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4.5 
PORTION 1 (WIND HEUVEL) OF FARM WIND HEUVEL NO. 696, DIVISION CALEDON, 
OVERSTRAND MUNICIPAL AREA: PROPOSED CONSENT USE: MESSRS PLANACTIVE 
TOWN AND REGIONAL PLANNERS ON BEHALF OF HOLISTIC 888 (PTY) LTD  
 
696/1 GRCAL (2922/2019) 
SW van der Merwe (028) 313 8900 Hermanus Administration 
6 May 2020 

 
1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
An application has been received on 26 November 2018 from Messrs PlanActive Town 
& Regional Planners on behalf of Holistic 888 (Pty) Ltd, the owner of Portion 1 (Wind 
Heuvel) of Farm Wind Heuvel No. 696, Division Caledon for consent use in terms of 
Section 16(2)(o) of the Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Municipal Land Use 
Planning, 2015 (By-Law) for tourist facilities (chapel, wedding venue, conference 
facility, tourism accommodation (four (4) guest rooms, two (2) self-catering units and 
five (5) self-catering eco cabins). 

 
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 subject property is situated 10km east of Gansbaai adjacent to Flower Valley, on 
route from Grootbos Private Nature Reserve to Baardskeerdersbos.  The property 
measures 27,2520 ha, is zoned for Agriculture Zone I purposes and developed with a 
manor house, managers dwelling, two (2) additional dwellings, labourers cottages, 
flower pack store, two (2) dams and associated infrastructure.  The property forms part 
of the original Uilenkraal loan farm and contains heritage buildings/structures.  Access 
is obtained from Minor Road 4027 (MR 4027). 

 
Surrounding land uses in the vicinity of the subject property comprises small scale 
sheep and cattle farming, private nature reserves, life style farms and tourism 
accommodation as well as tourist facilities (i.e. restaurant, conference, wedding venue 
etc.). 

 
The current owner acquired the property during 2018.  The property is utilised as a 
lifestyle residence since it is not a viable agricultural unit due to its limited size.  The 
owner intends to diversify the farm in order to generate an income.  The application for 
consent use for tourist facilities comprises a venue / conferencing facilities and chapel, 
whilst the tourist accommodation comprises two (2) additional dwelling units, four (4) 
guest rooms and five (5) eco cabins (self-catering).  Except for the eco-cabins, the 
development will be contained in existing buildings clustered around the werf area.  
The proposed eco-cabins will be single storey with a footprint limited to 120m² and will 
be situated on former disturbed areas of the property, accessed via existing farm 
tracks. 
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4. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S MOTIVATION 
 

 There are no title deed restrictions with reference to the proposed consent uses. 
 All services can be provided on the property to the satisfaction of the Municipality. 
 The agricultural zoning will be retained. 
 Tourism is the fastest growing land use in Overstrand. 
 Diversification would provide additional income. 
 Guests would make use of tourism facilities on offer in the surrounding area. 
 Proposed consent uses do not have a negative impact on the surrounding land 

uses/farms in the area. 
 The proposal is compatible with the built character of the area. 
 Only minor changes to existing structures will take place. 
 Heritage character of the site will be retained. 
 The proposed consent uses will enable the management of the property as a viable 

farm portion, which capital will be used of the upkeep of the property. 
 The proposal does not trigger listed activities in terms of NEMA. 
 The proposal is consistent with the planning principle. 
 The proposal adheres to the spatial planning policies for the area. 

 
5. ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLIANCE 

 

Methods of advertising Date published 
Closing date for 

comments 

Notices Yes 27 February 2019 5 April 2019 

Internal Departments Yes 27 February 2019 5 April 2019 

Ward councillor Yes 27 February 2019 5 April 2019 

Total comments One (1) invalid letter of objection was received. 

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

Yes 

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 STATE AND/OR MUNICIPAL 

DEPARTMENTS 
 

Name  Date received Summary of comments. 

Waste Management 28/02/2019 No objection. 

Building Control 29/03/2019 Supported. 

Eskom 3/04/2019 Annexure F. 

Environmental Section 5/03/2019 No objection. 
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DEA&DP: Development 
Management (Region 2) 

13/03/2019 Annexure G. 

Department of Transport and 
Public Works 

10/04/2019 Annexure I. 

