments on the application, and therefore did participate in the public 
participation process. 

 
The comments regarding advertisement in the press or placing notice boards on-site 
are noted.  It is not a requirement in terms of the By-Law to place an advertisement in 
a newspaper or on a notice board on-site for a consent use application.  It is to be 
noted that when the animal pound application on the property was dealt with as a 
consent use only notices were also sent out to surrounding property owners and no 
objections were received about the public participation process for such application. 

 
It is the applicant’s (Waste Management Department of Municipality) prerogative if 
they wanted to consult directly with any surrounding neighbours, but it cannot be 
enforced. 

 
OBJECTION 14:  JOB CREATION 

 
The move of the chipping facility will not create new jobs, but will only relocate 
existing ones, creating inconvenience to current employees as there is no taxi 
service in the Hemel-en-Aarde Valley.  Appointing rural staff would create 
movement of pedestrians through Camphill, creating safety and security 
challenges. 

 
What will happen to existing staff operating the existing chipping facility in 
Hermanus? 

 
Applicant’s Response 

 
The following additional jobs will be created, namely an access controller and two (2) 
security guards.  Staff could be transported by the contractor. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The objector’s and applicant’s response are noted.  It appears that some job 
opportunities will be created and transport for staff can be dealt with. 

 
The comment regarding appointed rural workers who would walk through Camphill 
School is very speculative, especially considering the fact that minimal additional 
people will be appointed. 
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OBJECTION 15:  PRACTICALITY OF THE PROPOSAL 
 

A gravel area will not be suitable for a chipping facility as it would be 
compressed into the ground and damage equipment.  A complete slab will be 
required. 

 
Applicant’s Response  

 
A concrete slab is very expensive.  The chipping facility in Hermanus is on hardened 
gravels with minor maintenance. 

 
Town Planner’s Response 

 
The objector’s and applicant’s comments are noted. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
See Paragraph 7 above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS 

 
See Paragraph 7 above. 

 
10. MUNICIPAL PLANNING EVALUATION (REFER TO RELEVANT 

CONSIDERATIONS GUIDELINE) 
 

10.1 Background 
 

N/A 
 

10.2 (In)consistency with the Spatial Planning and Land Use Management Act, 
2013 (Act 16 of 2013) 

 
The application is in line with the planning objectives applicable to this 
application.  

 
The objectives relating to: 

 
Spatial Justice 
N/A 

 
Spatial Sustainability 
The farm is not utilized productively as it is only utilised as animal pound and 
offices. The use of farm for a chipping facility would increase its productivity. 

 
The farm does not have any agricultural activities that will be impacted upon, nor 
does it trigger any environmental triggers.  

 
Efficiency 
It appears to be efficient to utilize the farm for an additional chipping facility; it is 
not clear whether the preparation of the site to ensure that no pollution of ground 
water takes place will be financially efficient. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The land could still be utilized for farming in future should the need arise. 
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Good Administration 
Good procedure was followed and with a good public participation process. 
There is, however some concern about the lack of some information provided 
addressing traffic impact and noise impact. 

 
10.3 (In)consistency with the principles referred to in Chapter Vl of the Land Use 

Planning Act, 2014 (Act 3 of 2014) 
 

Same as Point 10.2 above. 
 

10.4 (In)consistency with the IDP/Various levels of SDF’s/Applicable policies 
 

The SDF allows non-agricultural uses as long as it is not a high potential 
agricultural land, near to access roads, locations must have minimal impact on 
aesthetics and also on farming activity.  

 
There are some concerns about the traffic impact into an area with a one (1) 
vehicle lane bridge.  The area is also identified for tourist businesses and a 
scenic route and there is concern that additional traffic and noise from a chipping 
machine can have a negative effect on the character of the area.   

 
10.5 (In)consistency with guidelines prepared by the Provincial Minister 

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal Engineering Services 

 
Sewerage will be dealt with by way of a conservancy tank. 

 
10.7 Outcomes of investigations/applications i.t.o other legislation 

 
The farm falls in a CBA area, but no comments were received from Cape Nature.  
The Municipal Environmental Branch however indicated their support for the 
application subject to specific conditions. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
In this area, various other non-agricultural land uses were allowed, such as 
training centres, tourist facilities, special needs schools, animal pound and 
municipal offices.  The desirability of each activity must however be considered 
on its own merit. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
At this stage the existing farm house and outbuildings (approximately 765m² in 
extent) is utilized as an animal care centre (municipal pound) and authority purposes 
(Law Enforcement offices). 
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The existing farm is in a dilapidated state, with no existing farming activities other 
than some pigs being accommodated on the farm on a temporary basis.  Existing 
farming activities would therefore not be affected. 

 
The chipping facility is proposed approximately 100m from the entrance road onto the 
farm off the Camphill District Road.  Vehicles would have to travel via the Hemel-en-
Aarde Road, turn-off onto the Camphill Road and cross a single lane bridge before 
reaching the turn-off onto the farm. 

 
The surrounding area is a mixture of mixed uses and farming, being utilized for 
municipal office use (Law enforcement), animal pound (Municipal), tourist facilities 
(wedding venue, accommodation, tree top climbing, quad bike routes, hiking and bike 
routes), wine farms (farming, wine making and wine tasting), restaurants and protea 
farming, and lastly a special school facility (Camphill School).  It is clear that a mixed 
use character has been created, but it is important that any additional use should not 
impact the existing land uses. 

 
In the public participation process, the surrounding property owners clearly voiced 
their concerns about the possible impact of the proposed chipping facility on the 
surrounding area.  These concerns were discussed in detail in this report, but the 
concerns regarding traffic impact, noise impact and also if such industrial type facility 
would fit in with the character of the area will be discussed in more detail. 

 
In the application, no clear information was provided with regard to the number of 
trips to and from the site.  The lack of such information was then also reiterated by the 
objectors.  In the response to the objections the applicant indicated that 
approximately thirty eight (38) truck trips per month will be made removing the 
chipped material from the site.  It was also indicated that the Department of Transport 
provided its support for the application, and that such department was the custodian 
of the Hemel-en-Aarde and Camphill Roads. 

 
The objector’s concerns are valid concerns.  No clear figures were provided as to the 
amount of trips to be expected.  In the conditional approval by the Department of 
Transport they also indicated that “applicant provides a Conditional Assessment of 
the affected portion of the Divisional Road 1239 (Camphill Road) to the Districts 
Roads Engineer” and that this be “prior to operation and every 6 months thereafter”.  
This is an indication that the Department of Transport is not sure as to if any 
upgrades would be required to the road prior to operation. 

 
The Department of Transport further stipulate that “the applicant keeps record of how 
many vehicles drop-off and pick-up material and the applicant unconditionally accepts 
any further conditions stipulated by the District Roads Engineer”.  

 
Considering the above, it again clearly shows uncertainty about the possible trip 
generation and what type of road upgrades will be required.  The objectors’ fears with 
regard to traffic safety, especially considering access to the area via a single vehicle 
bridge, are considered valid concerns.  It is therefore impossible to consider the 
desirability of the application in terms of traffic impact without a TIA, also stipulating 
proposed road upgrades. 

 
The other major concerns from objectors were noise pollution by the chipping 
machine.  The applicant in his response to the objections did indicate that the person 
that would obtain the tender for the chipping facility will decide on the type of 
machine, but will be required to comply with strict conditions including controlling 
noise levels.  This however, does not provide an answer to a clear measurable noise 
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level (desirable) that can be expected, and what impact such noise will have in an 
area with low ambient noise, and in a valley where noise will bounce off the hills and 
mountains. 

 
This type of facility will operate six (6) days per week, even in the times that schools, 
restaurants and tourist facilities are operating in the area, and increased noise levels 
would have a negative effect on such facilities.  