CapeNature 23/05/2019 Annexure J. 

Department of Agriculture 22/05/2019 Annexure K. 

Telkom 5/06/2019 Annexure L. 

DEA&DP: Development 
Management (Region 1) 

7/10/2019 Annexure M. 

Services Report 23/12/2019 Annexure N. 

Breede-Gouritz Catchment 
Management Agency 

- No comment received. 

 
7. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC PARTICIPATION.  

 
One (1) late objection has been received from Mr Sean Privett, on behalf of the Privett 
Trust, the owner of Portion 1 of Farm 697 and Portion 2 of Farm 696, adjoining the 
application property to the north and west. 

 
The objection being late does not comply with the requirements for 
objections/comments in terms of Section 52(2) of the Overstrand Municipal Land Use 
Planning By-Law, thus the objector will only be notified of the outcome of the 
application. 

 
The main grounds for the late objection are the following: 

 
1. Point of objection 

 
No objection to the development of the property for tourism, but are extremely 
concerned about the proposed conferencing/wedding venue and refers to regular 
disturbance from a venue 1,5km away.  Noise emanating from wedding 
venue/conferencing facility situated 350m from the objector’s property will negatively 
impact upon the sense of place and tranquillity of the area and subsequently the 
objector’s nature based tourism enterprise and livelihood of staff they employ as well 
as the market value of the objector’s property. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The applicants left the rat race of the concrete jungle three (3) years ago for a new 
rural lifestyle of peace and tranquillity and purchased the application property with the 
intention to live on the property and develop it into a tourism since other farms in the 
Uilenkraal Valley have many forms of tourism operating, including wedding/conference 
venues. 

 
We are all three very sensitive to any form of noise pollution and prefer classical and 
nature’s music over any other genre of loud music, and will therefore only host “green 
weddings” and “spiritual” conferences with gentle soft music or no music at all. 
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As we will also be living on the farm, we will certainly not host weddings more than 1-2 
times a month and will further ensure that noise levels are kept low at all times.  We 
believe that our “Green Weddings” and “Spiritual” conferences will not impact 
negatively on the tranquillity of the area nor on Mr. Sean Privett’s existing tourism 
activities and property market values. 

 
The comments Mr. Privett made are again speculative, and furthermore both his 
properties have been on the market for quite some time. 

 
Town Planner’s response 

 
Having had regard to the objection above, as well as the applicant’s comment above, it 
is acknowledged that the proposed venue is situated in close proximity to the 
objector’s property.  The opinion is held that the potential impact, if any, could be 
mitigated with appropriate conditions.  In addition, the wedding venue(s) referred to by 
the objector operates for a number of years to date without a formal complaint history. 

 
The SDF encourage tourism and local economic development and diversification, 
whilst at the same time protecting high potential agricultural land.  The subject property 
is not a viable agricultural unit.  As such, the applicant intends to diversify and 
generate income through tourism based activities, i.e. venue/conferencing and tourism 
accommodation in accordance with the provisions of the Scheme Regulations.   

 
The applicant states that the owner will reside on the premises and as such will be in a 
position to manage the venue, thus ensuring that the amenity of the area and vested 
rights of adjoining property owners are not adversely affected. 

 
Further, in accordance with the provisions of the Western Cape Noise Control 
Regulations, 2013 the applicant, should the application be supported, will be required 
to submit a Noise Impacted Assessment with regard to noise levels of the proposed 
land use (i.e. venue/conferencing) as well as a Noise Management Plan with 
appropriate mitigation measures, prior to commencement of the development. 

 
2. Point of objection 

 
Impact on natural vegetation due to the location of the eco cabins on the interface 
between endangered Overberg Sandstone Fynbos and vulnerable Agulhas Limestone 
Fynbos that became infested with invasive alien species, visual impact since the area 
is infested with alien species and impact of site clearing and new road network 
required. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The applicant appointed an experienced environmental consultant to ensure that the 
proposed developments are in line with all environmental requirements, and the green 
light was given by them. 

 
The eco-cabins will be placed on already disturbed areas and parking will be provided 
on existing farm tracks from where guests will walk to the eco cabins.  The objection is 
therefore considered speculative. 

 
The applicant’s already embarked on an alien clearing program with Flower Valley 
Conservation farm experts utilising the DEA herbicide program, so we understand our 
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responsibilities in terms of preserving the environment and the clearing of the many 
aliens that they inherited. 

 
It is also important to note that a large part of the invasive grey poplar forest trees is on 
Mr. Privet’s farm (“Witkrans” Portion 1 of 697) that forms the north-western boundary 
with the objector’s property. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The application was circulated to Cape Nature who did not object subject to the siting 
of the proposed eco cabins, subject to a 32m buffer from the stream on the property 
being maintained.  DEA&DP also confirmed in writing that the proposal does not 
trigger listed activities in terms of NEMA.  The proposal is also supported by the 
Overstrand Environmental Management Services Department.  

 
The proposed eco cabins will be single storey structures with a footprint of 120m² each 
and is not considered to have an unacceptable visual impact, should the alien trees be 
removed. 

 
3. Point of objection 

 
According to the objector a single spring on the adjacent Flower Valley Farm provides 
water for all the farms in the valley, i.e. twelve (12) cadastral units.  Therefore, the 
proposed development should also take future needs of all of these into account when 
stating that there is sufficient water for the proposed development.  The water 
allocation referred to by the applicant is also subject to water availability, thus not 
guaranteed.  The objector is thus concerned that the scale of the proposed 
development will put pressure on limited water availability in the valley and is of the 
opinion that a proper assessment of water availability and water rights of all property 
owners in the valley be commissioned prior to a decision being made. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The applicant states that water allocation were agreed upon between the respective 
properties in accordance with a gentleman’s agreement and is managed in terms of a 
water schedule.   It is stated that the water supply never dried up, whilst the water 
source is properly managed and maintained, thus ensuring minimum waste and good 
water flow.  The applicant assisted Flower Valley with the same, whilst the objector 
due to lack of resources often declined to assist. 

 
The applicant also invested in a new water reticulation system to ensure that no water 
is wasted, understand and that all the respective property owners will have to limit the 
use of water during times of drought, and as such have already taken measures to 
manage water effectively and responsibly. 

 
Lastly, we disagree with the objector’s statement pertaining to the impact of the 
proposal on the existing water resources and is of the view that their future guest 
facilities are also not of such a large magnitude when compared to other 
establishments in the area. 

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The application property is not situated in an area where municipal services are 
rendered and is self-sufficient with regard to services, including water.  The subject 
property is entitled to a water allocation, subject to water availability as per an existing 
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agreement between the respective properties.  The applicant already implemented an 
internal water reticulation system with sufficient space capacity, with a view to 
conserve available water.  Cognisance should also be taken that the proposed land 
uses, save for the five (5) eco cabins, are contained in existing buildings and 
structures on the property.  With regard to the venue the applicant would also be able 
to easily supplement the water demand from bottled water as well the implementation 
of rain water harvesting.  The applicant also cannot be held responsible for 
investigating existing and future demand of all applicable water users.  The opinion is 
held that the proposal will have little impact on vested rights of the remaining water 
users and that a refusal on this basis cannot be justified. 

 
4. Point of objection 

 
The objector disagrees with the applicant’s statement: “it is clear that the proposed 
consent use can be supported from a desirability point of view due to the fact that the 
proposal is in line with land use tendencies within the area.  It is also compatible with 
the current agricultural land uses and tourist related uses found in the valley and that it 
will be an asset to Flower Valley.” for the following reasons: 

 

 the development of a wedding/function venue on a small property in the heart of 
Flower Valley is directly opposed to the nature based tourism economy of the 
valley; 

 the Flower Valley Conservation Trust was established Fauna and Flora 
International to safeguard the exceptional bio diversity of this unique valley, thus 
ensuring responsible conservation management of the valley; 

 the owners of Witkrans 697/1 (the objector) similarly signed a conservation 
servitude over most of the property in 2008, thereby ensuring protection of 
biodiversity into perpetuity; 

 the proposed wedding/function facility and associated business will negatively 
impact the fauna of the valley. 

 
Applicant’s comment 

 
The applicant motivates that they intend to undertake small intimate “Green weddings”, 
“Spiritual conferences” and well managed guest accommodation that will not 
negatively impact sensitive fauna of the valley. 