 
It is the opinion that the only way to determine the impact of noise in this unique 
environment is to do some form of sound/noise level test, to determine if such levels 
will be acceptable. Without such information, it is very difficult to prove that the facility 
is desirable from a noise perspective. 

 
The objectors were also very concerned about creating an “industrial type” facility in 
this area, and the potential impact of this activity on the character of the area. 

 
The application is for a consent use for utility purposes for a garden waste chipping 
area.  The application was also forwarded to the Planning Division : Department of 
Environmental Affairs and Development Planning (EA&DP), as the proposal is 
outside the Urban Edge on Agricultural Land, and is therefore a requirement for such 
Department to be informed of the application in terms of LUPA. 

 
EA&DP commented as follows: 

 
“The directorate does not regard a garden waste chipping area to be a “utility 
service”, which is defined in the Zoning Scheme to be a use required to provide 
engineering and associated services for the proper functioning of urban 
development”. 

 
“Further chipping facilities are ideally located within a solid waste disposal site, which 
has an industrial zoning”. 

 
Considering the above, EA&DP does not support this facility in the proposed location, 
nor the proposed use allocation.  This basically means that the only way to formally 
establish such a facility in the location will entail a rezoning of land to an appropriate 
zone, which would then also require an application to EA&DP in terms of LUPA. 

 
It is therefore the opinion that should the Municipality want to establish a garden 
waste chipping facility on the property, it will have to prepare a much more detailed 
rezoning application addressing all points of desirability and also indicating how the 
character of the area will be protected.  The application in its existing format does not 
sufficiently address the desirability of the application or provide sufficient information 
as to how the character of the area will be impacted on. 

 
Considering the above, the objectors’ opinions that the application does not prove the 
development to be desirable and therefore could negatively impact surrounding 
property owners and the character of the area, is supported. 

 
13. RECOMMENDATION 

 
1. that the application in terms of Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipal By-

Law on Municipal Land Use Planning, 2015 (By-Law) on Portion 3 of Farm 585 
Hemel-en-Aarde Valley for a Consent Use to operate a garden refuse chipping 
plant, not be approved in terms of the provisions of Section 61 of the By-Law, 
and 
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2. that the applicant and objectors be notified of their right of appeal in terms of 

Section 78 of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2015 
with regard to the above decision. 

 
14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 
 Due to the lack of information regarding traffic impact and noise impact, it is not 

possible to determine if the application is desirable. 
 The surrounding area is developed with tourist facilities (restaurant, wedding 

venue, tourist accommodation, tree top climbing, quad biking, hiking and bicycle 
trails and wine tasting), educational facilities (CTI and Camphill School) and also 
farming activities (wine farms and protea and farming), and the concerns that such 
character can be negatively affected is supported. 

 The Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning does not 
support a garden waste chipping facility under a “Utility Zone” use, nor does it 
support such use in an area not allocated within a solid waste disposal site area. 

 The objections received with regard to concerns regarding the impact on the 
character of the area and on existing rights on properties, are valid concerns. 

 In terms of the SDF, the Hemel-en-Aarde Valley is a scenic route and farming and 
tourist facilities should be promoted.  The proposed chipping plant could have a 
negative impact on existing tourist facilities/activities and also impact on future 
possible activities, especially in terms of traffic concerns and noise concerns.  It is 
therefore the opinion that such chipping facility will not promote farming or tourist 
activities, and is not in line with the aims of the SDF, 2006. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Site Development Plan 
Annexure C: Motivation Report 
Annexure D: Objections & Applicant’s Response 
Annexure E: Services Report 
Annexure F: Comments: Telkom 
Annexure G: Comments: Eskom 
Annexure H: Comments: Operational Manager 
Annexure I: Comments: Municipal Environmental Section 
Annexure J: Comments : Western Cape Government : Transport & Public Works 
Annexure K: Comments : Fire Department 
Annexure L:  Comments: BGCMA 
Annexure M:  Comments: EADP 
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