 
The applicant states that Mr. Privett operates hiking trails and guest accommodation 
on both his farms on a frequent basis, and in addition also operates a nursery from 
Flower Valley farm utilising small trucks and 4x4’s on a regular basis traveling on MR 
4027 between Witkrans and Flower Valley.  Flower Valley also offer guest 
accommodation and outsource flower harvesting to teams of flower pickers with 
pickups and very large trucks to collect same on a regular basis utilising MR 4027 that 
runs through our farm. 

 
The applicant is of opinion that the above activities create noise pollution and we 
believe have a negative impact on the fauna as they operate at all hours of the day 
and sometimes even late at night.   

 
Town Planner’s comment 

 
The objector failed to demonstrate how the proposed development would adversely 
impact upon the fauna and flora (bio diversity) of the valley.  Subject to the submission 
of a Noise Impact Assessment of the proposed land use and a Noise Management 
Plan the opinion is held that the proposal would not unacceptable detract from the 
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vested rights of the adjoining property owners, sufficient to justify refusal of the 
application. 

 
8. SUMMARY OF APPLICANT’S REPLY TO COMMENTS 

 
Refer to Paragraph 7. above. 

 
9. MUNICIPAL ASSESSMENT OF COMMENTS (Town Planner’s comment on 

objections/and response thereon) 
 

Refer to Paragraph 7. above. 
 

Internal Departments 
 

No objections. 
 

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. 

 
Spatial Justice 
The proposal will not further perpetuate past spatial injustices but will allow 
access to employment opportunities. 

 
Spatial sustainability 
The proposed tourist facilities and tourism accommodation are accommodated in 
the rural area consisting of many tourist attractions.  The proposed development 
will not have an impact upon conservation worthy area whilst the land use is in 
line with the rural character of the area. 

 
Efficiency 
The subject property is easily accessible and conveniently located in the rural 
area in close proximity of many tourist attractions and will ensure optimal use of 
the property. 

 
Spatial Resilience 
The proposed tourism facilities and tourism accommodation will improve the 
viability of the property. 

 
Good administration 
Good procedure was followed and with a good public participation process. 

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

The proposal is consistent with the SDF that allows non-agricultural uses 
provided that it is not located on high potential agricultural land, easily 
accessible, must have minimal impact on aesthetics and also on farming activity 
and does not adversely impact on biodiversity or ecosystem functioning. 

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

 
N/A 

 
10.6 Impact on Municipal engineering services 

 
No municipal services are provided. 

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

 
The application does not trigger the provisions of NEMA. 

 
The application does not trigger the provisions of Section 38 of the National 
Heritage Resources Act.  Only the Manor House and the proposed chapel (to be 
accommodated in the converted guest suite) existed in 1965/1966 according to 
photographic evidence.  As such, building plans will be referred to Heritage 
Western Cape prior to finalisation and approval of building plans in terms of the 
Building Regulations. 

 
10.8 Existing and proposed zoning comparisons and considerations 

 
The application is in line with the Overstrand Integrated Zoning Scheme 
Regulations. 

 
11. ADDITIONAL PLANNING EVALUATION FOR REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS 

 
N/A 

 
12. THE DESIRABILITY OF THE PROPOSAL 

 
Portion 1 (Wind Heuvel) of the Farm Wind Heuvel No. 696 is situated in the Uilenkraal 
Valley, 10km east of Gansbaai comprising a mixture of agricultural and tourist related 
land uses and activities. 

 
The property is situated in the agricultural conservation buffer zone as per the SDF 
Spatial Planning Categories (SPC).  This SPC forms the buffer between the core 
conservation and agricultural SPC’s within which small scale eco-tourism, farm based 
tourism and nature based recreation is normally considered acceptable. 

 
The proposed development will be located within existing buildings and structures on 
the property save for the proposed eco cabins that will be located on disturbed areas, 
accessed off existing farm tracks and located such to maintain a 32m buffer from the 
watercourse in the property. 

 
The proposal is thus consistent with the principles of the applicable SPC in that it 
would not adversely impact bio-diversity or ecosystem functioning or the sense of 
place due to the fact that most of the activities is contained to the werf area, whilst the 
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proposed eco cabins will be single storey and limited to a footprint of 120m².  The 
number of occupants of the eco cabins will be limited to fourteen (14) and will not 
trigger the provisions of NEMA.  The proposal is also supported by Cape Nature. 

 
Except for the proposed eco-cabins, all of the proposed uses will be accommodated 
within existing buildings and structures.  The conversion of the building will be done 
sympathetic to the local vernacular and where applicable be referred to Heritage 
Western Cape for approval.  The opinion is thus held that the proposed development 
will not detract from the rural character of the area from. 

 
The tourism accommodation comprising of two (2) self-catering units, four (4) guest 
rooms and five (5) proposed eco-cabins will not detract from the sense of place or the 
vested rights of adjoining properties. 

 
The proposed wedding venue/conferencing facility due to the small size of the subject 
property might impact upon the ambiance and tranquillity of the rural area and other 
nature based tourism related enterprises if not properly managed.  In this regard it 
should be noted that the venue/conferencing facilities, including the chapel will be 
limited to a maximum of fifty (50) people, whilst the applicant/manager will resides on 
the property.  The applicant in his response to the objections submitted confirmed that 
the intention is to host weddings two or three times per month and refers to “green 
weddings” and “spiritual conferences” with gentle or soft music or no music at all.  
The applicant does not further elaborate on what is meant with “green weddings” or 
“spiritual conferences”.  It is however assumed that being a venue, amplified sound 
will be utilised. 

 
The opinion is held that the potential impact could be sufficiently mitigated.  
Therefore, in accordance with the provisions of the Western Cape Noise Control 
Regulations, 2013 the applicant, should the application be supported, will be required 
to submit a Noise Impacted Assessment with regard to noise levels of the proposed 
land use (i.e. venue/conferencing) as well as a Noise Management Plan with 
appropriate mitigation measures having that as a minimum shall incorporate hours of 
operation and sound proofing prior to the venue/conferencing facility being utilised. 

 
All services are available on-site. 

 
The Department of Environmental Affairs and Development Planning: Directorate 
Land Development Management (Region 2) did not object to the proposed 
development, but recommends that the property be rezoned to Resort Zone as the 
total amount of self-catering units will exceed the maximum additional dwelling units 
per ha prescribed in terms of the Zoning Scheme.  The department also 
recommended that the application be referred to Heritage Western Cape for 
comment.  The Overstrand Integrated Zoning Scheme Regulations, 2014 provides for 
tourism accommodation as a secondary right (consent use) under Agricultural Zone, 
thus eliminating the need to rezone the property to Resort Zone or to create 
cumbersome split zonings on a single cadastral unit.  Further, it should be noted that 
the density requirement in terms of the Zoning Scheme is applicable to additional 
dwelling units and not to tourism accommodation.  Lastly, the proposal complies with 
the floor space restriction in terms of the Scheme Regulations applicable to 
Agricultural Zone 1 of 5000m². 

 
The development does not trigger the provisions of Section 38 of the National 
Heritage Resources Act and as such was not referred to the said department for 
comment.  The property does contain buildings and structures older than sixty (60) 
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years.  Accordingly building plans will however be referred to Heritage Western Cape 
for approval, prior to approval in terms of the Building Regulations. 

 
The BGCMA did not object to the proposal, but commented that the property does not 
have a confirmed lawful water use and required proof in respect of lawfulness, that a 
water balance pertaining to current and proposed use be provided and a copy of the 
water schedule as per the applicant’s motivation. 

 
It should be noted that the letter of comment was received outside the sixty (60) days 
commenting period as provided for within the Overstrand Municipal Land Use 
Planning By-Law.  The requested information had however been submitted to 
BGCMA indicting that the existing water use in accordance with a 1912 water use 
agreement.  Despite several follow up e-mails, no response was received. 

 
The Department of Transport indicated their conditional support, subject to agreement 
entered into between the applicant and the District Road Engineer (DRE) pertaining 
to the maintenance of the affected portion of MR 4027 and their written acceptance of 
the maintenance conditions specified by the DRE and will be accommodated in the 
conditions of approval. 

 
Considering the above, the application is in line with the tourist/agricultural character 
of the area, will not adversely impact upon bio diversity or eco system functioning, 
vested rights of adjoining properties whilst promoting tourism and economic 
development and therefore considered desirable. 

 
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 1 (Wind 
Heuvel) of the Farm Wind Heuvel No. 696 for a consent use for tourist facilities 
to accommodate a venue/conferencing and chapel and consent use for tourism 
accommodation to accommodate four (4) guest rooms, two (2) self-catering units 
and five (5) self-catering eco cabins, be approved in terms of the provisions of 
Section 61 of the By-Law, subject to the following conditions: 

  
 (a) that a detailed Site Development Plan (SDP) in accordance with the 

provisions of the Scheme Regulations be submitted for approval by the 
Authorised Official, prior to the submission of building plans; 

   
 (b) that the applicant appoint a suitably qualified noise specialist to submit a 

Noise Impact Assessment pertaining to noise levels of the proposed land 
use (i.e. venue/conferencing) and incorporate a Noise Management Plan 
with appropriate mitigation measures above demonstrating that music 
volumes emanating from the premises will at all times comply with the 
provisions of the Western Cape Noise Control Regulations; 

   
 (c) that the applicant shall furnish this office with written confirmation 

pertaining to the implementation of the of the mitigation measures referred 
to in paragraph (b) above; 

   
 (d) that the building plans be submitted to the Building Department for any 

changes existing or new to the building(s); 
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 (e) that should it be necessary to provide any additional ablution facilities due 

to the additional people visiting the site, it be provided to the satisfaction of 
the Building Department; 

   
 (f) that parking be provided in accordance with the SDP referred to in 

paragraph (a) above; 
   
 (g) that adequate provision be made to manage the behaviour of patrons 

(both inside and outside the buildings) and protection of surrounding 
properties; 

   
 (h) that there be compliance with all relevant Health and Fire regulations; 
   
 (i) that all the conditions in the Services Report (attached as Annexure N), be 

complied with; 
   
 (j) that all the conditions of Eskom, Department of Transport and Public 

Works, CapeNature, and Telkom (attached as Annexures F, I, J and L), be 
complied with; 

   
 (k) that the final placement of the proposed eco-cabins be determined in 

conjunction with the Environmental Management Department and be 
subject to a maximum footprint of 120m² and single storey in height; 

   
 (l) that the eco-cabins may not be occupied by more than fourteen (14) 

tourists and indicated as such on the SDP and building plans; 
   
 (m) that the owner or manager permanently resides on the premises when the 

venue/conferencing facility is in use; 
   
 (n) that the venue/conferencing facility may only be used between 08:00am 

and 00:00pm. 
   
 (o) that the applicable tariffs, as determined by the annual budget, be made 

applicable, which tariffs are automatically adjusted in terms of the annual 
budget;  

   
 (p) that this approval does not absolve the owner/applicant from compliance 

with any other relevant legislation, and 
   
 (q) that all other development parameters as prescribed in the relevant Zoning 

Scheme be complied with. 
   
2. that the applicant be notified of its right of appeal in terms of Section 78 of the 

Overstrand Municipality By-Law on Land Use Planning, 2015 with regard to the 
above conditions of approval. 
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14. REASONS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 

 It is in line with the aims of the Overstrand SDF to promote tourism. 
 All services can be provided on the property to the satisfaction of the Municipality. 
 Proposed consent uses do not have a negative impact on the surrounding land 

uses/farms in the area. 
 The proposal is compatible with the built character of the area. 
 Only minor changes to existing structures will take place. 
 Heritage character of the site will be retained. 
 The proposed consent uses will enable the management of the property as a viable 

farm portion, which capital will be used of the upkeep of the property. 
 The proposal does not trigger listed activities in terms of NEMA. 
 The proposal is consistent with the planning principles. 
 The proposal adheres to the spatial planning policies for the area. 

 
15. ANNEXURES 

 
Annexure A: Locality Plan 
Annexure B: Motivation Report 
Annexure C: Site Development Plan 
Annexure D: Late objection 
Annexure E: Applicants comment on late objection 
Annexure F: Comment: Telkom 
Annexure G: Comment: DEA&DP Development Management (Region 2) 
Annexure H: Comment from applicant on letter from DEA&DP 
Annexure I: Comments: Department of Transport and Public Works 
Annexure J: Comment: Cape Nature 
Annexure K: Comment: Department of Agriculture 
Annexure L: Comment: Eskom 
Annexure M: Comment: DEA&DP Development Management (Region 1) 
Annexure N: Services Report 
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Signature:  ___________________ 
 

Date:   ___________________ 
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